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The proposed action involves intersection and lane improvements and new alignments for the 
Montgomery County portion of U.S. Route 29 from SUgo Creek Parkway, south of 1-495, to the 
Patuxent River Bridge at the Howard County line. The purpose of these proposed highway 
improvements is to provide additional safe and efficient capacity for this 11.35 mile segment of 
the U.S. Route 29 corridor, which contains numerous major residential, commercial, and 
industrial developments along the north-south roadway. 

The Selected Alternate C includes: (1) grade-separated interchanges north of MD 650 and (2) 
intersection improvements south of MD 650. Environmental impacts in the areas of land use, 
neighborhoods, businesses, community services, natural resources, air quality, and noise are ' 
presented. 
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SUMMARY 

A.       ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 

Federal Highway Administration 
Administration Action Environmental Statement 

()      Draft (X) 
()       Section 4(f) Evaluation        () 

Final 
Supplemental 

B. ENFORMAHONAL CONTACTS 

The following persons may be contacted for additional information concerning this 
document: 

Mr. David Lawton 
Planning, Research, and 

Environmental Engineer 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda - Suite 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
Phone:  (410)962-4440 
Hours:  7:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Room 506 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
Phone:  (301)333-1130 
Hours: 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

C.       DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action involves intersection, lane and interchange improvements and new 
alignments for the Montgomery County portion of U.S. Route 29 from Sligo Creek Parkway, 
south of 1-495, to the Patuxent River Bridge at the Howard County line (Figure S-l). The 
purpose of proposed highway improvements is to provide additional, safe, and efficient capacity 
for this 11.35-mile segment of the U.S. Route 29 corridor, which contains numerous major 
residential, commercial, and industrial developments along the north-south roadway (Figure S-2). 

D.       ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Four alternatives were developed for this portion of the U.S. Route 29 project and 
presented at the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing held on January 25, 1989 and a 
Supplemental Public Meeting held on March 20,1990. Alternative A, the No-Build Alternative, 
consisted of the maintenance of the existing highway design. Intersection improvements, with 
no control of access, were proposed in Alternative B. Alternative C included control of access, 
with grade-separated interchanges (bridges) and/or service roads. All median crossovers and 
traffic signals north of MD 650 would be removed. Several intersection/interchange designs 
concepts have been developed for Alternatives B and C. Alternative D provided separated 
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HOV lanes within the existing median from Sligo Creek to Maryland Route 198. Three design 
concepts were considered within Alternative D and several options within each concept were 
proposed. 

Additional alternatives were developed subsequent to the Location /Design Public Hearing 
that included several options at Four Comers and two-lane treatment alternatives (Alternatives 
C-4, C-4 At Grade, C-5, and C-6 Modified). 

For this FEIS, two alternatives are described including the No-Build Alternative and 
Selected Alternative (Alternative C) which includes modifications that were made since the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The Selected Alternative includes control of access, 
with grade-separated interchanges (bridges) and/or service roads. Median crossovers and traffic 
signals would be removed. Design concepts have been developed for the Selected Alternative. 

E.       AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Residents and businesses along the U.S. Route 29 corridor have expressed a variety of 
concerns regarding the proposed improvements. These concerns involve a number of issues 
including noise, pedestrian access, bicycle and equestrian paths, neighborhood traffic, and 
general safety. In addition, area business people have expressed concern for maintenance of 
access to local businesses and availability of parking. Residents south of the project area are 
concerned about the effects of the proposed improvements to U.S. Route 29 on traffic and safety 
of the roadway in their area. 

These concerns have been voiced through a number of public meetings and hearings. 
The studies and alternatives contained in this report have been refined in response to these 
identified concerns. 

F.       RELATED PROJECTS IN THE STUDY AREA 

Several projects in the vicinity of U.S. Route 29 listed in the Maryland Consolidated 
Transportation Program (CTP) are either under construction or about to proceed into the 
construction phase. All projects identified below will impact the U.S. Route 29 corridor in some 
way. Among the improvements are the widening and reconstruction of Maryland Route 650 
from Randolph Road to MD Route 198. Construction is scheduled to begin in FY 1994. The 
Intercounty Connector, a new transportation facility between 1-270 and 1-95, is currently in the 
Development and Evaluation stage. Widening is currently being constructed or in the planning 
stages at various roads intersecting U.S. Route 29. The widening of E. Randolph Road from 
MD Route 650 to Old Columbia Road is currently under construction. Montgomery County is 
also planning to widen Briggs Chaney Road. These improvements should reduce congestion and 
improve traffic flow on U.S. Route 29 by providing more capacity and less congestion on 
roadways off of U.S. Route 29. 
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G.       SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Traffic - In 1985, many intersections in the project corridor operated at Level of Service 
(LOS) E or F during peak hours. Traffic projections for the year 2015 indicate that the Selected 
Alternative will provide acceptable traffic conditions. 

Safety - Increasing traffic volumes, especially at high accident intersections, can be 
expected to increase accident rates in the corridor with the No-Build Alternative. The Selected 
Alternative would have the capability to substantially reduce the number of accidents in the 
corridor. 

Land Use and Planning - Any changes to U.S. Route 29 have the potential to affect 
transit serviceability which may enhance or deter land use development. With the No-Build 
Alternative, traffic conditions will worsen due to congestion. The Selected Alternative will 
eliminate intersection delays while providing improved traffic flow for existing and future 
development. 

Displacements - The No-Build Alternative would not require any displacements. Twenty- 
three (23) structures could be impacted by the Selected Alternative. All Maryland State 
Highway Administration projects requiring displacements must comply with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended). See 
Appendix D. 

Neighborhoods and Social Groups - Overall project effects on area neighborhoods would 
be minimal. The Selected Alternative would provide safer access to and from U.S. Route 29, 
although in some cases this access would be more circuitous. The Four Comers community is 
somewhat more sensitive to changes in their areas as they are concerned that future 
transportation improvements might worsen an already deteriorating commercial district. 

Community Facilities - Emergency vehicle response time may increase over a period 
of time with the No-Build Alternative. Although access to U.S. Route 29 would be changed by 
the Selected Alternative, response time should improve for the most part due to less traffic 
congestion. 

Surface Water - None of the major streams in the corridor would be affected by the 
project.  The Selected Alternative would impact several small intermittent tributaries through 
culvert extensions, new culverts and relocations. Potential mitigation of aquatic resources may 
be accomplished using depressed, natural-bottom culverts or enhancement of existing aquatic 
resources. 

Groundwater - The project should produce no impacts on groundwater resources. 

Wetlands - The Selected Alternative would permanently impact approximately 0.55 acres 
of wetlands. Mitigation will be accomplished by creation, enhancement, or restoration of 
wetlands at ratios determined by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources and the U.S. 
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers (U.S. COE). 
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Vegetation - The Selected Alternative would require removal of approximately 10 acres 
of early-succession shrubland, 56 acres of hardwood forest, and 27 acres of agriculture. 
Mitigation for the hardwood forest will be accomplished by Maryland State Highway 
Administration (MD SHA) at a 1:1 ratio. 

Threatened and Endangered Species - The project would have no impact on federal or 
state threatened, endangered or rare species. 

Farmlands - The proposed alternatives would not have an adverse effect on farmland, as 
per evaluation criteria of the Farmland Protection Policy Act. 

Noise - The Selected Alternative would impact front row receptors within each noise 
sensitive area studied. Mitigation measures such as noise barriers and site specific noise 
insulation of public buildings which are reasonable and feasible would be developed during final 
design of the U.S. Route 29 project. 

Air Quality - The air quality analysis indicates that carbon monoxide (CO) impacts 
resulting from the implementation of the No-Build or Selected Alternative at the Four Comers 
intersection and the Sligo Creek Parkway intersection would not result in a violation of the 1- 
hour or 8-hour S/NAAQS of 35 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. No intersections north of MD 
650 violate the S/NAAQS. 

The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential to impact the local 
ambient air quality by generating fugitive dust through activities such as demolition and materials 
handling. MD SHA has addressed this possibility by establishing "Specifics for Construction 
and Materials" which specifies procedures to be followed by contractors involved in site work. 

Historic and Archaeological Resources - There are five historic sites in the study area 
considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Two of these historic sites 
would have been effected by the Selected Alternates. Due to design refinements, these impacts 
were avoided. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) issued a determination that the 
Selected Alternative will not adversely affect the Marlow/Bushnell House (M 34/8) and St. 
Marks Chapel (M 34/9), the latter determination conditioned on a landscaping plan. The 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) concurred with the SHPO's no adverse effect 
determinations. There are no archeological sites in the area of potential effect which meet the 
criteria for listing on the National Register. 

Hazardous Materials - There is a strong likelihood that petroleum contaminated soils will 
be encountered on several of the properties or section of properties anticipated to be acquired 
for this project. Impact of these petroleum contaminated soils on the project will be associated 
with characterization, excavation, testing and disposal of encountered contamination. To 
minimize the impact of contaminated sites on the construction of the roadway improvements, it 
is recommended that characterization of the potentially acquired property be conducted prior to 
the purchase of the properties as delays and expenses associated with construction related 
discovery of contamination can be substantial. 

Table S-l contains a summary of impacts that may result from the proposed 
improvements to U.S. Route 29. 
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Table S-l 

Summary of Impacts 
U.S. Route 29 

Impact Category No-Btrild Alternative 
Selected Alternative 

(Alternative C) 

Traffic Does not meet future transportation needs Provides acceptable future traffic flow 

Safety Potential for accidents increases Substantial reduction in the number of 
accidents 

Land Use and Planning Incompatible with land use plans Compatible with land use plans 

Displacements No Displacements Total - 23 
16 - Single-Family 
5 - Commercial (on 4 properties) 
3 - Auxiliary 

Neighborhood and Social Groups Maintains access to all neighborhoods, but 
may add cutthrough traffic on 
neighborhood streets.  Unsafe conditions 
accessing U.S. Route 29 

Changes the access to neighborhoods, but 
enhances safety 

Community Facilities Hampers emergency vehicle travel due to 
congestion 

Changes access for emergency services 
while improving response time on U.S. 
Route 29 

Surface Water No Impact Minor Impact - Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan will be developed and 
implemented 

Groundwater No Impact No Impact 

Wetlands No Impact Maximum O.SS acres - Mitigation as 
required by MD DNR and U.S. COE 

Floodplains No Impact No impact 

Vegetation No Impact Maximum 142.7 acres includes 56.3 acres 
hardwood forest - Mitigation as required 
by MD DNR 

Threatened and Endangered 
Species 

No Impact No Impact 

Prime and Statewide Farmland No Impact No Impact 

Noise 192 receptors exceed the NAC, 100 would 
benefit from mitigation 

246 of 381 receptors would benefit from 
mitigation 

Air No sensitive areas exceeding the one-hour 
or eight-hour NAAQS 

No sensitive areas exceeding the one-hour 
or eight-hour NAAQS 

Historic and Archeological No Impact No adverse impact - Landscaping Plan 
required for one historic site (St. Marks 
Chapel) 

Total Project Cost Normal Maintenance Cost Approximately $200 million 
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H.       FEDERAL AND STATE APPROVALS REQUIRED 

The following is a list of permits and approvals that may be required for the proposed 
project construction: 

• Waterway Construction Permit - Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MD 
DNR) 

• Sediment and Stormwater Management Approval - MD DNR - Water Resources 
Administration (WRA), and Department of Health and Mental Hygiene - Office 
of Environmental Programs (OEP) 

• Joint Permit for Construction on Nontidal Waters and Floodplains (Wetlands) - 
MD DNR Wetlands and Waterways Program, WRA. Department of the Army, 
U.S Corps of Engineers 
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I. PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

A.       HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

Portions of Old Columbia Pike were originally constructed around 1945. The old two- 
lane highway proceeded north from White Oak on New Hampshire Avenue to Olney, then 
toward Ellicott City along Clarksville Pike. Old Columbia Pike, then designated MD Route 
196, was unable to accommodate the growth of the region. In the early 1950s, the State Roads 
Commission began construction for a new parallel dual highway facility. The dual section for 
U.S. Route 29 between Paint Branch and Burtonsville was completed in 1956. The dual section 
between Northwest Branch and Sligo Creek followed in the late 1950s. The connection of these 
two sections, between Paint Branch and Northwest Branch, opened in 1960. It was not until 
1967 that the two-lane section north of Burtonsville, originally constructed in 1954, was widened 
to four lanes. 

The project to improve traffic flow conditions and to gain access control on U.S. Route 
29 from U.S. Route 40 in Howard County to 1-495 in Montgomery County was added to the 
Development and Evaluation Program in the 1984-1989 Consolidated Transportation Program 
(CTP). It has remained in the Development and Evaluation Program through the current CTP 
(1994-1999). In the 1987-1992 CTP, the study limit was extended south to Sligo Creek Parkway 
and the study was split into two; one in Montgomery County and the other in Howard County. 
Two portions of the project, the proposed improvements on U.S. Route 29 at MD Route 193 
(Four Comers) and the bridge widening over New Hampshire Avenue have been advanced to 
the Construction Program in the 1994-1999 CTP. The anticipated construction date for these 
projects are FY 96 and FY 94, respectively. This project is also included in the Transportation 
Improvement Program, a document created jointly with Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments (MWCOG). 

When the study was split into two, no improvements were proposed at the Patuxent River 
bridge. As noted in Section n.B, the projected level-of-service at the bridge is LOS D, 
therefore no major capacity improvement was deemed necessary. Intense development and 
traffic generation occurs south of MD 198 (in Montgomery County) and north of MD 216 (in 
Howard County). Between these two routes, little development exists or is planned because the 
area lies within a section of the Patuxent River watershed which both counties are trying to 
protect from development. Traffic volumes decrease in both counties as U.S. Route 29 
approaches the Patuxent River. Given the low density of development projected in this section 
and the minimal need for local access improvements, the existing roadway will be adequate in 
the immediate vicinity of the Patuxent River bridge. The environmental documents evaluating 
improvements in each county have the Patuxent River bridge as their termini, but roadway 
improvements leasing up to the bridge (between MD 198 and MD 216) are transitional purposes 
only (e.g., acceleration lanes and truck climbing lanes.) major roadway capacity improvement 
terminate at MD 198 in Montgomery County and Md 216 in Howard County. 

The U.S. Route 29 project corridor consists of 11.35 miles of roadway containing 38 at- 
grade intersections. Nineteen intersections have traffic signals. From Sligo Creek to MD Route 
650 (3.79 miles), U.S. Route 29 is a 6-lane divided highway. North of MD Route 650 to the 
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Howard County line (7.56 miles), U.S. Route 29 is a 4- and 6-lane divided highway.  U.S. 
Route 29 was widened from 4 to 6 lanes in three locations as listed below: 

1. Industrial Parkway to Randolph Road and Fairland Road to north of Greencastle 
Road - Montgomery County Department of Transportation. 

2. MD Route 650 to Industrial Parkway and north of Greencastle Road to north of 
MD Route 198 - State Highway Administration under the Special Projects 
Program. 

3. Randolph Road to Fairland Road - C & P Telephone Company as part of 
development plans. 

This widening was never part of the mainline improvements which comprise this project. 

Highway Needs Inventory 

The biennial Highway Needs Inventory document was originally titled the 20-Year 
Highway Needs Study. Needed improvements were classified as either critical or non-critical. 
With the 1980 update, the format was changed, the critical/non-critical designations dropped, 
and it was retitled the Highway Needs Inventory. 

Prior to the 1968-1988 Highway Needs Study, U.S. Route 29 from the Montgomery/ 
Howard County line to MD Route 198 was recommended as a four-lane, divided highway 
improvement, with the existing four-lane highway south of MD Route 198 to Sligo Creek 
Parkway recommended for resurfacing. The U.S. Route 29 Spur, a new alignment from U.S. 
Route 29, south of MD Route 650, to MD Route 193 at Arcola Avenue was added to the 1962- 
1982 Highway Needs Study. The 1968-1988 Highway Needs Study revised the needed 
improvements on U.S. Route 29 including the Spur from four lanes to six lanes. This was 
retained through the 1973-1992 Highway Needs Study. The Spur was dropped from the 1975- 
1994 document, while the mainline U.S. Route 29 widening to six lanes from the 
Montgomery/Howard County Line to MD 650 was retained. 

The 1980 and 1982 Highway Needs Inventory retained the U.S. Route 29 improvement 
as a six-lane divided highway with the same limits. The southern limits of the proposed project 
were extended to 1-495 in the 1984 Highway Needs Inventory. The new limits were retained 
in the 1986 document. 

The proposed improvements would insure that sufficient, safe roadway capacity will be 
provided to accommodate existing and projected traffic growth. The roadway operates above 
capacity during the morning and evening peak traffic hours. Traffic signals along the U.S. 
Route 29 project corridor were installed to handle the crossing and turning movements at the 
more heavily congested intersections. As a result of the influx of traffic, these intersections are 
at capacity and can no longer efficiently operate. The study of these intersections and the future 
of projected growth reflected the need for grade separated interchanges that can handle higher 
capacities. 
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B.       EXISTING HIGHWAY SYSTEM AND DEFICIENCIES 

1.       Existing Highway 

Beginning at Silver Spring, U.S. Route 29 extends north through extensively developed 
areas of Montgomery County, across the Patuxent River and into Howard County before 
terminating at I-70/MD Route 99. Numerous major residential, commercial, and industrial 
developments are located along the 4-lane and 6-lane divided highway. As a major state 
highway facility in the Baltimore-Washington Parkway/U.S. Route 1/I-95/U.S. Route 29 band, 
U.S. Route 29 serves as a "main street" for nearly every major development in the eastern half 
of Montgomery County. 

The entire project corridor (from Sligo Creek to the Patuxent River) consists of six lanes 
except for the areas north of MD Route 198 to the Patuxent River where two lanes are 
northbound and two are southbound, and at the U.S. Route 29 bridge over MD Route 650 which 
consists of four lanes. 

From Sligo Creek to MD Route 650 (3.79 miles), existing U.S. Route 29 typically 
consists of a divided 6-lane arterial highway; the existing 16-foot raised median includes left turn 
bays at the intersections. Sidewalks are provided in the vicinity of Four Comers and in some 
locations south of 1-495. The existing right-of-way width is 100-feet. Four lanes with a 16-foot 
median are carried through the MD Route 650 interchange; an auxiliary third lane per direction 
is provided between the loop ramps. 

To provide consistent roadway capacity, improvements at the U.S. Route 29/MD 650 
interchange have been separated from this project to correct the bottleneck effect of narrowing 
6 lanes to 4 at the interchange. The improvements consist of adding a lane in both the north and 
southbound lanes on the U.S. Route 29 bridge over MD 650 through the interchange to 
accommodate merging traffic. The additional lanes would be added within the existing median 
rather than on the outside as presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
The acceleration and deceleration lanes for the U.S. Route 29/MD 650 ramps will also be shifted 
to accommodate the lane additions which may require some additional right-of-way. No 
improvements to the U.S. Route 29 bridge substructure over MD 650 are required. The Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) approved this project as a Categorical Exclusion on September 
10, 1992. 

In addition to the full cloverleaf interchange at MD Route 650, at-grade intersections are 
provided as listed below, with median crossovers and left turn bays provided at most locations. 
Traffic signals are provided at Sligo Creek Parkway/St. Andrews Way, Franklin Avenue (MD 
Route 516), MD Route 193 (University Boulevard)(2 lights), Southwood Avenue, Lockwood 
Spur, Burnt Mills Avenue, and Prelude Drive. 

Franklin Street 
Leighton Avenue 
Brewster Avenue 
Indian Spring Road 
Granville Drive 
Lanark Way (west side only) 
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University Boulevard EB 
University Boulevard WB 
Timberwood Avenue 
Circle Drive (east side only) 
Lorain Avenue 
Southwood Avenue/Eastwood Avenue (west side only) 
Crestmoor Drive (east side only) 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission entrances 
Manor Care/Exxon 
Hillwood Drive (east side only) 
Lockwood Drive (MD Route 895) (east side only) 
Lockwood Drive Spur/Quality Inn connector 
Burnt Mills Avenue 
Southwest Drive (no median opening) 
Northwest Drive 
Prelude Drive (west side only) 
Oak Leaf Drive 

North of MD Route 650, to the Howard County line (7.56 miles), the right-of-way width 
is typically 200-feet south of MD Route 198 and 150 feet north of MD Route 198. Numerous 
private driveways connect to U.S. Route 29 north of MD Route 198 (9 onto northbound U.S. 
Route 29, 18 onto southbound U.S. Route 29). 

At-grade intersections north of MD 650 are listed below. All locations include median 
crossovers and left turn bays. Traffic signals are provided at New Hampshire Avenue, Stewart 
Lane and Stewart Lane offset intersections, Industrial Parkway, Tech Road, Randolph Road, 
Musgrove Road, Fairland Road, Briggs Chancy Road, Greencastle Road, and at MD Route 198 
and Burtonsville Crossing Shopping Center. 

Stewart Lane 
Stewart Lane offset 
Old Columbia Road/Industrial Parkway 
Tech Road (east side only) 
East Randolph Road 
Musgrove Road 
Fairland Road 
Briggs Chaney Road 
Greencastle Road 
Blackburn Road 
MD Route 198 (Spencerville Road) 
Burtonsville Shopping Center/Office Park (National Drive) 
Burtonsville Crossing Shopping Center 
Bell Road (west side only) 
Dustin Road 
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2. Traffic 

The DEIS included a detailed traffic analyses which is also described in this FEIS. 
Traffic issues are discussed in depth in the Traffic Analysis Report. The Traffic Analysis Report 
can be reviewed at the Maryland State Highway Administration offices. The five volumes of 
the Preliminary Traffic Analysis supplement the information presented in the Traffic Analysis 
Report. The traffic analysis was performed based on travel demand forecasts developed in 
cooperation with the MWCOG. This section summarizes the key points discussed in the Traffic 
Analysis Report. 

a.        Traffic Data 

The U.S. Route 29 corridor is one of the most important commuter-oriented arterials 
radiating from the Capital Beltway. The growth in traffic volumes over the past 35 years along 
U.S. Route 29 has generally paralleled the growth in households and employment. Past average 
traffic volumes (vehicles per day) are tabulated in Table 1-1. 

Table 1-1 
Past Average Daily Traffic Volumes 

Location Along U.S. Route 19 lliiiii 1960 1970 
===== 

1989 

South of MD Route 193 N/A 11,780 25,700 39,600 

North of MD Route 650 3,590 9,080 26,000 33,000 

| North of MD Route 198 2,510 5,750 14,500 18,900 

Daily traffic volumes (vehicles per day) and hourly traffic volumes (vehicles per hour) 
are tabulated in Table 1-2. The peak-hour directional distribution immediately south of Randolph 
Road is 70 percent AM southbound and 62 percent PM northbound. The AM and PM peak 
hours are 8.88 percent and 9.34 percent, respectively, of the total daily traffic at this location. 
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Table 1-2 
Year 1985 Traffic Data 

The directional distribution north of Dustin Road approaching the northern termini is 58 
percent AM southbound/42 percent AM northbound, and 59 percent PM northbound/41 percent 
PM southbound. 

^^^S^^^^^^^^^^K Total Daily Traffic 
Vdfaittt 

Peak-Hour Traffic 
Volume 

North of Sligo Creek Parkway 49,250 5,285 

North of 1-495 46,750 4,895 

North of MD Route 193 49,850 4,975 

South of Lockwood Drive 51,750 5,315 

South of MD Route 650 41,200 4,355 

South of Randolph Road 34,450 3,445 

South of Briggs Chaney Road 34,800 
— 

3,265 

South of MD Route 198 27,800 2,530 

North of MD Route 198 26,950 2,415 

In accordance with the projected increases in land use and with increased transit usage, 
year 2015 traffic volumes are anticipated to increase in comparison to year 1985 volumes. 
Tabulated in Table 1-3 are projected year 2015 daily and peak-hour traffic volumes. 

Table 1-3 
Year 2015 Traffic Data 

> 
Location Along U.S. Route 29 Total Daily Traffic Volume Beak-Boor Traffic Volume 

North of Sligo Creek Parkway 62,050 5,980 

North of 1-495 64,060 5,965 

North of MD Route 193 66,540 6,470 

South of Lockwood Drive 69,550 6,900                    | 

South of MD Route 650 56,450 5,710 

South of Randolph Road 66,300 6,190 

South of Inter-County Connector 73,200 6,725                    1 

South of Briggs Chaney Road 69,700 6,250 

South of MD Route 198 55,350 4,830 

North of MD Route 198 48,850 5,025 
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Trucks comprise approximately 5 percent of the average daily traffic (ADT) and peak- 
hour traffic and will remain the same percentage for the design year 2015. 

The methodology used to develop the 2015 AM and PM peak hour traffic forecasts 
involved the use of existing traffic volumes at the selected intersections and the traffic models 
developed by the MWCOG for the base year 1985 and the forecast year 2015. Some results of 
these models indicate the following: 

i)      Howard County portion of traffic (daily trips in 2015) on various sections 
of U.S. Route 29 is as follows: 

• south of 1-495 - 6 percent 
• north of 1-495 - 13 percent 
• north of University Boulevard - 14 percent 
• south of Inter County Connector (ICC) - 21 percent 
• north of ICC - 55 percent 

ii)      The largest portion of traffic on U.S. Route 29: 

• south of 1-495 is from outside the Washington area from the NE 
and White Oak - Fairland/Four Comers - 24 percent 

• north of 1-495 is from White Oak-Fairland/Four Comers - 52 
percent 

• north of University Boulevard is from White Oak-Fairland/Four 
Comers - 44 percent 

• south of ICC is from Prince Georges County outside 1-495 - 26 
percent 

• north of ICC is from Howard County - 55 percent 

iii)      ADT at the Montgomery/Howard County line: 

1285 2015. 

U.S. Route 29 27,000 49,000 
1-95 75,000 170,000 

Total increase in daily trips on the two highways is 117,000 vehicles per 
day. An 80 percent increase in traffic on U.S. Route 29 is projected by 
2015. 

b.       Level of Service 

Quality of traffic flow along a highway is measured in terms of level of service (LOS). 
This measure is dependent upon highway geometry and traffic characteristics and ranges from 
LOS "A" (Best), to LOS "C" (minimum desirable in rural areas), to "E" (capacity and 
acceptable in urban and suburban areas), to LOS "F" (worst or forced flow). The LOS 
categories and general descriptions are: 

1-7 



S( 

LOS A is free flow, with low volumes and high speeds. 

LOS B is the zone of stable flow, with operating speeds beginning to be restricted 
somewhat by traffic conditions. Drivers still have reasonable freedom to select their speed and 
lane of operation. 

LOS C is still in the zone of stable flow, but speeds and maneuverability are more clearly 
controlled by the higher volumes. 

LOS D approaches unstable flow, with tolerable operating speeds being maintained 
though considerably affected by changes in operating conditions. 

LOS E cannot be described by speed alone, but represents operations at even lower 
operating speeds than in level D, with volumes at or near capacity of the highway. 

LOS F describes forced flow operation at low speeds, where volumes are above capacity. 

The previously mentioned traffic volumes were distributed to reflect the particular travel 
paths available for each alternative and concept. Each alternative and concept was then 
thoroughly analyzed to develop levels-of-service for the following areas of analysis: freeways, 
multilane highways, two-lane highways, ramp junctions, ramp roadways, weaving areas and 
intersections. The results of these analyses were presented and thoroughly discussed in the 
Traffic Analysis Report and are summarized below: 

i)      South of MD Route 650 

a)       1985 Conditions 

Table 1-4 lists the level-of-service obtained for the 1985 morning 
and afternoon peak hours at the key intersections on U.S. Route 29 
between Sligo Creek Parkway and MD Route 650. The following is a list 
of the intersections south of MD Route 650 that are operating beyond 
capacity: 

U.S. Route 29 at Sligo Creek Parkway 
U.S. Route 29 at Lanark Way 
U.S. Route 29 at MD Route 193 EB 
U.S. Route 29 at MD Route 193 WB 
U.S. Route 29 at Southwood Drive 
U.S. Route 29 at Hillwood Drive 
U.S. Route 29 at Lockwood Drive 
U.S. Route 29 at Burnt Mills Avenue 
U.S. Route 29 at Franklin Avenue 
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Table 1-4 
1985 and Projected 2015 Levels of Service 

South of MD Route 650 

liili^^fi^Bl^^li^^^^^Biii: 
AM/PM Level of Service During Peak Hour*     1 

Year 1985 Existing Year 2015 No-Build 

@ Sligo Creek/St. Andrews 
@ Franklin Avenue 
@ EB MD Route 193 (South) 
@ WB MD Route 193 (North) 
@ Burnt Mills Avenue 

F(1.4)/F(1.0) 
F(1.3)/F(1.0) 
F(1.3)/F(l.l) 
F(1.3)/F(1.2) 

F(1.2)/D 

F(1.6)/F(1.6) 
F(1.5)/F(1.4) 
F(1.6)/F(1.5) 
F(1.8)/F(1.6) 
F(1.5)/F(1.2) 

1         Level of Traffic Service range from 'A' best to 'F' breakdown.  State Highway 
practice is to strive to achieve level of service C to D in suburban areas and level 
of service E in urban areas in Montgomery County. Numbers following the LOS 
designation are for v/c.                                                                                       | 

These results are confirmed by actual observations of the congestion that exists on U.S. 
Route 29 during the morning and afternoon peak periods. The long queues at the intersections 
listed above extend to, and adversely affect, adjacent intersections. 

b) No-Build Alternative 

Table 1-4 also lists the levels of service obtained for the 2015 
morning and afternoon peak hours at the key intersections on U.S. Route 
29 between Sligo Creek Parkway and MD Route 650 for the No-Build 
Alternative. As may be expected, most intersections will operate at LOS 
F. The following is a list of the intersections south of MD Route 650 that 
would operate beyond capacity for this alternative: 

U.S. Route 29 at Sligo Creek Parkway 
U.S. Route 29 at Franklin Avenue 
U.S. Route 29 at Lanark Way 
U.S. Route 29 at MD Route 193 EB 
U.S. Route 29 at MD Route 193 WB 
U.S. Route 29 at Timberwood Avenue 
U.S. Route 29 at Lorain Avenue 
U.S. Route 29 at Crestmoor Avenue 
U.S. Route 29 at Southwood Drive 
U.S. Route 29 at Hillwood Drive 
U.S. Route 29 at Lockwood Drive 
U.S. Route 29 at Burnt Mills Drive 
U.S. Route 29 at Southwest Drive 
U.S. Route 29 at Northwest Drive 
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• U.S. Route 29 at Prelude Drive 
• U.S. Route 29 at Oak Leaf Drive 

Clearly, the No-Build Alternative would not meet future traffic demands. 

North of MD Route 650 

a) 1985 Conditions 

Table 1-5 lists the level of service obtained for the 1985 morning 
and afternoon peak hours at the key intersections on U.S. Route 29 
between MD Route 650 and the Howard County line. The following is 
a list of the intersections in this area that are operating beyond capacity. 

U.S. Route 29 at Stewart Lane 
U.S. Route 29 at Industrial Parkway 
U.S. Route 29 at Randolph Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Briggs Chaney Road 

The northern termini at the bridge over the Patuxent River, U.S. 
Route 29 operates at a LOS B. 

These results are confirmed by actual observations of the 
congestion that exists on U.S. Route 29 during the morning and afternoon 
peak periods. The long queues at the intersections listed above extend to, 
and adversely affect, adjacent intersections. 

Table 1-5 
1985 and Projected 2015 Levels of Service 

Illill 1111:1111 
AM/PMLtvd of Service Daring Beak How*         | 

Year IMS Existing Year 2015 No-Birild 

@ Stewart Lane 
@ Industrial Parkway 
©TediRoad 
@ East Randolph Road 
® Musgrove Road 
® Fairland Road 
® Briggs Chaney Road 
® Greencastle Road 
® Blackburn Road 
@ MD Route 198 
® Dustin Road 

F(1.0)/C 
F(l.l)/F(l.l) 

D/E 
F(l.l)/F(l.l) 

C/B 
C/C 

F(1.2)/F(l.l) 
B/C 
B/A 
C/C 
A/A 

F(1.7)/F(1.6) 
F(2.1)/F(2.6) 
F(1.3)/F(1.9) 
F(1.5)/F(1.5) 
F(1.6)/F(1.3) 
F(1.5)/F(1.4) 
F(1.6)/F(1.7) 
F(1.2)/F(1.3) 
F(l.l)/F(1.0) 
F(1.6)/F(1.6) 

D/F(l.l) 
1           Level of Traffic Service range from "A" best to "F" breakdown. State Highway 

Administration practice is to strive to achieve level of service C to D in 
suburban areas and level of service E in urban areas in Montgomery County 
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b)       No-Build Alternative 

Table 1-5 also lists the projected levels of service obtained for the 
2015 morning and afternoon peak hours at the key intersections on U.S. 
Route 29 between MD Route 650 and the Howard County line. The 
following are the intersections that will operate at LOS F: 

U.S. Route 29 at Stewart Lane 
U.S. Route 29 at Industrial Parkway 
U.S. Route 29 at Tech Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Randolph Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Musgrove Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Fairland Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Briggs Chaney Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Greencastle Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Blackburn Road 
U.S. Route 29 at MD Route 198 
U.S. Route 29 at Bell Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Dustin Road 

At the northern termini, the U.S. Route 29 bridge over the Patuxent River, the 2015 LOS 
would be LOS D. 

Clearly, the No-Build Alternative would not meet future traffic demands. 

c.        Safety 

U.S. Route 29, from Sligo Creek to the Patuxent River experienced an average accident 
rate of 203 accidents for every one-hundred million vehicle miles of travel (lOOmvm) during the 
three year DEIS study period (1984 - 1986). This rate is below the statewide average rate of 
218 accidents/100 mvm for similar highways now under state maintenance. 

A total of 863 accidents was reported within the study limits (from 1984 through 1986). 
The accident cost to the motoring and general public resulting from these accidents is estimated 
at approximately $1.6 million/lOOmvm. These accidents are listed below in Table 1-6 by 
severity, indicating number of fatalities, injuries and property damage accidents. 

There were six fatal accidents within the study limits (from 1984 through 1986). Of the 
six fatal accidents, three were fixed object collisions, one was a rear end collision, one was an 
angle collision and one was a left turn collision. 

The collision types experienced on U.S. Route 29 within the study limits, in comparison 
to the statewide average rates for this type of highway area, is shown in Table 1-7. 
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Table 1-6 
Study Area Accidents Listed by Severity 

'•"•'••'••'•^S'i^ui :i:i'vi:f*''iY: • •' "• 1984 m& IIHI Total iiiliiii 
IlliliipIII 
iiiiiiillll 

Fatal Accidents 1 i 4 6 1.4 1.9 

# Killed 1 i 5 7 — _ 

Injury Accidents 154 166 152 472 111.0 123.0 

# Injured 253 288 255 796 — — 

Property Damage Accidents 115 109 166 385 90.6 93.3 

Total Accidents 270 276 317 863 203.0 218.2 

Table 1-7 
Study Area Accidents Listed by Collision Type 

Collision Type Number of Accidents 
1984-1986 

Sate Statewide 
Average Rate 

Angle 180 42.4* 37.0 

Rear End 229 53.9 71.4 

Fixed Object 113 26.6* 22.6 

Opposite Direction 8 1.9 3.0 

Sideswipe 68 16.0 18.8 

Left Turn 118 27.8 29.0 

Pedestrian 9 2.1 4.8 

Parked Vehicle 19 4.5 3.6 

Other 119 28.0 28.1 

* Significantly higher than Statewide Average Rate 

The accident rates for the angle and fixed object collisions were significantly higher than 
the statewide average rates. The high rate of angle accidents may be attributed to the numerous 
intersections throughout the study limits. Of the 863 total accidents, 518 (or 60%) were 
intersection related accidents. As traffic volumes increase, at-grade intersections will experience 
increased congestion, accidents and delays. Of the total 113 fixed object collisions, 62 (or 55%) 
occurred during the hours of darkness and 63 (or 56%) involved vehicles striking the curb. 
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There are ten (10) High Accident intersections within the study limits. These are listed 
below: 

1. U.S. Route 29 at Sligo Creek Parkway (St. Andrews Way) 
(1984 - 14 accidents, 1986 - 14 accidents) 

2. U.S. Route 29 MD Route 193 Eastbound 
(1984 - 15 accidents, 1986 - 23 accidents) 

3. U.S. Route 29 at MD Route 193 Westbound 
(1984 - 13 accidents, 1985 - 12 accidents) 

4. U.S. Route 29 at Stewart Lane 
(1984 - 15 accidents, 1986 - 21 accidents) 

5. U.S. Route 29 at East Randolph Road 
(1984 - 27 accidents, 1985 - 16 accidents, 1986 - 25 accidents) 

6. U.S. Route 29 at Fairland Road 
(1984 - 25 accidents, 1985 - 24 accidents) 

7. U.S. Route 29 at Briggs Chaney Road 
(1986 - 12 accidents) 

8. U.S. Route 29 at MD Route 198 
(1985 - 23 accidents, 1986 - 12 accidents) 

9. U.S. Route 29 at (1.50-2.00) .01 mile south of MD Route 391 to . 15 mile north 
of MD Route 516 (1985-59 accidents) 

10. U.S. Route 29 at (10.50-11.00) .18 mile south of MD Route 198 to .32 mile 
north of MD Route 198 (1985 - 21 accidents) 

C.  OTHER PROPOSED ACTIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA 

Tables 1-8 and 1-9 summarize ongoing or proposed actions on other roadways in the area. 
These improvements are to roadways intersecting U.S. Route 29 in the project area or feeding 
into these intersecting roadways. All will have an impact on traffic conditions on U.S. 
Route 29. 

As described in Part A, the study of U.S. Route 29 was split into two sections at the 
Montgomery/Howard County line at the Patuxent River. The studies in each county continued, 
but on different paces, with a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) being signed for the 
Howard County portion in 1987. The FONSI documented the selection of interchanges at all 
major intersections along U.S. Route 29, similar to these proposed in Montgomery County. 

1-13 



37 

Table 1-8 
Montgomery County Roadway Improvements 

The Montgomery County Department of Transportation's Capital Improvement Program 
(1994-1999) lists the following County roadway improvement projects. These programmed 
improvements will help relieve traffic congestion and improve safety and accessibility along 
many of the roads that connect with U.S. Route 29. 

Roadway Scope Improvement Status 

Fairland Road • East Randolph Road to U.S. 29 
• Reconstruct and Widen 

Completed 

Fairland Road • U.S. Route 29 to Prince George's 
County Line 

• Reconstruct 

Dropped Due to Fiscal 
Constraints 

E. Randolph Road - Phase I • MD Route 650 to Burkhart Street 
• Widen and Reconstruct to 6 lanes 

Under Construction - 
Complete April 1994. 
Site improvement and 
utilities, FY 1995 

E. Randolph Road - Phase 
II 

• Burkhart Street to Old Columbia 
• Widen and Reconstruct 

Under Construction - 
Funded for FY 1995-FY- 
1997 

Briggs Chaney Road • Realignment at Old Columbia Road 
• New construction 

Construction Funded FY 
1994-FY 1995 

Briggs Chaney Road • Automobile Boulevard to Gateshead 
Manor Way 

• Widen and Reconstruct 

Facility Planning 
Program - Complete 
Funded for Construction 
by FY 1999-2000 

Good Hope Road • Cape May Drive to MD Route 198 
• Reconstruct 

Dropped Due to Fiscal 
Constraints 

Briggs Chaney Road •           Realignment to Norwood Road at MD 
Route 650 

Dropped 

Bonifant Road •           Realignment to Good Hope Road at 
MD Route 650 

Project Complete 

Robey Road • Greencastle Elementary School site to 
Greencastle Road 

• Reconstruct 

Under Preliminary 
Design - Funds for FY 
1993, No Funds for 
Construction 

Silver Spring CBD •           Intersection Improvement Not Funded, In Planning 

Eastern Montgomery County 
Park and Ride Lots 

•           Construct Approximately 2000 
additional spaces 

Completed Construction 

Source:  Montgomery County Department of Transportation, 3/94. 
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Table 1-9 
State Highway Roadway Improvements 

The Maryland Department of Transportation's Consolidated Transportation Program 
(1990-1999) lists the following State roadway improvement projects which could affect U.S. 
Route 29 between 1-495 and the Howard County line. 

i^Pii^^iiliil^Bii Scope Improvement Status 

1-95 -1-495 Interchange •           Reconstruct Interchange Completed 

1-495 • MD Route 97 to 1-270 
• Construct 7th & 8th lanes 

Completed 

Intercounty Connector 1-370 to U.S. 1 
•           New Construction 

Development and 
Evaluation Program 

MD Route 650 • Randolph Road to MD Route 198 
• Widen and Reconstruct 

Funded for 
Construction, 1994- 
1996 

MD Route 28 Relocation • From West of MD 182 to MD Route 198 
• New Construction 

Funded for 
Construction, 1997 

U.S. Route 29 • Industrial Boulevard to Randolph Road and 
Fairland Road to Greencastle Road 

• Construct 5th and 6th lanes 

Completed 

U.S. Route 29 • MD Route 650 to Industrial Blvd. and 
Greencastle Road to MD Route 198 

• Construct 5th and 6th lanes 

Completed 

MD Route 198 • Vietch Lane to U.S. Route 29 
• Widen and Resurface 

Completed 

U.S. Route 29 • Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
• Construct Grade Separations and 5th & 6th 

lanes 

Partially Constructed - 
Interchanges only 

U.S. Route 29 •           Reconstruct Bridge over MD Route 650 Construction Starts 
Spring 1994 

U.S. Route 29 •           Reconstruct Intersection at MD Route 193 Funded for 
Construction 1996- 
1998 

I-495/I-95 • American Legion Bridge to Woodrow 
Wilson Bridge 

• HOV Study 

Development and 
Evaluation Program 

Source:  Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration, 1994. 

1-15 



3? 

The MDSHA in coordination with Howard County has begun to implement these 
improvements with interchange construction complete at MD 108, Broken Land Parkway/Seneca 
Drive and MD 103/MD 100. Interchanges at MD 216 and Hopkins/Gorman Road are expected 
in future programs. 

D.       INTERFACE WITH MASS TRANSIT FACBLITIES AND SERVICES 

Mass transit service in the U.S. Route 29 corridor is provided by Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transportation Authority Metro Bus, Montgomery County Ride-On and Eyre 
Trailways. It is estimated that transit accounts for 12.2% of the person-trips in the U.S. Route 
29 corridor. The corridor does not presently have features designed specifically for mass transit, 
such as HOV (High Occupancy Vehicle) lanes. In addition, the present designs of at-grade and 
signalized intersections are not conducive to mass transit efficiency. 

Incorporation of certain design features within U.S. Route 29 would improve existing 
mass transit efficiency. Efficient mass transit would be a desirable alternative to automobile use. 
Extensive use of mass transit would help ease corridor congestion within and beyond the project 
area and would be consistent with the Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan's objective to 
move people, not vehicles. While total home to work trips in the study area are expected to 
increase by 76 percent from 1985 to 2010, transit trips are expected to increase by only 57 
percent. 

Concurrent/Coordinated Studies 

A study entitled "U.S. Route 29 Transit Alternatives Light Rail vs. HOV Lane(s)" was 
prepared by the Office of Transportation Planning of the Maryland Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) in coordination with the MWCOG and local governments. The purpose of the study 
was to make a comparative analysis of the ridership, capital and operating costs, and operational 
advantages and disadvantages associated with building a light rail transit line vs. building an 
HOV transitway along several corridors in Maryland, including U.S. Route 29. A further 
comparison was made of both at-grade and grade separated version of both facilities. The focus 
of the analysis was a 2010 intermediate time frame consistent with the current highway project 
planning activity. MWCOG provided travel demand forecasts for both planning studies. 

The light rail option analyzed was an 18.6 mile, 2 to 3 track system connecting Columbia 
Town Center with the Silver Spring Metrorail station. The at-grade option would cross 
signalized intersections at-grade with possible signal preemption. The grade separated option 
would use median stations requiring pedestrian access and probable escalators/elevators. Both 
options would require shuttle service from the park-and-ride lots. 

The transitway option analyzed for comparison was a 9 mile, 1 to 2 lane HOV restricted 
transitway from Burtonsville south to Silver Spring Metrorail Station. This transitway would 
be used by buses, vanpools, and 3+ carpools north of Stewart Lane and buses and vanpools 
south of Stewart Lane. Pedestrians would be taken directly from the park-and-ride lots. This 
option was developed consistent with Alternative D from the U.S. Route 29 study. 
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The study indicates that the U.S. Route 29 corridor promises to be an excellent transit 
corridor with almost 40 percent of all trips with an origin in the corridor and bound for the 
Washington region having a destination in either Silver Spring or the 10-mile square which 
includes the District and northern Virginia employment sites. Either an HOV transitway or a 
light rail line could be expected to attract up to about 20,000 trips per day, similar to the 
ridership being achieved by several of the new light rail transit systems across the country; i.e., 
about 1,000 riders per mile of guideway. About 75 percent of the patronage would come from 
Montgomery County, the remaining 25 percent from Howard County. 

The total net annualized cost of a light rail system, including both operating and capital 
costs, would be about 3 to V-h. times the cost of comparable HOV transitway system providing 
the same level of service. 

The capital cost of building an HOV transitway vs. a light rail system at-grade is $71 
million vs. $208 million. The capital cost of building these alternatives grade separated is $87 
million vs. $319 million. The net annual cost, after fare revenue is deducted, of a light rail 
system would be about three times the cost of a transitway system, $6.6 million as compared 
to $2.1 million. 

The study concluded that although there appears to be sufficient future patronage to 
support either a light rail system or an extensive transitway system, express buses operating on 
a transitway would appear to be a more cost effective alternative. 

Subsequent to the MDOT study, options to provide a time advantage to express bus 
service such as a concurrent flow right lane HOV with queue-jumpers were considered. This 
idea uses the right-most general use lane as an HOV lane. Signal phasing would give this lane 
advance green for any vehicles needing out of the lane, e.g. to turn left. There are several 
negative aspects affecting this option. Police enforcement would be difficult. The idea is not 
compatible with the Montgomery County Master Plan. There would be problems with right 
turns from the general use lanes, and the psychological problem of people having to stay out of 
the "empty-looking" right lane. The latter is difficult because people naturally tend to drive in 
the right lane if it is open. Realizing these points, this option was dropped from further 
analysis. 

HOV lane feasibility was studied extensively throughout the entire corridor. South of 
MD 650, at grade HOV lanes in the median were considered. Public concern over a decrease 
in safety associated with the existing median eliminated this alternative. Use of the existing right 
lane (northbound and southbound) as an HOV lane with signal que-jumpers was also considered. 
Additional capacity would still be required, and congestion would not be alleviated solely by this 
alternative. 

Physical corridor constraints prohibited grade separated HOV lanes south of MD 650. 

North of MD 650, at-grade and grade separated HOV lanes were considered. Alternative 
D-l north of MD 650 included at-grade HOV lanes in the existing median area (north of 
MD 650). The lack of time savings associated with start/stops at traffic signals along the 
corridor and failing levels-of-service eliminated this alternative. 
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Alternative D-2, north of MD 650 included grade separating the HOV lanes only, within 

the existing median with U.S. Route 29 remaining at-grade. Long retaining walls and bridges, 
and a "roller coaster" aesthetic effect deemed this alternative too expensive and unsightly with 
only minimal improvement to traffic along U.S. Route 29. Projected intersection LOS remained 
in failure. This alternative was eliminated. 

Alternative D-3, north of MD 650 provided grade separated interchanges and limited 
access, with at-grade HOV lanes in the existing median. The capacity improvements associated 
with grade separating existing intersections improved traffic sufficiently. The use of HOV lanes 
alone would not alleviate the congestion. The additional improvements, associated with this 
alternative, as well as the selected alternative, C-3, solved the projected congestion. 

Another option considered to accommodate express bus service and/or HOV travel was 
a Contra-Flow bus lane concept. This alternative provided for use of one lane on the "opposite" 
side of the median as a bus lane travelling in the peak direction. That is, in the morning, there 
would be three (3) general use lanes heading southbound, one bus lane heading southbound on 
the northbound side of the median, and two lanes heading northbound. This scenario would be 
reversed during the evening rush hour. Safety concerns attributed to unawareness of the 
traveling public, maintenance associated with daily installation and breakdown, and difficulty 
moving the buses across the median at the termini resulted in dropping this alternative from 
further analysis. 

Other HOV/Express bus options, which required removal of the median south of MD 
Route 650 were considered and dropped because of public concern for driver and pedestrian 
safety and access. 

The Montgomery County Department of Transportation (MCDOT) has recently began 
a study of Express Bus service south of MD 650. The 1994 study is expected to include a more 
detailed investigation of operations and design of a potential facility. 

E.  SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEMANDS 

As the main connector between Washington and Baltimore, while serving Silver Spring 
and Columbia, the capacity of U.S. Route 29 is critical to the vitality of adjacent communities. 
If population growth occurs as projected (Table 1-10), design year 2015 would result in traffic 
operating at Levels of Service E and F. 

Table 1-10 
Growth Projections for U.S. Route 29 Corridor 

1990 - 2005 

Characteristic lllllilli lllllilli % Change 
1990-1995 

^^^^| lll;§ij|||p| 
iMiMf 

% Change 
1990-2005 

Population 68,326 68,443 .17% 74,689 9.1% 9.3%       | 

Household 26,945 28,098 4.2% 33,308 18.5% 23.6% 

Employment 31,438 34,906 11.0% 42,113 20.6% 40.0% 

Source: Washington COG, Round IV-1, Cooperative Forecasts, Revised 1990. 

1-18 



j/2~> 

In addition to population increases, land use plans in the corridor call for additional 
growth in commercial and industrial uses which also would put additional strain on traffic 
capacities of U.S. Route 29. Additional commercial development is planned for White Oak, 
Fairland, Burtonsville, Colesville, and the Kay Tract. Additional industrial development is 
planned for Montgomery Industrial Park, West Farm Industrial Park and the Burtonsville area. 

In instances where a developing transportation corridor is affected by issues such as 
unacceptable Levels of Service (Levels D through F), unlimited access creating hazardous 
conditions, and inability to meet future traffic demand, sites adjacent to the highway segment 
would be less attractive to developers than transportation corridors offering safe access and 
unhindered traffic flow. In the growing Baltimore/Washington region, competition for 
development is intense; corridors with transportation facilities operating at adequate capacity 
would have a competitive advantage in attracting this development, particularly commercial and 
industrial development. 

Unacceptable traffic levels on U.S. Route 29 have a two-fold effect on the area's 
economy. Existing business is directly impacted by impeded customer access and delivery of 
goods and services. In addition, new commercial and industrial establishments are less likely 
to locate in the corridor if transportation facilities do not function efficiently. 

F.       TRANSPORTATION PLANS, POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 

The most recent transportation planning for the study area is included in the 
comprehensive plans for the Four Comers and Eastern Montgomery County planning areas. The 
transportation features of these plans, as applicable to U.S. Route 29, are: 

• Recommends short-term and long-term operational improvements for the U.S. 
Route 29/University Boulevard intersection; 

• Proposes improvements to facilitate safe traffic flow; 

• Proposes a network of express bus routes, neighborhood bus services, and fringe 
parking lots to reduce dependence on the automobile; and, 

• Encourages a network of bicycle and pedestrian routes to enhance safety for 
cyclists and walkers. 

Existing transportation conditions within the U.S. Route 29 corridor do not meet the 
goals of these land use plans. Mass transit in the area does not function near its potential 
efficiency. Highway design features used to enhance mass transit efficiency could increase the 
appeal of mass transit services. Existing at-grade intersections on U.S. Route 29 do not promote 
safe use for pedestrians or bicyclists. In addition, area land use plans indicate the need for 
improvements to U.S. Route 29 at specific locations and for the corridor in general. 
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H.  ALTERNATIVES 

A.       ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED AT THE COMBINED LOCATION/DESIGN 
PUBLIC HEARING 

Four alternatives were developed for the Montgomery County portion of the U.S. Route 
29 project and presented at the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing held on January 25, 
1989. Alternative A, the No-Build Alternative, consisted of the maintenance of the existing 
highway design. Intersection improvements, with no control of access, were proposed in 
Alternative B. Alternative C included control of access, with grade-separated interchanges 
(bridges) and/or service roads. All median crossovers and traffic signals north of MD 650 
would be removed. Several intersection/interchange design concepts have been developed for 
Alternatives B and C. Alternative D provided separated HOV lanes within the existing median 
from Sligo Creek to Maryland Route 198. Three design concepts were considered within 
Alternative D and several options within each concept were proposed. Detailed descriptions of 
previous Alternatives A, B, C, and D can be found in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for U.S. Route 29, Sligo Creek to the Howard County Line, Montgomery County, 
Maryland (11/7/88). The DEIS can be reviewed at MD SHA in Baltimore, MD. 

B.       ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED SUBSEQUENT TO THE PUBLIC HEARING 

In addition to the alternatives previously considered for that portion of U.S. Route 29 
south of MD 650 as previously described, additional alternatives were developed subsequent to 
the Location/Design Public Hearing held on January 25, 1989. These include several options 
at Four Comers and two-lane treatment alternatives. Though these are being considered as new 
alternatives since they were not included in the DEIS, they are only slightly different from those 
previously presented. Typical section designs for these modified alternatives are contained in 
Appendix A. 

At Four Comers 

The preparation of this FEIS has been delayed slightly to develop design modifications 
and to evaluate community concerns regarding the alternatives at the U.S. Route 29/MD Route 
193 (Four Comers) intersection. A Supplemental Public Meeting for the section of U.S. Route 
29 between Sligo Creek Parkway and MD 650 was held on March 20, 1990. A third public 
meeting for the Four Comers area was held on November 4, 1992. Following are the 
alternatives that have been developed since the Location/Design Public Hearing in this area. 

Alternative C-4 

Alternative C-4 (underpass option) proposes the relocation of all MD Route 193 traffic 
to the location of the existing eastbound roadway. This section of MD Route 193 would be 
widened from the existing three-lane facility to a six-lane divided roadway. The existing 
westbound roadway, on either side of U.S. Route 29, would become a two-way, three-lane 
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facility providing local access and circulation. U.S. Route 29 would be depressed under the 
widened section of MD Route 193, therefore, the existing westbound lanes will be severed 
providing no through movements. U.S. Route 29 would narrow from a six-lane divided section 
to a five-lane undivided section with a center reversible lane as it approaches MD 193. 

All of the turning movements between the two roadways would be handled at the 
signalized intersection located on the bridge. On MD Route 193, there would be six lanes (three 
lanes in each direction) of through traffic, with a single left turn lane for westbound and double 
left turn lanes for eastbound traffic, respectively. 

Each of the existing jug handles would be reconstructed to two-way roadways, further 
enhancing community circulation. The intersections formed between MD Route 193 and the jug 
handles would be signalized. 

Alternative C-4 will require the displacement of three businesses, namely the Roy Rogers 
Restaurant, the Auto-Mech Transmission Shop and the Steuart/Agip Gas Station which houses 
two tenant operated auto businesses. These displacements were not required prior to the 
completion of the DEIS. Alternative C-4 design is contained as Plate 3 in Appendix B. 

Alternative C-4 At-Grade 

Alternative C-4 At-Grade is basically the same alternative as C-4 only at-grade (see 
Plate 5 in Appendix B). As in the underpass alternative of C-4, MD Route 193 would be 
widened from the existing three-lane facility to a six-lane divided roadway. The existing 
westbound roadway, on either side of U.S. Route 29, would become a two-way, three-lane 
facility providing local access and circulation, no through movements would be allowed. U.S. 
Route 29 would narrow from a six-lane divided section to a five-lane undivided section with a 
center reversible lane as it approaches MD 193. Left turns from both roadways would not be 
permitted. Instead, vehicles would have to use the widened jug handles in an at-grade loop 
situation. 

Also, as with Alternative C-4, this at-grade option displaces the Auto-Mech Transmission 
Shop, the Roy Rogers Restaurant, and the two tenant operated businesses at the Steuart/Agip Gas 
Station. 

Alternative C-5 

Alternative C-5 (underpass option) proposed to depress MD Route 193 under U.S. Route 
29 at the location of the current eastbound roadway. U.S. Route 29 will remain a six-lane 
facility with the median being retained and existing eastbound MD Route 193 will be widened 
to a five-lane roadway to handle the through movements. All traffic wishing to cross U.S. 
Route 29 will be diverted onto this widened section. Community access and circulation will be 
handled via right-in, right-out movements at the existing westbound MD Route 193/U.S. Route 
29 intersection and upgraded jug handle turn lanes. MD Route 193 will be signalized and the 
existing westbound roadway will be narrowed to handle two-way local traffic. Alternative C-5 
is illustrated as Plate 4 in Appendix B. 
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Alternative C-5 will require the displacement of three businesses, namely the Roy Rogers 
Restaurant, the Auto-Mech Transmission Shop, and the Steuart/Agip Gas Station. These 
displacements were not required prior the completion of the DEIS. 

Alternative C-6 Modified 

Alternative C-6 Modified, the at-grade improvement, calls for the addition of a travel 
lane in each direction along U.S. Route 29 and the widening of MD Route 193 at the 
intersections to provide for exclusive turning lanes. U.S. Route 29 will become an eight-lane 
facility with a continuous raised median with a median width varying between 9 and 16 feet. 
Also, on U.S. Route 29, exclusive right turn lanes will be provided. MD Route 193 will be 
widened at its intersections with U.S. Route 29 to provide exclusive left and right turn lanes. 

In order to provide greater intersection level-of-service, left turns from U.S. Route 29 
are being denied. Jug handle lanes are being proposed to accommodate turning movements. 
Vehicles making a left turn movement from U.S. Route 29 onto MD Route 193 will first have 
to make a right turn onto MD 193 then use the jug handles to proceed in the desired direction. 
Alternative C-6 Modified also includes the addition of two traffic signals located at the existing 
intersections of the jug handles and MD Route 193. Appendix A contains mapping of 
Alternative C-6 Modified. 

One business displacement, Steuart/Agip Gas Station, will be required by Alternative C-6 
Modified. 

C.       CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES NOT SELECTED 

No Build Alternative - Alternative A 

The No-Build Alternative would involve continued use of the existing U.S. Route 29 
highway alignment. This alternative would not meet the project need because the existing 
facilities are functionally inadequate to support the current and projected transportation levels 
of service for U.S. Route 29. 

Alternative B 

This alternative addressed intersection improvements, such as addition of turn lanes and 
improving turning radii, with no control of access. Alternative B would not meet the project 
need because these minor improvements would not. support the current and projected 
transportation levels of service for U.S. 29. 

Alternative D 

This alternative was similar to the selected alternative, Alternative C. Alternative D, 
however, included provisions for HOV lanes throughout the length of the corridor. South of 
MD Route 650, this alternative became prohibitive due to the high cost of right-of-way 
acquisition beyond existing right-of-way widths, and strong public concern for maintaining the 
existing median within existing right-of-way.   Though not selected north of MD Route 650 
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either, there is sufficient width in the existing median area to provide two HOV lanes in the 
future without additional right-of-way if so determined necessary. Alternative D was not 
selected north of MD Route 650 because addition of HOV lanes alone would not have solved 
the projected congestion problem. The selected alternative does resolve projected congestion 
without the required additional expense of HOV lane construction. 

D.       ALTERNATIVE C - SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 

The following is a description of the Alternative C - Selected Alternative, including 
modifications that were made since the DEIS, from north of MD 650 to the Howard County 
line. The alternative was selected using best available engineering technology, public input 
through meetings and hearings, economic considerations and analysis, public safety concerns, 
and environmental impact analysis. The Selected Alternative fulfills the projects' Purpose & 
Need to providing improved roadway and intersection level-of-service, and by addressing safety 
and operational concerns through the development of grade separated interchanges at selected 
locations throughout the majority of the corridor. Section n.A described all alternatives that 
were considered for the U.S. Route 29. Appendices A & B contain mapping of all proposed 
improvements listed in this section. Appendix C contains a photo survey of all areas proposed 
for improvements along the U.S. Route 29 corridor. 

Alternatives South ofMD 650 

At Four Comers 

Alternative C-6 Modified (the at-grade improvement) was selected. This Alternate was 
developed subsequent to the Public Hearing (see Appendix A - Map 1). It calls for the addition 
of a travel lane in each direction along U.S. Route 29 and the widening of MD 193 at the 
intersections to provide for exclusive turning lanes. U.S. Route 29 will become an eight-lane 
facility with a continuous raised median with a median width varying between 9 and 16 feet. 
Exclusive right turn lanes also will be provided along the corridor. MD 193 will be widened 
at the MD 193/U.S. Route 29 intersection to provide exclusive left and right turn lanes. 

In order to provide greater intersection level-of-service, left turns from U.S. Route 29 
are being denied. Jug-handle lanes are being proposed to accommodate left turning movements. 
Vehicles making a left turn movement from U.S. Route 29 onto MD 193 will first have to make 
a right turn onto MD 193 then use the jug-handles to proceed in the desired direction. 
Alternative C-6 Modified also includes the addition of two traffic signals located at the existing 
intersections of the jug-handles and MD 193. 

One business displacement, Steuart/Agip Gas Station, will be required by Alternative C-6 
Modified. 

Alternatives C-2, C-4, and C-5 were not selected because construction would have 
disrupted the local business community for up to four years and because the alternatives were 
deemed too expensive for the resultant traffic level of service benefit. Alternative C-4 at grade 
was not selected since the resultant level-of-service remained in F and additional business 
displacements were required. 
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At Sligo Creek Parkway 

In light of uncertainties regarding both the development levels in the Silver Spring 
Central Business District (CBD) and the potential relocation of the Blair High School to the Sligo 
Creek Golf Course, MD SHA has delayed indefinitely any decision on the Sligo Creek Parkway 
intersection and is proceeding with obtaining Location and Design Approvals for improvements 
north of the Beltway only. This will allow MD SHA to work with Montgomery County in 
determining the appropriate improvement for the Sligo Creek Parkway intersection and other 
intersections between the Capital Beltway and downtown Silver Spring. 

At-grade intersections are provided as listed below, with median crossovers and left turn 
bays provided at most locations: Franklin Street, Leighton Avenue, Brewster Avenue, Indian 
Spring Road, Granville Drive, Lanark Way (west side only), University Boulevard EB, 
University Boulevard WB, Timberwood Avenue, Circle Drive (east side only), Lorain Avenue, 
Southwood Avenue/Eastwood Avenue (west side only), Crestmoor Drive (east side only), 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission entrances, Manor Care/Exxon, Hillwood Drive (east 
side only), Lockwood Drive (MD Route 895) (east side only), Lockwood Drive Spur/Quality 
Inn connector, Burnt Mills Avenue, Southwest Drive (no median opening), Northwest Drive, 
Prelude Drive (west side only) and Oak Leaf Drive. 

Alternatives North ofMD 650 

At Stewart Lane 

At Stewart Lane, Alternative C-4 was selected with a slight modification (Appendix A - 
Map 2). Under Alternative C-4, the Stewart Lane intersection would be closed and a structure 

would be built at the existing location to convey Stewart Lane over U.S. Route 29. East of U.S. 
Route 29, Stewart Lane would access U.S. Route 29 via right-on, right-off movements 800 feet 
north of the overpass. These movements form a T-intersection with Old Columbia Road. An 
access ramp in the northeast quadrant would connect Old Columbia Road with Stewart Lane. 
West of U.S. Route 29, the southbound U.S. Route 29 off ramp would diverge south of the 
Stewart Lane overpass and go under the entrance ramp from Stewart Lane to southbound U.S. 
Route 29. After going under the entrance ramp, the exit ramp would diverge into two ramps. 
One ramp would lead to Stewart Lane and the other would lead to MD 650 ramp A. 

There also is a ramp leading from Stewart Lane to MD 650 ramp A. This ramp provides 
for future development. Existing Milestone Drive would be closed south of Stewart Lane, but 
existing access would be maintained with the proposed alignment. The modification to this 
alternative was that the northbound right-in, right-out ramp will be moved south to intersect 
across from the Stewart Lane access ramp. The alignment of Old Columbia Road will be shifted 
eastward to provide more desirable intersection spacing. 

Alternatives C-l, C-2, and C-3 did not provide intersection spacing as desirable as the 
selected alternative. They also did not have ramp movements as smooth as the selected 
alternative to MD Route 650 from US 29 and to US 29 from Stewart Lane. 
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At Industrial Parkway and Tech Road 

Alternative C-2, also with a slight modification, was selected at the combined location 
of Industrial Parkway and Tech Road (Appendix A - Map 3). This concept closes Tech Road 
as it exists and utilizes its alignment for an overpass that connects Tech Road with Old Columbia 
Road. Access to northbound U.S. Route 29 is achieved via right-on, right-off ramps at 
Industrial Parkway. The on ramp for southbound U.S. Route 29 is located north of the overpass 
and forms a T-intersection with Old Columbia Road, 300 feet north of the Tech Road/Old 
Columbia Road intersection. The Tech Road overpass would have been long enough to allow 
Prosperity Drive to be located under it. The southbound U.S. Route 29 access will be provided 
via the Randolph Road interchange. The modification to this alternative consisted of elevating 
Prosperity Drive to intersect with the Tech Road overpass, which will provide enhanced 
community access. 

Alternative C-l was not selected because the southbound off ramp to Old Columbia Road 
conflicted with a planned Park-N-Ride lot, and cul-de-sacs on Prosperity Drive were undesirable 
for community circulation that forced all traffic through intersections on Industrial Parkway. 

At Randolph, Musgrove and Fairland Roads 

At the combined location of Randolph, Musgrove, and Fairland roads, Alternative C-4 
was selected with a modification to the Randolph Road interchange (Appendix A - Map 3). All 
three roads would be severed from U.S. Route 29 and overpasses would be constructed at each 
of those locations utilizing existing alignments. Northbound U.S. Route 29 traffic wishing to 
exit at Randolph or Musgrove roads would use a Collector/Distributor (C-D) roadway south of 
Randolph Road. Northbound on and off ramps for Randolph and Musgrove roads are tied into 
this roadway which merges back into U.S. Route 29 north of Musgrove Road. Randolph Road 
has separate northbound exits for travel east and west. The northbound ramps at Musgrove 
Road form a T-intersection with Musgrove Road. Southbound on U.S. Route 29, the ramps are 
located in the northwest quadrant for both Randolph and Musgrove roads. The modification to 
Randolph Road consisted of removing the loop ramp in the northwest quadrant and replacing it 
with a diamond type ramp in the southwest quadrant. There is no access from U.S. Route 29 
to Fairland Road.  Access to Fairland Road is via Musgrove Road. 

At Brings Chanev Road 

At the combined location of Briggs Chaney Road and the proposed ICC, an alternative 
was selected for Briggs Chaney Road; however, nothing is being recommended for the ICC. 
Alternatives for the ICC interchange are being evaluated as part of the ICC Project Planning 
Study. 

The alternative that was selected for Briggs Chaney Road was the tight diamond 
interchange as shown in Alternatives C-l, C-3 and C-5 with modifications (Appendix A - Map 
4). These three alternatives have the same concept for Briggs Chaney Road but the options for 
the ICC varied. In each of the alternatives, the U.S. Route 29 and ICC interchange was tied 
into the U.S. Route 29 and Briggs Chaney Road interchange with a series of ramps. Vehicles 
were required to go through the U.S. Route 29/Briggs Chaney Road interchange in order to 
access the ICC. 
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The modifications consisted of separating the ramps into a series of interlacing ramps that 
provide exclusive access to the ICC and Briggs Chaney Road from U.S. Route 29. 

Alternatives C-2, C-4, and C-6 were not selected because they included displacements 
that the selected alternative avoided, and because the complicated bridge construction to 
accommodate an Urban Diamond was not necessary. The selected alternative provided equal 
level-of-service. 

At Greencastle Road 

At Greencastle Road, Alternative C-3 was selected since it results in less impact to area 
residences, and reduces the right-of-way requirements in the southwest quadrant (Appendix A - 
Map S).   This concept cuts off Greencastle Road access to U.S. Route 29 as it exists and 

utilizes the existing alignment for an overpass. Access to and from Greencastle Road is achieved 
via a full diamond interchange. 

Alternative C-l was not selected because it requires more right-of-way while providing 
poorer ramp design than the selected alternative. 

At Blackburn Road 

The alternative selected at Blackburn Lane was Alternative C-l (Appendix A - Map 5). 
Under this concept, Blackburn Road's existing access to U.S. Route 29 is closed and an overpass 
is constructed 200 feet south of the existing at-grade intersection. Access to U.S. Route 29 is 
via ramps in the northwest and southeast quadrants. The ramps are an extended right-on, right- 
off concept. 

Alternative C-3 was not selected due to additional displacements associated with ramp 
design in the southwest quadrant and due to a shorter weaving length than the selected alternative 
with the southbound ramp at Greencastle Road. 

At MD 198 and Dustin Road 

Alternative C-3 at MD 198 and a modified Alternative C-l at Dustin Road were chosen. 
Alternative C-3 is the Master Plan alignment with a ramp underpass. Northbound U.S. Route 
29 would access MD 198 via one exit ramp that diverges from and then goes under mainline 
U.S. Route 29. A lane at this ramp would be eliminated and northbound U.S. Route 29 would 
remain two lanes throughout the segment. This ramp would then intersect MD 198 at the 
existing U.S. Route 29/MD 198 intersection. At Dustin Road, there would be two diamond type 
ramps (Appendix A - Map 6), a northbound entrance ramp and a southbound exit ramp. 
Existing U.S. Route 29 between MD 198 and Dustin Road would remain as a four-lane 
roadway. The modification to these alternatives was to relocate the northbound entrance ramp 
from Dustin Road to the MD 198 interchange. 
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At MD 198, Alternative C-l was not selected because of additional displacements 

associated with this alternative. Alternatives C-5 and C-6 were not consistent with the Master 
Plan. 

At Dustin Road, Alternatives C-5 and C-6 tied into existing US 29 alignment and was 
not consistent with the selected Master Plan alignment at MD Route 198. 

Table II-l includes LOS information (year 2015) for the Selected Alternate for selected 
intersections and roadway improvements. 

E.       CONGESTION MANAGEMENT STRATEGY (CMS) COMPONENTS 

Many traditional and nontraditional strategies that would result in more efficient travel 
in the corridor were considered and evaluated. These strategies are described below and were 
investigated with information and coordination with local governments and the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO). A resolution documenting the following Congestion Management 
System (CMS) Major Investment Study (MIS) components was presented to the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) in September 1994. The resolution passed the 
Transportation Planning Board without any objections. 

1. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Measures 

The potential for increased carpooling was studied. Obviously, some carpooling exists 
today primarily due to an established carpool/vanpool program through the MWCOG. However, 
even liberal assumption applied to the increase of carpooling in the future with encouragements 
such as corridor advertising and preferential parking were unable to reduce the number of single 
occupant vehicles to a point precluding the need for physical improvements throughout the 
corridor. 

Alternative work hours as recommended by Montgomery County, MNCPPC and 
MWCOG already exist at employment centers south of U.S. Route 29, as can be witnessed by 
extended morning peak hours. Parking management measures are currently in place in Silver 
Spring with preferential treatment given to non-single occupant vehicles. These agencies will 
continue to work with employers to further expand these programs. 

2. Traffic Operational Improvements 

Operational improvements were studied as Alternative B throughout the corridor. These 
alternatives included intersection improvements such as improved turning radii, additional 
approach lanes, turning lanes, and installation of traffic signals. The resulting poor intersection 
LOS led to the conclusion by study participants that Alternative B improvements would not meet 
the study's objectives to provide long-term capacity and operational improvement. 

3. Measures To Encourage High Occupancy Vehicle (HOY) Use 

HOV is discussed in Section I.D - Interface with Mass transit Facilities and Services. 
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Prevailing Level of Service(1) 

Selected Alternatives (2015) 
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4. Public Transit Capital Improvements 

Park-n-Ride lots exist today along U.S. Route 29 north of MD 650 and into Howard 
County (south of Randolph Road along Old Columbia Pike and Burtonsville). Park-n-ride lots 
are planned at White Oak (at New Hampshire/U.S. Route 29) and Fairland Road/U.S. Route 
29. One park-n-ride lot has been developed on the east side of U.S. Route 29 near Spencerville 
Road. Park-n-ride lots have also been developed at Gatesburg Manor and Briggs Chaney Road, 
and at Tech Road and Old Columbia Road. Although as the corridor approaches build-out and 
sites for additional lots will become more scarce, MCDOT and MNCPPC will continue to look 
for additional areas to locate park-n-ride facilities. 

The potential for a Light Rail Corridor along U.S. Route 29 was studied. A report 
comparing a busway corridor to a light rail corridor was prepared. Refer to Section I.D. for 
additional information on commuter assistance studies prepared by MDOT. The high cost of 
construction and ongoing maintenance of a light rail facility along with the lack of appropriate 
sites for stations and mode change facilities, and projected low ridership eliminated light rail as 
a reasonable alternative (see Section I.D). Improvement and expansion of the existing busway 
facilities will achieve similar ridership at much lower expense. 

Montgomery County has initiated a bus route feasibility study in Spring 1994 along the 
U.S. Route 29 corridor to determine the feasibility of an exclusive bus lane that may include a 
reversible lane concept. 

5. Public Transit Operational Improvements 

A comprehensive bus routing system currently exists that has recently been expanded, 
with future expansion expected. Both MTA and Montgomery County provide bus service along 
U.S. Route 29. As a result of this study effort, a shoulder bus lane is operating north of MD 
650 for exclusive use only during morning and evening peak periods. The existing shoulders 
were widened, where necessary, and resurfaced with a pavement structure suitable to sustain 
traffic. The shoulder, in effect, has become a fourth travel lane for buses which are the only 
vehicles permitted to use the shoulder lane. These travel lanes operated by MCDOT in 
coordination with MNCPPC and MDSHA will continue to be used along U.S. Route 29 after 
construction of the selected improvements are completed. 

6. Measures to Encourage the Use of Nontraditional Modes 

The corridor does not encourage nontraditional travel as an alternative mode of 
transportation over its 11.35 mile length. Provisions to move bicycle and pedestrians separately 
would result in additional expense and poorer level-of-service. Pedestrian overpasses were 
considered throughout the corridor south of MD 650 in association with the median removal 
concepts. However, the communities were opposed primarily due to aesthetics of overpasses. 
Also, all developed concepts provide sidewalks within the limits of improvement. However, in 
the Four Comers area, the Selected Alternative includes a particular focus on pedestrian traffic. 
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7. Growth Management and Activity Center Strategies 

MNCPPC within Montgomery County has addressed growth management in the Eastern 
Montgomery County Master Plan (1981). Future development is limited to specific portions of 
the county, and controlled through a Growth Management Policy. Montgomery County has 
instituted programs such as the Annual Growth Policy (AGP) and the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance (APFO) to help manage the growth in the County. Silver Spring has implemented 
flexible working hours, preferential parking restrictions, and expansion planning in accordance 
with the County Master Plan. 

8. Addition of General Purpose Lanes 

All of the planned widening proposed north of MD 650 along U.S. Route 29 from two 
general use lanes to three general use lanes has already been completed. South of MD 650 the 
only proposed capacity improvements are location specific to University Boulevard. These 
improvements are recommended with the concurrence of participating agencies and civic groups 
to provide uniform ievel-of-service throughout the corridor south of MD 650. Lastly, the bridge 
carrying U.S. Route 29 over MD Route 650 is programmed to be widened to provide for three 
travel lanes consistent with the sections on either side. 

9. Conclusion 

The implementation of CMS measures alone will not alleviate the need for additional 
SOV capacity along U.S. Route 29 (as demonstrated in the previous paragraphs). Reasonable 
strategies to manage the facility include further consideration of HOV lanes, trip reduction 
programs, enhanced bus and express bus service, and adherence to the County's Growth 
Management Policy. Current commitments to these strategies are realized with the Montgomery 
County bus route feasibility study initiated in Spring 1994. 
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m. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A.       LAND USE, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

The following is a summary of the existing land use and socioeconomic environment for 
the project area. More detailed information is contained in the Socioeconomic Technical 
Analysis Report prepared in support of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 

1.       Land Use and Planning 

a. Existing Land Use 

Land use along U.S. Route 29 is comprised of residential properties, interspersed with 
commercial and industrial developments. Figure IQ-l (located at the end of this section) 
illustrates the existing land use of the area. 

The intensity of development generally decreases northward along the corridor. 
Extending north from Sligo Creek in Sligo Creek Park and passing through the 1-495 interchange 
and the heavily developed "Four Comers" intersection with MD Route 193 (University 
Boulevard), the U.S. Route 29 corridor is characterized by intensely developed commercial and 
residential land uses. Except for the vacant tract of land bounded by I-495/U.S. Route 29/MD 
Route 193 known as the Kay Tract, the remaining portions of this section of the corridor are 
developed. 

From Paint Branch Park to Briggs Chaney Road, the corridor is intensely developed with 
industrial parks and residential land use. The Intercounty Connector (ICC) is scheduled to cross 
U.S. Route 29 on the only other vacant tract of land, between Fairland Road and Briggs Chaney 
Road. 

Except for the major commercial developments at MD Route 198 (Spencerville Road) 
and the Paint Branch High School, the majority of the corridor north of Briggs Chaney Road 
consists of residential and open space/wooded land uses. 

b. Future Land Use Plans 

Figure in-2 (located at the end of this section) depicts the future land use for the study 
area based on available land use plans. Montgomery County has undertaken several planning 
projects since the adoption of the 1964 Montgomery County General Plan. By geographically 
dividing the County into planning areas, the County is able to focus planning efforts on areas 
sensitive to additional growth. The most recent future land use plans for the area include the 
1986 Four Comers Sector Plan. Kemp Mill-Four Comers Planning Area and the 1981 Master 
Plan, Eastern Montgomery County Planning Area, as amended. In 1990, the Montgomery 
County Council adopted a Trip Reduction Amendment to the Eastern Montgomery County 
Master Plan to deal with increasing traffic congestion on U.S. Route 29. This is an interim 
measure to reduce potential future growth until the master plan is updated. 
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In 1993 the County Council developed a Final Draft General Plan Refinement (to the 
1964 General Plan) that included a primary goal to "provide a safe and efficient transportation 
system that serves the environmental, economic, social, and land use needs of the County and 
provides a framework for development." Many of the issues raised by the community are 
similar to those raised by the Four Comers community in its Issues Report. 

Currently, the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission is in the 
process of developing a new Master Plan for the Four Comers, White Oak, and Fairland 
Communities, all of which are areas that comprise the U.S. Route 29 corridor. In the interim, 
the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission has issued a series of reports for 
each master plan area that addresses the community's concerns and outlines the issues that will 
ultimately be addressed in the Master Plan. The Master Plan is expected to be adopted in the 
summer of 1995. 

The Four Comers Sector Plan focuses on the enhancement of the established Four 
Comers community. The following list contains elements of the plan which are of considerable 
importance to the U.S. Route 29 study. The Four Comers Plan: 

• Recommends the low-density residential character of the area be maintained and 
protected; 

• Proposes a mixture of residential, office and commercial uses on the Kay Tract; 
• Proposes sites for elderly housing; 
• Recommends short-term and long-term operational improvements for the U.S. 

Route 29/University Boulevard intersection; 
• Proposes improvements to facilitate safe traffic flow; 
• Recommends a network of bicycle and pedestrian routes; 
• Recommends an Historic District along U.S. Route 29 and Sutherland Road. 

The Four Comers Master Plan Issues Report (1993) raises several issues the community 
would like to see addressed in the next Master Plan. Among the issues which are of importance 
to the U.S. Route 29 study: (1) the future development of the Kay Tract, (2) implementation of 
the selected alternative at Colesville Road, (3) cut-through traffic on residential streets, (4) 
pedestrian safety improvements, and (5) commercial revitalization at Four Comers. 

The Eastern Montgomery County Planning Area includes three subareas: Cloverly, 
White Oak, and Fairland. U.S. Route 29 traverses White Oak from the Northwest Branch to 
Paint Branch and Fairland from Paint Branch to Burtonsville. Cloverly is located outside of the 
project area. The 1981 Master Plan recommends the concentration of fiiture development where 
it can be served by transit. Any changes to U.S. Route 29 have the potential to affect transit 
serviceability, which may enhance or deter future land use development. These impacts will be 
discussed in Section IV, Environmental Consequences. 
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The land use plan for the Eastern Montgomery County area delineates expected 
development patterns adjacent to U.S. Route 29. The Eastern Montgomery Area Plan: 

Concentrates commercial development at White Oak, Fairland, Burtonsville, and 
Colesville; 
Concentrates industrial development and employment at the Montgomery 
Industrial Park (which is the former University of Maryland Plant Research 
Farm) and at Burtonsville; 
Recommends a mix of housing types; 
Designates low-density residential uses in the Upper Paint Branch watersheds; 
Retains the Intercounty Connector (ICC) as a major county-wide transportation 
facility; 
Proposes a network of express bus routes, neighborhood bus services, and fringe 
parking lots to reduce dependence on the automobile; 
Encourages a network of bicycle and pedestrian routes to enhance safety for 
cyclists and walkers; 
Designates Transferable Development Rights (TDR) to help preserve agricultural 
lands in Montgomery County; 
Encourages use of cluster developments to provide additional watershed protection 
throughout the area; and, 
Recommends designation of several historic sites to preserve the cultural heritage 
of the area. 

Residential expansion is planned north of the White Oak center. The expansion of 
industrial development at the Montgomery Industrial Park and West Farm Industrial Park would 
provide tax revenue to support residential development. Because commercial and industrial 
areas are critical to the self-sufficiency of the area, such development should be encouraged and 
enhanced. 

In 1990, the County Council adopted an amendment to the Master Plan which attempts 
to address increasing traffic congestion in Eastern Montgomery County. As a consequence of 
the imbalance between transportation facilities and traffic generated by land uses, the Council 
directed the Planning Board to study the effect that downzoning vacant and redevelopable land 
in Eastern Montgomery County would have on traffic congestion. The end result was the 
following Trip Reduction Amendments: 

(1) The Council agreed to remove recommendations for Planned Development (PD) 
optional development for all properties not already zoned PD. 

(2) The Council also decided to reduce densities for Transferable Development Rights 
(TDR) receiving areas in the 1981 Master Plan. 

Both of these actions would have the effect of reducing potential residential trips from 
10,653 to 7,300 on residentially zoned land. In addition, the property owners of the major 
undeveloped industrial-zoned properties in Eastern Montgomery County have executed trip 
reduction agreements with the Montgomery County Planning Board. These agreements are 
expected to result in a reduction of 10,200 trips on vacant and redevelopable land. 
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According to the White Oak Master Plan Issues Report, the White Oak area has generally 

developed in a manner consistent with the 1981 Master Plan recommendations. Commercial 
development was concentrated in the established commercial areas and has not spread into the 
surrounding neighborhoods. However, traffic on U.S. Route 29 has increased due to 
development that has occurred in Howard County and in Fairland. 

Much of the development in both the Fairland and White Oak areas has been consistent 
with guidelines recommended in the 1981 Master Plan. For example, there is now greater 
housing "diversity" in Fairland, an objective of the 1981 Master Plan, but the community is 
concerned about the rapid increase over the past decade of multi-family units relative to single- 
family units. Another major concept stressed in the 1981 Master Plan was "transit 
serviceability". 

Although residential densities were achieved that could sustain transit, neither transit 
utilization nor road improvements have kept pace with development, resulting in increased traffic 
congestion, deteriorating levels of service at many intersections, and a moratorium on 
subdivision approvals in Fairland and White Oak. If transit serviceability is to continue to be 
a viable concept for Fairland, improvements along U.S. Route 29 will have to take place. 

The above section has summarized the issues surrounding the preparation of the future 
land use plan, in addition to listing the future land use plans presently in effect. As described 
above, most of the development in the planning areas along the U.S. Route 29 corridor has 
proceeded in accordance with the guidelines recommended in the 1981 Master Plan. However, 
development has proceeded much faster than transportation improvements, resulting in much 
congestion and a moratorium on development in many areas. If community desires outlined in 
the Issues Reports are to be followed, and transit serviceability is to remain a viable concept, 
development must be closely linked to transportation improvements, and strongly regulated, as 
it is now. 

2.       Social Characteristics 

a.        Population and Housing 

Table m-l delineates existing (1990) population and household data for the U.S. Route 
29 Corridor, Montgomery County and the State of Maryland including total population, median 
age, percent population over 65, number of households, and mean household income. The U.S. 
Route 29 corridor area data were provided by the Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments (COG) and U.S. Census Bureau. The boundaries of the area considered as the 
corridor are shown on Figure in-3 (located at the end of this section). 

Table in-2, Growth Projections for U.S. Route 29 Corridor, gives historic and projected 
growth trends in population, housing, and employment for years 1990, 1995, 2000 and 2005. 
Population, number of households and employment are expected to continue to grow within the 
corridor. 
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Table m-1 

Characteristics of the Population - 1990 
U.S. Route 29 Corridor, Montgomery County and Maryland 

III^^I^K• |^^^^^^ 
Median 
Age* 

liiilllipiiiiill 
$5+ Yeais* Households- 

Mean Household 
Income® 

U.S. Route 29 
Corridor 

68,326 NA NA 26,945 NA 

Montgomery 
County 

757,027 34 27.496 282,228 $54,089 

Maryland 4,781,468 33 10.8% 1,748,991 $39,386         | 

NA - Not Available 

(1) This information not available from U.S. Census. 

Sources:   1990 Census of Population and Housing Summary Tape File 3A. 

* Numbers in Household statistics with Round m tabulations from Metropolitan Washington COG may vary 
due to the survey sample methodology. 

Table m-2 

Growth Projections For U.S. Route 29 Corridor* 
1990 - 2005 

lllliiiHill jlllllllll w* 
llillliill 

2005 wSS % Change 
1590-2005 

Population 68,326 68,443 .1756 74,689 9.1% 9.3% 

1 Household 26,945 28,098 4.2% 33,308 18.5% 23.6% 

1 Employment 31,438 34,906 11.0% 42,113 20.6% 40.0% 

Source: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, Round IV, Cooperative Forecasts, Department of 
Metropolitan Development and Information Resources.  Revised 1990. 

* The corridor boundary (with the designated zones) is shown on Figure 111-3. 

Table in-3 gives the racial composition and Spanish origin of persons in eastern 
Montgomery County, Montgomery County, and Maryland. Eastern Montgomery County, the 
corridor area, is predominately White (59%), but does have sizable Black (27%), Asian (9%), 
and Hispanic (11%) populations. 
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Table III-3 
Persons By Race and Spanish Origin -1990 

Eastern Montgomery County, Montgomery County, and Maryland 

HjiWHjHjij^WpHjH?;^ 

liHi 

! 

Eastern Montgomery County* 
County 
State 

RACE 

Write 

93,645 
580,635 

3,393,964 

Percent 

58.8 
77 
71 

Black 

43,238 
92,267 

1,189,899 

Percent 

27.1 
12.2 
25 

Indian, Efikimo and 
iiiiiiiiiiiiiii 
Nmnber 

479 
1,841 

12,972 

Percent 

0.30 
0.24 
0.27 

J||§|g|§$|| 
liiliiiiBllllll; 

Number 

13,903 
61,981 

139,719 

Percent 

8.7 
8.2 
2.9 

Other 

Nmnber 

8,080 
20,303 
44,914 

Source:  1990 Ceuus of Population and Housing. 

* Congressional District 4. 

5.0 
2.7 
0.93 

^^BS^BPBPBFpfPWSBip! 

HispftnicOrigbi 
 iiifil 

mmmgi 

7,913 
55,684 

125,102 

11.2 
7.4 
2.6 
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b. Neighborhoods 

The population of the U.S. Route 29 corridor is concentrated in five neighborhoods: 
Indian Springs, Four Comers, Burnt Mills/White Oak, Fairland, and Burtonsville, which 
includes Briggs Chaney. Figure in-3 depicts the zones for each area. Population, housing and 
employment growth projections by neighborhood are presented in Table in-4. There are several 
communities within each neighborhood, as shown on Figure in-4 (located at the end of this 
section). There are over 200 civic organizations located within the Montgomery County U.S. 
Route 29 corridor. Civic associations in the five neighborhoods have actively participated 
throughout the planning of the U.S. Route 29 highway improvement project. 

c. Community Facilities and Services 

Community facilities and services immediately adjacent to U.S. Route 29 include 
religious, emergency service, health care, educational, recreational and miscellaneous facilities. 
The corridor and surrounding communities are adequately served by existing community 
facilities. Figure m-S (located at the end of this section) shows the location of community 
facilities and services. Numbers included in the following discussion refer to the numbers of 
the facility on Figure 111-5. 

d. Religious Facilities 

The area is served by a variety of religious facilities including Protestant, Catholic, and 
both Orthodox and Reform Jewish Congregations, as shown on Figure m-S. Religious facilities 
include the Marvin Memorial United Methodist (3), Southeast Hebrew Congregation (11), 
Shaare Tefila Congregation (10), Burnt Mills Seventh Day Adventist (23), Forcey Memorial 
Fundamental (13), St. Mark's Episcopal (14), Roberts Memorial Free Methodist (15), Epiphany 
Lutheran (17), Liberty Grove United Methodist (19), and Columbia Primative Baptist (20). 

e. Education Facilities 

Numerous elementary, junior and senior high schools exist throughout the corridor. 
These schools include: 

Springbrook High School (11) 
White Oak Junior High School (15) 
Jackson Road Elementary School (16) 
Burnt Mills Elementary School (12) 
Banneker Junior High School (21) 
Paint Branch High School (20) 
Fairland Elementary School (17) 
Galway Elementary School (18) 
Greencastle Elementary School (19) 
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Table m-4 
Population Projections by Neighborhoods 

1990 - 1995 - 2005 

Neighborhood1 1990 
% Change 
199G-1995 t99B 

% Change 
1995-2005 2ms 

% Change 
1990-2005 

POPULATION 

Indian Springs2 

Four Comers3 

Burnt Mills4 

Fairland5 

Burtonsville6 

8,051 
9,456 
14,550 
11,568 
20,558 

-3.9% 
-3.4% 
1.2% 
1.8% 
2.6% 

7,734 
9,132 
14,727 
11,780 
21,090 

-4.7% 
-6.6% 
-5.9% 
15.8% 
28.6% 

7,367 
8,530 
13,860 
13,647 
27,127 

-8.5% 
-9.8% 
-4.7% 
18.0% 
32% 

40   I 

I 
I 
I 

|                                                                      HOUSEHOLDS                                                                      | 

Indian Springs 3,175 0% 3,175 3.5% 3,285 3.5% 
Four Comers 3,729 .54% 3,749 1.5% 3,804 2.0% 
Burnt Mills 5,738 5.4% 6,846 2.2% 6,181 7.7% 
Fairland 4,562 6.0% 4,836 25.9% 6,086 33.4% 
Burtonsville 8,107 6.8% 8,658 39.7% 12,098 49.2%        | 

|                                                                     EMPLOYMENT 

Indian Springs 110 9% 120 3.9% 167 51.8% 
Four Comers 1,016 5.9% 1,076 18.7% 1,277 25.7% 
Burnt Mills 7,417 3.6% 7,682 8.6% 8,341 12.5% 
Fairland 13,369 14.8% 15,354 27.3% 19,549 46.2% 
Burtonsville 4,269 22.5% 5,231 30.8% 6,844 60.3% 

Source:  Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, Round IV-1, Cooperative Forecasts, 
Department of Metropolitan Development and Information Resources. Revised 1990. 

1 Neighborhoods listed below do not include total population/population projections of 
U.S. Route 29 corridor. 

2 Indian Springs data generated from zones 147G, 147H, 147J. 
3 Four Comers data generated from zones 156C, 156D, 156E. 
4 Burnt Mills/White Oak data generated from zones 157C, 157D, 157J, 157H. 
5 Fairland data generated from zones 157M, 157N, 157P, 157Q. 
* Burtonsville data generated from zones 164G, 164H, 164J, 164K. 
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f. RecTeaUonai FacUitiw 

The County provides an abundance of park and recreational facilities (Figure in-5), under 
the jurisdiction of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission. These parks 
provide a broad range of recreational facilities for activities including boating, swimming, 
baseball, tennis and passive recreation. The following facilities are located within the U.S. 
Route 29 corridor study area: 

Sligo Creek Park (22)* 
Northwood Park (3)* 
Northwest Branch Park (5) 
Rocky Brook Park (7) 
Cannon Road Park (9) 
Paint Branch Park (10)* 
Martin Luther King Park (11) 
East Fairland Park (15) 
Galway Park (14) 
West Fairland Park (16) 
Calverton Park (13) 
Tanglewood Park (17) 
Columbia Park (20) 
Fairland Regional Park (18) 
T. Howard Duckett Watershed (21). 
Edgewood Local Park (24) 
* Located adjacent to U.S. Route 29. 

g. Emergency Services 

The County's Department of Fire and Rescue Services and the Department of Police are 
responsible for providing safety for the U.S. Route 29 corridor. Police protection to Four 
Comers and south of Fairland Road is provided by the Silver Spring District Station. North of 
Fairland Road is within the service area of the Wheaton-Glenmont District Station. 

Fire and rescue departments and service areas include: 

• Silver Spring Fire Department (1) -1-495 to MD Route 650. 
• Hillandale Fire Department (2) - MD Route 650 to Musgrove Road. 
• Burtonsville Fire Co. 15 (3) - Musgrove Road to Howard County Line. 
• Burtonsville Volunteer Fire Department (4) 

Eastern Montgomery County is adequately served by numerous health facilities including 
Montgomery County General in Olney, National Navel Medical Center in Bethesda, the Walter 
Reed Hospital Annex and Holy Cross in Forest Glen, Kensington Georgetown Medical Center 
in Kensington, and numerous private facilities. In addition, Montgomery County Health 
Department operates two facilities in Silver Spring and Wheaton which supplement individual 
and family health services. The Burtonsville Family Health Center is located east of the MD 
Route 198/U.S. Route 29 intersection. 
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h.        MisceUaneous Facilities 

Several other public and private facilities, including libraries, post offices, golf courses 
and shopping centers, are adjacent to U.S. Route 29. The Fairland Library (4) is on U.S. Route 
29, northeast of the U.S. Route 29/University Boulevard intersection. The White Oak Library 
(8) located west of U.S. Route 29 on New Hampshire Avenue, is less sensitive to proposed 
changes to the highway. 

In addition to public libraries, two post offices are located within the U.S. Route 29 
corridor: Woodmoor Post Office (6) at Four Comers and Burtonsville Post Office (17). 
Shopping areas have developed at major intersections: Woodmoor Shopping Center (21), east 
of the University Boulevard and U.S. Route 29 intersection; White Oak Shopping Center (11), 
east of the New Hampshire Avenue/U.S. Route 29 intersection; Briggs Chaney Plaza (14), east 
of the Briggs Chaney Road/U.S. Route 29 intersection; and Burtonsville Shopping Center (18) 
and Burtonsville Crossing Shopping Center (26), northwest and northeast of the MD Route 
198/U.S. Route 29 intersection, respectively. 

Planning for additional services and/or elimination of services when the population grows 
or declines has been an ongoing process in Montgomery County. Proposed changes to existing 
conditions require careful consideration and analyses. In the case of changes made to a major 
highway system such as U.S. Route 29, careful consideration of the communities' present 
condition and planned future condition are necessary to protect every aspect of the corridor's 
environment. 

3.       Economic Characteristics 

a.        Economic Activity - Planned Development 

The potential for the area to expand its economic activities is dependent on several 
factors, including availability of vacant and/or underutilized land and an efficient transportation 
network.  Continued planning of development will ensure a sound economic base for the area. 

The land use plans emphasize the degree to which expansion is expected in future 
activities (Figure in-2). The greatest potential for new economic activity at Four Comers will 
be on Kay Tract. In the White Oak area, east of U.S. Route 29, expansion of retail activities, 
the Naval Surface Weapons Center and a multi-family residential area, have left no available 
land for the expansion of the Silver Springs Industrial Park. The Silver Springs Industrial Park 
is currently occupied by Wall Street Journal and Dow Jones, Inc. Commercially zoned 
development potential does exist in the northwest quadrant of the MD Route 650 interchange, 
the Montgomery Industrial Park, and the West Farm Industrial Park. 

The Montgomery Industrial Park is located south of Tech Road. Several large 
corporations have located offices within the Montgomery Industrial Park including Singer, 
Advanced Biotechnologists, Computer Entry Systems Corporation, International Fabricaire 
Institute, and AT&T. The industrial land use will have further expansion opportunities to the 
east of current development and to the north in the West Farm Industrial Park. 
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b.       Employment and Income 

The economic activity in the U.S. Route 29 corridor is not concentrated in any one 
business activity, but is distributed among several industries. Table m-S describes the number 
of employees in industrial, retail, office and other employment along the U.S. 29 corridor. The 
majority of business activity is found in services, retail trade, wholesale trade, and others which 
include agriculture. Service, retail and wholesale trade are concentrated at the Four Comers 
Commercial Center, White Oak Shopping Center at New Hampshire Avenue, Silver Spring 
Industrial Park at White Oak, Montgomery Industrial Park, Montgomery Auto Park at Briggs 
Chaney Road, Burtonsville Shopping Center and Burtonsville Crossing Shopping Center (Figure 
III-l, Existing Land Use Map). Agricultural lands are interspersed throughout the corridor but 
primarily are located beyond Greencastle Road to the north. 

4.       Transportation System 

a. Transit 

Existing bus service in the U.S. Route 29 corridor is provided by WMATA METRO 
BUS (Routes Z-4, Z-7, Z-8 and Z-9) and several private bus companies. Table in-6 
summarizes bus service in the corridor. 

Based on the "Journey to Work" data from the 1990 Census, Table HI-? summarizes the 
total number of person trips, % trips by transit, and total number of trips by transit for three 
sub-areas of the U.S. Route 29 corridor. 

b. Pedestrian and Bicycle Travel 

Figure m-S depicts the existing and proposed bikeways including proposed bike paths 
at: 

Woodmoor Shopping Center, and north of U.S. Route 29; 
U.S. Route 29 to Lockwood Drive, including bridge over Paint Branch; 
Intersection of U.S. Route 29 with Stewart Lane; 
Intersection of U.S. Route 29 with Randolph Road; 
Intersection of U.S. Route 29 with Greencastle Road; and 
Intersection of U.S. Route 29 with MD Route 198. 

Since the U.S. Route 29 corridor has developed as a primary transit corridor, the lack 
of sidewalks has hindered pedestrian movement. The addition of sidewalks in developed areas 
would be necessary to allow pedestrian movement to activity craters and for safety. Although 
sidewalk construction is usually the responsibility of private developers and/or the County 
sidewalks will be constructed on both sides at U.S. Route 29 intersection with University 
Boulevard. The following additional sidewalks may be constructed by the County as part of this 
project: 

• Commercial centers at White Oak, Burnt Mills, and Burtonsville 
• U.S. Route 29 from Four Comers to White Oak. 
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Table JUS 
Characteristics of Employment 1990 - U.S. Route 29 Corridor 

(Number of Employees) 

^^^HIH Percent of Total lgmpto;ees 

Industrial Employment 2,903 9.296 

Retail Employment 5,423 17.3% 

Office Employment 13,976 44.5% 

All Other Employment 9,136 29.0% 

| Total 31,438 100% 

Source:  MWCOG Round IV-1, Cooperative Forecast Revised 1990. 

Table m-6 
Bus Service (1994) 

||B:!^|^M|^|| 
lilllil ^P^WJi^^^^ 

Metro Bos To Sitar Spring0 ̂ ^^••iiiii ̂ ^^^B^^^H 
From Greencastle Road (Z-9) 8 

| From Briggs Chaney Road (Z- 8)                   17 — 

From Randolph Road (Z-4) 6 — 

From Randolph Road (Z-7) 5 - 

Private Busts1" ••^ 
| Eyre Bus Service 18 40                | 

(l) Peak Hours: 6:00 A.M. - 9:00 A.M. 
m Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), May, 1994. 
0) Eyre Bus Service, 1994. 

I/I 
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Table ni-7 
Corridor Transit Travel (1990) 

P^BII^^^H^^B Total Number of 
©afly Person Trips Yia Transit 

Number «f Trips 
via Transit 

Fairland 20,748 9.1% 1,882 

White Oak 18,423 9.2% 1,699 

Four Comers 3,296 11.9% 392 

Total 42,467 9.4% 3,973 

Source:   1990 U.S. Census, Journey to Work Survey Data. 

Equestrian trails also cross U.S. Route 29 at: 

• Paint Branch Park 
• Briggs Chaney Road 
• North of Greencastle Road 
• North of MD Route 198 

5.       Aesthetics/Visual Environment 

Proceeding from south to north along the project corridor, the visual environment 
generally changes from human dominated land uses, such as housing and commercial 
development, to a more rural/open space environment. From the Sligo Creek Parkway to MD 
Route 650, the view is generally dominated by single family housing. The "Kay Tract" and the 
Northwest Branch Park are the two major open spaces in this area. The Kay Tract is slated for 
future development although at this time the type of development has not been determined. 

North of MD Route 650, the corridor contains more open space, including open space, 
agricultural land and wooded areas, and fewer residential and commercial areas. Several large 
industrial and commercial parks are located in this area. Other areas providing visual amenities 
include Paint Branch Park and the Rocky Gorge Reservoir. Rocky Gorge Reservoir is a large 
freshwater impoundment surrounded by mature hardwoods up to 50 feet high. The reservoir 
lies in a wide valley and is easily visible from U.S. Route 29. 

m-13 



tf 

B.       HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1.       Historic Resources 

An inventory performed by the MD SHA, with concurrence from the Maryland Historic 
Trust (MHT), identified five sites in the study area which are possibly National Register Eligible 
(NRE). These sites are: 

Polychrome Houses Historic District (M 32/5) 
Conley House (M 34/10) 
Marlow (Bushnell) House (M 34/8) 
Columbia Primitive Baptist Church (M 15/62) 
St. Marks Chapel (M 34/9) 

These sites are considered significant for the following reasons: 

• The Polychrome Houses Historic District (M 32/5) is significant architecturally 
for its five component dwellings which are early examples of a building 
technology introduced to Montgomery County in the WSO's. This inexpensive 
pre-fabricated type of concrete construction was developed as a solution to the 
problem of shortages of affordable housing in the decades between the two World 
Wars. The houses bordering U.S. Route 29 are located at 9900 and 9904 
Colesville Road. The other three are located behind them and in front of 
Sunderland Avenue. 

• The Conley House (M 34/10) is historically significant for its association with the 
Conley Family who has owned the land since the early 1800's. The house is 
architecturally significant as well for its Colonial Revival style which is unique 
to the area. This house is located at 12500 Old Columbia Pike. 

• Marlow (Bushnell) House (M 34/8), a substantial farmhouse, is significant 
historically for its association with three prosperous and influential Montgomery 
County families. It is also significant as a typical farm dwelling which was 
considerably expanded by its 19th century owners as a result of increasing family 
size and prosperity. It is located at 2525 Musgrove Road. 

• Columbia Primitive Baptist Church (M 15/62), a small frame building with a 
graveyard, is significant as the house of worship for one of the earliest Baptist 
congregations to form in the area. It is located on the west side of U.S. Route 
29 north of MD Route 198. 

• St. Marks Chapel (M 34/9) is an early nineteenth century chapel built in the rural 
Gothic Revival style. It retains integrity despite two twentieth century additions. 
The chapel belongs to one of the earliest Episcopal Parishes in the area. It is 
located at 12621 Old Columbia Pike. 
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2.       Archeological Sites 

The project area was reconnoitered for archeological sites by the Division of Archeology, 
Maryland Geological Survey. Five potential archeological sites were located including: 
1 historic archeological site (18 HO 142), 3 prehistoric sites (18 MO 272, 18 MO 273 and 
18 MO 274), and 1 mixed prehistoric/historic site (18 MO 27). A letter from the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) contained in Section VII discusses the archeological sites and the 
need for additional work on Site 18 MO 274. None of the other sites warranted additional work 
as they did not have the potential to yield important information in accordance with the criteria 
set forth by the National Register of Historic Places. A Phase n Archeological Survey was 
performed on Site 18 MO 274. Because of low frequency of artifacts and the disturbed context, 
it was concluded that the site lacks research value and thus would not meet the criteria for 
inclusion in the National Register. The SHPO agreed with this assessment as indicated in the 
August 28, 1989 correspondence, which is included in Section VII. 

C.       NATURAL RESOURCES 

The following summarizes natural resources of the study corridor. Detailed information 
is provided in the Natural Resources Technical Analysis Report prepared in support of this FEES. 

1.       Water Resources 

a.        Surface Water 

U.S. Route 29 crosses two drainage sub-basins, as defined by COMAR 10.50.01 
(December 31, 1985) within the Montgomery County study area: the Patuxent River Area and 
the Washington Metropolitan Area. Most of the corridor is drained by tributaries of the 
Anacostia River (Washington Metropolitan Area). The northernmost portion of the corridor is 
drained by the Patuxent River. Table 111-8 lists the drainage basins and the number of streams 
and tributaries crossed by and situated adjacent to U.S. Route 29. These streams, shown on 
Figure in-6 located at the end of this section, are briefly described below. 

U.S. Route 29 passes over Northwest Branch approximately 350 feet downstream of the 
Burnt Mills Dam. The stream is conveyed under the 6-lane divided roadway through a concrete 
box culvert approximately 90 feet long and 45 feet wide. U.S. Route 29 passes over Paint 
Branch on a bridge approximately 80 feet above the streambed. The U.S. Route 29 bridge over 
Rocky Gorge Reservoir is 4 lanes wide and approximately 400 feet long. The six intermittent 
headwater tributaries of Little Paint Branch pass under U.S. Route 29 through three-to-six-foot 
wide pipes or culverts between Fairland Road and MD Route 198. 

In addition to the streams which pass under U.S. Route 29, there are three additional 
intermittent headwater tributaries of Little Paint Branch and two tributaries of the Patuxent River 
adjacent to the roadway, as identified in Table 111-8. Several small stormwater management 
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Table m-8 
Study Corridor Streams Information 

S^^Bli^^BWP^^^^^Bl^^^€3illlllll^^BIIIII^^^K*^M 

Tributary Drainage Sub-Basin 
Location of Crossing 

(Stations) 

Northwest Branch 

Paint Branch 

Little Paint Branch 

Tributary (1)* 
Tributary (2) 
Tributary (3) 
Tributary (4) 
Tributary (5) 
Tributary (6) 

Patuxent River 
|| (Rocky Gorge Reservoir) 

Washington Metropolitan 
Area 

Washington Metropolitan 
Area 

Washington Metropolitan 
Area 

Patuxent River 

160-165 

270 

395 
425 
445 

460-465 
490-495 

520 

625 

B. Streams Adjacent to U.S. Route 29 

Tributary Location 

Northwest Branch 

Tributary (12) 

Little Paint Branch 

Tributary (7)* 
Tributary (8) 
Tributary (9) 

Patuxent River 

Tributary (10) 
Tributary (11) 

West of U.S. Route 29 and south of Northwest Branch 
Park 

East of U.S. Route 29 and south of Musgrove Road 
West of U.S. Route 29 in vicinity of Old Columbia Road 
East of U.S. Route 29 and south of MD Route 198 

East of U.S. Route 29 and north of MD Route 198 
East of U.S. Route 29 and north of MD Route 198 

* Numbers designated for purposes of this study to identify on Figure 111-6. 
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basins, associated with industrial and commercial developments also are found along the 
corridor. Volumes of water retained in these basins are related to storm events, pond design and 
evaporation. 

Available water quality data for Northwest Branch, Paint Branch and Rocky Gorge 
Reservoir reveal violations of the Maryland Receiving Water Quality Standards for fecal 
coliforms at all sampling stations except for the Rocky Gorge Reservoir. The dissolved oxygen 
standard was violated at the Rocky Gorge Reservoir. Standards for other parameters were not 
violated at stations where sampling was conducted. 

Allowable uses for area streams are given in Table in-9. The Patuxent River and 
adjacent land area in the northern portion of the study area constitute the Rocky Gorge 
Reservoir, a suburban Washington, D.C. water supply. The Patuxent River is classified as a 
recreational trout stream as is Northwest Branch, a recreational fishery stocked with rainbow 
trout. Paint Branch is classified as a natural trout stream and supports a naturally-breeding 
population of brown trout. The headwater tributary, Good Hope Branch is the primary spawning 
area of Paint Branch, approximately two miles west of the U.S. Route 29 study area. The 
mainstem of Paint Branch is considered to be a marginal to fair quality trout habitat and is not 
a spawning area. Little Paint Branch is denoted as contact recreation waters supporting 
warmwater fish species. Study area streams can be used for fishing, with some of the larger 
water bodies able to accommodate small boats. The small size of area streams limits 
recreational activities to wading and swimming. 

Table m-9 
Maryland Water Use Classifications for 
U.S. Route 29 Associated Tributaries 

[::dBMiMMM&^MXmlm illllllllii^^ 
Maryland Water Use 

Classiflcatioa 

Northwest Branch 

Paint Branch 

Little Paint Branch 

Patuxent River 
(Rocky Gorge Reservoir) 

Washington Metropolitan 
Area 

Washington Metropolitan 
Area 

Washington Metropolitan 
Area 

Patuxent River Area 

IV - Recreational Trout Waters 

m - Natural Trout Waters 

I - Water Contact Recreation 
and Aquatic Life 

IV - Recreational Trout Waters 
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Stream valley parks are located adjacent to Northwest Branch and Paint Branch in the 

project area. The Anacostia River and its tributaries which include Northwest Branch and Paint 
Branch have been designated as scenic and wild rivers by the MD DNR. The purpose of this 
designation is to protect the scenic and recreational values of this river system. 

No federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered species exist in area waters 
(USFWS letter in Section VII). MD DNR has noted the presence of the rare amphipod species 
Stvpobromus L. potomacus and Stvgobromus pizzinii in a few small streams adjacent to U.S. 
Route 29 (Maryland DNR letter in Section VII). 

b.       Groundwater 

The major water-bearing formation in Montgomery County is the ancient Pre-Cambrian 
and Paleozoic Age crystalline rocks of the Piedmont Plateau. In general, the crystalline rock 
aquifer is considered suitable for providing limited quantities of high quality water. It underlies 
most of the entire study area. Well yields in the crystalline rock aquifer range from less than 
1 gallon per minute (gpm) to 183 gpm, with yields generally averaging 11 gpm. The water table 
is generally 10 to 35 feet below the surface. A small portion of the Patuxent formation aquifer 
is crossed by the U.S. Route 29 corridor in the area of Greencastle Road. This aquifer is more 
sensitive to development impact but is predominantly located east of the U.S. Route 29 study 
area. 

Precipitation is the principal source of aquifer recharge in the study area. Average 
annual rainfall in the Anacostia River Basin is approximately 42.5 inches, of which an estimated 
9 to 10 inches are available as recharge. 

Groundwater is the primary source of potable water available to residents outside the 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission service areas. Groundwater resources serve as a 
suitable water supply to individual homes in rural areas. However, due to limited yields, 
municipalities now use treated surface water rather than groundwater to meet the need for larger 
water supplies. There are no residences dependent on wells for water in the study area. 

2.       Floodplains and Wetlands 

Floodplains are terrestrial areas adjacent to streams and rivers which typically receive 
and convey surface water overflow during flood events. They are generally flat or gently 
sloping, with deep eutisol soils, and often have wetlands within their limits. For purposes of 
this study, floodplains are those areas covered by surface waters from the 100-year storm event. 
Figure III-6 shows the 100-year floodplains for streams within the project corridor. The 
Patuxent River, at the U.S. Route 29 crossing, is controlled by the Washington Suburban- 
Sanitary Commission's (WSSC) Rocky Gorge Reservoir. The elevation of the 100-year 
floodplain of this impoundment is controlled by the operation of Rocky Gorge Dam. 

The 100-year floodplain of Northwest Branch is approximately 400 feet wide upstream 
of the highway but narrows to approximately 100 feet downstream of the roadway. The 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission office, located behind a retaining wall on the 
northwest bank, is included within the 100-year floodplain.  On either side of U.S. Route 29 
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crossing of Paint Branch, the 100-year floodplain is approximately 100 feet wide with hardwood 
vegetation. 

Wetlands within the project corridor are associated with perennial and intermittent 
streams. Waters of the state are also present in the form of streams, ponds, and stormwater 
management facilities. Figure in-6 provides the locations of delineated wetlands and Waters of 
the United States within the project corridor. Table HI-10 lists the location, type, and 
approximate acreage of the wetlands that were delineated within the project corridor. 

3.       Terrestrial Ecosystem 

a. Soils 

The Chillum-Beltsville-Croom and Glenelg-Manor-Chester soil associations are the 
general soil associations of the U.S. Route 29 corridor. The Chillum-Beltsville-Croom soils are 
generally gently sloping, silty and gravelly soils which commonly have a dense or cemented 
layer in the subsoil or substratum. A majority of the soil is in forested areas and has a low 
potential for agricultural uses due to the strong acidity and low fertility characteristics. Runoff 
is high, causing considerable erosion. Glenelg-Manor-Chester soils are generally deep, well 
drained, strongly sloped, silty, micaceous soils. These soils are well suited for agricultural 
purposes including dairying, livestock, and cultivated and forage crops. 

b. Vegetation 

Several vegetative cover types exist within the U.S. Route 29 corridor. These cover 
types include (1) Urban, (2) Early-succession Shrubland, (3) Hardwood Forest, and (4) 
Agricultural.  Characteristics of these vegetation cover types are described in Table m-ll. 

The urban cover type is typically found in the residentially developed areas of the 
corridor. This includes much of the area between Fairland Road and Sligo Creek. There are 
also pockets of this cover type interspersed throughout the project area, generally near 
intersections. 

Early-succession shrubland areas are located in the less developed portions of the 
corridor, mainly between Briggs Chaney Road and Greencastle Road. Large tracts of this 
vegetative type also exist in the U.S. Route 29 corridor between MD Route 198 and Dustin 
Road. 

The forested areas within the corridor vary greatly in terms of maturity and species 
composition depending upon the stage of succession and/or human intervention. Generally, the 
forested areas of the corridor are not mature. Tree heights are typically less than 30 feet with 
diameters of 14 inches or less. There are individual exceptions scattered throughout the forested 
areas. The most mature forest in the corridor lies in the Rocky Gorge Reservoir watershed, 
where trees are greater than 45 feet tall and have diameters up to 24 inches. Most of the 
forested areas are located adjacent to streams. Small stands of hardwoods are interspersed 
throughout the project corridor, but larger tracts are located north of Fairland Road. 
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Table m-10 
Wetlands and Waters of the State Within the Project Corridor 

Wetland 
Number1 Location 

Cowardin 
Oassifkation 

System 

Approximate 
Area Within Project 

Corridor* (acres) 

2 South of Musgrove Road, east of U.S. 29 PFO/SS1C 0.2 

3 ICC - to the east and west of U.S. 29 PSS1C 0.! 

4 North of ICC, west of U.S. 29 PEM1K 

  

0.1 

5 South of Greencastle Road POWH 0.04 

6 South of Greencastle Road, west of U.S. 29 PFOIC 0.1 

7 Both sides of U.S. 29, south of Blackburn Road PFOIC 0.4 

8 Both sides of U.S. 29, north of Blackburn Road PEM/SS1A 0.1 

9 New alignment between Burtonsville and Patuxent River PSS/FOIC < 0.1 

10 New alignment between Burtonsville and Patuxent River PFOIC 0.1 

PEM2C - Palustrine, Emergent, Nonpersistent, Seasonal 
PFO/SS1C - Palustrine, Forested, Scrub/Shrub, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Seasonal 
PSS1C - Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Seasonal 
PEM1K - Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Artificial (Water of the State) 
POWH - Palustrine, Open Water, Permanent (Water of the State) 
PFOIC - Palustrine, Forested, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Seasonal 
PEM/SS1A - Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Scrub/Shrub, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Temporary 
PSS/FOIC - Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, Forested, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Seasonal 

Note: Each wetland and Waters of the United States is further described in a separate document entitled 
"Wetlands Delineation Report", prepared by Gannett Fleming, Inc., 3/93. 

1 Wetlands are identified on Figure 111-6. 
2 Wetland limits extend beyond the project corridor boundary. 

*   Wetland #1 was removed from Table m-lO in this FEIS as a result of Sligo Creek Parkway alternate being dropped from 
consideration. 
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Table m-ll 
Vegetation Cover Types 

^^^MMi^^^M Description Representative Plants 

Urban Mowed aprons, lawns, and 
residential gardens 

Grasses, broad-leaved 
herbaceous species, and 
landscaping trees and shrubs 

Early-succession Shrubland Areas not subject to mowing for at 
least the current growing season 
and subject to invasion of woody 
species 

Herbaceous species, shrubs 
(sumac, blackberry and 
dogwood), and tree seedlings 
(black locust, Virginia pine, 
wild cherry and pin oak) 

Hardwood Forest Areas where >50% of the area 
was dominated by trees; mostly 
immature hardwoods 

Oaks, wild cherry, yellow 
poplar, black locust, hickories, 
elm, sycamore 

Agricultural Areas maintained for annual crop 
production or pasturing; includes 
hedgerows and drainage ways 

Crops (hay, com and 
soybeans), pasture (grasses, 
legumes, and herbaceous plants) 

The Maryland DNR has no record of any plant located within the corridor on the State 
Rare or Federal Endangered Species lists. There is an historic record (1937) for the state-rare 
Walking Spleenwort (Asplenosorus ebenoides^l on the "old highway bridge over Paint Branch" 
(Maryland DNR letter in Section VII). This project includes no proposed activities in the area 
of Paint Branch. 

c.        Wildlife 

Habitats within the corridor support a variety of wildlife. Though the study corridor is 
narrow and includes an existing heavily traveled highway, the habitats could be utilized for 
feeding, cover and travelways. It is expected that some birds and small mammals would utilize 
the habitats within the corridor on a constant basis while the larger, more mobile, mammals such 
as the raccoon, opossum and white-tailed deer may use study corridor habitats primarily as 
travelways. 

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, there are no federally listed or proposed 
endangered or threatened animal species known to exist in the area. Coordination with the 
Maryland DNR also revealed no rare wildlife species in the study area (see Section VII). 

4.       Farmland 

A few small tracts of land utilized for crop production exist in the project area. These 
areas are located between Tech Road and Briggs Chaney Road, part of which is slated for 
development by the Seventh Day Adventist Church, and also between MD Route 198 and Dustin 
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Road. Prime farmland and soils of statewide importance for Montgomery County, found within 
the study area, are listed in Table in-12. Figure in-7 (located at the end of this section) shows 
the location of prime farmland, soils of statewide importance and productive agricultural land 
within the U.S. Route 29 corridor. 

Table 111-12 
Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance 

Prime Farmland Soils In Study Area 

ChA Chester silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 
ChB2 Chester silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
CmB2 Chillum silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
GhA Glenelg silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 
GhB2 Glenelg silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
SaB2 Sassafras loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
SfB2 Sassafras loam, clayey substratum, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
SsB2 Sassafras sandy loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 

Soil* of Statewide Importance In Study Area 

BaA2 Beltsville silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
BaB2 Beltsville silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
C1B2 Chillum gravelly silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
C1B3 Chillum gravelly silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, severely eroded 
C1C2 Chillum gravelly silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
CWC2 Croom gravelly loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
MdB2 Manor silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
MdB3 Manor silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, severely eroded 
MdC2 Manor silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
RsB2 Rumford loamy sand, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 
SsB2 Sassafras sandy loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded 

Source:     Montgomery County, Maryland Soil Survey and Soil Conservation Service. 

In addition to cultivated parcels and pastures, hedgerows, edges and drainageways are 
considered part of the agricultural community. Herbaceous and woody species found in the 
abandoned field shrub type also may be found in these small areas within the agricultural type. 

D.   AIR QUALITY 

U.S. Route 29 is located between the modifying influences of the Chesapeake Bay and 
Atlantic Ocean to the east and the Appalachian Mountains to the west. The net effect is to 
produce a more uniform climate compared with other locations further inland at the same 
latitude. 
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Areas which are sensitive to air quality impacts include residences (or communities), 
schools, parks, hospitals, health care facilities, and retirement homes. A field survey of the 
project corridor identified 14 areas which would be sensitive to changes in the air quality. Each 
area was then subdivided into individual sites for the purpose of estimating air quality emissions. 
A total of forty-two air quality modeling sites were included in the analysis. A detailed air 
quality analysis has been performed to determine impacts of the proposed project which is 
described in further detail in Section IV.D. These air quality analyses can be found under 
separate covers entitled "Detailed Air Quality Supplemental Analysis at the Four Comers and 
Sligo Creek Parkway Signalized Intersections" and "The Air Quality Technical Report (1988)". 

E.  NOISE 

The following is a summary of the Noise Technical Analysis Report (August 1993) prepared 
in support of this FEIS. 

Highway traffic noise is usually measured on the "A" weighted decibel scale "dBA," which 
is the scale that has a frequency range closest to that of a human ear. In order to give a sense 
of perspective, a quiet rural night would register about 25 dBA, a quiet suburban night would 
register about 60 dBA, and a very noisy urban daytime about 80 dBA. Under typical field 
conditions, noise level changes of 2-3 dBA can barely be detected, but a 5 dBA change in noise 
levels is noticeable. A 10 dBA increase is judged by most people as a doubling of sound 
loudness. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has established noise abatement criteria for 
various land uses (Table 111-13). The noise levels in this analysis are expressed in terms of an 
Lj, noise level which is the energy-averaged noise level for a given time period. All ambient 
and predicted noise levels in this report are L,, exterior noise levels unless otherwise noted. 

Table in-13 
FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity Category I^(h) Description of Activity Category 

A 
57 

(Exterior) 
Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
value and serve an important public need, and where the 
preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is 
to continue to serve its intended purpose. 

B 67 
(Exterior) 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sport 
areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, 
churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

C 72 
(Exterior) 

Developed lands, properties or activities not included in 
Categories A or B above. 

D - Undeveloped lands. 

E 

  

52 
(Interior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, 
schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.    | 

Source:  23 CFR, Part 772. 
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In a noise analysis, measurement of ambient noise levels is intended to establish the basis 

for impact analysis. The ambient noise levels are recorded to represent a generalized view of 
present noise levels. Variations with time of total traffic volume, truck traffic volumes, speed, 
etc. may cause fluctuations in ambient noises levels of several decibels. However, for the 
purposes of impact assessment, these fluctuations are usually not sufficient to affect the 
assessment. 

Fourteen noise sensitive areas, designated A through N, have been identified within the U.S. 
Route 29 corridor. The fourteen areas consist of residential and commercial/residential uses. 
Measurement and modeling sites selected within each sensitive area are described in Table 
111-14. Mapping of sensitive areas and measurement/modeling sites are contained within the 
impact discussion in Section IV. All of the areas identified in Table 111-14 are Category B uses 
as defined in 23 CFR 772. 

A noise monitoring program was conducted throughout the project area during the months 
of June, July, November and December 1987 and August 1993. Measurements were conducted 
for 20-minute periods at each of the sites. Existing noise levels measured during this time 
ranged from 51 to 73 dBA. Additional details of this measurement procedure are provided in 
the Noise Analysis Report. It was determined that for all the noise sensitive areas, the most 
typical noise conditions occur during the non-rush hour period (9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.). During 
this time, the highest noise levels are experienced for the greatest length of time. 

Calibration of the STAMINA 2.0/OPTIMA noise prediction model was performed utilizing 
simultaneous traffic data collected at noise monitoring sites along U.S. Route 29. Traffic counts 
taken during the 20-minute monitoring periods were adjusted to represent hourly traffic flows 
and were used as input into the computer model. The predicted L^ noise levels generated at 
monitoring sites as a result of this calibration exercise differed from their actual ambient noise 
levels by less than 3.0 dBA. The fluctuations in noise levels can be attributed to extraneous 
noise sources pertinent to the modeled site (i.e., low aircraft flyovers) as well as the site's 
specific location, topographical features, and natural and man-made components (i.e., buildings, 
ground cover, etc.). 

Table 111-14 summarizes the results of the measurement survey. Traffic volumes observed 
during most of the noise measurements were below LOS C capacity. To determine impact of 
the project, all predicted noise levels are modeled at LOS C to establish worst case conditions. 

The dominant source of noise in the study area was traffic on U.S. Route 29. Two areas 
had traffic noise contributions from roadways other than U.S. Route 29. The first was in 
Fairway where traffic from 1-495 was noticeable as a part of the overall background noise. The 
second was at the Inverleigh Apartments where traffic on Old Columbia Road contributed to 
noise levels at apartment units facing the roadway. 

As Table in-14 indicates, noise levels range from 51 to 73 dBA. Fifteen sites approach or 
exceed the Noise Abatement Criterion (NAC) of 67 dBA. 
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Table m-14 
Ambient Noise Levels 

in^Bi^i^i^B^B SensitiTe 
Scceptor 

Description of Site 
(dBA) 

A A-l* 
A-la* 
A-3 
A-5 
A-7* 

1904 ColesviUe Road (U.S. Route 29) 
9301 Colesvffle Road (U.S. Route 29) 
North Hills of Sligo; west of U.S. Rt. 29 
9500 ColesviUe Road (U.S. Route 29) 
Christ Congregational Church 

65 
63 
69 
67 
68 

B B-l* 9822 ColesviUe Road (U.S. Route 29), 
Fairway 

69 

C C-l 

C-2* 

Marvin Memorial Church - Four Corners, 
northeast quadrant (U.S. Rt. 29/Rt. 198 
eastbound) 

Marvin Memorial Church - School Playground 
(Four Comers) 

71 

61 

D D-l 
D-4 
D-ll 
D-18 

Residences, Pinecrest 
Residences, Woodmoor 
Residences, Northwood Park 73 

68 

E E-* 
E-7 

Residences, Burnt Mills Hills 
Residences, Burnt Mills Village 

68 
55 

F F-2 
F-4 
F-8 

Burnt Mills Townhouses 
Apartment, Dumont Oaks 
Tartan Ridge Townhouses 

65 
56 
57 

G G-2 
G-5 
G-ll 

Oak Hill Apartments 
Apartments, White Oak Towers 
Residences, Springbrook Manor 

62 
58 
63 

H H-2 
H-7 

Bronzegate Apartments 
Inverieigh Apartments 

58 
64 

I 1-2 Residences, Shanandale Drive 60 

J M 

J-2 

Residences northeast of Fairland 
Road, U.S. Rt. 29 intersection 

Fairland Elementary School 

62 

51 

K K-l 
K-2 

Windsor Court Apartments 
Avonshire Apartments 

58 
61 

L L-l 
L-2 
L-7 

Townhouses, Greencastle Lakes 
Paint Branch High School 
Residences, Perrywood Estates 

62 

60 

M M-2 
M-5 
M-7 

Country Place Apartments 
Residences, Oakhurst 
Residences, GraybiU Drive 

63 
68 

N N-l 

N-2 

N-3 
N-4 

Residences southeast quadrant of 
Dustin Rd. and U.S. Rt. 29 intersection 

Residences east of U.S. Rt. 29 
on Dustin Rd. 

Primeton Baptist Church 
Residences, southwest quadrant of 

Dustin Rd. and U.S. Rt. 29 intersection 

56 

65 
62 

Included in Noise Measurement Survey conducted in August 1993. 
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F.   HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Initial Site Assessments were performed in the corridor for properties that may be 
condemned by SHA for additional right-of-way. A total of seventy-seven (77) sites were 
assessed that included background and site history as well as site reconnaissance evaluations. 
Section IV.F. summarizes the activities undertaken for hazardous waste documentation based 
upon MD SHA guidance. 

The U.S. Route 29 Phase I Environmental Assessment Report - Volumes 1-15 (9/93) are 
contained under separate cover, and can be obtained from MD SHA. 

m-26 



IS 

mm. 

^-,-:^v 

\ 

V   \   '     &&&•   Xsi     •*<•*        -''*     *<i 'J^ %_ ^       ••' 

LEGEND 

f7r/y3    RESIDENTIAL 

^x!]    OFFICE AND COMMERCIAL 

(^1    INDUSTRIAL 

TT*: 

R^    PUBUC/QUASI-PUBUC 

gg^    PUBLIC PARKLAND 

\        |    OPEN SPACE 

^••w  I' I*      i1*"^' 

wio^GGMEBY;   .COUNTY 

pSTlicE-GEORGES     COUN1 

/• 

>^^] Existing Land Use 
U.S. Route 29 FEIS 

1of2 

SCALE: 1"* 2000* 

in-27 



yb 

2 0(2 
SCALE: 1". 2000' 

01-28 



kiVt J*--^S=s- 

•^j    RESIDENTIAL SINGLE-FAMILY 

^^    RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAMILY 

^x]    COMMERCIAL 

INDUSTRIAL it • • • • • • 
• • • • 

.»• «i 

^^ MIXED-USE 

£^3 PUBLIC/QUASI-PUBLIC 

^^j PUBLIC PARKLAND 

p 1 PRIVATE OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION AREA 

PRINCE 

*A  ^ 

%\  FIGURE III-2 

Future Land Use 
U.S. Route 29 FEIS 

2000 1of2 
SCALE: 1" a 2000* 

111-29 



1? 

V* *hy*-lfrt. 

LEGEND     £^^^V-£~N-—-~--^     " TBIILM" VWW?    PRINCE GEORGE%^C 

EC/VJ RESIDENTIAL SINGLE-FAMILY R^j MIXED-USE 

CC^jl RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAMILY ^^ PUBUC/QUASI-PUBUC 

ggg-j COMMEROAL ^^ PUBUC PARKLAND 

P:«V^ INDUSTRIAL |        | PRIVATE OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION AREA 

-4? r"-' 

2000 

SCAL£INFEET 

RGURE111-2 
Future Land Use 
U.S. Route 29 FEIS 

2of2 

SCALE: 1" a 2000' 

ni-30 



1of2 

SCALE: 1"» 2000' 



x? 
«     ~.s/i   * 

2af2 
SCALE: I". 2000* 

m-32 



Yf 

1of2 

SCALE: 1"« 2000* 

• 111-33 



<?.? 

1     -T 
'*./ 

«L 

*•-- 
•"T.  .»- 

S«--w 
*>^ 

'•••r, '**-. £| 

J 

«.<*-• ^i**^--^== 

/ 
IO" 

%   * 
• tu** 

^•«-- 
v' 

Vi r>    .... 
L*K<. 

»»!, S •o 

..H£ 

S* 
\ 

ipe* . 

43P&1 •9. .« 50 
38 
"* 

42 
< * 

k,-^ *.. I 
|VM«J      «-> 

1 
•a c     - 

^i 32 
^v.-A 41 '^fec^vt 

44 

*? 

A'> •=•   "» 

IJL-   • 

j.OWi /U3 *-     ^ 
5 

\> 

1 SJ 

•«uu^ | 

Al!^ 
^ 

^ 

49, 

51 

Alt 

•vv 

•^ 

<fi. 
-I?.^ 

*• *-J <PV 
v> 

48 
^ 
/ 

V. 

L*^ 
•\ 

50' 
<S, 

V. 

!•« 
*7 

\^ 

J 

Tv 

\ /  If-sj" t39Sgl V-^-"   40 \   / C4T\'   W^V /§te^ / 

^TY >««u1 

^ 

3^s CO. 

FIGURE UM 
Study Area Communities 
U.S. Route 29 FEIS 



? 

Figure 111-4 
Legend Study Area Communities 

1   Seven Oaks - Evanswood 42 West Fairland 
2   Sligo Park Hills 43 Briggs Chaney - Countryside 
3   The Park Bradford 44 Avonshire 
4   Manchester Gardens 45 Perrywood 
5   Timberwood 46 Greencastle Manor #2 
6   Parkside Plaza 47 Greencastle Take 
7   Sligo-Branview 48 Townes of Gloucester 
8   North Quince Orchard Manor 49 Oakhurst 
9   Long Branch 50 Columbia Road 

10  Indian Springs 51 Santini Road 
11   North Hills of Sligo 52 Timber Hill 
12  Woodside Forest 
13   South Four Comers 
14  Sligo Woods 
15  Forest Nolls 
16  Northwood - Four Comers 
17  Kinsmen Farms 
18  Woodmoor - Pinecrest 
19  Franklin Knolls 
20  Hillandale 
21   Burnt Mills Hills 
22  Northwest Branch Estates 
23  Burnt Mills Manor 
24  Burnt Mills Village 
25   Dumont Oaks 
26  Burnt Mills 
27  Burnt Mills Estates and Gardens 
28   Tiers of Silver Spring 
29   Columbia Towers 
30  Paint Branch Park 
31   Stonehedge 
32  Columbia Road 
33   Quaint Acres 
34  Springbrook 
35  North White Oak 
36  Rolling Acres 
37  East Springbrook 
38   Snowden's Mill 
39   Calverton 
40  Stockridge at Tanglewood 
41   Stonecrest - Woodcrest 
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Figure m-5 

Community Facilities and Services (1994) 

o SCHOOLS 0 MISCELLANEOUS 

1. Acorn Hills Children Center 1. Sligo Park Golf Course 
2. Forest Knolls E.S. 2. Silver Spring Boys Club 
3. Northwood H.S. 3. Forest Glen Senior Citizens Center 
4. Four Comers E.S. 4. Fairland Library 
5. Alexander School 5. Center for the Handicapped 
6. St. Bemadettes 6. Woodmoor Post Office 
7. Pine Crest E.S. 7. Colonial Villa Nursing Home 
8. Eastern Intermediate 8. White Oak Library 
9. Highland View E.S. 9. U.S. Naval Surface Weapons Center 

10. Oakview E.S. 10. Center for the Handicapped 
11. Springbrook H.S. 11. White Oak Shopping Center 
12. Burnt Mills E.S. 12. University of MD Plant Research Farm 
13. Cresthaven E.S. 13. U.S. National Guard 
14. Cannon Road E.S. 14. Briggs Chaney Road Plaza 
15. White Oak J.H.S. 15. Gunpowder Road Golf Course 
16. Jackson Road E.S. 16. Union Cemetery 
17. Fairland E.S. (Old) 17. Burtonsville Post Office 
18. Galway E.S. 18. Burtonsville Shopping Center 
19. Greencastle E.S. 19. Bum Brae Countiy Club 
20. Paint Branch H.S. 20. Burtonsville Post Office 
21. Benjamin Banneker J.H.S. 21. Woodmoor Shopping Center 
22. Burtonsville E.S. 22. Park-n-Ride 
23. Julia Brown Montessori School 23. Manor Care 
24. Fairland Elementary School (New) 24. Sligo Community Building 

25. Fairland Nursing Home 
0 SAFETY FACILITIES 26. Burtonsville Crossing Shopping Center 

16 1. Silver Spring Fire Station Co 
2. Hillandale Fire Co. 12 
3. Burtonsville Fire Co. 15 
4. Burtonsville Volunteer Fire Dept 

A RECREATION 

1. Argyle Recreation Center 
2. YMCA 
3. Northwood Park 
4. Pinecrest Recreation Center 
5. Northwest Branch Park 
6. Forest Knoll Swim Club 
7. Rocky Brook Park 

o HEALTHCARE 

1. Burtonsville Family Health Center 
2. Musgrove Road Medical Park 
3. Holy Cross Hospital (Proposed medical facility) 

•  RELIGIOUS FACILrnES 

1. Church of Christ 
2. Christ Congregational 
3. Marvin Memorial United Methodist 
4. Memorial United Methodist 
5. Young Israel Shomrai Emunah 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

A.  LAND USE, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

1.       Consistency with Transportation Goals 

Typically, transportation systems impact adjacent land uses depending on highway 
features such as serviceability, accessibility and safety. As a main connector between 
Washington and Baltimore, serving Silver Spring and Columbia, the capacity of U.S. Route 29 
is critical to the vitality of adjacent communities. 

The proposed U.S. Route 29 project is consistent with the transportation goals of the 
project area. The project will promote short-term and long-term operational improvements for 
the U.S. Route 29 corridor and provide a network of bicycle and pedestrian routes. 

Traffic Flow 
(Eastern Montgomery Plan) 

Traffic flow is hindered on existing U.S. Route 29 by numerous inefficient at-grade 
intersections. The No-Build Alternative would not remove any of these intersections or control 
access to interchanges. The No-Build Alternative is not consistent with transportation goals 
because this alternative does not relieve congestion or improve safety for motorists or 
pedestrians. The Selected Alternative would eliminate many existing transportation deficiencies. 
The Selected Alternative would eliminate intersection delays by providing improved traffic 
patterns and traffic flow. 

Network of Bicycle and Pedestrian Routes 
(Eastern Montgomery Plan) 

The implementation of a No-Build Alternative would have a detrimental effect on bicycle 
and pedestrian paths. By maintaining existing conditions with respect to pedestrian and bicycle 
crossings at signalized intersections, the crossings would become increasingly difficult to 
negotiate with increases in future year traffic. The Selected Alternative would provide 
uninterrupted bicycle and pedestrian crossings U.S. Route 29. Bicycle paths will be developed 
by Montgomery County, while sidewalks are included as part of the project improvements at 
Four Comers. 

At Four Comers, the Selected Alternative would enhance the safe passage of pedestrians. 
Clearly designated sidewalks would be constmcted. Pedestrian phases would be provided at all 
signalized intersections. Nine foot wide sidewalks would be provided along the outside frontage 
roadways. 
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Parking 
(Eastern Montgomery Plan) 

The 1982 Approved and Adopted Master Plan for Eastern Montgomery County 
recommends the construction of fringe parking facilities at strategic locations to encourage transit 
ridership and ridesharing, as well as maintain a balance between projected traffic and the design 
capacity of the proposed highway network. 

Three lots along U.S. Route 29 are recommended at the following locations: 

1. White Oak, since it is already a major activity center and is located on the 
intersection of two major transportation corridors, New Hampshire Avenue and 
Route 29 (has not been constructed). 

2. Fairland Road and Route 29 because it is centrally located and would provide a 
convenient location for changing to transit or forming carpools (has not been 
constructed). 

3. East side of Route 29, north of Spencerville Road (MD 198) and south of PEPCO 
Power line. This location is convenient to Howard County, Upper Prince 
George's County and other areas where motorists might use MD 198 or 1-95 for 
access to Route 29 (has been constructed). 

In addition, the County is using a church parking lot for a park-n-ride lot at Fairland 
Road and Old Columbia Road. There has also been park-n-rides developed at Gatesburg Manor 
and Briggs Chaney Road, and at Tech Road and Old Columbia Road. 

2.       Consistency with Land Use Goals 

Every year Montgomery County adopts an Annual Growth Policy. It sets the levels of 
development approved for policy areas throughout the County. The County Council does this 
through means of an Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO), which promotes orderly 
growth by synchronizing development with the availability of public facilities needed to support 
that development. Currently, the Fairland/White Oak Policy Area is in a moratorium for 
development, as the infrastructure has not kept up with the growth. The Four Comers area, 
located in the Silver Spring/Takoma Park Policy Area, is not in moratorium. With a very high 
transit level of service because of extensive transit service coverage and frequency, the area 
could accommodate more development. 

The ability or inability to meet previously discussed transportation goals, using either 
alternative, also would affect the ability to meet land use goals. These goals include: 

• commercial development at White Oak, Burtonsville and Colesville; and, 
• industrial development and employment at the Montgomery Industrial Park and 

at Burtonsville. 
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Since competition in the Baltimore/Washington region for development is intense, 
corridors with transportation facilities operating with adequate capacity would have a competitive 
advantage in attracting this development, particularly commercial and industrial development. 

Operational Improvements for U.S. Route 29/Universitv Boulevard 
(Four Comers Plan) 

The No-Build Alternative would maintain existing traffic patterns and inefficient at-grade 
intersections. With the implementation of the No-Build Alternative traffic conditions would 
worsen due to increasing ADT's and the complexity of turning movements at the intersections. 

Kay Tract 

To be consistent with planned land use objectives for the development of the Kay Tract, 
the No-Build Alternative is not acceptable. This alternative would not change the existing 
interchange configuration or capacity of the intersection. However, the Selected Alternative may 
encourage the development desired by providing added traffic capacity and flow. An important 
land use goal in this area is to support any land use or development of the Kay Tract. 

During construction, traffic flow would be affected only slightly. The Maryland 
Department of Transportation would maintain the same number of lanes to allow U.S. Route 29 
to function as well as possible. The MD DOT does not want traffic diverted into the 
neighborhoods.  Access to certain areas would be interrupted during the construction period. 

Commercial Development at White Oak. Fairland. Burtonsville and Colesville 
(Eastern Montgomery Plan) 

Commercial development at White Oak would be encouraged to expand if traffic flow 
is improved, at-grade intersections and signalization would be eliminated, and a new controlled 
access intersection at Stewart Lane would be constructed. These goals would not be 
accomplished by the No-Build Alternative because this alternative does not provide additional 
capacity on U.S. Route 29. The Selected Alternative would provide these benefits and allow 
the site to become more attractive to developers because of the additional capacity resulting from 
the proposed project. 

From Burtonsville to the Howard County line, the commercial development potential 
increases north of MD Route 198. Current commercial development in the northwest quadrant 
is planned for future expansion. The northeast quadrant also is planned for commercial 
development. Because future conditions would result in traffic levels of service that are not 
acceptable, the No-Build Alternative would not accommodate the development potential of the 
area. The Selected Alternative also would improve access, traffic flow and safety to the area. 
Thus commercial development potential would be enhanced. 

Industrial Development at Montgomery Industrial Park and Burtonsville 
(Eastern Montgomery Plan) 

The Silver Spring Industrial Park is not expected to grow much beyond existing 
development.  The Montgomery and West Farm Industrial Parks are expected to continue to 
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develop. The No-Build Alternative does not address existing and future congestion problems. 
In contrast, the Selected Alternative would improve traffic flow conditions with intersection 
improvements. This alternative would be a contributing factor for the expansion potential of 
these industrial parks from a traffic standpoint. 

North of West Farm Industrial Park, another industrial park is located at the intersection 
of U.S. Route 29 and existing MD Route 198. The No-Build Alternative would not facilitate 
traffic flow. The Selected Alternative would enhance traffic flow by reducing congestion. 

In summary, the No-Build Alternative would be inconsistent with transportation and land 
use goals. Unlike the No-Build Alternative, the Selected Alternative would address identified 
transportation deficiencies, improve pedestrian safety, and increase development potential. The 
Selected Alternative is consistent with the desired land use goals and objectives. 

3.       Displacements 

The No-Build Alternative would require no displacements or relocation of residential or 
business properties. Twenty-three (23) structures which includes 16 single-family residences, 
S businesses (at 4 locations) and 3 auxiliary buildings could be displaced by the Selected 
Alternative. 

All State Highway Administration projects involving displacement activity must comply 
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
USC 4601) as amended by Title IV of the Surface Transportation & Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 (P.L. 100-17), the Annotated Code of Maryland entitled "Real Property 
Article" Section 12-112 and Subtitle 2, Sections 12-201 to 12-212. The Maryland Department 
of Transportation, State Highway Administration, Office of Real Estate administers the 
Transportation Relocation Assistance Program in the State of Maryland. 

Title VI Statement ~ It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration (MD 
SHA) to ensure compliance with the provision of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and 
relate civil rights laws and regulations which prohibit discrimination on the grounds of race, 
color, sex, national origin, age, religion, physical or mental handicap in all MD SHA program 
projects funded in whole or in part by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The MD 
SHA will not discriminate in highway planning, highway design, highway construction, and 
acquisition of right-of-way, or the provision of relocation advisory assistance. The policy has 
been incorporated into all levels of the highway planning process in order that proper 
consideration may be given to social, economic, and environmental effects of all highway 
projects. Alleged discriminatory actions should be addressed to the Equal Opportunity Section 
of the MD SHA for investigation. 

A survey of potential relocatees indicates no minorities, elderly, or handicapped persons 
would be affected. Comparable, affordable replacement housing is expected to be available in 
the project area for persons displaced by the Selected Alternative. 
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4.       Neighborhoods 

Most residential areas have developed as subdivision units (communities) with access 
roads to U.S. Route 29. Very few residences abut or directly access U.S. Route 29 with 
individual driveways. Impacts to neighborhoods generated by the project would be limited to 
accessibility issues and changes in travel patterns. Travel patterns would be affected by reduced 
access points along U.S. Route 29. Between Lockwood Drive and MD Route 650 in the Burnt 
Mills Village, White Oak and Quaint Acres areas, the Selected Alternative would require 
vehicles to access through the MD Route 650 interchange. 

The Selected Alternative would affect vehicles accessing homes along U.S. Route 29, 
MD Route 198 and Dustin Road. To access the area west of U.S. Route 29, vehicles from 
Burtonsville would access U.S. Route 29 at MD Route 198 and exit at Dustin Road. Homes to 
the east would be accessed by a service road, Amina Drive, east of the Dustin Road intersection. 

Overall project effects on area neighborhoods would be minimal. The proposed 
improvements to U.S. Route 29 would not present any barriers to neighborhood interaction nor 
affect community cohesion. During construction, traffic flow would be affected. Access to 
certain areas would be temporarily interrupted. 

5.       Community Facilities and Services 

a. Public Transportation 

Public Transit 

The No-Build Alternative will result in increased traffic congestion that would slow 
commuter and transit travel time since signalized intersections and turning movements would be 
maintained. Public transit trip times would be improved by the Selected Alternative because of 
reduced congestion at traffic signals and median crossovers. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 

The No-Build Alternative would maintain at-grade intersections, resulting in continued 
at-grade interfacing of pedestrian and bicyclists with increased vehicular traffic. The Selected 
Alternative would have beneficial effects on bicycle and pedestrian movements within the 
corridor by providing new sidewalks at Four Comers. Grade-separated interchanges with 
overpass sidewalks would provide safer, less-congested U.S. Route 29 crossings. 

b. Emergency Services 

The No-Build Alternative would not affect existing emergency vehicle access throughout 
the corridor. Longer response times would result as congestion around at-grade intersections 
increases. Overall, the Selected Alternative would offer the fastest response times for 
emergency vehicles in the corridor. This alternative eliminates at-grade intersections and traffic 
signals on U.S. Route 29 north of MD 650. 
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Emergency response times to certain areas would be affected by reduced access points 
along U.S. Route 29. Between Lockwood Drive and MD Route 650 in the Burnt Mills Village, 
White Oak and Quaint Acres areas, the Selected Alternative would require emergency vehicles 
from Silver Spring Fire Station Co. 16 to access through the MD Route 650 interchange. 

The Selected Alternative would increase the response time of emergency vehicles 
accessing homes along U.S. Route 29, MD Route 198 and Dustin Road. To access the area 
west of U.S. Route 29, emergency vehicles from Burtonsville Company 15 would access U.S. 
Route 29 at MD Route 198 and exit at Dustin Road. Homes to the east would be accessed by 
a service road, Amini Drive, east of the Dustin Road intersection. 

c. Health Care Facilities 

The No-Build Alternative would have minimal impact on existing health care facilities. 
The U.S. Route 29 highway project would have no substantial impact on the Burtonsville Family 
Health Center, the Musgrove Road Medical Park, and the proposed Holy Cross Nursing Facility 
other than effects on travel time. All other facilities are located outside the study area. 

d. Educational Facilities 

The No-Build Alternative would retain current conditions of signalized intersections, 
cross traffic, and left turn movements, thereby not improving safety and increasing the risk of 
accidents. School buses would continue to negotiate signalized intersections, and as traffic 
volume and congestion on U.S. Route 29 increases, safety would be reduced. The proposed 
project's effect on school bus service is a major concern of the Montgomery County Public 
Schools. Potential impacts of the project alternatives on school bus service focus on safety and 
bus route adjustments. There are currently nine (9) public schools in the project area having 
buses that access or cross U.S. Route 29. Springbrook High School, White Oak Intermediate 
School, Jackson Road Elementary, Paint Branch High School, Banneker Junior High School, 
Galway Elementary School, Greencastle Elementary, Fairland Elementary and Burtonsville 
Elementary. 

The Selected Alternative would provide grade-separated interchanges and eliminate 
median crossovers on U.S. Route 29 north of MD 650. Although school bus routes would have 
to be adjusted, overall safety would be increased. 

e. Religious Facilities 

Eleven (11) religious facilities adjacent to U.S. Route 29 may be affected by the proposed 
project: Christ Congregational Church, Knox Presbyterian Church, Marvin Memorial Methodist 
Church, Southeast Hebrew Congregation, Shaare Tefila Congregation, Burnt Mills Seventh Day 
Adventist Church, Forcey Memorial Fundamental Church, St. Mark's Episcopal Church, 
Roberts Memorial Free Methodist Church, Liberty Grove United Methodist Church, and 
Columbia Primitive Baptist Church. The No-Build Alternative would impact all the facilities 
by not improving the traffic conditions which exist at the intersections on U.S. Route 29. The 
only negative impacts associated with the Selected Alternative would be related to traffic and 
access patterns which are discussed below. The improvements will provide safer pedestrian 
access.   Potential adverse effects to the Roberts Memorial Free Methodist Church and the 
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Columbia Primitive Baptist Church.   These impacts are discussed briefly in the following 
paragraphs. 

Roberts Memorial Free Methodist Church 

The Selected Alternative would adversely affect access at Roberts Memorial Free 
Methodist from U.S. Route 29 by eliminating access to Fairland Road. Access to Fairland Road 
from U.S. Route 29 northbound would be at Randolph Road or Musgrove Road and southbound 
would be at Briggs Chaney Road. The Selected Alternative would increase the safety of vehicles 
and pedestrians crossing U.S. Route 29 to the church. 

Columbia Primitive Baptist Church 

The Selected Alternative would realign U.S. Route 29 to the east, thereby reducing traffic 
volumes on the bypassed U.S. Route 29 segment. Access would be adversely impacted due to 
the circuitous trip for parishioners traveling to and from the church from the south on U.S. 
Route 29. 

6. Recreational Facilities 

No impacts on area parks would occur with implementation of the Selected Alternative. 
The proposed minor widening of the Sligo Creek Parkway and U.S. Route 29 intersection is not 
within the Sligo Creek Park. The area involved serves only as a buffer between the park and 
nearby homes. 

7. Economic Impacts 

a. Rggipnal Impacts 

The No-Build Alternative would not improve existing transportation conditions. An 
inefficient transportation system would have the potential to discourage industrial/ commercial 
growth in the corridor. Section in-6, Economic Characteristics, indicates that the U.S. Route 
29 study area is expected to grow economically in the industrial, commercial and service sectors. 
The potential for an area to expand its economic activities is dependent on several factors 
including availability of vacant an/or underutilized land, sufficient labor supply, and adequate 
transportation system. Major capital highway improvements are seen as a catalyst to economic 
activity on a regional scale. 

b. Corridor Impacts . 

The greatest potential for new economic development south of MD Route 650 is the Kay 
Tract at Four Comers. Because the No-Build Alternative would not improve the existing 
intersection configuration or increase the capacity at the University Boulevard intersection, this 
alternative would not support the development potential of Kay Tract. 

Several effects would be expected to impact the Four Comers business district. The 
No-Build Alternative would negatively impact the retail and service segments of the area's 
economy because this alternative does not alleviate peak hour congestion for short-term trips. 
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The Selected Alternative would improve the intersection and provide better access to businesses 
for the local community, but access into the Woodmoor Shopping Center would be more 
circuitous from southbound U.S. Route 29. 

During the construction period, the Four Comers business district would experience 
temporary changes in traffic patterns resulting in more circuitous access to businesses adjacent 
to U.S. Route 29. Access to all businesses would be maintained during the entire construction 
period. Access to businesses after construction would be similar to before construction. For 
the local community, access to businesses would improve with reduced congestion. 

Businesses Affected 

The No-Build Alternative would negatively impact the retail and service segments of the 
area's economy because this alternative does not address peak hour congestion for short-term 
trips. 

Development potential does exist at two industrial parks: the Montgomery Industrial 
Park and the West Farm Industrial Park. Industrial land use would have further expansion 
opportunities to the east of current development and to the north in the West Farm Industrial 
Park. North of Blackburn Road in Burtonsville, commercial developments in the northwest and 
northeast of Montgomery Auto Park are expected to expand. Industrial development is expected 
to occur in the southeast quadrant. As mentioned in Section in-6, capital and labor supplies are 
adequate for expansion. The Selected Alternative would benefit retail businesses because these 
establishments would retain direct access and passby patronage although median closures would 
make access more circuitous. The White Oak retail area would be affected beneficially by the 
Stewart Lane improvements north of the New Hampshire area. 

Five (5) businesses at 4 locations could be displaced by the selected improvements. They 
are as follows: the Steuart/Agip Gas Station at Four Comers; Gerald's Landscape Supplies at 
Randolph Road; Tolley Enterprises, Inc. and Big Landscapes, both located off Fairland Road 
at the same location, and Shemin Nursery along Sandy Spring Road (MD Route 198). A walk- 
up Automated Teller Machine may also be displaced at Nations Bank along Old Columbia Road 
at Stewart Lane. Due to the built-up nature of the U.S. Route 29 corridor, relocating businesses 
in close proximity to their current location may be difficult. MD SHA is developing a 
Relocation Assistance Program in coordination with final design. 

Employment and Income 

Highway improvements have the potential to raise commercial and industrial land values. 
Because the No-BuUd Alternative would do nothing to alleviate traffic congestion in the future, 
land values may decrease as the attractiveness for development decreases. The Selected 
Alternative would increase the desirability of the area for development by providing an efficient 
transportation system; thereby increasing employment and income possibilities. 

Taxes and Revenues 

The highway improvements would have no major effect on the area's tax base. Because 
the proposed project consists of widening an existing roadway, acquisition of additional right-of- 
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way and resulting loss in taxable property would be minimal compared to the total tax 
assessment base. Effects on tax revenue would be relatively negligible. Positive effects would 
occur if the inducement of better transport conditions encourages businesses to locate in the 
corridor. Businesses, in general, support a proportionately higher share of the tax base than 
residences. 

8.       Visual Environment 

The proposed project would produce visual changes within the project area but would not 
affect any sensitive or unique visual amenities. The proposed overpass at Stewart Lane will 
produce some visual impacts to residents in the area. Although there would be a 200 foot 
widening of the existing right-of-way for the project and a few ramps added at the Dustin Road 
intersection, the proposed improvement would not result in any substantial visual impact to the 
environment. ITie overall regional impact would not be substantial considering the highly 
developed nature of the corridor. 

During construction of the proposed project, a temporary visual intrusion would be 
created by the presence of the construction equipment and activities. Construction activities 
would require the removal of vegetation adjacent to the roadway. The view of the highway 
during construction would change as traffic queues for construction activities. 

At Four Comers, the Selected Alternative would provide opportunities to meet the goals 
for urban design elements investigated in the "Four Comers Streetscape Study": (1) provide 
pedestrian circulation that is safe, continuous, attractive, and practical for the needs of Four 
Comers. Provide sidewalks and pedestrian crossings; (2) provide vehicular circulation that is 
safe, continuous, and produces a balance between vehicular movements and pedestrian 
movements; (3) improve the visual image of Four Comers and provide a more suitable "front 
door" for the community through the planting of trees, landscaping, and the design of storefronts 
and signs. 

B.       HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1.       Historic Resources 

There are five (5) sites identified as possibly eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places in the U.S. Route 29 corridor.  These sites are: 

Conley House (M 34/10) 
St. Marks Chapel (M 34/9) 
Marlow (Bushnell) House (M 34/8) 
Columbia Primitive Baptist Church (M 15/62) 
Polychrome House Historic District (M 32/5) 

None of the five sites would be affected by the No-Build Alternative. The Conley House 
and the Columbia Primitive Baptist Church would not be affected by any of the proposed 
alternatives as they would not alter the characteristics which qualify the sites for the National 
Register. 
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The SHPO rendered a "No Adverse Effect" determination for the Marlow House in a 

letter dated September 2, 1988 and a "Conditional No Adverse Effect" determination for St. 
Marks Chapel dependent on the development of a landscape plan to reduce impacts to the site. 
(See letter in Section VII). 

No property would be required from the Polychrome House Historic District, located 
west of U.S. Route 29. The SHPO has rendered a no effect determination for the Polychrome 
Houses because the undertaking would not alter the characteristics of the District which would 
qualify it for inclusion to the National Register (See SHA correspondence, 1/12/93 - Section 
VII). 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) concurred with the Maryland 
SHPO that proposed roadway improvements to U.S. Route 29 would have no adverse effects 
upon significant historic properties (See ACHP correspondence, 12/9/93 - Section VII). 

2.       Archeological Resources 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impact on archeological sites within the U.S. 
Route 29 study area. Relating to archeological resources, the U.S. Route 29 corridor south of 
MD 650 in Montgomery County was previously surveyed by Ballweber (1988). The SHPO 
concurred on August 28, 1989 that no additional archeological investigations were warranted for 
the project. 

No archeological sites have been recorded in or near the current project area. Given the 
degree of previous disturbance from residential and commercial development, and road 
construction along the U.S. Route 29 corridor and the U.S. Route 29/1-495 interchange, it is 
unlikely that potentially significant prehistoric archeological resources would be affected by 
proposed construction. On February 11, 1993, the SHPO rendered a no effect determination 
for archeological resources (See SHA correspondence, 1/12/93 - Section VII). 

C.       NATURAL RESOURCES 

The following summarizes potential natural resources impacts of the proposed project. 
Detailed information on methodologies, analysis and conclusions is provided in the Natural 
Resources Technical Analysis report prepared in support of this FEIS. 

1.       Water Resources 

The No-Build Alternative would produce no impacts on the study area's water resources 
including: surface water, groundwater, wetlands, floodplains and aquatic communities. Impacts 
resulting from implementation of the Selected Alternative are discussed below. 

a.        Surface Water 

Sligo Creek, Northwest Branch, and Paint Branch are designated by the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources (MD DNR) as wild and scenic rivers. Construction proposed 
for this project would not cause permanent impact to these rivers.  During the construction 
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phase, strict erosion and sedimentation control measures would be practiced, as approved in the 
final Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 

The majority of the streams crossed by U.S. Route 29 would not be impacted by the 
Selected Alternative. The two major streams crossed-Paint Branch, and the Patuxent River- 
would not be affected. Impacts to the Little Paint Branch tributaries are summarized in Table 
IV-1. 

Although the potential exists for temporary sediment loading of surface waters, proper 
erosion control measures can mitigate this impact successfully. Final design for the proposed 
improvements would include "Standard Erosion and Sediment Control Procedures" as specified 
by the MD SHA, as well as the MD DNR - Water Resources Administration's (WRA) standards 
and specifications. Full and rigorous implementation and enforcement of erosion and sediment 
control measures would be conducted. All final design plans would require review and approval 
by the WRA and the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene - Office of Environmental 
Programs (OEP). 

A Waterway Construction Permit would be required during the final design phase for 
each of the affected crossings. In addition, no in-stream work would be permitted from March 
through May, inclusive, for Class IV waters (Patuxent River tributaries and Northwest Branch); 
and from March through June 15, inclusive, for Class I waters (all other area streams). 

Three tributaries of Little Paint Branch would be affected by channel relocations 
(Table IV-1). Due to the complexity of the MD Route 198 interchange, exact locations of these 
channel relocations will be determined in final design. New stream channels would be 
constructed for each of the areas to be relocated. The stream length of the relocated sections 
would be maintained; no loss of stream length would occur. The new stream channels would 
approximate the impacted channels in physical characteristics. To the extent possible, existing 
slopes and grades would be maintained. Rocks and gravel would be placed randomly within the 
new channels to encourage rapid naturalization of the stream bed and development of a 
pool/riffle sequence. The banks of the new channels would be stabilized before diverting the 
flow of the stream from the old to the new channels. 

Bottom-dwelling organisms and the aquatic habitat of the existing sections of relocated 
streams would be destroyed. However, the new sections of streams would be naturally 
reestablished with flora and fauna from the upstream and downstream reaches of each stream. 
The reestablishment of flora and fauna is predicted to occur rapidly because of the low gradient 
of the streams. MD SHA is committed to mitigating the effects of new culverts within the 
project area. Existing stream habitats may be enhanced, or the culverts would be constructed 
using depressed natural bottoms. 

The predominant, continuing impact on the area tributaries would be the discharge of 
runoff from the roadway. The increase in impervious area resulting from construction of the 
Selected Alternative would produce a proportionate increase in the amount of runoff carrying 
vehicle-generated pollutants. Stormwater runoff would be managed under MD DNR's 
Stormwater Management Regulations and would be in compliance with COMAR 26.09.02 
Stormwater Management Practices under these regulations including: 
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Table IV-1 

Summary of Impacts from Selected Alternative 
Little Paint Branch Tributaries 

Tributary* Type of Impact 

(1) Relocation of approximately 3000 feet, 3 new culverts 

(2) Culvert extension 

(3) No impact 

(4) Culvert extension 

(5) Culvert extension 

(6) Culvert extension 

(7) 
New culvert 

Construction near stream 

1         (8) Culvert extension 

(9) 

Culvert extension, one new culvert 

Bridge, relocation of 450 feet 

Two culvert extensions, relocation of 550 feet 

(10) New culvert 

(11) New Culvert                                                              | 

Refer to Section IILC.l (Figure in-6) for description and location of 
streams. 
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• 

on-site infiltration, 
flow attenuation by open vegetated swales and natural depressions, 
storm water retention structures, and 

•        stormwater detention structures. 

These measures could reduce pollutant loads and control runoff. The Tidewater 
Administration's Fisheries Division requires that the proposed work produce zero additional 
degradation from stormwater management operations (See correspondence in Section VK). MD 
SHA will also observe any requirements stipulated in the Anacostia Watershed Restoration 
Agreement for stormwater management, erosion control, and wetlands protection. 

The proposed project would not involve the use of hazardous materials with the exception 
of fuel oils and lubricants. Accidental spills of these products could cause adverse impacts on 
area streams. However, the probability of spills is low, and the contractor would be required 
to maintain cleaning equipment on site in case of a spill event. 

b.       Groundwater 

The increase in impervious area resulting from construction of the Selected Alternative 
is not expected to impact the groundwater recharge potential because of the relatively small area 
impacted compared to the total impervious area of U.S. Route 29. The study area is 
predominantly located within the Piedmont Plateau, which has a large recharge area and 
therefore is not substantially affected by small increases in imperviousness caused by 
development. Impacts to groundwater quality due to runoff impurities from paved surfaces are 
not expected. The amount of runoff from new impervious surfaces would be minimal when 
compared with the total contribution of pollutants to the aquifer. 

A small portion of the Patuxent Formation aquifer recharge area is located within the 
U.S. Route 29 corridor near Greencastle Road. Proposed activities, as a result of the Selected 
Alternative, at Greencastle Road would not substantially impact this aquifer recharge area. The 
appropriate stormwater management procedures, described in the previous section, would be 
applied to control runoff and reduce the potential discharge of pollutants. 

Since the project area is served by a municipal water supply system, there would be no 
impact on private wells. 

2.       Floodplains and Wetlands 

The 100-year floodplains within the project corridor were identified and mapped using 
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (see Figure in-6). An evaluation of the preliminary design 
plans for the Selected Alternative indicates that an increase (greater than one foot) in the 100- 
year surface water elevation is not anticipated at any of the floodplain crossings. However, the 
exact effects of the new construction can only be determined using Hydrologic Engineering 
Center (HEC) models and detailed hydrologic and hydraulic (H&H) evaluation. Final roadway 
designs will include all measures necessary to minimize the increases to 100-year surface water 
elevations at the crossings. MD SHA will prepare a Joint Permit Application for the project. 
The detailed H&H report will be included in the Application. 
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Seven wetlands in four areas would be impacted by the Selected Alternative. Existing 

vegetation and function information on impacted wetlands is given in Table IV-2. Each wetland 
is identified in Figure in-6. The Selected Alternative will impact less than one acre of wetlands. 

MD SHA is committed to mitigating all temporary and permanent wetlands impacts. 
Mitigation will occur prior to, or concurrent with, highway construction. MD SHA will provide 
the MD DNR and U.S. Corps of Engineers (U.S.COE) with mitigation plans in the Joint Permit 
Application. Wetlands temporarily impacted by construction will include restoring the disturbed 
area to its preconstruction contours and revegetating, and/or avoiding those areas to the 
maximum extent possible. The replacement ratios and specific design components for wetlands 
permanently impacted by construction will be negotiated by MD SHA and MD DNR/U.S.COE 
in final design. At a minimum, the emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested wetlands will be 
mitigated at ratios of 1:1, 2:1, and 2:1, respectively. Higher ratios will be applied if the 
mitigation is conducted via restoration or enhancement of existing wetlands. All wetland 
mitigation efforts will be in accordance with COMAR 08.05.04 under the authority of Natural 
Resources Article, Section 88-1201-8-1211. 

3.       Terrestrial Resources 

The No-Build Alternative would produce no impact on the terrestrial environment. 
Impacts resulting from construction of the Selected Alternative are discussed below. 

a. Veggtafon 

The construction of the Selected Alternative will result in a permanent impact to 
approximately 142.7 acres of vegetation. Table IV-3 provides the breakdown of permanent 
impacts to each of the four vegetation cover types discussed in Chapter HI. 

The hardwood forest vegetation cover type must be replaced at 1:1 ratio. MD SHA is 
committed to reforestation of approximately 56.3 acres in accordance with Natural Resources 
Article, Section 5-103 and COMAR 08.19. The forest stand delineation and forest conservation 
plan will be prepared by MD SHA after completion of final highway design and will be 
reviewed and approved by MD DNR - Forest, Park, and Wildlife Service. Deforestation will 
be minimized during final design, but some loss of forested acreage will be unavoidable. 

There are no known threatened or endangered plant species impacted by the Selected 
Alternative. 

b. Wildlife 

Wildlife would be displaced from habitats which currently provide adequate cover and 
food. These areas include the hardwood forest areas and early-succession shrubland. The 
project corridor does not provide known habitat for state or federal threatened, endangered, or 
rare wildlife species. However, individuals of non-threatened species of birds, reptiles, 
mammals, and amphibians will be displaced or lost during construction. The mitigation of the 
hardwood forest and wetlands will replace a portion of the lost habitat. 
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Table IV-2 

Wetland Impacts of Selected Alternative 

1    Wetland Dominant Vegetation Functions and Values Impact 
Namber (acres) 

2 red maple passive recreation 0.06 
black willow sediment trapping 
multiflora rose 
softrush 

3 black willow wildlife habitat 0.09 
spicebush passive recreation 
arrowwood sediment trapping 
seedbox 
jewelweed 
softrush 

6 red maple sediment trapping 0.03 
blackwillow passive recreation 
alder wildlife habitat 

flood desynchronization 
food chain support 

7 red maple passive recreation 0.02 
yellow poplar wildlife habitat 
spice bush sediment trapping 
arrowwood flood desynchronization 
green brier food chain support 
black willow 
grasses 

8 red maple saplings 
elderberry 
alder 
woolgrass 
softrush 

sediment trapping 0.10 

9 yellow poplar passive and active recreation 0.12 
greenbrier wildlife habitat 
elderberry food chain support 
alder sediment trapping 
brambles flood desynchronization 
seedbox 
joe-pye weed 
skunk cabbage 

10 red maple active and passive recreation 0.13 
green brier wildlife habitat 
alder food chain support 
arrowwood sediment trapping 
softrush flood desynchronization 

|                                                                                                                           TOTAL 0.55 

Note:  Wetlands are mapped on Figure III-6. 
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Table IV-3 

Impacts to Vegetation Cover Types - Selected Alternative 

(ac) 

Early Succession 
Shrubland 

(ac) 

Hardwood 
Forest 
(ac) 

^^^^^^^H ̂ ^^^^B 
49.7 9.7 56.3 27.0 142.7 

Note:  All values are approximate. 

4.       Farmland Impacts 

The No-Build Alternative would produce no impacts on prime farmland in the study area. 
Impacts resulting from implementation of the Selected Alternative, requiring the most right-of- 
way, would be worst-case and are discussed below. 

In accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, (FPPA) Farmland 
Conversion Impact Rating Forms (Form AD-1006) for the Selected Alternative were completed 
and processed in coordination with the Soil Conservation Service (See Appendix E). 

Prime farmland committed to urban use and areas of prime farmland soils that are non- 
productive agriculturally would be affected by the Selected Alternative. Because FPPA does not 
apply to land already in, or committed to, urban development or water storage, acquisition of 
this land would not be considered an impact on prime farmland (Refer to Forms AD-1006 in 
Appendix E). 

D.       AIR QUALITY 

1.       Analysis of Air QuaUty Emissions Within the U.S. Route 29 Corridor 

a.        Overview 

Details of this analysis are contained in the "Detailed Air Quality Supplemental Analysis 
at the Four Comers and Sligo Creek Parkway Signalized Intersections" prepared in support of 
this FEIS. A detailed description of those alternatives previously considered for the U.S. Route 
29 project is presented in the U.S. Route 29 Air Quality Technical Report (1988). The analyses 
contained in the Detailed Air Quality Supplemental Analysis are equivalent to Alternative A, the 
No-Build Alternative, and the Selected Alternative in each area of study. 

The traffic data used for the Detailed Air Quality Supplemental Analysis included average 
daily traffic volumes (ADTs), hourly AM and PM peak hour volumes, percent daily distributions 
(diurnal traffic curves), and peak and off-peak vehicle speeds. Traffic data were provided by 
the MD SHA for the U.S. Route 29 project. These data were compiled for each alternative and 
each year of study. Free flow travel speeds were developed by using the HCS (Highway 
Capacity Software) program. The data used throughout this study are consistent with previous 
studies conducted for the U.S. Route 29 project. 
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Mobile source emission factors were obtained for use in the carbon monoxide (CO) 
prediction models using the latest version of the (EPA) Mobile Source Emission Factors Model, 
MOBILESa. 

Because MOBILESa cannot directly calculate idle emissions factor, MOBILE4.1 was 
used with the assumption of 100% Hot Starts. Emissions factors for idling and running vehicles 
are shown in Table IV-4. The data is presented for various speeds and both analysis years. 

Major differences occur between air quality predictions contained in the 1988 analyses 
and those contained in this supplemental analysis. Because of recent changes in methodology, 
dispersion models, and statistical data reflected in mobile source emission factors, a direct 
comparison of data presented in the Air Quality Technical Report (1988), and information 
presented in this Detailed Air Quality Supplemental Analysis would not be valid. A summary 
of the effect(s) these differences may have on air quality impacts at nearby sensitive receptors, 
are: 

• CALINE3 predicts CO concentrations for moving vehicles only, i.e., free flow 
traffic conditions on a limited access roadway. Therefore, the results of 
CALINE3 dispersion analyses are linearly proportional to, and dependent on, the 
traffic volume and the strength of the speed dependent running emission factor. 
CAL3QHC considers both running emissions, using the CALINE3 dispersion 
algorithms, and idle emissions from queued vehicles in a "stopped" mode. 
Results of CAL3QHC analyses will be identical to those of CALINE3 for free 
flow traffic conditions, but will vary substantially for signalized intersections 
where "stop-n-go" traffic conditions occur. Because of the interaction of moving 
and stopped vehicles in CAL3QHC, results are NOT linear, nor directly 
proportional to, the strength of the emission factor(s) and traffic volume. 

• The basic differences described above also account for another major difference 
between results obtained with the two modeling methods. At a signalized 
intersection, CALINE3 cannot differentiate among modeled results as a function 
of the number of lanes and the resultant emission strength of idling vehicles. 
Depending upon the geometric relationship of the air quality sensitive receptor, 
the wind angle relative to idling vehicles, and the NUMBER of lanes of idling 
vehicles, the Selected Alternative may result in greater CO concentrations than 
the No-Build Alternative. This is particularly true if the increase in capacity for 
the Selected Alternative cannot be offset by the reduction in future year idle 
emission factors. For example, a No-Build Alternative may contain three (3) 
approach lanes to a traffic signal consisting of three (3) through lanes with shared 
left and right turning movements. Intersection improvements for the Selected 
Alternative condition may add a dedicated left turn and dedicated right turn lane 
to the three (3) through lanes. The resultant geometry for the Selected 
Alternative is five (5) lanes versus three (3) lanes for the No-Build scenario. 
Since idling vehicles may account for the majority of emissions at signalized 
intersections which are congested, the non-linear emission strength for a wind 
angle perpendicular to the queue lanes, to a receiver adjacent to the intersection, 
would be greater for the Selected Alternative (five lanes) than the No-Build 
Alternative (three lanes), thus resulting in Selected Alternative CO concentrations 
which may be greater than No-Build CO concentrations. 
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Table IV-4 

U.S. Route 29 
Emission Factors 

Montgomery County, MD 

<l> MOBILESa emissions estimated using 100% hot/stabilized operating conditions. 

o Idle emissions (grams per minute) calculated using EPA MOBILE4.1 with 100%. 

Itf 

^^^^^^1 
Year of Analysis and 

Traffic Operating Condition                                           ]| 

llllil|i|ii||fi 1995 8-Hour 2015 1-Hour 2015 8-Hour     || 

CAL3QHC IDLE EMISSION (GM/MIN)®                                | 

3.S0 3.10 2.26 1.79 

CAL3QHC RUNNING EMISSION (GM/MI)*1' 

15 27.4 22.1 28.3 22.5 

20 22.2 17.9 24.0 19.0 

25 18.3 14.7 18.3 14.5 

30 15.7 12.6 14.4 11.5 

35 13.8 11.1 11.7 9.3 

40 12.4 10.0 9.7 7.7 

45 11.3 9.1 8.1 6.4 

50 10.8 8.7 7.3 5.8 

55 10.8 8.7 7.3 5.8 
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Traffic Data, Emission Factors, and Speeds 

The appropriate traffic data was utilized as supplied by the Traffic Forecasting Section, 
MD SHA. The composite and idle emission factors used in the analysis were calculated using 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) MOBILE 5a (Mobile Source Emissions Model) 
computer program. An ambient air temperature of 20° Fahrenheit (F) was assumed in 
calculating the emission factors for the 1 hour analysis and the 35° F for the 8 hour analysis in 
order to approximate worst case results for each analysis case. Credit for a vehicle inspection 
maintenance (I/M) emission control program was included in the emission factor calculations. 

Average vehicle operating speeds used in calculating emission factors were based on the 
capacity of each roadway link from immediately adjacent links. Average operating speed ranged 
from 30 mph to 55 mph for the No-Build and the Build Alternatives depending upon the 
roadways under consideration. 

Meteorological Data 

Worst case meteorological conditions of 1 meter/second (m/s) for wind speed and 
atmospheric stability class F were assumed for the 1 hour analysis and a combination of 1 m/s, 
stability class F and 2 m/s and stability class D for 8 hour calculations. In addition, as stated 
above, a worst case temperature of 20° F and 35° F were assumed. 

The wind directions utilized as part of the analysis were rotated to maximize CO 
concentrations at each receptor location. Wind direction varied for each receptor and were 
selected through a systematic scan of CO concentrations associated with different wind angles. 

b.        Background Levels 

In order to calculate the total concentration of CO which occurs at a particular receptor 
site during worst cast meteorological conditions, the background levels are considered in addition 
to the levels directly attributable to the facility under consideration. 

The background levels were derived from the application of rollback methodology to on- 
site monitoring conducted by the Maryland Air Management Administration at their Rockpike 
Site in Montgomery County during the period of 1992. 

Background CO, PPM 

1 Hour 8 Hour 

1995    4.4 2.6 
2015    4.4 2.6 

Data obtained from Maryland Air Quality Data Report 1992. 
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c.        Sensitive Receptors 

South of MD 650 - Four Comers Area 

The No-Build Alternative at the Four Comers intersection consists of U.S. Route 29 
which is a six lane divided highway and University Boulevard. University Boulevard is 
bifurcated with 3 lanes eastbound and 3 lanes westbound approximately 250 feet north of the 
eastbound lanes. There are traffic signals at U.S. Route 29 and University Boulevard eastbound 
and University Boulevard westbound. The Four Comers and U.S. Route 29 intersection is 
currently operating at a Level of Service (LOS) F with extensive congestion during the AM and 
PM peak traffic hours. It is important to note that the Selected Alternate for the Four Comers 
intersection is operationally constrained from achieving better than a LOS F by the 2015 design 
year of analysis. In other words, the intersection is failing now, and will continue to fail in the 
future, with or without the Transportation System Management (TSM) improvements. The only 
differentiating factor among the alternatives analyzed is the degree of LOS F failure and 
congestion. The Selected Alternate, which would provide substantially improved LOS, was 
rejected by the public. (See the 1988 Air Quality Technical Report for details of these and other 
alternatives studied for the U.S. Route 29 project.) 

North of MD 650 

A Supplemental Air Quality Analysis was performed and describes the receptor sites 
north of MD 650. Site selection of sensitive receptors was made on the basis of proximity to 
the roadway, type of adjacent landuse, and changes in traffic patterns on the roadway network. 
Thirty-six (36) receptor sites were chosen for this analysis consisting of 20 residents, 3 schools, 
a nursing home, and 10 office/commercial sites. The receptor site locations were verified during 
study area visits by the analysis team. The following is a list of air sensitive receptors and 
where each is located. 

AQ-1:      4200 Dustin Road 
Grey frame and brick residence (Windy Acres) 

AQ-2:      4021 Dustin Road 
Grey/Green frame ranch residence 

AQ-3:      3801 Sandy Spring Road (MD 198) 
Brick Store 
Zimmerman Home Center 

AQ-4:      Burtonsville Office Park 
U.S. 29/MD 198 
2-story brick building 

AQ-5:       3929 Sandy Spring Road (MD 198) 
White frame residence 
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AQ-6:      4058 Columbia Pike (U.S. 29) 
1-story brick building 
Childway Daycare Center 

AQ-7:       15017 Blackburn Road 
1-story frame residence 

AQ-8:       15000 Blackburn Road 
1-1/2 story brick building 

AQ-9:      2601 Greybill Road 
2-story white frame residence 

AQ-10:     15201 Blackburn Road 
1-1/3 story brick residence 

AQ-11:     3420 Greencastle Road 
Brick ranch residence 

AQ-12:     3504 Greencastle Road 
1-1/2 story brick residence 

AQ-13:     3504 Turbridge Drive 
2-story tan frame residence 

AQ-14:     3060 Shepperton Terrace 
Grey end of group townhouse 

AQ-15:     2922 Briggs Chaney Road 
1-1/2 story brick residence 

AQ-16     NE comer of U.S. 20/Briggs Chaney Road 
MD National Bank 
Wood Building 

AQ-17:     SE comer of U.S. 20/Briggs Chaney Road 
Sport Chevrolet showroom 

AQ-18:     NW comer of U.S. 29/Fairland Road 
2-story white frame residence 

AQ-19:     NE comer of Fairland Road/Old Columbia Pike 
Highland View Elementary School 

AQ-20:     2700 Fairland Road 
2-story frame 

AQ-21      13201 Copland Court 
End of group townhouse 
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AQ-22:     13304 Old Columbia Pike 

1-1/2 story white frame residence 

AQ-23:     13150 Old Columbia Pike 
2-story white frame residence 

AQ-24:     13000 Old Columbia Pike 
Tan split level residence 

AQ-25:     2415 Musgrove Road 
Holy Cross Medical Center 
3-story medical building 

AQ-26:     2501 Musgrove Road 
Manor Care Nursing Home 
1-story brick building 

AQ-27:     222 East Randolph Road 
Amoco Station 

AQ-28:     12520 Prosperity Drive 
3-story brick office building 

AQ-29:     12221 Cherry Hill Road 
1-1/2 story tan frame residence 

AQ-30:     12200 Tech Road 
3-story office building 

AQ-31:     12345 Old Columbia Pike 
1-story healthcare building 

AQ-32:     12400 Old Columbia Pike 
2-story tan frame residence 

AQ-33:     2031 Featherwood Street 
End of group townhouse 

AQ-34:     1300 Milestone Drive 
Montessori School 
2-story stone/brick building 

AQ-35:     11499 Columbia Pike (U.S. 29) 
Nations Bank 
2-story office building 

AQ-36:     11501 Columbia Pike (U.S. 29) 
Wall Street Journal 
1-story office building 
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d. Summary of Results 

South of MD 650 

A summary of the CO concentrations for the Four Comer Intersection is shown in 
Table IV-5. The concentrations remain essentially unchanged between the No-Build and 
Selected Alternative. While the concentrations at some receptors decrease, most locations 
increase slightly from No-Build to Selected Alternative conditions. However, the concentrations 
at all receptors for both locations are below the S/NAAQS for the one-hour and eight-hour 
analyses. The slight increase for the Selected Alternative condition occurs because constructing 
additional lanes will move traffic closer to some receptors. 

North of MD 650 

The results of the calculations of CO concentrations at each of the sensitive receptor sites 
for the No-Build and Build Alternatives for 1995 and 2015 are shown on Tables IV-6 and IV-7, 
respectively. A comparison of the values in Tables IV-6 and IV-7 with the S/NAAQS shows 
that no violations will occur for the No-Build or Build Alternatives in the 1995 or 2015 for the 
1 hour or 8 hour concentrations of CO. 

e. Conclusions 

The air quality analysis indicates that carbon monoxide impacts resulting from the 
implementation of the No-Build or Selected Alternative along the entire length of the proposed 
U.S. Route 29 corridor intersection would not result in a violation of the 1-hour or 8-hour 
S/NAAQS of 35 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. 

Relative comparisons of the impacts for the No-Build versus Selected Alternative at the 
intersection analyzed indicates that implementation of the proposed alternatives would result in 
a slight increase in CO concentrations at most receptor locations analyzed. These increases 
would be attributable to the addition of left turn and through lanes which increase the roadway 
width and idle emissions near the intersection. 

f. Conformity With Regional Air Quality Planning 

The U.S. Route 29 project is located in Montgomery County which is an air quality non- 
attainment area for CO and ozone and has transportation control measures in the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP). The project conforms with the SIP, as it originates from the 
conforming federal Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 

g. Construction Impacts 

The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential to impact the local 
ambient air quality by generating fugitive dust through activities such as demolition and materials 
handling. The State Highway Administration has addressed this possibility by establishing 
"Specifics for Construction and Materials" which specifies procedures to be followed by 
contractors involved in site work. 
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Table IV-5 

U.S. Route 29 
Hot Stabilized CO Concentration Estimates From CAL3QHC (PPM) 

Four Comers Area 

Receptor/Scenario 

1995 No-Build 1995 Selected Alternative 2015 No-Build 2015 Selected Alternative 

1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour ^^^^H 1-Hour 8-Hour llliiiiililll 8-Hour 

4C-1:  C-l (AQTBR) 15.7 6.4 15.8 5.9 13.2 5.6 13.6 5.1 

4C-2:  Playground 12.5 5.5 17.5 8.1 10.7 4.5 13.7 5.9 

4C-3: Church - 1 
(MMUMC1) 

12.1 4.6 12.6 5.4 10.0 4.0 10.9 4.4 

4C-4:  Church - 2 
(MMUMC2) 

14.6 5.9 15.9 6.0 12.6 5.0 13.5 5.1 

4C-5:  Plaza 14.0 5.1 15.5 5.0 11.7 4.2 12.7 4.2 

4C-6: Hardees 14.6 5.6 13.3 5.8 10.9 4.7 10.7 4.7 

NOTES: 1-hour average CO concentrations include a 4.4 ppm background concentration. 
8-hour average concentrations include a 2.6 ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm. 
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Table IV-6 

U.S. Route 29 Total CO Concentrations (1995)* 

Receptor 

199SNo-Buaa 1995Buad                   1 

l-hour AM 1-hour PM 8-hour 1-hour AM 1-hour PM 8-hour 

AQ-1 4.9 5.0 2.8 5.1 5.3 2.9 

AQ-2 5.5 5.7 3.1 5.2 5.3 2.9 

AQ-3 5.6 5.9 3.3 5.7 5.9 3.2 

AQ-4 5.4 5.6 3.1 5.9 6.1 3.2 

AQ-5 5.5 5.6 3.1 6.3 6.7 3.5 

AQ-6 5.5 5.7 3.1 5.8 5.7 3.1 

AQ-7 5.6 6.6 3.5 5.5 6.5 3.5 

AQ-8 5.1 5.5 3.1 5.2 5.6 3.1 

AQ-9 5.9 6.7 3.5 6.0 6.8 3.5 

AQ-10 5.2 5.5 3.0 5.2 5.4 3.0 

AQ-11 5.4 5.5 3.0 5.5 5.5 3.0 

AQ-12 5.7 5.9 3.2 5.8 6.0 3.2 

|| AQ-13 5.6 5.7 3.1 5.6 5.7 3.1 

AQ-14 6.0 5.7 3.4 6.1 6.3 3.6 

AQ-15 5.9 6.4 3.6 6.5 6.6 3.7 

AQ-16 5.8 6.2 5.2 6.2 7.0 4.0 

AQ-17 5.6 6.1 3.4 5.7 6.3 3.6 

AQ-18 5.4 5.6 2.9 5.2 5.4 2.8 

AQ-19 5.4 5.4 2.9 5.1 5.3 2.8 

AQ-20 6.3 6.9 3.5 6.3 6.8 3.4 

AQ-21 5.5 5.6 3.0 5.4 5.6 3.0 

AQ-22 5.0 5.0 2.8 5.3 5.3 2.8 

AQ-23 5.0 5.0 2.8 5.5 5.2 2.9 

AQ-24 5.2 5.1 2.8 5.8 5.5 3.0 

AQ-25 6.2 6.0 3.2 6.4 6.3 3.3       | 
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Table IV-6 

U.S. Route 29 Total CO Concentrations (1995)* 
(Continued) 

liBiiliii! 
1995 No-Build 1995 Build 

1-hour AM 1-hour rM 8-hour 1-hour AM 1-hour PM 8-hour 

AQ-26 5.6 5.7 3.0 5.8 5.9 3.2 

AQ-27 6.1 6.3 3.1 5.8 6.0 3.0 

AQ-28 6.8 7.1 3.4 6.0 6.3 3.2 

AQ-29 5.7 6.0 3.0 5.7 5.8 3.0 

AQ-30 6.5 6.5 3.2 5.8 5.7 3.0 

AQ-31 6.7 6.7 3.2 5.8 5.8 3.1 

AQ-32 6.0 5.8 3.0 5.5 5.4 2.9 

AQ-33 7.5 7.7 3.6 6.8 7.2 3.7 

AQ-34 6.4 6.4 3.2 5.6 5.6 3.0      1 
AQ-35 7.0 7.2 3.5 6.0 6.4 3.3      1 
AQ-36 6.1 6.2 3.1 5.6 5.9 3.2      1 

* Includes background concentrations 

State/National Ambient Air Quality Standards: 

1-hour:  35 PPM 
8-hour: 9 PPM 
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Table IV-7 

U.S. Route 29 Total CO Concentrations (2015)* 

Receptor 

2015 No-Build 2015 BuUd                   1 

1-hour AM 1-hour PM 8-hour 1-hour AM 1-hour PM 8-hour 

AQ-1 6.2 6.1 3.1 5.1 5.1 2.9 

AQ-2 8.1 8.4 3.7 5.3 5.3 2.9 

AQ-3 8.5 8.7 3.9 6.0 6.1 3.3 

AQ-4 7.5 7.7 3.6 5.9 6.1 3.3 

AQ-5 7.8 7.7 3.8 6.3 6.7 3.6 

AQ-6 7.6 8.0 3.7 5.8 5.7 3.2 

AQ-7 8.0 10.3 3.4 5.5 67.2 3.4 

AQ-8 6.6 7.4 3.1 5.2 5.4 3.0 

AQ-9 9.0 11.0 3.5 5.9 6.5 3.5 

AQ-10 6.5 7.6 3.0 5.2 5.3 3.0 

AQ-11 7.2 7.4 3.5 5.4 5.4 3.0 

AQ-12 8.1 8.2 3.9 5.7 5.9 3.2 

AQ-13 7.7 8.3 3.7 5.4 5.6 3.1 

AQ-14 8.3 8.2 4.1 6.1 6.4 3.6 

AQ-15 8.1 8.1 4.0 6.3 6.6 3.8 

AQ-16 8.1 8.6 4.1 6.3 7.1 3.9 

AQ-17 7.6 8.2 3.9 6.1 6.4 3.5 

AQ-18 7.1 7.0 3.3 5.3 5.3 2.8 

AQ-19 6.7 6.8 3.4 5.2 5.3 2.8 

AQ-20 9.6 11.0 4.3 6.2 6.7 3.4 

AQ-21 7.1 7.3 3.4 5.4 5.6 2.9 

AQ-22 5.8 5.8 3.0 5.5 5.3 2.9 

AQ-23 5.8 5.9 2.9 5.5 5.3 2.9 

AQ-24 5.9 5.9 3.0 6.1 5.7 3.1 

AQ-25 8.7 8.6 3.7 6.6 6.2 3.3       1 
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Table IV-7 

U.S. Route 29 Total CO Concentrations* 
(Continued) 

2015 No-BuUd 2015 Build                   1 

Receptor 1-hour AM 1-hour PM 8-hour 1-hour AM 1-hour PM 8-hour 

AQ-26 7.3 7.6 3.3 6.1 5.9 3.2 

AQ-27 6.6 6.7 3.2 5.9 6.0 3.1 

AQ-28 7.8 8.5 3.6 6.0 6.3 3.2 

AQ-29 6.3 6.5 3.1 5.8 5.7 3.0 

AQ-30 7.7 7.7 3.4 5.7 5.6 3.0 

AQ-31 8.0 8.0 3.5 5.7 5.8 3.1 

|AQ-32 6.9 6.7 3.1 5.5 5.5 2.8 

AQ-33 9.5 9.8 3.9 6.6 7.1 3.6 

AQ-34 7.7 7.6 3.4 5.7 5.5 3.0 

AQ-35 8.8 8.8 3.8 6.0 6.3 3.3 

AQ-36 7.2 7.1 3.3 5.5 5.7 3.2 

Includes background concentrations 

State/National Ambient Air Quality Standards: 

1-hour: 35 PPM 
8-hour: 9 PPM 

The Maryland Air Management Administration was consulted to determine the adequacy 
of the "Specifications" in terms of satisfying the requirements of the "Regulations Governing the 
Control of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland". The Maryland Air Management 
Administration found the specifications to be consistent with the requirements of these 
regulations. Therefore, during the construction period, all appropriate measures (Code of 
Maryland Regulations 10.18.06.03 D) would be incorporated to minimize the impact of the 
proposed transportation improvements on the air quality of the area. 
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h.        Agency Coordination 

Copies of the U.S. 29 Supplemental Air Quality Analysis have been circulated to the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Maryland Air Management Administration. 

E.       NOISE IMPACTS 

South of MD 650 

Abatement Criteria and Land Use Relationships 

This noise analysis was completed in accordance with the FHWA regulations 23 CFR, 
Part 772, "Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise." 
(Noise abatement criteria are shown on Table 111-13). The factors that were considered in 
identifying noise impacts were: 

• Identification of existing land use, 

• Existing noise levels, 

• Prediction of future design year noise levels, and 

• Potential traffic increases. 

The noise impacts of the project were based upon the relationship of the projected noise 
levels to the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria and to the ambient noise levels. Noise impacts 
occur when the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (Table 111-13) are approached or exceeded or 
when the predicted traffic noise levels substantially exceed the existing noise levels. MD SHA 
uses a 10 DBA increase over ambient levels to define a substantial increase. Noise abatement 
measures or mitigation will be evaluated when a noise impact is identified. 

Figures IV-1 through IV-5 show the location of noise modeling sites in Sensitive Areas 
south of MD Route 650. Table IV-8 presents the results of the noise impact and mitigation 
analysis for south of MD 650. Location of Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA) are shown on Figure 
IV-6 in the north of MD Route 650 section. 

Because the No-Build Alternative would not result in an increase in capacity, or involve 
lane additions to U.S. Route 29, the Alternative would not qualify for mitigation analyses. The 
Selected Alternative would qualify for consideration of mitigation measures. Individual 
communities or receptors in all of the identified Noise Sensitive Areas would be impacted in 
excess of the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) with the implementation of the Selected 
Alternative. 
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Table IV-8 
Summary of Impact and Mitigation 

Noise Sensitive Areas 
South of MD Route 650 

No-Build Alternative Number of Receptors Selected Alternative Number of Reteptow^          | 

lllllMliliillr'^-; Impact Mitigation iiilllHillilJll Impact Mitigation 

Existing t ft ttt till |l:Ellllllli:;lll t tt 
  

ttt 
Noise lllillliiilliilse:;; iilsi&Ili! max. :i:;:|yi|l:iiiiiiBil mmmm max. 

NSA Community*" Lewi ||||||;:|||||i|;ii;:!i Impacts* 740 5-* Total :;:ll)|||i;:|i|j||||i|| Impacts* 7-10 5-6 Total 

B Fairway 71 71 8 8 0 8 74 8 8 0 8 

C Marvin Memorial 
Church 

61-72 72 5 5 0 5 75 5 5 0 5 

D Pinccrcst 67-70 61-70 8 7 0 7 71-74 17 7 5 12 
Woodmoore 61-70 61-70 3 1 0 1 64-74 36 16 8 24 
Northwood Park 68-73 68-73 26 26 0 26 71-77 26 26 0 26 
Kinsman Farms 58-64 58-64 0 0 0 0 61-67 20 10 5 15 

E Burnt Mills Hills 70-72 70-72 7 6 0 6 73-75 18 11 0 11 
Burnt Mills Village 64-72 64-72 6 6 0 6 68-75 6 6 0 6 

F Burnt Mills 
Townhouscs 

65-67 65-67 1 1 0 1 68-70 6 6 0 6 

Dumont Oaks 54-63 54-63 0 0 0 0 58-66 0 0 0 0 
Tartan Ridge 54-63 54-63 0 0 0 0 57-66 0 0 0 o 

Townhouscs 0 
Point Apts. 62 62 0 0 0 0 65 0 0 0 

TOTAL 64 60 0 60 142 95 18 113 1 

* 
t 
tt 
ttt 

(I) 

(3) 

Total impacts - the total number of impacts within a noise sensitive area. 
The number of critical receptors receiving a 7-10 dBA reduction of noise levels. 
The number of receptors receiving 5-6 dBA reduction of noise levels. 
The total number of receptors receiving a minimum of 5 dBA reduction of noise levels 

\ 
Includes residences on the east and west side of U.S. Route 29 and the Christ Congregational Church. 
Impact and mitigation data for the Selected Alternative are presented for the most effective concept (option) for noise control for the specific Noise Sensitive Area. In most cases, 
this would be a total control of access concept, devoid of any access for local roadways through the barrier. 
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The effectiveness of any of the conceptual barrier schemes would increase for the 
Selected Alternative relative to the No-Build Alternative. With the deletion of access openings 
to local roadways, more uniform and effective abatement of first-row critical receptors could be 
accomplished. Table IV-8 presents the number of impacted receptors that would benefit from 
mitigation measures in each NSA for the Selected Alternative. A total of 113 receptors would 
benefit from mitigation measures evaluated for the Selected Alternative. 

The factors considered when determining whether mitigation should be considered and 
whether the mitigation is reasonable and feasible are: 

1. Whether Federal Highway Administration Noise Abatement Criteria are 
approached or exceeded - 67 dBA for residential areas; 

2. Whether a substantial (10 dBA or more) increase over ambient levels would 
occur; 

3. Whether a feasible method is available to reduce the noise; 

4. Whether the noise mitigation is cost effective for those receptors that are impacted 
- approximately $40,000 per residence; and 

5. Whether the mitigation is acceptable to affected property owners. 

In addition to noise walls, other abatement measures were considered. These include: 

a. Traffic Management Measures (e.g., traffic control devices and signing for 
prohibition of certain vehicles (heavy trucks), time use restrictions for certain 
types of vehicles, modified speed limits, and exclusion lane designations). 

b. Alterations of Horizontal and Vertical Alignment. This alternative would not be 
reasonable because the project consists of widening an existing facility within the 
median. 

c. Acquisition of Real Property or Property Rights to Establish Buffer Zones or 
install Earth Berms. Existing residential development immediately adjacent to the 
roadway makes it infeasible to acquire sufficient amounts of property for buffer 
areas without significant relocations and community disruption. 

d. Noise insulation of public buildings or non-profit structures. If interior noise 
impacts are identified, detailed analysis of abatement measures will be conducted 
during final design of the U.S. Route 29 transportation improvement. 

Table IV-9 presents a summary of the barrier dimensions, locations, benefits, and 
associated costs for mitigation of noise impacts studied in each NSA. 
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Table IV-9 
Abatement Summary 
Noise Sensitive Areas 

U.S. Route 29, Montgomery County, MD 

Selected Alternative 
Noise Levels Range (Leq) Barriers 

Cost Per 
Residence 
($ x 1000) Notes 

iNiii Description # of Homes 
w/Greater 

thanSdBA 
ReducUon* 
Greater Than 

tfdBA 
jlBjiiy 

No-Bnik) 
(Design 
Year) 

Build 
(Design 
Year) 

Build w/ 
Barrier 
(Design 
Year) 

Length 
(ft.) 

Height 
(ft.) 

Cost* 
<$ mD.) 

B Fairway 8 69 71 74 60-64 980 n .175 21 Mitigation measures 
evaluated but not feasible 
due to restriction of access 
to local residents. 

C Marvin Memorial Church 5 71 72 75 - - - - - Architectural modifications 
will be considered during 
final design. 

D Pinccrcst 

Woodmoor 

Northwood Park 

Kinsman Farms 

12 

24 

26 

15 

70 

69 

73 

68 

67-71 

61-70 

68-73 

58-64 

71-74 

64-74 

71-77 

61-67 

61-63 

57-63 

61-65 

57-65 

890 

2260 

1150 

1110 

n 

16-21 

11-16 

21 

.162 

.714 

.299 

.383 

13.5 

30 

11.5 

25.5 

Mitigation measures 
evaluated but not feasible 
due to restriction of access 
to local residents. 
Mitigation measures 
evaluated but not feasible 
due to restriction of access 
to local residents. 
Mitigation measures 
evaluated but not feasible 
due to restriction of access 
to local residents. 
Detailed Studies of noise 
mitigation measures 
recommended during final 
design. 
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Table IV-9 
Abatement Summary 
Noise Sensitive Areas 

U.S. Route 29, Montgomery County, MD 
(Continued) 

Selected AHeraathre 
Noise Levels Range (Leq) Barriers 

Cost Per 
Residence 
($ x 1000) Notes 

11111 Description M of Homes 
w/Greater 

thanSdBA 
Reduction & 
Greater Than 

67dBA 
Ambient1" 

|
|
|

 

Bund 
(Design 
Year) 

Build w/ 
Barrier 
(Design 
Year) 

Length 
(ft.) 

Height 
(ft.) 

Cost* 
($ mil.) 

E Burnt Mills Hills 11 68 70-72 73-75 63-64 1246 11-16 .180 16.4 Detailed studies of noise 
mitigation measures 
recommended during final 
design. 

Burnt Mills Village 6 65 64-72 68-75 59-64 1520 11-16 .296 49.5 Mitigation measures 
evaluated but not feasible 
due to restriction of access 
to local residents. 

F Burnt Mills Townhouses 
Dumont Oaks 
Tartan Ridge Townhouses 
Points Apts. 

6 
0 
0 
0 

65 
56 
57 
65 

65-67 
54-63 
54-63 

62 

68-70 
58^56 
57-66 

65 

58-60 1300 16 .345 57.5 Mitigation measures 
evaluated but not 
reasonable because benefits 
do not justify cost. 

(1) Representative "worst case" measurement of designated area. 
Based on $16.50/sf 
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Noise Sensitive Area A: North Hills of Sligo and Christ Congregational Church (CCC) 

Noise Sensitive Area A was omitted from this FEIS due to the selected alternate for the 
Sligo Creek Parkway being dropped from consideration. In light of uncertainties regarding both 
the development levels in the Silver Spring Central Business District and the potential relocation 
of the Blair High School to the Sligo Creek Golf Course, MD SHA has delayed indefinitely any 
decision on the Sligo Creek Parkway intersection and proceed with obtaining Location and 
Design Approvals for improvements north of the Beltway only. This will allow MD SHA to 
work with Montgomery County in determining the appropriate improvement for the Sligo Creek 
Parkway intersection and other intersections between the Capital Beltway and downtown Silver 
Spring. 

Noise Sensitive Area B: Fairway (all Concepts) 

Projected noise levels of 74 dBA exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria of 67 dBA. A 
conceptual noise barrier to reduce noise levels in Fairway would be approximately 11 feet in 
height and approximately 980 feet in length. The barrier would provide a 10-14 dBA reduction 
of noise levels for receptor locations in NSA B (Figure IV-1). The barrier would be located 
between stations 105+80 and 114+40 with required access provided at Lanark Way. 
Implementation of abatement would require the restriction of individual access to residential units 
along U.S. Route 29 and therefore, would not be feasible. Total cost would be approximately 
$175,389 or $20,700/residence for 8 impacted receptors benefiting. 

Based on a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for this area would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of safety and 
access criteria, and a substantial number of relocations and community disruption would occur. 

Noise Sensitive Area C: Marvin Memorial Church 

Because of the orientation of the church building with respect to U.S. Route 29 and MD 
Route 193, and the need to retain access to church facilities, the use of a noise wall to mitigate 
traffic noise impact was not evaluated. 

Predicted worst-case interior noise levels, assuming windows closed and air conditioning, 
would be approximately 54 dBA which exceeds the FHWA NAC of 52 dBA. The use of 
double-pane insulated glass at window openings would provide an effective means to mitigate 
interior noise levels within the day care facilities at the church building. Future abated interior 
noise levels for the Selected Alternative (Figure IV-2) would be approximately 39 dBA. This 
would represent a 36 dBA reduction of noise levels from U.S. Route 29 and MD Route 193 due 
to increased transmission loss through the building structure. It is therefore recommended that 
a detailed study of interior noise levels at the church building be conducted during final design 
of the U.S. Route 29 improvements. 

Noise Sensitive Area D: Pinecrest, Woodmoor, Northwood Park, Kinsman Farms 

Approximately eight first-row residences face U.S. Route 29 in the community of 
Pinecrest. Abatement would be effective for concepts which would deny access to Circle Drive. 
A barrier approximately 890 feet in length and 11 feet high would provide a 10-12 dBA 
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reduction of noise levels for receptor locations in Pinecrest (Figure IV-3). The barrier would 
be located between stations 125 and 133+20. The average setback distance of the barrier from 
the near travel lane of U.S. Route 29 would be approximately 24 feet. Total cost would be 
approximately $162,000 or $13,496/residence for 12 impacted receptors benefitting from the 
conceptual barrier system. However, this mitigation measure would not be physically feasible 
because access to the community would be denied. This loss of access would primarily affect 
existing driveway and garage combinations which are currently accessed directly from U.S. 
Route 29. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Pinecrest would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of safety and 
access criteria, and substantial community disruption would occur. 

Access would be have to retained at Crestmoor Drive in the community of Woodmoor 
resulting in a barrier consisting of two sections located between stations 134 and 160. A barrier 
16-21 feet in height and approximately 2,260 feet in length would provide a 4-11 dBA reduction 
of noise levels in Woodmoor. Wraps where the barrier would turn back at Crestmoor Drive 
would be required for each barrier section to ensure effective reductions for receptors located 
near the access opening (Figure IV-3). Approximate cost of the barrier system would be 
$713,800 or $29,740/residence. Approximately 24 impacted receptors would receive a minimum 
benefit of 5 dBA reduction of noise levels from the barrier system. However this mitigation 
measure would not be physically feasible because access to the community would be denied. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Woodmoor would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of safety and 
access criteria and significant community disruption would occur. 

Future noise levels with a barrier would be reduced 8-13 dBA in Northwood Park with 
a conceptual barrier 11-16 feet in height (Figure IV-3). Abated noise levels would be 61-65 
dBA. Twenty-six impacted receptors would receive effective reductions with the proposed 
barrier. The barrier would be located between stations 125 and 140+80. Approximate length 
of the barrier would be 1510 feet. As previously discussed for Woodmoor, wraps would be 
required in Northwood Park at the access opening to Lorain Avenue to ensure the acoustic 
integrity of the barrier system. The barrier would cost approximately $299,440 or 
$ll,520/residence. However this mitigation measure would not be physically feasible because 
access to the community would be denied. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Northwood Park would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of safety 
and access criteria and substantial community disruption would occur. 

It would be feasible to place a barrier along U.S. Route 29 to reduce noise levels 
associated with the Selected Alternative for the townhouse units in Kinsman Farms north of 
Eastwood Avenue. The barrier would be located between stations 141+60 and 151+70. A 
total of 15 impacted residential units would benefit from a barrier, and a 5-10 dBA reduction 
would be possible with a barrier 21 feet in height and 1,110 feet in length (Figure rV-4). A 
wrap would be required at Eastwood Avenue.  The approximate cost of the barrier would be 

IV-42 



/y2^ 

$383,170 or $25,540/residence.   Mitigation will be studied during final design when a final 
determination of reasonableness and feasibility would be evaluated. 

Noise Sensitive Area E: Burnt Mills Hills, Burnt Mills Village 

A conceptual barrier system consisting of four sections to allow for local access would 
provide a 10-12 dBA reduction of noise levels in Burnt Mills Hills (Figure IV-4). The barrier 
would be located between stations 186 and 198+40, and would be approximately 1246 feet in 
length and 11-16 feet in height. Total cost of the barrier system would be $180,200 or 
$16,390/residence. A total of 11 impacted receptors would receive a minimum benefit of 5 dBA 
reduction of noise levels. Access would be retained for Burnt Mills Avenue, Southwest Drive 
and Northwest Drive. Openings placed in a barrier system to provide access to local 
communities generally result in decreased barrier acoustical performance. Also, residents 
located near openings would receive little or no benefit from the barrier system. 

The effect of multiple segmented barrier sections, with wraps provided at access 
openings, would be physically and visually disruptive to community cohesion between adjacent 
neighborhoods. Additionally, wraps would require additional right-of-way acquisition, fiirther 
impacting residents located at access areas. This effect is often gauged to be non-desirable by 
affected residents. A final determination of reasonableness and feasibility would be evaluated 
during final design of the U.S. Route 29 improvement. 

A barrier system consisting of three sections to allow for local access would provide a 
5-11 dBA reduction of noise levels for 6 impacted receptors in Burnt Mills Village (Figure 
IV-4). The barrier system would be approximately 1,520 feet in length and 11-16 feet in height. 
Total cost of the barrier system would be $296,390 or $49,500/residence. The barrier would 
be located between stations 179+80 and 195. Access would be retained for Burnt Mills Avenue 
and southwest Drive. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Burnt Mills Village would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of 
cost, safety, and access criteria. 

The Southeast Hebrew Congregation is located on Lockwood Drive southeast of Noise 
Sensitive Area E. The building is more than 300 feet from the near lanes of U.S. Route 29 and 
is air conditioned. Due to the large setback distance from U.S. Route 29, the proposed project 
would not result in noise impacts to religious activities held at this facility. 

Noise Sensitive Area F: Burnt Mills Townhouses 

Future noise levels would be reduced 9-11 dBA with a conceptual barrier 16 feet in 
height (Figure IV-5). Abated noise levels would be 58-60 dBA. Six receptors would receive 
a minimum 5 dBA reduction with the proposed barrier. The barrier would be located between 
stations 198+40 and 210+60. Approximate length of the barrier would be 1300 feet. The 
barrier would parallel the northbound lanes of U.S. Route 29 at an average setback of 24 feet. 
The barrier would cost approximately $345,300 or $57,550/residence. 
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Based on a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for this area would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of constraints 
on cost. 

North of MD 650 

The projected design year noise levels by noise sensitive area for the area north of MD 
Route 650 are contained in Table IV-10. 

Many residences are currently experiencing noise levels in excess of the FHWA NAC 
due to existing traffic operations and minimal setback from U.S. Route 29 traffic operations. 
Some developers have constructed earth berms between the communities and U.S. Route 29, 
thus providing effective noise reduction in these areas. 

Where appropriate, the use of naturally occurring earthen embankments, roadway cut 
sections sand ground attenuation effects were utilized to evaluate future predicted noise levels. 
Where feasible, barriers were evaluated to reduce impacts associated with U.S. Route 29 
improvements.  Barrier heights from 11 to 26 feet were evaluated. 

Impact Assessment and Abatement Analysis 

Evaluation of the No-Build Alternative was performed to determine the future-year (2015) 
noise levels of residences along existing major roadways. The No-Build Alternative assumes 
that no roadway improvements other than normal maintenance will occur within the project area. 
With implementation of the No-Build Alternative, thirteen of the fourteen noise-sensitive areas 
(NSAs) would experience design-year (2015) noise levels above FHWA criteria. None of the 
predicted future-year noise levels would result in an ambient increase of 10 dBA. 

Table IV-11 presents future predicted noise levels of each noise sensitive area for the No- 
Build Alternative and the Selected Alternative. An increase in noise levels of 3 to 4 dBA would 
be generated from the operation of the Selected Alternative as compared to the No-Build 
Alternative. This increase would be due entirely to increased LOS C traffic volumes resulting 
from grade-separation improvements. 

None of the future noise levels for the No-Build Alternative would exceed existing noise 
levels by 10 dBA or more. One receptor location in area N would increase approximately 10 
dBA with the line shift concepts for the Selected Alternative. 

With the No-Build Alternative, a total of 74 receptors would meet or exceed the NAC; 
199 receptors would meet or exceed the NAC with the Selected Alternative. With the line shift 
concepts developed under the Selected Alternative, a total of 185 receptors would meet or exceed 
the NAC. 

Mitigation of impacts associated with the No-Build Alternative are evaluated equally with 
respect to a reduction of 7-10 dBA to define feasibility of abatement, even though non-abated 
noise impacts for the Selected Alternative are quantitatively on the order of 3 dBA greater than 
the corresponding No-Build Alternative non-abated noise levels for the same Noise Sensitive 
Area. This increase in noise for the Selected Alternative is due entirely to increased traffic 
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Table IV-10 

Projected Design Year Noise Levels 
By Noise Sensitive Area 

Le,, dBA 
North of MD Route 650 

NSA Description 

Noise Levels Range, L^, dBA 

No-Build Selected Alternative" 

G Oak Hill Apts. 
White Oak Towers 
Springbrook Manor 

65 
58 
64 

68 
61 
68 

H Bronzegate Apts. 
Rolling Acres/Inverleigh 

66 
71 

69 
75 

I Shanandale Drive 67 70 

J Res. N. ofFairlandRd.(1) 

Fairland Elementary School 
70 
64 

68 
67 

K Windsor Court Apts. 
Avonshire Apts. 

66 
71 

69 
74 

L Greencastle lakes 
Paint Branch High School 
Perrywood Estates 

68 
63 
70 

70 
67 
73 

M Country Place Apts. 
Oakhurst 
Blackburn Road 

65 
67 
66 

68 
70 
70 

N Dustin (SE) 
Dustin (E) 
Primitive Baptist Church 
Dustin (SW) 

57 
61 
69 
70 

66 
66 
55 
65 

<1> Residence impacted at 70 dBA for existing and No-Build Alternative would be taken for the Selected 
Alternative.  Second row residence would thai be worst-case receptor with a noise level of 68 dBA. 

NSA - Noise Sensitive Area 

IV-45 



Table IV-ll 

Summary of Impact and Mitigation 
Noise Sensitive Areas 

North of MD Route 650 

|             No-Build Alternative Number of Receptors Selected Afternatwe Number of Reeeptowflr 

Noise Level 

Total 
Impacts'* 

Mitigation Noise Level 

Total 
Impacts* 

Mitigation 

NSA Community 

Existing 
Noise 
Lerd 

Future 2015 Noise 
ttrei Lcq, dBA 

t 
max. 
7-10 S4 

m 
Total 

Future 2015 Noise 
Level Leq, dBA 

t 
max. 
740 

HI 
liii 

lliill 
Total 

G Oak Hills Apts. 
White Oak Towers 
Springbrook Manor 

63-65 
57-58 
58-64 

63-63 
57-58 
58-64 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

66-68 
60-61 
62-68 

2 
0 
16 

2 
0 
9 

0 
0 
0 

2 
0 
9 

H Bronzegate Apts. 
Rolling Acres/ 

Inverleigh 

65-66 
65-71 

65-66 
65-71 

0 
10 

0 
6 

0 
1 

0 
7 

68-69 
68-75 

11 
23 

8 
11 

0 
5 

8 
16 

I Shanandale Drive 60-67 60-67 2 1 0 1 63-70 5 4 0 4 

J Res. N. of Fairland Rd. 
Pairland Elementary 

School 

65-70 
59-64 

65-70 
59-64 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

68 
62-67 

1 
1 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

K Windsor Court Apts. 
Avonshire Apts. 

64-66 
67-71 

64-66 
67-71 

0 
20 

0 
12 

0 
0 

0 
12 

67-69 
70-74 

16 
32 

8 
14 

0 
0 

8 
14 

L Greencastle Lakes 
Paint Branch High 

School 

60-68 
60-63 

60-68 
60-63 

15 
0 

5 
0 

0 
0 

5 
0 

63-70 
63-67 

28 
1 

28 
0 

0 
0 

28 
0 

M Country Place Apts. 
Oakhurst 
SW Quad. Blackburn Rd. 

62-65 
63-67 
64-66 

62-65 
73-67 
64-66 

0 
8 
0 

0 
6 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
6 
0 

66-68 
66-70 
67-70 

9 
11 
7 

8 
9 
5 

0 
0 
0 

8 

^\ 
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Table FV-ll 

Summary of Impact and Mitigation 
Noise Sensitive Areas 

North of MD Route 650 
(Continued) 

No-BuBd Alternative Number of Receptors 

!lllliil::lii!l!:l|: 

Impacts* 

^^^^^^^^^^ lilllli^liilillll 

illiiill 
Impacts* 

Mitigation           1 

WmmM HllliMliRHIH 

Exbtbg 
Noise 
Level 

lliliiiiSiiiilll iiHilii 
illiii 

lllll 
lllll 

lllll 
ililE; 

illiiiiiliiiiiii 
illili^siillijlii;!: 

liSifi 
iiiiii 

Illl 
lllll H

 £ 
    

5 

N Dustin Rd. (SE Quad.) 
Dustin Rd. (NE Quad.) 
Primitive Baptist Church 
Dustin Rd. (SW Quad.) 

57 
61 
69 
70 

57 
61 
69 
70 

0 
0 
9 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

60 
64 
72 
73 

0 
0 
14 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

| Totals for existing alignment 74 39 1 40 199 127 6 133 

Nra Dustin Rd. (SE Quad.) 
Dustin Rd. (NE Quad.) 
Primitive Baptist Church 
Dustin Rd. (SW Quad.) 

57 
61 
69 
70 

: 

0 
0 
9 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

66 
66 
55 
65 

1 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

| Totals with line shift north of MD 198 74 39 1 40 185 127 6 ,33 

« 
t 
tt 
ttt 

Total impacts - the total number of impacts within a noise sensitive area. 
The number of impacted receptors receiving a 7-10 dBA reduction of noise levels. 
The number of impacted receptors receiving a 5-6 dBA reduction of noise levels. 
The total number of impacted receptors receiving a minimum of 5 dBA reduction of noise levels 

(i) 

(a 

Impact and mitigation data are presented for the most effective concent (option) for noise control presented under the Selected Alternative for the specific Noise Sensitive Area. 
In most cases, this would be a total control of access concept, devoid of any access for local roadways through the barrier. 
Line shift data between MD 198 Route and Dustin Road. 

^ 
^ 
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capacity associated with the controlled access design. Therefore, mitigation of noise impacts for 
the No-Build Alternative would have approximately equivalent length, height, and cost 
requirements associated with achieving the minimum insertion loss design goal of 7-10 dBA at 
first-row receptors. 

Table IV-11 also presents the number of impacted receptors in each NSA for the No- 
Build Alternative that would benefit from mitigation measures. As can be seen, 40 receptors 
would benefit from mitigation measures implemented with the No-Build Alternative. A total of 
133 receptors would benefit from mitigation measures for the Selected Alternative. With the 
line shift concepts associated with the Selected Alternative, a total of 133 receptors also would 
benefit from mitigation measures. 

Table IV-12 presents a summary of the barrier dimensions, location, noise reduction 
benefits and associated costs for mitigation of noise impacts in each Noise Sensitive Area. 

Selected Alternative 

Construction of the Selected Alternative would not substanially increase noise levels 
within the project corridor. Of the future noise sensitive areas modeled, the future-year (2015) 
noise levels would exceed the FHWA's noise abatement criteria for Category B Activities within 
all noise sensitive areas. Predicted future-year (2015) noise levels ranged from a minimum of 
57 dBA at NSA G and N to a maximum of 75 dBA at NSA H. 

Because the No-Build Alternative would not result in an increase in capacity, or involve 
lane additions to U.S. Route 29, these alternatives would not qualify for mitigation analyses. 
Only the Selected Alternative would qualify for consideration as mitigation measures for this 
project. All of the identified Noise Sensitive Areas would be impacted in excess of the NAC 
for the Selected Alternative. 

The following assumptions were made with regard to noise impact analysis enabling the 
combination of the No-Build Alternative for comparison with the Selected Alternative. 

1. There are no roadway differences that would result in substantially different 
traffic capacity between the No-Build Alternative. LOS C traffic volumes would 
be equal or slightly decreased and speeds would be equivalent for these 
alternatives; therefore, worst-case noise levels would remain the same. These 
alternatives have therefore been combined for the purposes of simplifying the 
noise analysis and are hereafter referred to as the No-Build Alternative. 

2. The major difference between the Selected Alternative and the No-Build 
Alternative is grade separations at interchanges. The Selected Alternative 
improvements would result in a greater increase in noise levels than the No-Build 
Alternative for LOS C operation, due entirely to the increased traffic capacity 
associated with the Selected Alternative. 
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Table IV-12 

Abatement Summary Noise Sensitive Areas 
U.S. Route 29 

Montgomery, County, MD 

:::-Hil Dwcrfittiml No. of Hone* 
Impacted aod 

BtueOtttd 

================5========================= 

lllllllll^ 
  

Barricra Coat Per 
Retftatce IHHBBni AuMotf" No-BuiM 

(Da^jnYear) 
BuiM Build ml Barrier 

(DaagnYear) 
Length Hdght 

(ft.) 
C<Wt» 
($ma.> 

G CMcHiUApta. 2 62 > 63-65 66-"68 60-63 1180 16 .315 157 Mitigation meaaurea evaluated but not reaaonabk            1 
became benefit! do not justify coat 

White Onk Towen 0 58 57-58 60-61 - - - - 

Spriotbrook Manor 9 63 58-64 62-68 55-57 2800 r6-2i .856 95 Mitigation meaaurea evaluated but not reaaonabk 
because benefiti do not justify cost 

H Broo«f«te^Eta;__=^ 8 58 66-^6 ,68^59 58-60 2200 16-21 .764 95.5 Mitigation meaaurea evaluated but not reaaonabk 
because benefits do not justify cost 

• Rollinf Acra/Inverleifh 16 
s 6*   v 65-71 -    68-75 60-69 2200 16 .580 36 Detailed studies of noise mitigation meaaurea 

recommended during final design. / 
I ShaiMndak Drive'' 4N 60    , 60-67 63-70 56-61 1780 21 .615 154 Mitigation meaaurea evaluated but not reaaonabk 

because benefits do not justify cost 

J Ret. N. of Ftirtand Rd. 1 62 65-70 68 57 ,.945 16 .249 249 Mitigation meaaurea evaluated but not reaaonabk 
because benefits do not justify cost 

I 

Purhnd Ekmentuy School 0 50 59-64 62-67 - - - _ - 

K WimUor Court Apto. 8 58 64-66 67-69 59-60 1300 21 .442 55.5 Mitigation measures evaluated but not reaaonabk            1 
because benefits do not justify coat 

Avooihire Apti. 14 61 67-71 70-74 60-63 1200 11-16 .414 29.5 Detailed studies of noise mitigation measures 
recommended during final design. 

L Greencatlle L*kca 28 62 60-68 63-70 56-63 3800 21-26 1.418 50.6 Mitigation measures evaluated but not reaaonabk 
because benefits do not justify cost 

Piint Branch High School 0 51 60-63 63-67 - - ~ - 

Penywood Eatatea 20 60 59-70 62-73 58-62 2400 21 .833 41.6 Detailed studies of noise mitigation meaaurea 
recommended during final design. 
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Table IV-12 

Abatement Summary Noise Sensitive Areas 
U.S. Route 29 

Montgomery, County, MD 
(Continued) 

lllll Daacription Tio.otHomtm 
Impattti) (wt 

BtatBtttd 

Sdecitrf Attmutin Barricn Note 

Ambfent*" No-Btdd 
<D«*C»Y««r) 

Road 
(Da«g»Yc«i) 

Build »/ Buffer •: ::I>hgthl;: ffd«ht 

(It) (JmU.) 

M 
Countiy Phce Apt*. 8 58 62-65 66-68 60 1030 21 .358 45 

recommended during final design.                                    1 

Oakhunt 7 63 63-67 66-70 60-63 1800 21 .622 89 
became benefit* do not jtutify coat. 

Blw^bumKMd 5 68 64-66 67-69 57-60 1220 16 .358 72 Mitigation meuura evahuted but not reasonable 
became benefit! do not juatify coat 

N Durtin(SE) 1 50 57 66 58 1830 21 .634 634 Mitigation meaiures evaluated for line 
ihift option only.  Mitigation measurea evaluated but 
not reaionable became benefits do not juatify coat. 

Diutin(E)\ 0 56 61 66 - ~ -- - ~ 

PrimetonBtptut Church 0 65 69 55 69 700 26 .429 86 Mitigation measurea evaluated but not feasible due 
to rratriction of acceaa to local reaidents. 

(') Representative "worst case" measurement of designated area. 
m Based on $16.50/sf. 

NSA - Noise Sensitive Area 
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Table IV-10 summarizes worst-case mainline noise impacts associated with the No-Build 
and Selected Alternatives for each Noise Sensitive Area. An increase in noise levels of 3 to 4 
dBA would be generated from the operation of the Selected Alternative as compared to No-Build 
Alternative. This increase would be due entirely to increased LOS C traffic volumes resulting 
from grade-separation improvements. 

None of the future noise levels from the No-Build Alternative would increase existing 
noise levels by 10 dBA or more. One receptor location in area N would approach a 10 dBA 
increase over existing noise levels with the line shift concepts for the Selected Alternative. 

With the No-build Alternative, a total of 74 receptors would approach or exceed the 
NAC. With the line shift concepts developed under the Selected Alternative, a total of 185 
receptors would approach or exceed the NAC. 

Noise Sensitive Area G:  Oak Hill Apartments, Springbrook Manor 

Approximately seven impacted first-row apartment units in Oak Hill Apartments face 
U.S. Route 29. A barrier approximately 1,180 feet in length and 16 feet high would provide 
benefits of 5-6 dBA reduction of U.S. Route 29 noise levels for 2 receptors. Abatement of noise 
levels associated with Old Columbia Road would not be feasible at the apartment complex due 
to access and safety restrictions (Figure IV-7). The barrier would be located between stations 
231 and 242+70. The average setback distance of the barrier from the near travel lane of U.S. 
Route 29 would be approximately 24 feet. Total cost would be approximately $314,790 or 
$157,361/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Oak Hill Apartments would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of 
cost and substantial reduction in noise levels would not occur. 

Approximately 17 impacted first-row residences face U.S. Route 29 in the community 
of Springbrook Manor. A barrier approximately 2,800 feet in length and 16-21 feet high would 
provide a 5-12 dBA reduction of noise levels for receptors located in this area (Figure IV-7). 
The barrier would be located between stations 244 and 272+50. The average setback distance 
of the barrier from the near travel lanes of U.S. route 29 would be approximately 24 feet. Total 
cost would be approximately $855,556 or $95,060/residence for 9 receptors benefitting. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Springbrook Manor would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of 
constraints on cost. 

Noise Sensitive Area H: Bronzegate Apartments, Rolling Acres-Inverleigh 

Approximately 8 impacted apartment units in Bronzegate Apartments would benefit from 
a barrier approximately 2,200 feet in length and 16-21 feet in height. The barrier would provide 
a 9-10 dBA reduction of U.S. Route 29 noise levels for first-row receptor locations. Abatement 
of noise levels associated with Old Columbia Road would not be feasible at the apartment 
complex (Figure IV-S). The barrier would be located between stations 268+90 and 295+50, 
would begin <in structure, transition to the top of the embankment, and continue along Old 
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Columbia Road. The barrier would be located between stations 268+90 and 295+50, would 
begin on structure, transition to the top of the embankment, and continue along Old Columbia 
Road. Total cost would be approximately $763,890 or $95,490/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Bronzegate Apartments would not be considered reasonable and feasible because 
of constraints on cost. 

Approximately six first-row residences in Rolling Acres and three apartment buildings 
in Inverleigh face U.S. Route 29. Sixteen impacted receptors would benefit from a barrier 
approximately 2,200 feet in length and 16 feet in height which would provide a 5-10 dBA 
reduction of U.S. Route 29 noise levels for first-row receptor locations. Abatement of noise 
levels associated with Old Columbia Road (Inverleigh Apartments) and Cedar Hill Road (Rolling 
Acres) would not be feasible with the proposed barrier due to access and safety restrictions 
(Figure IV-8). The barrier would be located between stations 286 and 304 and would parallel 
the southbound lanes of U.S. Route 29 at a setback distance of approximately 24 feet. Total 
cost would be approximately $580,555 or $36,285/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Rolling Acres and Inverleigh Apartments is recommended for detailed study during 
final design. 

Noise Sensitive Area I: Shanandale Drive 

Approximately four impacted residences would benefit from a barrier approximately 
1,780 feet in length and 21 feet in height. The barrier would provide an 9-10 dBA reduction 
of U.S. Route 29 noise levels for first-row receptor locations (Figure IV-9). The barrier would 
be located between stations 339+20 and 351+70, would begin along the proposed northbound 
entrance ramp and continue along the northbound lanes of U.S. route 29 at a setback of 
approximately 24 feet. Total cost would be approximately $615,450 or $153,850/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for this residence would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of 
constraints on cost. 

Noise Sensitive Area J: Residence North of Fairland Road 

For the Selected Alternative, future predicted noise levels would be reduced 10 dBA at 
receptor Jl with a barrier 21 feet in height. Barrier length and location would be equivalent to 
the No-Build Alternative barrier discussion. The barrier would cost approximately $326,964. 
The barrier location studied is presented graphically in Figure IV-10. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for this residence would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of 
constraints on cost. 
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Noise Sensitive Area K:  Windsor Court Apartments, Avonshire Apartments 

It would be feasible to place a barrier along U.S. Route 29 to reduce noise levels, 
associated with the Selected Alternative, for the apartment complex. A total of 8 residential 
units would benefit from the barrier, and a 7-10 dBA reduction of noise levels would be possible 
with a barrier 21 feet in height and 1,300 feet in length (Figure IV-11). The barrier would 
continue along the northbound lanes of U.S. Route 29 and connect with the southern terminus 
of the proposed barrier for NSA L, Greencastle Lakes. The barrier would be located between 
stations 424+50 and 437+50. The approximate cost of the barrier would be $442,278 or 
$55,535/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for the Windsor Court Apartments would not be considered reasonable because of 
constraints on cost. 

Ten first-row apartment buildings face U.S. Route 29 in Avonshire Apartments. A 
barrier approximately 1,200 feet in length and 11-16 feet in height would provide a 9-11 dBA 
reduction of U.S. Route 29 noise levels for fourteen first row receptor locations (Figure IV-11). 
The barrier would be located between stations 405+50 and 418+80 and would parallel the 
southbound ramp from U.S. route 29 on the top of the proposed retaining wall. Total cost 
would be approximately $414,335 or $29,595/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Avonshire Apartments are recommended for detailed study during final design. 

Noise Sensitive Area L:  Greencastle Lakes, Perrywood Estates 

It would be feasible to place a barrier along U.S. Route 29 to reduce noise levels, 
associated with the Selected Alternative, for the apartment complex at Greencastle Lakes. A 
total of 28 impacted residential units would benefit from the barrier, and a 5-10 dBA reduction 
of noise levels would be possible with a barrier 21-26 feet in height and 3,800 feet in length 
(Figure IV-12). The barrier would connect at the southern terminus with the proposed barrier 
at the Windsor Park Apartments and continue along the northbound lanes of U.S. Route 29 to 
Greencastle Road. The barrier would be located between stations 437+50 and 475+50. The 
approximate cost of the barrier would be $1,417,780 or $50,635/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Greencastle Lakes would not be considered reasonable because of constraints on 
cost. 

Approximately 20 impacted residences in Perrywood Estates would benefit from a barrier 
2,400 feet in length and 21 feet in height. The barrier would provide an 8-11 dBA reduction 
of U.S. Route 29 noise levels for first-row receptor locations (Figure IV-12). The barrier would 
be located between stations 442+30 and 466+50 and would be setback approximately 24 feet 
from the southbound lanes of U.S. Route 29. A wrap along the southbound entrance ramp 
would be required at the northern terminus of the proposed barrier. Cost would be 
approximately $832,945 or $41,650/residence. 
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Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Perry wood Estates are recommended for detailed study during final design. 

Noise Sensitive Area M: Country Place Apartments, Oakhurst, Residences along 
Blackburn Road Impacted receptors in Country Place Apartments would benefit from a barrier 
approximately 1,030 feet in length and 21 feet in height which would provide a 6-8 dBA 
reduction of U.S. Route 29 noise levels for first-row receptor locations (Figure IV-13). The 
barrier would be located between stations 507 and 517 and would parallel northbound U.S. route 
29. A total of eight impacted residential units would benefit from the proposed barrier at a cost 
of approximately $358,110 or $44,765/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Country Place Apartments are recommended for detailed study during final design. 

Approximately 7 impacted residences in Oakhurst would benefit from a barrier 1,800 feet 
in length and 21 feet in height. The barrier would provide a 7-10 dBA reduction of U.S. Route 
29 noise levels for first-row receptor locations (Figure IV-13). The barrier would be located 
between stations 478 and 496+30 and would be setback approximately 24 feet from the 
southbound lanes of U.S. Route 29. The barrier would connect with the southern terminus of 
the proposed barrier for residences along Blackburn Road. Cost would be approximately 
$621,500 or $88,785/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for Oakhurst would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of constraints 
on cost. 

Approximately five first-row receptors face U.S. Route 29 south of Blackburn Road. A 
barrier approximately 1,220 feet in length and 16 feet in height would provide a 9-10 dBA 
reduction of U.S. Route 29 noise levels for first-row receptor locations (Figure rV-13). The 
barrier would parallel southbound U.S. Route 29, beginning at station 496+30 where the barrier 
would connect to the northern terminus of the proposed barrier at Oakhurst, continue to station 
507, at a setback of 24 feet, and terminate with a wrap along the proposed southbound entrance 
ramp to U.S. Route 29 at station 508+50. A total of five impacted residential units would 
benefit from the proposed barrier at a cost of approximately $358,110 or $71,620/residence. 

Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for these residences would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of 
constraints on cost. 

Noise Sensitive Area N: Primeton Baptist Church, S.W. Quadrant of Dustin Road, S.E. 
Quadrant of Dustin Road (line shift) 

A barrier approximately 1,830 feet in length and 21 feet in height would provide a 6 dBA 
reduction of U.S. Route 29 noise levels for the first-row receptor location in the southeast 
quadrant of Dustin Road (Figure IV-14). The barrier would be located between stations 553+80 
and 571+50, and would transition from the top of embankment to roadway on fill continue 
northward and transition back to a top of embankment location. Total cost would be 
approximately $634,000. 
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Based upon a review of all reasonableness and feasibility criteria, mitigation measures 
evaluated for this residence would not be considered reasonable and feasible because of 
constraints on cost. 

Construction Impacts 

Construction noise differs from traffic noise in length, type, and duration of noise events. 
Construction noise is of a fixed duration, usually during daylight hours, and generally does not 
continue throughout the night. In addition, construction noise emanates from discontinuous noise 
sources, such as heavy machinery that produce varying levels of sound. Impacts resulting from 
construction are dependent upon the length of construction, equipment types, and the equipment 
usage cycle. 

Typical construction would involve activities such as demolition, clearing and grubbing, 
earthwork, foundations, superstructures, paving operations, and finishing. Equipment used for 
these activities will be subject to Construction Noise Specifications to minimize impacts through 
control of the noise source, control along the sound path, and control at the receptor. 

An increase in project area noise levels would occur during the construction of the 
proposed improvements. Construction noise differs from that generated by normal traffic due 
to its unusual spectral and temporal nature. The actual level of noise impact during this period 
will be a function of the number and types of equipment being used, as well as the overall 
construction procedure. 

Generally, construction activity would occur during normal working hours on weekdays. 
Therefore, noise impacts experienced by local residents as a result of construction activities 
should not occur during sleep or outdoor recreation periods. 

Other Mitigation Measures 

In addition to noise walls, other abatement measures were considered. These include: 

a. Traffic Management Measures 

Traffic management measures which could be used include traffic control devices and 
signing for prohibition of certain vehicles (heavy trucks), time use restrictions for certain types 
of vehicles, modified speed limits and exclusive lane designations. 

It is not possible to prohibit heavy trucks from this type of facility, as it is a heavily 
traveled trucking corridor. 

b. Alterations of Horizontal and Vertical Alignment 

This also is not a reasonable alternate because the project consists of widening and 
existing facility within the median. 
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c.        Acquisition of Real Property or Property Rights to Establish Buffer Zones 

Existing residential development adjacent to U.S. Route 29 makes it infeasible to acquire 
substantial amounts of property for buffer areas. 

F.       INITIAL SITE ASSESSMENTS - HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Candidate properties for Phase I site assessments were identified from the Selected 
Alternative mapping and refined by preliminary site visits. The sites were selected by their 
proximity to the proposed alignment and probable environmental impact. Seventy-seven sites 
were identified for assessment within the Selected Alternative. The individual site assessment 
reports are included under separate cover to this report. Phase I Site Assessments were 
performed on sites that included agricultural, residential, commercial and manufacturing entities. 
In addition, several properties were excluded from the Phase I Site Assessment based on obvious 
environmental concerns such as current usage as a gasoline dispensing station for which Phase 
II Assessments should be conducted. 

The gasoline stations excluded from the Phase I Site Assessments are located along the 
alignment, from north to south at Briggs Chaney Road (southeast of the alignment), East 
Randolph Road (northwest of the alignment), Timberwood Avenue (west of the alignment) and 
along both the west and east sides of U.S. Route 29 at the intersection of University Blvd. and 
U.S. Route 29. Due to the historical and potential current storage tank leaking problems, it is 
recommended that a Phase n Site Assessment with acquisition of environmental samples of the 
soil sand groundwater be undertaken prior to acquisition. 

The junctions of University Blvd. and U.S. Route 29, "Four Comers Area" contains both 
historical and present day gasoline dispensing stations. In addition, several properties for which 
Phase I investigations had fuel storage as an integral part of their past or present operations. 
A soil gas survey may need to be conducted on the existing ROW to determine the areas where 
Phase II assessments need to be focused. 

The most frequently occurring evidence of environmental degradation appeared associated 
with automobile fuel storage. Several incidents of improper waste disposal practices were noted 
during the site inspections. These incidents generally were associated with automobile repair 
facilities or practices. Several facilities contain fuel oil storage tanks and past leakage from 
those tanks were noted. 

There is a strong likelihood that petroleum contaminated soils will be encountered on 
several of the properties or section of properties anticipated to be acquired for this project. 
Impact of these petroleum contaminated soils on the project will be associated with 
characterization, excavation, testing and disposal of encountered contamination. To minimize 
the impacts of contaminated sites on the construction of the roadway improvements, it is 
recommended that characterization of the potentially acquired property be conducted prior to the 
purchase of the properties as delays and expenses associated with construction related discovery 
of contamination can be substantial. Site specific recommendations are included in each Phase 
I Site Assessment Report. The U.S. Route 29 Phase I Environmental Assessments Report - 
Volumes 1-15 (Sept. 1993) can be obtained from MD SHA. 
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G.       IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Implementation of the proposed project would involve the commitment of natural, 
physical, human and fiscal resources. 

Land used for transportation purposes is considered a relatively permanent commitment 
of resources. Although this land could be restored for other uses if a greater need arises or if 
the highway is no longer needed, the effort would be extremely costly as well as time 
consuming. Presently, there is no reason to believe that such a conversion will be necessary or 
desirable. 

The use of materials, labor, and energy would be irretrievably committed to construction 
and maintenance of the proposed project. 

Once utilized in road construction, certain mined and manufactured materials such as 
sand, gravel, steel and cement are, for practical purposes, irretrievable. These materials, 
however, are not in short supply and their use would not have an adverse effect on their 
continued availability. The project commitment of construction materials and labor would be 
irretrievable. 

The use of energy resources in the construction and operation of the highway would be 
an irretrievable commitment of resources. Compilation of the total energy balance sheet for the 
highway is unusually complex. The use of gasoline for travel would be balanced by the 
efficiency of this additional investment of fuels in terms of moving goods and people and of 
increasing their production. 

The land acquired for right-of-way would be, for all practical purposes, irreversibly 
committed to transportation use and will not yield tax revenue. Tax losses to the area, however 
are not necessarily irretrievable. The highway has the potential to stimulate economic growth 
and increase the overall productivity of title area, thus increasing tax revenues. 

Residents in the area, region, and state are expected to benefit from the improved 
accessibility and savings in time provided by the improvements. It is anticipated that these 
benefits would outweigh the commitment of natural, physical, human, and fiscal resources. 

H. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S 
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG- 
TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term uses of the environment due to the implementation of the project would 
be temporary and would occur primarily during construction. Land required for the right-of-way 
would become permanently committed to transportation needs. Taking this land would involve 
an initial loss of tax revenue. The air and noise environments of the corridor would be impacted 
by construction equipment and activities. The expenditure of time, energy, and money are also 
short-term uses of resources that would be associated with the project. 
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The project has been proposed and planned in response to growth that has occurred in 
the past years. Maintenance of long-term productivity in the area would be attained through 
increased safety and a reduction in congestion. The long-term effects of the project would result 
from changes in land use and economic development. The anticipated improved access to the 
area and the decreased local traffic congestion expected to result from the proposed project 
would both support and help stimulate the long-term productivity and development benefits of 
the region. 
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V. LIST OF PREPARERS 

The following is a list of key personnel responsible for the preparation of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, and their project responsibilities: 

Federal Highway Administration 

Jareene Barkdoll 

Christina Dutch 

Maryland State Highway Administration 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

George Walton 

Cynthia Simpson 

Sharon Preller 

Gannett Fleming. Inc. 

Wayne Willey, P.E. 

Arthur Thomas 

David Still 

Richard N. Koch, A.I.C.P. 

Brett Gorsline 

Cyrille Whitson 

David Heller 

Alan Tamm 

The Wilson T. Ballard Company 

Environmental Specialist 

Environmental Engineer 

Deputy Director 

Project Manager 

Deputy Division Chief 

Environmental Manager 

Project Manager 

Transportation Engineer 

Noise Specialist 

Environmental Planner/Manager 

Environmental Scientist/Planner 

Environmental Scientist/Biologist 

Land Use Planner 

Geologist 

Air Quality 
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VI. DISTRIBUTION LIST 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Department of Agriculture 
State Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
4321 Hartwick Avenue (Room 552) 
College Park, MD 20740 

Mr. Bruce Blancbard, Director 
Office of Environmental Project Review 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
18th and C Streets, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20242 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IE 
Mr. Jeffrey Alper, Chief (3ES41) 
NEPA Compliance Section 
841 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 

Regional Director* 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal Building 
14 Elm Street 
Gloucester, MA 19130 

Ms. Margaret A. Krengel 
Regional Environmental Officer 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Philadelphia Regional Office, Region m 
Liberty Square Building 
105 South 7th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19106-3392 

Mr. Charles Custard, Director 
Office of Environmental Affairs 
Department of Health and Human Services 
200 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Room 537F 
Washington, D.C. 20201 

* Commented on DEIS 
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FEDERAL AGENCIES (Continued^ 

Ms. Joyce M. Wood, Director 
Office of Ecology & Conservation 
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
Room 5813 (PP/EC) 
14th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
ATTN:  NABOP-F 

Division of NEPA Affairs 
Department of Energy 
Room 4G064 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

Mr. Robert W. Harris, Chief 
Transportation Planning 
National Capital Planning Commission 
1325 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20576 

Mr. Peter N. Stowell 
Regional Administrator 
UMTA - Suite 714 
841 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 

Associate Director for Planning 
Management and Demonstration 
Urban Mass Transportation 
400 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Office of Economic Opportunity 
Director 
1200 19th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20506 
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STATE AGENCIES 

Ms. Kathleen Fay 
State Depository Distribution Center 
Enoch Pratt Library 
400 Cathedral Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

Mr. Stan Wong 
Water Resources Administration 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes Office Building 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Donald E. MacLaughlin, Director 
Maryland Forest & Park Wildlife Service 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes Office Building 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
ATTN: Mr. James Burtis 

Ms. JoAnn Watson 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
Division of Standards and Certification 
2nd Floor 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

Mr. Graham Norton, Director 
Montgomery County Department of Transportation 
Executive Office Building 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Mr. William Hussman, Chairman 
Maryland National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission 
8787 Georgia Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Maryland State Law Library 
Upper Level Court of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Director 
Public Affairs 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

Mr. Clyde E. Pyers, Director 
Office of Transportation Planning 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

Mr. Larry Saben 
Washington Regional Office 
8720 Georgia Avenue, Suite 904 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

Office of Legal Council 
Office of the Secretary 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

Montgomery County Projects 

Mr. Dave Sober, Chief 
Division of Environmental 
Planning and Monitoring 
Department of Environmental Protection 
101 Monroe Street 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Ms. Patricia Willard 
Maryland National Capital Parks and 
and Planning Commission 
8787 Georgia Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Montgomery County Citizens 
Bicycle Commission 
c/o Mr. Chip Johnson, Chairman 
4000 Wexfor Drive 
Kensington, MD 20895 
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RELIGIOUS INSTmJTTQNS ON U.S. ROUTE 29 CORRTPOR 

Memorial United Methodist 
9226 Colesville Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

Christ Congregational 
9525 Colesville Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Church of Christ of Silver Spring 
100 East Franklin Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Marvin Memorial United Methodist 
33 University Boulevard East 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Southeast Hebrew Congregation 
10900 Lockwood Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Shaare Tetila Congregation 
11120 Lockwood Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

St. Stephen Lutheran 
11612 New Hampshire Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20902 

St. Marks Episcopal 
12621 Old Columbia Pike 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Forcey Memorial Fundamental 
2130 East Randolph Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Roberts Memorial Free Methodist 
2337 Fairland Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Epiphany Lutheran 
14411 Old Columbia Pike 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 
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RELIGIOUS INSTTTUnONS ON U.S. ROUTE 29 CORRTOOR fContinued^ 

Burtonsville Baptist 
3400 Spencerville Road 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 

Liberty Grove United Methodist 
15124 Liberty Grove Drive 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 

Knox Presbyterian Church 
410 Granvale Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Burnt Mills Seventh Day Adventist 
10915 Lockwood Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Resurrection Catholic Church 
14505 Perrywood Drive 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 

Columbia Primitive Baptist 
15900 Columbia Pike 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 

COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS FOR U.S. 29 

Allied Civic Group 
Joan Ennis, President 
9410 Crosby Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
(558-5962) 

Avonshire Homeowners (635) 
Scott Brace, President 
13769 Avonshire Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Burnt Mills Manor Civic Association (117) 
Pamela Mason, President 
10900 Childs Street 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 
(681-6598) 
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COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS FOR U.S. 29 (Continued^ 

Burnt Mills Hills Citizens Association 
Edwin Miller, President 
10910 Hoyle Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 
(681-6618) 

Burnt Mills Estates 7 Gardens Civic Association 
Stuart Hsen, President 
813 Northwest Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Burnt Mills Condominiums, Inc. 
Marsha Mills, Secretary 
11223 Columbia Pike 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Burnt Mills Village Citizens Association 
Jack Gates, President 
405 Southwest Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Bumtonsville/Spencerville Planning 
Ellen Beck, President 
4325 Valley Stream Avenue 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 

Calverton Civic Association 
Bill Sykora, President 
12301 Tampico Way 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Columbia Road Citizens Association 
Patricia Faulkner, President 
2805 Nails Lane 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Columbia Towers Condo Association 
Board of Directors, Message Slot 
12001 Old Columbia Pike 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Dumont Oaks Community Association 
A.K., President 
8630 Fenton Street #123 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
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COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS FOR U.S. 29 (Continued^ 

Four Comers Condominium Association 
William Fisher 
10028 Colesville Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Greencastle Lake Homeowners (520) 
Morton Levine, Associated Investment 
7979 Old Georgetown Road 
Suite 805 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

Indian Springs Citizens Association 
Kathy Lipton, President 
109 Granville Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Kingsman Farm Homeowners Association 
Geoffrey Back, President 
19 Kingsman View Circle 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Northwood-Four Comers Civic Association 
Tiemey Siegel, President 
108 Northwood Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Northwest Branch Estates Civic Association 
George Sloan, Jr. President 
10801 Meadowhill Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

North White Oak Civic Association 
Kate Stevenson, President 
12122 David Drive 
Colesville, MD 20904 

North Hills of Sligo Civic Association 
Bob Bachman 

* 9523 Thorn Hill Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Oakhurst Homeowners Association, Inc. 
Deborah Rothenhoeffer, President 
Box 506 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 
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COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS FOR U.S. 29 (Continued^ 

Paint Branch Park Twn. Condo 
Kitty Roberts, President 
11915 Old Columbia Pike 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Perrywood Civic Association 
Bob Stephens, President 
14404 Perrywood Drive 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 

Petree 
Ms. Carol Petree, Trail Riders of Today 
13490 Columbia Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Rolling Acres Homeowners Association 
Edwards Lyons, President 
2017 Featherwood Street 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Seven Oaks-Evanswood Citizens Association 
William Kaupert, President 
9222 Manchester Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

South Four Comers Citizens Association 
Karen Michels, Acting President 
9904 Rogart Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Stonecrest-Wood Crest Civic Association 
Leroy Faringer, President 
12813 Stonecrest Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Timber Hill Civic Association 
George Krouse, President 
4540 Dustin Road 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 

Stonehedge Condo 
Martha Cardona, President 
12110 Cliftondatle Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 
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COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS FOR U.S. 29 (Continued^ 

White Oak Area Civic Coalition 
William Tate, President 
12901 Broadmore Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Woodmoor-Pinecrest Citizens Association 
Mike Pfetsch 
9906 Indian Lane 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Woodside Forest Civic Association 
William Morice, President 
1709 Corwin Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR U.S. 29 

Mr. Ralph Bennett 
Northwood-Four Comers Civic Association 
115 Southwood Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Mr. Micheal Fisher 
Fisher-Suburban Construction Company 
10020 Colesville Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Ms. Barbara Foresti 
White Oak Area Civic Association 
301 Willinton Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Mr. Tony Hauner 
Indian Spring Citizens Association 
203 Brewster Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

Mr. Fred Howlin 
The Comer Pub 
10111 Sutherland Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 
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CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR U.S. 29 (Continued^ 

Mr. George Krouse 
Timber Hill Civic Association 
4540 Dustin Road 
Burtonsville, MD 20730 

Mr. Edward Lynch 
Rolling Acres Homeowners' Association, Inc. 
P.O. Box 4757 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Mr. Dale Mangum 
Bell Flowers 
8201 Georgia Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

Mr. Tony Marva, Manager 
Government & Community Relations 
C & P Telephone 
1738 Elton Road, Suite 220 
Silver Spring, MD 20903 

Kelley L. Rexroad, Manager 
Public Relations & Employee Services 
The Singer Company 
11800 Tech Road 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Ms. Kitty Roberts 
Tri-Community Group 
11915 Old Columbia Pike 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Mr. James Tavel 
Linowes & Blocher 
8720 Georgia Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

Ms. Ilene Wieselthier 
Burnt Mills Manor Civic Association 
10901 Oakwood Street 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 
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VII.  COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

A.       PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Public participation was an important part of the study, and thus was initiated early in 
the DEIS study process to allow incorporation of public concerns into the development of project 
alternatives. An introductory review meeting was held on February 6, 1986, with interested 
parties in Montgomery County. The purpose of the meeting was to afford SHA an opportunity 
to brief the Community Associations on the U.S. Route 29 Project Planning Study prior to the 
Alternatives Public Workshop. 

The Alternatives Public Workshop was held on March 1, 1986. This served as the first 
formal contact with the public. The purpose of the public workshop was to 1) acquaint 
interested persons with the project planning process, 2) present findings of the engineering, 
environmental, and socioeconomic studies, and 3) provide an opportunity for public involvement 
in the project planning process. The workshop offered the general public and special interest 
groups the opportunity to express their opinions and concerns. Photogrametric mapping 
depicting the various alternatives was on display, and representatives were available to answer 
questions and record comments. A brochure which highlighted key information and provided 
brief descriptions and maps of the alternatives was distributed at the workshop. The public was 
encouraged to participate in the workshop to ensure their input in the decision-making process. 

A debriefing meeting was held on April 29, 1986, to determine which of the study 
alternatives should be carried forward for further study based on the results of the workshop. 

A Citizen's Advisory Committee was established for the U.S. Route 29 project to gain 
valuable input from local citizens and businessmen throughout the study. 

Input by citizens' associations and business organizations has been an important part of 
the process of evaluating the alternatives for U.S. Route 29. These groups have been invaluable 
in providing information from the perspective of the local resident and businessman. Numerous 
meetings have been conducted as a forum for analysis of the project alternatives by the citizens 
in the project area. 

In addition, correspondence was received from Mr. Tony Hausner who represents the 
U.S. Route 29 Coalition. This group has expressed concern about the proposal to upgrade U.S. 
Route 29 to a commuter expressway with grade-separated interchanges and HOV lanes in the 
median. They requested an investigation of light rail be included in the DEIS. 

The MD DOT compared the HOV transit-way proposal with a similarly operated light 
rail system between Silver Spring and Columbia in a report dated July 1988. The U.S. Route 
29 Coalition examined this report and had taken exception with some of the judgments and 
costing procedures used. In September, 1988, the Coalition met with the MD DOT 
representatives and reiterated their concerns about the HOV transit way proposal and the light 
rail comparison. MD DOT officials affirmed their belief that the assumptions put forth in the 
July, 1988 report were reasonable and that they stood behind the conclusions of the report. 
Although there appears to be sufficient future patronage for support of either a light rail system 
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or an extensive transit way system, express buses operating on the HOV transit way is a more 
cost-efficient proposal within the time frame considered by the FEIS. 

The following community organizations have provided input and comment on the 
proposed project: 

Allied Civic Group 
Burnt Mills Manor Civic Association 
Burnt Mills Village Citizens Association 
Calverton Citizens Association 
Dumont Oaks Homeowners Association 
Four Comers Business Community 
Greater Colesville Citizens Association 
Indian Springs Citizens Association 
Maryland Association of Bicycle Organizations 
North Hills of Sligo Creek Community 
North White Oak Civic Association 
Northwood Four Comers Civic Association 
Paint Branch Park Condominium Association 
Rolling Acres Homeowners Association 
Seven Oaks-Evanswood Civic Association 
Sligo Branview Community Association 
Southeast Hebrew Congregation 
South Four Comers Citizens Association 
Timber Hill Civic Association 
Trail Riders of Today 
White Oak Area Civic Coalition 
Woodmoore-Pinecrest Civic Association 
Woodside Civic Association 
Woodside Forest Citizens Association 
Woodside Park Civic Association 

B.       PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

The following is a summary of comments solicited at the Combined Location/Design 
Public Hearing for the proposed improvements to U.S. Route 29 from Sligo Creek to the 
Howard County Line that was held on January 25, 1989, at Norwood High School in Silver 
Spring, MD. The purpose of the meeting was to acquaint the public with the progress of the 
project and to present the findings of the engineering and environmental studies to date. It was 
also an opportunity for all interested persons to present their views regarding the location and 
design of the project. About 370 citizens attended the hearing with approximately 75 
individuals, interested organizations, and local officials presenting oral and written testimony. 

Overview of Public Hearing Testimony 

Most of the testimony presented at the public hearing reflected a strong opposition to the 
alternatives proposed for upgrading U.S. Route 29.   While people acknowledge the need to 
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alleviate increasing traffic and congestion on U.S. Route 29, few wanted to accept any of the 
specific alternatives presented. 

Among the major areas of concern voiced at the hearing included the following: 

1. Safety seemed to be an overriding factor for many citizens. To accommodate 
their safety, several people argued for crossing lights at Prelude, Oaldeaf, and 
Burnt Mills Drive. Members of the Dumont Oaks development, many of whom 
are Jewish, were concerned for their safety as they walk to the Synagogue every 
Friday night and Saturday and must cross U.S. Route 29. 

2. Residents argued for keeping the median from White Oak to Four Comers. This 
makes it safer for people to cross the street. 

3. Many argued for more sidewalks to help insure pedestrian safety, and lamented 
the fact that there would be only one pedestrian overhead walkway under 
Alternative C. 

4. People seemed to have mixed feelings about HOV lanes (Alternative D). They 
are hard to enforce, and people often have difficulty finding people to carpool. 
On the other hand, some people favored HOV lanes because they believe it will 
encourage more carpooling, and is more cost-effective than a light rail system. 

5. Many citizens urged their legislators and MD SHA officials to seriously consider 
light rail as a viable alternative to increasing actual road capacity and as a 
motivation for people to use public transportation as opposed to automobiles. 

6. People are concerned that the expressway is going nowhere. While the project 
area officially ends at the Sligo Creek Parkway, many people believe that the 
bottleneck of traffic already in existence there will just be pushed southward into 
the City of Silver Spring. 

7. Most citizens were opposed to the underpass at Four Comers. Those who were 
in favor of that alternative (Alternative C) favored the jug handle lanes at that 
intersection. 

8. Another major concern expressed by many residents was cut-through traffic 
through residential streets, spurred by the rerouting of left-turn traffic from U.S. 
Route 29 into various neighborhood streets. Traffic could also be rerouted into 
residential streets during construction of the highway improvements. 

9. People are also concerned about the potential impact to businesses during the 
construction period, estimated to be as long as four and one-half years for one 
alternative (Alternative C). 
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10. Finally, people are concerned that the proposed widening of the Sligo Creek 
Parkway will impact Sligo Creek Park. They do not want any parkland to be 
taken for the project. 

A list of Public Hearing comments and responses is being prepared. 

C.       AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

In accordance with implementation procedures of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), the following agencies were contacted to provide information or input in particular 
discipline areas: 

Board of Education of Montgomery County 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service 
U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Maryland State Health Department, Office of Environmental Programs 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 

A summary of all responses received through the coordination process is provided within 
this section.  Copies of correspondence are also included at the end of this section. 

This FEIS will be circulated to all agencies, organizations and individuals by MD SHA. 
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JANUARY 25. 1989 COMBINED LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING - COMMENTS 
AND SHA RESPONSES 

The following are comments from the general public recorded from transcripts of the 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing held on January 25, 1989 for the proposed 
improvements to U.S. Route 29. Approximately 70 persons and/or organizations presented 
testimony. 

Delegate Dana Dombrow, Member of House of Delegates - Legislative District 20: 
No grade separation at Four Comers. Favors jug-handle design. Keep median strips. 
Also wants urban design characteristics incorporated into any road modifications - 
e.g. sidewalks along Route 29. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade solution was selected that includes sidewalks to assist pedestrian 
movements.  Options to remove median strips were dropped from consideration. 

Delegate Hank Heller - Member - Maryland General Assembly: 
Proposes two intercounty bus loops in eastern Montgomery County and Western Prince 
George's County. Believes loops will have positive economic development effects and 
environmental benefits. 

SHA Response: 
MD SHA is continuing to study mass transit in cooperation with Montgomery County. 
These studies include bus transit (See Section n.E.4). 

Dr. Margarie Barrett: 
Believes median strip removal will cause an increase in auto accidents. Questions 
enforceability of HOV lanes. Against rerouting of left turn traffic from Route 29 to 
Dumont Oaks.  This will put a lot of traffic on residential streets. 

SHA Response: 
Options to remove median were dropped from consideration. HOV lanes were dropped 
from consideration. The selected improvements do not promote neighborhood cut- 
through traffic. 

James R. Sullivan, Resident: 
Believes truck traffic from 1-95 will increase on Route 29 as a result of construction. 
What effect will the ICC have on Route 29. Way of life and businesses at Four Comers 
will be adversely affected by construction. 

SHA Response: 
The MD DOT, Montgomery County, and Prince George's County are beginning a new 
study of the Inter County Connector project. Alternatives for the ICC project are being 
evaluated. Construction of the proposed improvements at Four Comer will adversely 
affect the Route 29 corridor; however, mitigation measures, as identified in Section IV - 
Environmental Consequences will be implemented to minimize these impacts. 
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Carol Cremonese: 
Concerned with rapid pace of development near Lockwood Drive. Also concerned about 
relocation of family business if Alternative C - Concept 3, 4, or 5 is selected. Believes 
Alternative C would be very expensive and cause great distress to commerce. 

SHA Response: 
Proposed improvements at Lockwood Drive were dropped from consideration. 

Dr. Stan Truman, Vice President - Dumont Oaks Association: 
Wants light at Prelude Drive and Route 29, a pedestrian overpass near Oak Leaf Drive, 
and sidewalks.  Opposes Route 29 plan. 

SHA Response: 
A traffic signal has been installed at Prelude Drive. The only recommended 
improvements along U.S. Route 29 south of MD 650 include at-grade improvements at 
Four Comers. 

Patrick Zilliacus, President - Avonshire Homeowners Association 
Opposed to Alternative C-2 and D-3-2 at Briggs Chaney Road. These concepts require 
the destruction of 38 homes. Believes Alternatives C-2, C-4, C-6, and D-3 options 2,4, 
and 6 will increase the number of vehicles using private streets. 

SHA Response: 
These alternatives were not selected, Alternative C-5 was selected. The selected 
improvement does not promote neighborhood cut-through traffic. 

Gabor Karafiath: 
Opposed to grade separation intersection at Four Comers. Wants to keep median. 
Wants to maintain ability to make left turns off Route 29 into Woodmoor Community. 
Believes four-leaf clover intersection onto beltway at Route 29 and University Boulevard 
have not been completed, and believes they should be. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade solution, Alternative C-6 Modified, was selected. Options to remove 
median strips were dropped from consideration. 

Jerilyn Ray-Shelley: 
Concerned about bottleneck that will be created at Sligo Creek Parkway. 

SHA Response: 
No improvements were selected in the Sligo Creek Parkway area. They have been 
deferred until development rates and patterns have been more clearly defined. See 
Section II.D. 

Rabbi Winter, Southeast Hebrew Congregation: 
Fears that if median taken out, young children will not cross street unless there is an 
overpass. Wants light at Prelude Drive. 
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SHA Response: 
A traffic signal has been installed at Prelude Drive. 

Joan Lehrhaupt, Dumont Oaks, Resident: 
Wants light at Prelude Drive and sidewalks. Wants to keep median. 

SHA Response: 
Removal of median strips were dropped from consideration. A traffic signal has been 
installed at Prelude Drive. 

Ellen Shames, Resident: 
Sidewalks need to be constructed along Route 29. Traffic light needed at Prelude Drive. 
Overpasses needed in some sections of Route 29. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade solution at Four Comers would have beneficial effects on pedestrian 
movements within the corridor by providing sidewalks on both sides of Route 29 within 
the limits of Four Comers proper. A traffic signal has been installed at Prelude Drive. 

Faiga Kanovsky, Resident: 
No specific comments. 

SHA Response: 
No response needed. 

Bob Dalrymple, Attorney for owners of Kay Tract: 
Urging SHA to make decision on Four Comers so he can proceed with development 
plans for Kay Tract. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option, Alternative C-6 Modified, was selected. 

Tom Faringer, Stonecrest/Woodcrest Civic Association: 
Requested that alternatives at Four Comers, D-3-2; Randolph Road, Musgrove Road, and 
Fairland, D-3-1; Briggs Chaney Road, D-3-2; and MD 198, D-3-3, be selected. 

SHA Response: 
Selected Alternative C-6 Modified at Four Comers; Alternative C-4 with Modifications 
at Randolph, Musgrove and Fairland Roads; tight diamond interchange at Briggs Chaney 
Road; and Alternative C-3 at MD 198. 

Clayton Englar: 
Indicated that planning to curb development will reduce or alleviate traffic congestion. 

SHA Response: 
Measures have been taken by Montgomery County to curb development due to the 
existing traffic congestion. Traffic flow will be improved with the proposed 
improvements. 
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Gerald Hercenberg, Resident: 
Does not want grade separation on the proposed southbound ramp at Lockwood Drive. 
Alternative C-3, C-4, and C-5 are not justified. 

SHA Response: 
Proposed improvements at Lockwood Drive were dropped from consideration. 

Clair Connors: 
Against Alternative C - Concept 2 and Alternative D - Concept 3, Option 2 which will 
destroy 38 homes. Also worried about decrease in property values in her community 
(Avonshire). 

SHA Response: 
These alternatives were not selected. 

Robert Conners, Resident: 
Feels MD SHA is discriminating against middle-class homeowners at Avonshire. 
Alternatives C-2 and D-3-2 at ICC should be eliminated. Is against all alternatives. 

SHA Response: 
The alternative selected for the Briggs Chaney Road was the tight diamond interchange 
as shown in Alternatives C-l, C-3, and C-5 with modifications. 

Mr. Steve Oseroff, Vice-President GPS Realty: 
Representing Burtonsville Shopping Center - stated that concepts presented by MD SHA 
do not address access to existing businesses in Burtonsville area. Cites 1982 Montgomery 
County Master Plan which recommends building fringe parking lots and express bus 
service to increase capacity of Route 29. Favors Alternative B - Concept 1, which 
maintains at-grade intersection. 

SHA Response: 
This alternative was not selected. Access to existing businesses will be maintained and 
enhanced. 

Phillip A. Stevens, Partner - Burtonsville Office Park: 
Alternative B-l is acceptable with minor modifications, and Alternative D-l and D-2 
would be most acceptable. Alternatives C-l, C-3, C-5, C-6, D-2, and D-3 are not 
acceptable alternatives. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-3 at MD 198 - Burtonsville, and a modified Alternative C-l at Dustin Road 
were selected. 

Richard Reis: 
Concerned about number of cars travelling on Route 29. Recommends HOV lane on 
Route 29. Also recommends sidewalks for bicycle riders. 
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SHA Response: 
Proposed improvements will lessen congestion and improve safety on Route 29. HOV 
lanes were dropped from consideration due to physical and economic constraints. 
Sidewalks are included in the selected alternative improvements. 

William L. Honan, Vice President of Shemin Nurseries: 
Request that any of the five (5) alternatives that affects the Shemin Nurseries be removed 
from consideration by MD SHA. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-3 was selected at MD 198 - Burtonsville. 

H. Walter Townsend, Secretary-Treasurer of Burtonsville Nurseries, Inc.: 
Imploring Maryland SHA to utilize existing alignment of Route 29 and improve access 
to Bell Road Nursery. Also recommends acceleration/deceleration lanes for median 
crossover to allow for stacking of cars that cannot be accommodated by median width. 
Also wants to add signals at Bell Road/Route 29 intersection. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-3 was selected in this area. Low traffic volumes and diversion of Route 
29 traffic from this area did not warrant any traffic improvements at this intersection. 

Paul McDonald, Northwest Branch Citizens' Association: 
Opposed to closing of Hillwood Drive - shown in Alternate C - Concepts 3, 4, and 5. 
Wants Hillwood Drive to remain open and overpass alternative shown for Lockwood 
Drive be discarded as too disruptive. 

SHA Response: 
These alternatives were not selected. Alternatives for Lockwood Drive were dropped 
from consideration. 

Victor Siegel, Resident: 
It is too difficult to cross Route 29 at Dumont Oaks. The median strip should not be 
removed. Traffic light needed at Oak Leaf Drive and Colesville Road. 

SHA Response: 
Options to remove the median strip were dropped from consideration. 

Jack Delman, President, Southeast Hebrew Congregation 
Wants safer and improved access across Route 29 to synagogue, including sidewalks 
between Burnt Mills Avenue and Prelude Drive, a traffic light at Prelude Drive, and the 
preservation of existing traffic lights at Burnt Mills Avenue and Lockwood Drive. 

SHA Response: 
A traffic signal has been installed at Prelude Drive. No further improvements are 
recommended at this location. 

vn-9 



Ill 

Lois Siegel, Resident: 
What is going to be done to make crossing the street at Dumont Oaks safe for 
pedestrians? Will the Dumont Oaks area need noise barriers? 

SHA Response: 
Median strips will not be removed. Noise barriers are not included in the proposed 
improvements. 

Jeffrey Russell, Vice-President, Woodside Forest Civic Association: 
Opposed to grade separated intersections, particularly at Four Comers. Opposed to the 
removal of median strips, and jug-handle traffic above Four Comers that will travel 
through established neighborhoods. Also opposed to the HOV plan. MD SHA should 
strongly consider the light rail study. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified, at-grade option, was selected. Removal of the median was 
dropped from consideration. The selected improvements do not promote neighborhood 
cut-through traffic. HOV lanes were dropped from consideration. Light rail was 
dropped from consideration.  See Section I.D. 

Mary Robbins, Resident: 
Median strip should not be removed. HOV lanes should be in the left lane only. Traffic 
light at Prelude Street should be installed. 

SHA Response: 
Removal of median strips and HOV lanes were dropped from consideration. A traffic 
signal has been installed at Prelude Drive. 

Sandra Pasco, Resident: 
Opposes jug-handle, with no sidewalks, at Crestmoor Drive. Opposes all alternatives, 
MD SHA should review their plans. 

SHA Response: 
No improvements are recommended at Crestmoor Drive. 

Harry Sanders, Woodside Civic Association: 
Association believes light rail should be reevaluated for the Route 29 corridor. 

SHA Response: 
The potential for a light rail corridor along Route 29 was studied. A report comparing 
a busway corridor to a light rail corridor was prepared. The high cost of construction 
and ongoing maintenance of a light rail facility along with the lack of appropriate sites 
for station and mode change facilities, and projected low ridership eliminated light rail 
as an alternative. Improvement and expansion of the existing busway facilities will 
achieve similar ridership at much lower expense.  See Section I.D. 
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Michael Pfetsch, President of the Woodmoor Pinecrest Citizens Association: 
Median strip should not be removed on Colesville Road. No HOV lanes through the 
Four Comers area. No jug-handle at Crestmoor Drive. Sidewalks should be built on 
both sides of Route 29, and cut-through traffic addressed. 

SHA Response: 
Removal of median strips and HOV lanes were dropped from consideration. Proposed 
improvements at Crestmoor Drive were dropped from consideration. Sidewalks on both 
sides of Route 29 are included at Four Comers. The selected alternative does not 
promote neighborhood cut-through traffic. 

Tony Hausner, Route 29 Coalition: 
Prefer the jug-handle concepts rather than the expressway. Would like light rail studied 
further. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option was selected. The potential for a light rail corridor along Route 29 
was studied. A report comparing a busway corridor to a light rail corridor was prepared. 
The high cost of construction and ongoing maintenance of a light rail facility along with 
the lack of appropriate sites for station and mode change facilities, and projected low 
ridership eliminated light rail as an alternative. Improvement and expansion of the 
existing busway facilities will achieve similar ridership at much lower expense. (See 
Section I.D). 

Ed Simmons, Resident: 
Supports the position of the Route 29 Coalition - the jug-handle alternative. Light rail 
needs to be studied in greater detail. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option was selected. The potential for a light rail corridor along Route 29 
was studied. A report comparing a busway corridor to a light rail corridor was prepared. 
The high cost of construction and ongoing maintenance of a light rail facility along with 
the lack of appropriate sites for station and mode change facilities, and projected low 
ridership eliminated light rail as an alternative. Improvement and expansion of the 
existing busway facilities will achieve similar ridership at much lower expense. See 
Section I.D. 

Karen Michaels, South Four Comers Citizens Association: 
Association does not want an underpass at Four Comers. Median should not be 
removed. In favor of an in-depth study of light rail. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified, the at-grade option, was selected. Median strip removal was 
dropped from consideration. The light rail study was reevaluated and was deemed to be 
economically infeasible due to projected low ridership and lack of sites for stations and 
mode change facilities. 
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Gerald Lane, President of Northwood-Four Comers Civic Association: 

In favor of the jug-handles, not in favor of the tunnel. Would like to keep the median 
and are not in favor of HOV lanes.  Object to cut-through traffic from construction. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option was selected. Median strip removal and HOV lanes were dropped 
from consideration. 

Liz Symonds, Resident: 
Construction will cause major cut-through traffic to occur around Four Comers. 
Believes the underpass is not a solution, it will create traffic jams and not encourage use 
of mass transit.  Against widening of Leighton Avenue to 2 lanes. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified was selected at the Four Comers area. 

Senator Ida Ruben: 
Request a light be installed at Prelude Avenue. Provide sidewalks along Route 29, if 
necessary, pedestrian overpasses. 

SHA Response: 
A traffic signal has been installed at Prelude Drive. The at-grade solution was selected 
that includes sidewalks to assist pedestrian movements along Route 29 in the Four 
Comers Area. 

Ross Capon, Action Group for Transit: 
The group thinks that Light Rail Transit would be more beneficial than an all bus system. 
Against new construction if it does not solve traffic congestion. 

SHA Response: 
MD SHA is continuing to study mass transit in cooperation with Montgomery County. 
(See Section I.D. and n.E.4.) 

Charles Wolff, President of Seven Oaks Evanswood Citizens Association: 
Association does not want 5 or 7 lanes on Sligo Creek Parkway at the Colesville Road 
intersection. Want the median strip to remain. Keep left turn from Colesville Road 
during rush hour (alleviates cut-through traffic). Improve jug-handles - delete underpass. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified, at-grade option, was selected at Four Comers. Median strip 
removal was dropped from consideration. 

Timothy Close, Resident: 
Light needed at Prelude Drive and Route 29. 

SHA Response: 
A traffic signal has been installed at Prelude Drive. 
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Joan Ennis, Allied Civic Group Board: 
No specific comments. 

SHA Response: 
No response needed. 

Frank Mahlman, Resident: 
Asks that MD SHA support the No-Build strategy for the Route 29 project. 

SHA Response: 
The No-Build Alternative was not selected because it would not meet the project purpose 
and need. 

Susan Chavarria, Seven Oaks Evanswood Citizens Association: 
Concerned about cut-through commuter traffic caused by Route 29. Money should be 
spent on mass transit rather than road construction. Light rail should be looked at in 
more depth. 

SHA Response: 
The selected improvements do not promote neighborhood cut-through traffic. MD SHA 
is continuing to study mass transit in cooperation with Montgomery County. Light rail 
was eliminated from consideration.  See Section I.D. 

Robert Boone, Save the Anacostia River: 
Seriously doubts this project will improve traffic congestion. Also doubts the project will 
have only minimal impacts to surface waters (Sligo Creek, Paint Branch, Littie Paint 
Branch and Northwest Branch). No mention of stormwater controls. 

SHA Response: 
During the construction phase, strict erosion and sediment control measures will be 
implemented, as approved in the Final Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. Stormwater 
runoff would managed under MD DNR's Stormwater Management Regulations. 

Dave Povtek, Resident: 
MD SHA has provided no assurances that improvements to Route 29 will cure congestion 
problems or where the traffic goes after it passes Sligo Creek Parkway. Light rail study 
was not a truly unbiased study - needs to be reviewed. 

SHA Response: 
Traffic flow will be enhanced with the selected improvements. Light rail was 
reevaluated and dropped from consideration due to cost and availability of mode stations. 
See Section I.D. 

Mark Dreyfuss, Tartan Ridge Subdevelopment: 
Supports the Route 29 Coalition. The median is the only safety zone along the corridor 
and must not be removed.  Need pedestrian rights-of-way. 
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SHA Response: 
Removal of median strips was dropped from consideration. Proposed improvements 
include sidewalks to assist pedestrian movements. 

Hene Wieseltheir, Burnt Mill Manor Civic Association: 
Opposed to Alternative C at Burnt Mills. Alternative D-3-1-3 is the preferred alternative 
of Burnt Mills Manor residents. Sidewalks need to be constructed if the median strip is 
removed.  Traffic lights must remain on Route 29. 

SHA Response: 
This alternative was not selected. 

Bret Rouilier, Resident: 
No park-and-ride lots have been proposed for Route 29. Light rail has not bee given a 
just investigation. The jug-handle and underpass proposals will not solve the traffic 
problems at Four Comers. 

SHA Response: 
MD SHA is continuing to study mass transit in cooperation with Montgomery County. 
Light rail was dropped from further consideration.  See Section I.D. 

Hugh Jones, Hillendale Citizens Association: 
Do not favor an underpass, it will have a negative effect on traffic. Will promote cut- 
through traffic.  Support other alternatives such as light rail. 

SHA Response: 
The Alternative C-6 Modified, at-grade option, was selected at Four Comers. Light rail 
was reevaluated and dropped from consideration.  See Section I.D. 

Bob Bachman, President North Hills of Sligo Civic Association: 
Opposed to the removal of the median for safety reasons. Overhead walkways will serve 
as barriers to a segment of the population. 

SHA Response: 
Removal of the median strip was dropped from further consideration. Proposed 
improvements will enhance pedestrian movements and safety. 

Michael Mullins, North Hills of Sligo Civic Organization: 
The proposed expressway will be detrimental to the environment of residential 
neighborhoods. This project will also pose safety problems. Will create traffic 
problems. Does not support an underpass at Four Comers. Mass transit (i.e. light rail) 
should be considered further. 

SHA Response: 
Selected alternatives will enhance quality of life and safety for pedestrians and 
commuters. MD SHA is continuing the development of mass transit alternatives with 
Montgomery County (See Section ILE.4). Light rail was studied and dropped from 
consideration.  See Section I.D. 
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Joyce Benson, Resident: 
Opposed to Alternatives C and D. Construction would cause additional cut-through 
traffic, increases noise and pollution. Favors jug-handle configuration. 

SHA Response: 
Alterative C-6 Modified was selected. Mitigation measures will be implemented to 
reduce impacts that result from project construction. 

Darren Morgan, Coalition to Keep Traffic Flowing but Use Common Sense: 
SHA should look at using HOV lanes and leaving Route 29 intact. 

SHA Response: 
HOV lanes were dropped from consideration due to physical and economic constraints. 

Natu S. Patel, Resident: 
Not enough space to construct an interchange at Route 29/193 intersection. Opposed to 
any improvements to Route 29 south of New Hampshire Avenue. Opposed to removal 
of median strip. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified was selected. Removal of the median strip was dropped from 
consideration. 

Bemice Schwartz, Resident: 
An HOV lane on Route 29 will decrease traffic safety in Oak Leaf and Prelude Court. 

SHA Response: 
HOV lanes were dropped from consideration due to physical and economic constraints. 

Michael Mullins, North Hills of Sligo Association: 
Question to the panel about hearing process and if anyone is listening to testimony 
presented. 

SHA Response: 
The public hearing process was described in detail. 

Wayne Mitchell, Resident: 
How did this process (Route 29 project) get started and who decided it should be done. 

SHA Response: 
U.S. Route 29 was identified as a corridor that had very serious traffic congestion 
problems through technical data developed by MD SHA, and in consultation with County 
elected officials. 

Robert Corbett, Resident: 
Would like to know how the Project Planning Team is going to vote on the Route 29 
project. 

vn-is 
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SHA Response: 

The purpose of the public hearing was to record public comment on the proposed 
alternatives. The Project Planning Team in attendance were not present to announce or 
speak of their preference for any of the Route 29 alternatives. 

Dr. Joe Margolin, Democratic Chairman of Precinct 1311: 
No specific comments were made about the proposed Route 29 project alternates. 

SHA Response: 
No response needed. 

Dr. Carl Zofco, Resident: 
Improvements would increase cut-through traffic around Eastwood and University Blvd. 

SHA Response: 
Proposed improvements would not increase cut-through traffic along Route 29. 

Stephen Hotsgo, Resident: 
Indicated SHA engineers have done a good job on the Route 29 project. 

SHA Response: 
No response needed. 

Charles Pritchard, Resident (for Paul Boudreux): 
Route 29 improvements will degrade the community until it becomes a "slum". 

SHA Response: 
The selected improvements will enhance public safety, pedestrian movements, and benefit 
local commerce. 

Darren Morgan, Resident: 
No specific comments relating to Route 29 improvement project. 

SHA Response: 
No response needed. 

Wayne Mitchell, Resident: 
Synchronization of lights on Route 29 could help to alleviate congestion, and other 
smaller solutions rather than massive construction projects. 

SHA Response: 
The selected improvements will alleviate congestion to an acceptable level. 

Marion Daniels, Resident: 
Signal lights cause a lot of congestion on Route 29, especially turning signals at 
University Blvd. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified, at-grade option, was selected. 
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Director, Office of Planning 
and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717 
Baltimore MD 21203-0717 

Silver Spring, MD ^o9oi 
16 November 1988 I plan to attend the meeting on November 30. 

Sincerely, 

William f. BucTTW* 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

Re: The 9 Novembver 1988 Public Notice concerning Route 29 

I have lived at Colesville Road and Sligo Creek Parkway 
for almost nine years and do desire to provide comments and 
recommendations concerning this project. First, if you want to 
avoid traffic backups then keep traffic moving. Traffic lights in 
Montgomery County are adjusted to keep traffic speed down and the 
county publically admitted so a few years ago. You can't have 
both. Oddly enough, if you ask the people who speed in Montgomery 
County (when they can), why? the answer is that 8-9 miles over the 
speed limit will get you through a lot of traffic lights that 
driving the speed limit won't. To further exacerbate the 
situation, the traffic lights now installed change frequency after 
several days. Readjust all of them on Colesville Road today and 
in 2-3 days they will be out of synchronization. 
Recommendation: Install state-of-the-art traffic lights on Route 
29 and adjust them to keep the traffic moving. 

Widening Route 29 seems to be the State's panacea as 
evidenced by the current construction south of Burtonsville. You 
can make it 12 lanes wide if you want but unless the State/County 
intends to purchase all of the houses on one side of Route 29 from 
New Hampshire Ave. to Georgia Ave., then forget it! The median 
from New Hampshire Ave. to Sligo Creek Parkway will gain one 
reversible lane but I have seen rush hour traffic backed up from 
Georgia Ave/ Fenton St., ect., past Dale Drive. Now, so what will 
happen to the cars? The answer is obvious. They will back up to 
Four Corners! 
Recommendation: Convert the median to a North or South lane and 
install light rail or metro train on the East or West side of Route 
29. (At a recent meeting I was told this was impractical because 
how would people cross the street without expensive pedestrian 
overpasses? I say, the same way that people riding the metro 
busses cross the street today. If that's dangerous, then you had 
better stop running metro busses on Route 29!) 

I really hate to say this but the traffic planning and 
implementation I have observed in the nine years I've lived in 
Montgomery County haven't been very impressive. Since I live in 
Silver Spring and work 13 miles away in Rockville, I observe the 
results five days a week (which doesn's include weekend travel I. 
I certainly hope this project is better planned. 



Ma/yfandDepanment of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S«cr«tinr 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminit tutor 
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^^^ December S, 1988 

Mr. William C. Buckley 
9304 Colesville Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901 

Dear Mr. Buckley: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
regarding our Project Planning study on US 29 (Colesville Road) 
between Sligo Creek and the Howard County Line at the Patuxent 
River.  I appreciate the comments you have provided about the 
planning study and traffic conditions on Colesville Road. 

The traffic signals along Colesville Road are indeed 
controlled by Montgomery County Department of Transportation as 
are all of the signals on state routes in that county.  They are 
in the process of interconnecting them with their Central 
Operations Computer in  Rockville so that progressive timing of 
the signals along Colesville Road can be phased into operation. 
Due to the current congestion at Four Corners, the reality of 
such timing may be impossible.  If there are one or two signals 
that appear to be inconsistently timed, please bring them to our 
attention. 

The lanes currently being added to US 29 south of Burtons- 
ville are part of a special project funded by the State Highway 
Administration and the Montgomery County Department of Trans- 
portation to provide a six-lane divided highway between MD 650 
and MD 198.  These additional lanes are included in the no- 
build alternative of our project planning study.  They are being 
constructed to correct deficient traffic operations in the 
northern portion of US 29.  None of the build alternatives in the 
study propose any additional outside lanes south of MD 650.  The 
lane proposed for the median is a reversible high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lane.  During the morning and evening peak periods, 
it will be restricted to express buses and vanpools.  Current 
local bus service will continue to operate in the curb lanes. 

Mr. William C. Buckley 
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Again, thank you for your comments.  If you have additional 
questions you may address them to me or to Mr. Randy Aldrich, 
the project manager for this study. 

Very truly yours. 

CYU1 0 1<M*M<, 

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

NJP/ih 

Attachment 

Mr. Michael Snyder 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My t«l«phon» numbor is (301)- 
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707 North Cilvirt SI.. Biltlmoro, Maryland 21203-0717 
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State Highway Adminlstratloiil 
Office of Planning and 

Preliminary Engineering 
Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

Dear Sirs: 

3839 Dustin Road 
Burtonsville, MD 20866 
December 9, 1988 

iIVE0 
' '41268 

"I? 

The following comments are In regard to Contract No. M 425- 
101-370, US Route 29, Sllgo Creek to the Patuxent River, PDMS No. 
152019. They are a result of attending the display review at 
Northwood High School in Silver Spring. 

The enclosed sketch shows another combination of Md Route 
198 (Spencervllle Road and Dustin Road intersections with US 29. 
It assumes that US 29 will be straightened through the region that 
Includes these two Intersections and that Dustin Road will cross 
above US 29. Rather than bring northbound traffic on US 29 that 
desires to turn onto 198 via an underpass (Alt. D, Con 3, Option 
3) under US 29 and into the old intersection, this traffic would 
enter 198 east of the US 29 overpass as in Alternative C, Concept 
1. A grade crossing of left turn traffic at this point would 
eliminate the extensive westbound loop shown in Alt. C, Con. 1. 

tld 198 traffic going north on US 29 could turn onto an on- 
ramp directly rather than via old US 29 and Dustin Road, though 
the latter option would remain. 

Northbound traffic on US 29 for Dustin Road could exit on a 
short off-ramp Just before reaching Dustin Road. 

Southbound traffic would be handled as per Alt. C, Concept 

Road?*) the proposed plan construction should be less than that 
for Alt. D, Con. 3, Op.3. The land acquisition should be less than 
for Alt. C, Con. 1. 

DISADVANTAGE: 
The access to 198 from US 29 would be partially signal 

controlled, but this is not a serious fault since 198 cannot be a 
high speed highway where it passes through Burtonsville. The 
eastbound turn onto 198 from US 29 would be uncontrolled as would 
the westbound 198 exit to US 29. 

Finally I do not see why the southbound access ramp to US 
29 from 198 should not use existing pavement unless the grade of 
the new US 29 will be considerably below the old US 29 at the 
point of Juncture. Also, it is possible that the northbound ramp 
to US 29 from Blackburn Road may have to blend into the northbound 
off-ramp to 198. Blackburn Road traffic heading north on US 29 
would then cross 198 at grade. 

Though probably not the cheapest alternative, this proposal 
seems to include many desirable features at reasonable cost. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert S. Price 

Kit is not clear whether the cost of the Dustin Road alternatives 
include straightening the mile of US 29 between Dustin Road and MD 
198. 

1. 

ADVANTAGES: 
1. Very little right of way would be required other than 

that assumed for the straightening of US 29. The blend space 
between the northbound on-ramp from 198 and the off-ramp to Dustin 
Road should be adequate. 

2. There would be possibility of bypassing accidents 
occurring In the region that might block the main highway. 

3. Local traffic routing would be flexible. There would be 
two methods of getting northbound from 198 to US 29 and two ways 
to get to Dustin Road. Both of these choices would remove some 
traffic from the old 198-US 29 Intersection. 

4.Because of minimal right of way acquisition, reduced ramp 
lengths, only essential bridge structures, and little, if any, 
retaining wall construction, the overall cost should be towards 
the low end of the coat range for straightened US 29 options. 
Since the cost of an overpass seems to be about $5,000,000 (Dustin 
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Maryland Department ofJransportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S*cr«iarv 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminitiraior 

***&&* 
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December 22, 1988 

Mr. Robert S. Price 
3839 Duscin Road 
Burtonsville, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Price: 

20866 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of 
December 9th, regarding our project planning study on US 29 in 
Montgomery County.  I appreciate the recommendation to modify 
Alternative D-3-3 at Burtonsville with diamond-type interchange 
ramps along the east side of US 29 at MD 198 and at Dustin Road. 
We will give your proposal full consideration in the further 
development of the study alternatives. 

While your proposal provides more desirable access between 
MD 198 and US 29, it does require more right-of-way displacements 
at MD 198. 

It also requires two relatively closely spaced signalized 
intersections along MD 198.  It would also preclude ending the 
high occupancy vehicle lane underneath the US 29 overpass of MD 
198.  Alternative D-3-2. which was a similar proposal, was 
deleted for these reasons earlier in the study process.  Our 
major objective with Alternative D-3-3 was to relocate mainline 
US 29 along the master plan alignment with a minimum of 
displacements.  As full access between US 29 and MD 198 can also 
be retained, we feel the alternative has many advantages. 

In Alternatives D-3-1 and D-3-3. the ramp from MD 198 to 
southbound US 29. is shown on a new location, rather than using 
existing pavement, to maximize the weave distance to ramps 
proposed at Blackburn Lane.  Also, we prefer ancillarily usage of 
our right-of-way only along one side or the other.  Usage within 
the median is not desirable.  If this were to someday become 
excess property, we could dispose of it without granting access 
to it from our roadway. 

As clarification, the cost associated with relocating the 
mainline of US 29 is lumped into the grade separation 
alternatives at MD 198.  At Dustin Road, the grade separation 
alternative, although mated to the proposals at MD 198. reflect 
only Dustin Road costs. 

Mr. Robert S. 
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Price 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this study.  Please contact 
me or the project manager, Mr. Randy Aldrich, if we can provide 
further assistance.  Randy's telephone number is (301) 333-1139. 

Very truly yours, 

Neil J. Pedersen. Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP/ih 

Mr.   Michael   Snyder 
Mr.   Louis   H.   Ege,   Jr. 

My telsphon* numbar is 4301)- 

Tdityponllw for Impilrad HMrlng or Sp««eh 
363-7555 Balllmor. MMro  - 555-0451 O.C. M«ro - 1-500-492-5052 SliMwId. Toll Ft.. 

707 Nocth Cilv.rt  SI.. BlHImor.. Mlryland 21203-0717 i 
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Maiyfand Department of Transportation 
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Sacratirv 
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Administraior 

December 22. 1988 

Mr. Brett Lazerus 
14215 Castlemoor Court 
Burtonsville, Maryland  20866 

Dear Mr. Lazerus: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

Alternative D. Concept 3, Option 1 is the same as Alternative 
C, Concept 1 at Greencastle Road, except for the provision of the 
two-lane HOV roadway in the median.  Accordingly, there would be 
no additional right-of-way required to provide these HOV lanes. 

This HOV alternative was developed to provide the most 
flexible transit service available.  The introduction of an HOV 
system does not preclude the eventual development of light rail 
or similar concept within the US 29 corridor. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if you have any further questions or 
comments. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: -zM 0- 
Randy Atdrich 
Project Manager 

£ 

I—| pisas* add my/our nam*(sl lo IDs Mailing List.* 

C3PI my/our namals) from the Mailing List. 

•Parsons who have received a copy of this brochure through •the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List. 
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January 4, 1989 

Mr. Richard Reis 
711 Copley Lane 
Silver Spring, MD 

Dear Mr. Reis: 

20904 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

We appreciate your support of Alternative D for the 
corridor.  The primary concern of the study was to effectively 
transport people, not necessarily private automobiles.  Institu- 
tion of high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes does not  preclude 
development of another form of transit in the future and, 
therefore, provides a rather flexible solution to the traffic 
congestion problems on US 29. 

Throughout the study, air and noise analyses were completed 
and compiled in the Draft Environmental Document (DEIS) which is 
available for public review at most of the local libraries.  An 
examination will reveal little effects on regional air pollution 
with the development of the specific HOV system.  But I agree, if 
the region were to develop a functional system of HOV facilities, 
it could have beneficial effects on air pollution. 

As part of Alternative D, sidewalks will be added to join 
the segmented sections which exist today between Sligo Creek 
Parkway and MD 650.  In addition, there are pedestrian overpasses 
proposed at Granville Drive, Lorain Avenue and Oak Leaf Drive. 
These overpasses were strategically placed so that combined with 
the remaining signalized intersections, a pedestrian would have to 
walk no more than three blocks to safely cross Colesville Road. 

My telephone number is (301)- 333-1139 

Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 585-0451 O.C. Metro - i-aoo-«8*-SOe2 SIBewlde Toll Free 

707 North Calvert  St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 



Mr. Richard Reis 
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I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 corridor study. 
Please contact us again if we can be of further assistance. 

by: 

LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

< 

s 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

Randy Aldrich<* 
Project Manager 



11!?* 

0\ 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

CONTRACT NO. M 425-101-370 
US ROUTE 29 

SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 
PDMS NO. 152019 

Display Review 
November 30, 1988 

NAME 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. 

^/v/g'-/    HirfG      1>/Ghl 

Public Hearing 
January 25, 1988 

.DATE. ttLlolxx 

CITY/TOWN s.s. .STATE. ^^> .ZIP CO n«r ^Lo9o / 

I/We wl»h to comment or Inquire about the following eapecf ol thleprolect: 

^^^.nY.vv-^i^v #***%/$' -tiA-rL.J dr-u^s ftp. .3^ -A 

fMAX'^y (•A/.'Uj.it; kTwvt rJ, 

, n.     /M'-w.Tlc  

/.Xy  £J\/\AJJLS f-^dCt^fc'tie 

IL Mtfo •  . .     „.. r- 
0).^/(/   ^i//   ^'t*. Ai'+f cu^J Ui,> Piv<fyit<iA- 

(—I pi,.,, add my/our nemeltl to the Milling LHt.« 

I—| pi,,,, daltt* my/our namala) Irom the Mailing Llat. 

*P,rion> who hava racalvad a copy ol thla brochure through-the mall are already 
on the projact Mailing List. 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
SscratarY 

Hal Kassoft 
Admimsiratof 

January 5, 1989 

Ms. Mary King Uyon 
10707 Glenwild Road 
Silver Spring, MD  20901 

Dear Ms. Lyon: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

The proposed grade separation is considered the most 
feasible solution to the traffic problem which exists at Four 
Corners.  Other options at this intersection do not totally solve 
the congestion conditions.  At best the at-grade proposal 
operates at level-of-service "F" in the design year, 2015.  Todays 
peak hour congestion conditions provide an indication of LOS  F 
traffic flows.  If the grade separation were constructed with 
provisions for an HOV lane (Alternative 0-3-2), the interchange 
would operate at a prevailing level of service "D" in the year 
2015.  This improvement reduces traffic delay on Colesville Road 
as well as on University Boulevard. 

Along with the widening of the approach lanes on Sligo Creek 
Parkway, and the "Transportation Management District Plan  in 
downtown Silver Spring, as conceived by Montgomery County,it is 
anticipated that the traffic congestion downstream of Four 
Corners will be no worse than it is today.  Prohibition of left 
turns, parking restrictions, carpool incentives and increased 
pedestrian access will promote the transit serviceability of the 
US 29 corridor. 

The retaining wall, which is necessary in the southwest 
quadrant of the proposed grade separation at Four Corners has 
been modified to allow for approximately 250 additional feet of 
weaving area.  The lengthened weave section would meet design 
criteria and should not be a safety hazard. 

My l«lophon« numbar Is (301) ^i}H-ll3° 

TaldypaorUar lor Impalrad Haartng orSpaach 
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Thank you for your interest in the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if you have any further questions or 
comments. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

to 
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Avonshire Homeowners 
c/o Condominium Management, Inc 

8720 Georgia Avenue »<«10     ,   . 
Silver Spring, Maryland B0910-369JiH 3  3 37 fll 09 

31 December 1989 

Randy Aldrich 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
estate Hiohway Administration 
Qf?lc. of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 

P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Contract No. HO «5-101-370, PDMS No. 152019 

Avonshire Community 

Dear Mr. Aldrich: 

We recently received your Alternatives Display Review document, and 

suhmit this letter in response to it. and the items presented at your 

di,p,ay on 30 November .989 at the old Northwood High School. Our 

comments are limited to the segment of U.S. 29 directly adjoining the 

ir. the vicinity of Briggs Chaney Road and the 
Avonshire community, in the vicinny 

a,ignment of the proposed Intercounty Connector (ICC. 

The Avonshire Homeowners' Association Board of Directors opposes 

unanimously: 

o   Alternative C, Concept 2; and 

o   Alternative D. Concept 3. Option 2. 

These optio  described in your document, will require the 

3f 39 moderately priced <by Montgomery County standards. 

The loss of these homes 
destruction of 

residential units within our subdivisic 

wll, negatively impact property values of th ining homes within 

nshire. and quality of life within the community wi.l decl.ne. 

resented in your document are several viable concepts which do not 
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require the taking of any of of these units, and these still provide 

badly needed relief for the traffic congestion problems in the area. 

Me also wish to point out two errors on page 13 of the document 

(Summary of Alternatives). Under the two alternatives that propose to 

tear down homes within Avonshire, the number of residences displaced 

in our community is listed as 6. Each row of Avonshire townhouses was 

incorrectly counted as one residence. These rows contain from four to 

eight units each. According to our computations, 39 homes within 

Avonshire must be demolished in order to construct either of the two 

concepts which we oppose. 

The impact of the following alternatives on the intersection of Old 

Columbia Pike and Briggs Chaney Road is not discussed in this 

document: 

o Alternative C, Concept 2; 

o Alternative C, Concept <t; 

o Alternative C, Concept 6! 

o Alternative D, Concept 3, Option 21 

o Alternative D, Concept 3, Option <.; and 

o Alternative D. Concept 3, Option 6. 

All of these propose 'off   access eastbound and 'on' access to the 

westbound lanes of the ICC, to and from Old Columbia Pike, 

respectively. We currently suffer from 'cut-through' traffic 

attempting to avoid the signal at this intersection, and these 

alternatives are likely to increase the number of vehicles using our 
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private streets (Avonshire Lane and Avonshire Drive) in this manner. 

On another matter, the items displayed at the meeting on 30 November 

indicated a 'wetland' (labelled a, number 3) at the south end of our 

property, near the right-of-way for the ICC. This area does in fact 

look like a wetland, but only because the developer of Avonshire. 

Curtis F. Peterson. Inc.. has failed to convert the area to its 

intended use a, a storm water management basin. With the assistance 

of our legal counsel, we are attempting to get Peterson to fulfill 

their obligation to finish this part of our community by re-grading 

and seeding the entire area. 

W  *, are aware of the severe congestion and increased travel times 

^   experienced in the U.S. 29 corridor, a, most of the homeowners in our 

community travel it every working day. Me expect that the need for 

increased traffic capacity on U.S. 39 can be met without forcing 38 

families from their homes. 

Sincerely. 

MaiylandDepartment of Tmsportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainot 
Sacratary 
Hal KassoH 
Adminiltrator 

C. Patrick Zllliacus ^ijlfi„r, President, Avonshire Homeowners' Association 

January 5, 1989 

Re:  Contract Ho. M 425-101-370 
US 29 - Sligo Creek to 
the Patuxent River 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mr. C. Patrick Zilliacus, President 
Avonshire Homeowners' Association 
c/o Condominium Management. Inc. 
8720 Georgia Avenue #410   
Silver Spring, Maryland  20910-3697 

Dear Mr. Zilliacus: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence o£ December 
•u  1988 reaarding our project planning study on US 29 in 
31. 1988 regaraing o  ,:LreCiate your comments concerning the 

selection of a recommended alternative. 

! agree that Alternative, C-2 and D-3-2 .t ICC-Bri«- Chaney 

5Ss:.rs n.=3.3 as. sa-ju »;-»-" 
the public hearing.  As you P"1""^ °"''  , displaCed dwelling 
buildings and not units in our •""••^.Sed number emphasizes our 

transportation problem. 

Alternative, C and D-3. "^^^^^^^^""verlooked 
draft environmental document, they were not o e ^ ^^ 

intentionally.  The P-'P*"* 0« ""t^e alternative, is to 
Old Columbia Road associated with "»•"»""" d the ICc.  He 
accommodate access between ^^^^^'^^^tal; but we will 
initially viewed the "affic as non-s«b,tantial.     conslder the 

irsttK a: r„^:.s«eirs.itiS.r.»vir^..t.i document ^ 
one of these alternatives is recommended. 

My talaphona numbar is 1301)- 113-1139. 

3.3-75S5 B«lm«. MJ.,. -c,»;J,-t''
<

st:,
0BS|•„r.,,:.  MV,..^  2U03-07,7 ^ 

C 
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Mr. C. Patrick Zilliacus 
Page Two 

cut throuah traffic into local communities is to be expected 
alongTcongesled highway corridor like US 29.  Although not fully 
w^hin our jurisdiction, we are committed to working with 
Montgomery County Department of Transportation HCDOT. on the 

bring it to their attention. 

Your candid observations about your developer's failure to 

"•  ?3-«2i«,»   The mere observation from our field visits that 

I can provide further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege. Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: •—^.f-ff 0     IfL.X _ 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

^ 
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PROJECT 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION DE^°^^MT 
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DEC 16   S 12 AH'88 
CONTRACT NO. M 425-101-370 

US ROUTE 29 
SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 

PDMS NO. 152019 

Display Review 
November 30. 198S 

Public Hearing 
January 25, 1988 

NAME 
SurtdL,*- CluuMAAAA .DATE. 

12. kk '8 

PLEA"    ADDRESS V *>   ^f^fr^ fh^a^ 

CITY/TOW^ 

I/We wish to comment 

^'/W" ^^H    «TATP>'^^*->^V   ZIP CODE 

it or Inquire aBout the tollowlng aspects of this p 

ZOf*/ 

this project: 

-fo aAu>-e*J~- a^ 

HUA 

i.-f-tfL* iy/ir?/ hist*^ f<i 4*(rK*P**>Mn& Vthl^^tAKU*'  ^^rXin-ltlUM^  

^ Ple.Va s'dd my/our n.msla) to th» filing Ll»t.«  

V, 

I* 
•—I Plaaaa dalala my/our namalal trom tha Malllna list.  

•Parson, who have racalvad a copy ol this brochure throuoh •»»« "«" *"> '"""y 
on lha projact Mailing List 

/VU,U gM^K» 

SHA   61.3-3-Ja 
(Rev.   12/18/85) .     ^M^-4 .      -r,      K,     , / "/^ 

^^TtistoruTis  for' your  use To enroll  your  namejon  the  project U 
l»^illlist  and/or   for  offering written  conmifents.     To  do  so, 
Te^l'to•.   toV*.   and close  by  stapling,  or  t.p»« b.  ore 
mailing.     All   postage will  be  paid  by  the  State  Hlgnway 

r~  &      FIR^.CUA»^ST 
P.,p>il Ho.l77li 
Ballimora Md. 

BUSINESS REPLY MAIL 

N. Polta9. Stomp N.c.s.ary if m.il.d in Ih. Unil.d Slol.i. P0.I09. will b. paii by. 

o Maiyland Department ofTiansportauon 
STATe  HICSHNA'AY ADMINISTRATION 
OFFICE  OF  PUANNING AND 
PRELIMINARY   ENGINEERING 

BOX ^IT 
SAL.TIMORE    MO. 81203 

jufti*"- 1 (';• 
^s£>' 

 H.. 

j   „• )IW::.   n!   ••!»-1l'< 
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Maryfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 

Hal Ksssott 
Adminisirator 

January 6. 19S9 

Re:  Contract Ho. M 425-101-370 
US 29 - Sllgo Creek to the 
Patuxent River 
PDMS No. 152019 

Ms. Susan Chavarria 
9123 Sligo Creek Parkway 
Silver Spring. MD  20901 

Dear Ms. Chavarria: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of OS 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

As you noted in your letter, there will be a slight 
tunneling effect as motorists approach the Silver Spring central 
business district.  Contrary to popular opinion, the sequence of 
platooning traffic will begin at either Prelude Drive or at Burnt 
Mills Xvenue and not as far south as Sligo Creek Parkway.  The 
proposed grade separation at Four Corners is not only to relieve 
the traffic on OS 29, but also the deceivingly high volume of 
traffic on both portions of Oniversity Boulevard.  With the 
institution of the Transportation Management District Plan in 
Silver Spring, as conceived by Montgomery County, and modification 
of the Sligo Creek Parkway approach lanes at OS 29, we believe 
the traffic congestion will be no worse than it is today. 

Moreover, SHA is committed to working with Montgomery County 
Department of Transportation to help alleviate the cut through 
traffic.  The project team is keenly aware of the characteristics 
of the surrounding neighborhoods, and has made every attempt to 
protect the cohesiveness and safety of these communities. 

Let me assure you that the New Vork Avenue/ North Capitol 
Street grade separation was used only to give the public a 
perception of the composition of this type of construction.  A 
study by a specialized consultant entitled "Four Corners Orban 
Streetscape Study" was prepared.  The report details measures and 
opportunities for creating an aesthetically pleasing, as well as 
fully functional, community center at Four Corners. 

Ms. Susan Chavarria 
Page 2 

Every attempt has been made to provide for long term 
usefullness for the full build alternatives.  The proposed HOV 
lane offers a flexible transit solution, both in terms of 
operation and future development.  The HOV system aims to move 
people, not necessarily vehicles, and does not preclude the 
development of a more intensive transit system in the future. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the OS 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if you have any further questions or 
comments. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: -^LC.OO P. ^J) 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

My talaphon* numb«r is (301U 333-1139 

T«)«1yp«»Tll« lor Impilr.d HMflng or Spoodi 
383-7555 Bllllmor. M.ICO - 585-0451 O.C. M«rO - 1-800-492-5082 Sl-wld.  Toll Fr.. 
383  7555 >»»»•«»    ^      c-      ,  S|     BWIImor.. Maryland 21203-0717 

V 



PROJECT 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION0EVEL0PMP«- 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS        Ol-'l?/'-] 

CONTRACT NO. M 425-101-370 
US ROUTE 29 

SLIGO CHEEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 
PDMS NO.   152019 

DEC ,o a^na 

/Display Review    ^\ 
I   November  36.   1988^ 

Public Hearing 
January  iS.   1988 

NAME 
Morton W. Seward        >*«£«, -^QWm'oATE    Dec- 2' 1988 

PLEASE     „.«,      12S0 South Washington Street .  
PRINT        ADUMCOO  

c|TYf »     Alexandria, STATE ,. Virqlnia z.P COOE_22314_ 

„We wl.h to comment or Inquire .bout th. tollowlng «.p.ct. o. this prol.ct: 

"T .^n^nt as a -^Ina cartner of ^nnsville Associ,^ which oms approximately 

« af-r.s of uni^rr^ l^d on the east ,ido of Route 29 just south of the fire tcger 

|r.r nntin ^     M   • ,unnnHm P   mnmi. • 111^"   WTY^ P^s of our 

,^ ^.^ ^ve to - n~r'~« '" "* ^"ft    Ttwmn.irllnMlnnrrm.nnthe   .. 
T^r nnrtion of »•*» « .attached), t^^roxi^te location of our land relative. 

»- ... ^ ^ff-i imir -   -• - i -"-^ rPlatB to "" r033"^ 
"^ ^ lent to ^^ • ^ •" of -r 49 »i~ n.y beoc^ l^nr^ or partxaUY 

jM^^^ri---ifr 1 -* - "• *of ^^ ^29 

•r ^ „ .... ^-n- fm. ^^ ^^ -> nr n^ln Hoad.    Does this i^ly that 

,^ * ^u*, . ^ ^ -^^ ^^ nv^d on the east side of exxstin, 

-.JML, the Cia^ c^n, center to B^rln Br^.      Under Concept 6 .oUjcgg 

from the ~~i« road to our property be provided/allowed? _  
 ^ i ^ , vould reroute I^ute 29 thresh our property, understandably with 

i ^ g^aril^ ^     «-• access to the west parcel v^uld have to be off of old 

^ ,9.    Access east ^ ^n^d ^ute 29 «.W ^ tn be fro, Oustin Road 
^^     ,   ...are,,. ,^lww. .^i^ a^,, to ^ nt the t^ parcels that 

^^^^^^^^g^ween Route 198 and Oustin RoadJ  

[-1 Pl.«i« »dd my/our n.m.ttTt^th* M.HIng Ll»«.»  

'    .ID Ple«i» ««»l»t« my/our n«m.H> trom th» MHIIng U»t.  
 KO h.«. ,.c.lv.d » copy ol thli brochur. thfough-lh. m«ll ».. a.te.dy •Parsons who nav« r«c»iY«u • ""VJ 

on th* pro|*ct Mailing List. 

MarylandDepartmentofTianspoitatwn 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Svcrtiary 

Hal KassoH 
Administrator 

January 9, 1989 

RE:  Contract Ho. M 425-101-370 
OS 29 - Sligo Creek to the 
Patuxent River 
PDMS Ho. 152019 

Mr. Morton W. Seward 
Burtonsville Associates 
1250 South Washington Street 
Alexandria. Virginia 22314 

Dear Mr. Seward: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
regarding oUr'EoJ.ct planing study on US "in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be 3^" * 
thorough consideration in our recommendation of a preferred 

alternative. 

I respect your concern regarding continued access to your 
parcel ^fTand (n BurtonsvUle. ^s you point out ^-natives 

^ir^^nSe-rbf^r^id^-fr^-h: existing segment of Old 

Columbia Road.  Although -^rb°V%a^
S
parall"ing the 

ret:ratern:r0tnhbWo0uUn^laner0ofXdUSd2rextendingyfrom your northern 

boundary to Dustin Road. 

Tn Alternative C-5. you would continue to have access to the 
northbound "adway of US 29.  No attempt would be made to 
purchase controls. 

way, 

in Alternative C-6. access would be provided via the two- 
east side frontage roadway. 

My iBtephon* number is (301)  
333-1139 

3.3-7»5 .Mtm«. M«ro - »,-0«5, OX. Mjjro    Miry|„d  21203.on7 



Mr. Morton W. Seward 
January 9, 1989 
Page 2 

Thank you for your interest in this matter.  If oither 
Alternative C-l or C-3 is chosen for our preferred alternative. 
wiwill clearly depict in the final environmental docunent the 
"oadiay providing access to the eastern portion of your parcel, 
"ptease contact us again if we can provide further assistance. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

a'ndy Aldrich 
by: t-fl**-    n- ^}r/"a^-l BaS. 

RaWy 
Project Manager 

LHE:RA:eh 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

•A 



^ 
^ 
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PROJECT 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIOhPEVELOPMr ''T 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS       ul>   ' 

OEC lb   9 m ill 'Eli 
CONTRACT NO.   M  425-101-370 

US  ROUTE   29 
SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 

PDNS NO. 152019 

Display Review 
November 30, 1988 

NAME Wrt-tf-f    S-pfvmETnyefc  

PLEASE     ADPRE33   /ftgn-T   f^-rF^OP'h diiE. 
PHINT 

Public Hearing 
January 25, 1988 

_DATE.Zi hM. 

c,TYfTTTrM^-n *=L .^gl^-aTATE-afe ZIP CODE Jt)7Ql 

,/w. wl.h to eomm.nt or Ingulr. about th. lollowlng .ap.ct. of thl. prolect: 

o 1„rpJ.v-.-7itr... nmr--7tri..A Cn.«.J->   <m 

> .«»<t.i»«j 

0\ 

 f7>^,OA^^     ^....'...DP^  ......nyul- i-(H«tClHrtt**l  

JTii wl^ •y'-'^' 

^ Q./!.:^^   ^."y^rbfri^  nl^.^^Trf^f, 

In pi/LI 

(^)   A)B <>J>^-^J». 

^LP.,..^-^J 
<^AJ.> g^ 

^bil. 
• PI«»" ""»'"y/ou, """"«7To "" M""ng L"t-* -* 
,—| pi.tst dalata my/ouf n«m«UI Irom th 

•Persons who have r.c.lv.d a copy of 
on th* projact Mailing Liat 

 ITT* "l" •-" —  i 
a Mailing Llat^ ^j^,..^ .^Tfd ./L.aJSTk 

! thli brochura Ihrouah-Iha mall ara alfeadypot u». 

MarylandDepartment ofjransportaoon 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S«cr«tarr 

Hal Kassolf 
Adnutusuatof 

January to. 1969 

HE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 

• to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
POMS No.  152019 

Ms. Dorothy Stottlemyer 
10205 Edgewood Avenue 
Silver Spring, MO  20901 

Dear Ms. Stottlemyer: 

This letter is response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments will be given thorough consideration in 
the selection of a recommended alternative. 

We appreciate your endorsement for the at-grade proposals at 
Four Corners.  The items of concern pertaining to the proposed 
grade separation have been identified by you in your previous 

correspondence. 

Thank you for your Interest In the highway development 
process as It relates to the US 29 planning study.  Please 
contact us again if you have any further questions or comments. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

bv:     "hdz,^: 
Randy  Aldrich 
Project  Manager 

P-PP a up 
LHE/AHS/ih 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

My l*l«phona numbtr is (301U 

U  .     "VXrSXSc 'EET- wKftttSoM St—Id.  TO.. F,.. 
»»-»" 8•,,,m

7?7• JJSS C.5"r".  S?'   MIlSSJ. M.„und 2,203-07,7 



.PROJECT _ ,        „  .      .PROJEC Potomac Enterpn&esH 
DIYISIO DIYI5! 

January 'Jw ^ |0 87 AH'flS 

Mr. Randy Aldrtch 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore. MO 21203-0717 

RE: Contract No. HO 425-101-370, PDMS No. 152019 
Avonshlre Community 

Dear Mr. Aldrtch: 

In receipt of your Alternatives Display Review document, I 
am submitting this letter in response to it. 

As a homeowner in Avonshlre Community In the vicinity of Brlggs 
Chaney Road and the alignment of the proposed Intercounty Connector 
(ICC), I oppose the following: 

'Alternative C, Concept 2; and 

•Alternative D, Concept 3, Option 2 

These options require destruction of some units in the subdivision 
and I feel my home will be affected adversly. 

Certainly there must be a better way of providing the ICC 
traffic plan without taking away some much needed moderately priced 
homes in Montgomery County. 

Please take into consideration the concerns and opposition 
of homeowners in the vicinity and choose other alternatives in the segment 
of US 29, Brlggs Chaney Road & the Intercounty Connector. 

Very truly yours. 

Anne Koutsoutis 

AK:rmh 

1751 ELION ROAD. SUITE 210 SI1VER SPRING. MARYLAND 20903 (301) 439-7788 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainer 
Sccrtury 

Hal Kassofi 
Admintttrator 

January 26, 1989 

Re:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mrs. Anne Koutsoutis 
Potomac Enterprises 
1751 Elton Road, Suite 210 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20903 

Dear Mrs. Koutsoutis: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

Your community is severely affected only by Alternative C, 
Concept 2 and its mated HOV concept. Alternative D, Concept 3, 
Option 2.  Both alternatives were developed with mapping that 
only showed the northern half of the Avonshire development. 
After the study was along in its progress, we realized the omis- 
sion in our mapping.  Because these alternatives have benefits to 
traffic operations at this proposed interchange, we decided to 
retain them for further study even though they displace homes in 
your community.  Since then, we have obtained more information 
regarding their merit.  This information, in addition to your's 
and your neighbors' comments will help us determine whether they 
are retained decision on their retention in the study after the 
public hearing. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

M. im^ bv:  fclS n*~- 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

Ft*- 

LHE/AHS/ih 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

My lelephona number is (3011- 
333-1139 

Teletypewriter tor Impelred Hearing or Speech 
313-TSSS BUtlmor. Metro - 5SS-04St O.C. Metro - l-a00-«»*-J068 Strtewld. Toll Free 

101 North Cllvert  St.. Beltlmore. Maryland 21103-0717 
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Paul A. McDonald 
10610 Stoneyhlll Court 

Silver Spring, Md.  20901 

Januarv   id.    ;969 
Ma.-yland   Depaitme'-.t   Of   Transportation 
State  Hiqhmay   ftd.':i i m-s tra t ion 
P.O.    Box   717   Ba'. t imors.   MarylaiKj   c 1SO3-07 ;7 
fit tan:   Mr.     Neil   J.   Pedersen 

Ruf:   Route   99   "Alternative»" 

Sir: ^ . .   .. 
I   wish to call to your attention that portion of tht- 

"Study Area" shown in Plate I*, of the material sent out in 
book: form by your Office. 

In all three ••Alternatives" shown on Plate !<. Hill,icod 
Drive is closed permanently at Its Route 29 mst-rwction 
Uh-n the consultants at the "Display Review" on Nnve.toar 30. 
19BS were questioned about the accuracy of this depiction 
they assured me and my neighbors tnat this closing was 
ne-essary to the plan. 

Ir 1989 the ilarvland - National capital Park ana 
Planning Commission (tl-MCFPC) approved site plans for two 
sites on Millwood Drive which depend on entry to Rou.e 29 fu. 
practicality. One of these plans is for a "Mini Sto.age- 
facility which requires truck entry. Th* oth^r i-i for a hig:. . 
densitv aoai-tment: development which would overload (according 
to County Regulations) the only oth*.- access street i. 
Hillwood Drive were closed. The storage facility is unde. 
construction now. The apartment construction will becjin as 

soon as possible. -fr.,-* 
In addition to the the 1=89 activity, in 19o7 an office 

building, The Colewooa Centre, was constructed at 'he 

intersection of Hillwooo Drive and P.outa 39. This bunding 
requires entry from Hillwooc Drlv* via Route 39 and ej-esi r.o 
LocKwood Road. Which egress will be blocked by all tn.-ee 
"AltHrnatives" shown on Plate I*- 

Hil'wood Drivt. w-iS opened to Stoneyhlll Drive In the 
late 196<''s at the request of the t-.ontgcmery County -:re 
Service because until its opening to The Northwest Branch 
Estates Subdivision there was "inadequate access" to the 
hom-s there. The •Alternatives" •-.nown on Plate I. would no- 
o'storf th^t "inadequate access" to a population which has 
been aug.^ent'd ay   a Sa.ge otlice ouilding. 9^ apartment uni.. 
and a "mini stnraqe" facility. ,i.k;„, ' 

On behalf of The Northwest B.-anch Citisens Assoc l.t IO.I . 
request to spea^ at the hear . .,q Januaryp^l989 Iwarmg on 

this subject. .ja /i/tCy' 

'Paul A. llcOo-iald 
Ti p«sji-»r 
f:.ji-tr. .<;=•?'. 3r j.-.r. •. Ci! 

89   ht?a 

JJ 

Matyiand Department of Trdnsportatwn 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S«cr«t«fy 

Hal Kassoff 
Admtniiiratof 

February I.   i?39 

'.!r. ?aui A. "ICLorai r.. TressurBr 
:lorrhwesc Brar.cr. Citizens Association 
10510 Stoneyhill Icir- 
iilvir Spring. :!ary:ar.d   10901 

Dear Mr. McDonald: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of January 
16th regarding our project planning study of the US 29 corridor 
in Montgomery County.  I appreciate the comments you have 
provided about the intersection of US 29 and Hillwood Drive, and 
how some of the study alternatives affect access into and out of 
your community.  This information will be given a thorough con- 
sideration in our development of a preferred alternative of this 
location. 

Your concerns about limiting access to US 29 from Hillwood 
Drive are valid.  When the grade separation alternative concepts 
(C-3, C-4, and C-51 were developed several years ago, much of 
this new development at this location was only pending.  In our 
effort to design an effective grade separation, we weighed 
traffic volumes on Hillwood Drive against allowing conflicting 
movements along a deceleration ramp.  In light of the concerns 
you have raised particularly regarding adequate fire truck access 
to the community, we are going to reexamine the access issue and. 
if possible, reconfigure the grade separation concepts to allow 
right-in, right-out access between northbound US 29 and Hillwood 
Drive. 

I want -o thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the study.  Please contact 
me or the project x.anager, Mr. Randy Aldrich. if we can provide 
further assistance.  Randy's telephone number is 301-333-1139 

Very truly yours. 

qW- ) faU+vr 
Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

!IJP:eh 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My talftphons number is I301)_ 

Talatypcwrltcr for Impaired Hearing or Spaach 
393-7555 Baltlmora Matro - S63-0431 D.C. Malro - 1-S00-492-30S2 Stalawlda  Toll Fraa 

707 North Calvart SI.. Baltlmora. Maryland 11303-0717 
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PROJECT    . Scon T Mocooiber 
Director of Acqmsiiiont 

^JVlanor C®pe i* 

10750 Columbia Pike.   Silver Spring.   Maryland   20901 
(301) 681-9400   Telex 90-6148 

January 20.   1989 
RECEIVED 

JAN *3 io89 

mem, OFFICE or 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Re-  Contract No. M 425-101-370, U.S. Route 29. Sligo Creek to 
'  the Patuxent River, PDMS No. 152019 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

This letter is written to express the concerns of Manor Care, 
inc over the proposed alternative designs in two locations along 
JSSie 29: U) at the southeast corner of the intersection of 
RoutI 29 and Musgrove Road, the site of our Proposed "O-bed 

iSSUSfoS;. ao not WP..r on th= v.rious .It.tn.ti.. dnlgix. 

xit.ol.od U a oopy of » letter •ant to Hal Kassotf by out 

plan. 

Th« alternatives proposed for the Lockwood Drive intersection 
The al5er"a"r";_P oroblems  for  our  headquarters  complex. 

complex from the northbound lane of Route 29.  Many 

employees and visitors come from this direction and the closure 
of the median cut would present a hardship to them. In addition, 
this alternative does not show our existing northern 
entrance/exit located at the traffic light just north of the 
Sunoco station. I assume this is an oversight rather than a 
proposal to eliminate this entrance/exit. The value of 
maintaining left turn movements from our complex at a signalized 
intersection is obvious. 

Alternative C, Concepts 3, 4, and 5 present even more serious 
problems. Our complex now consists of three office buildings 
with approximately 231,000 square feet of gross rentable area and 
547 parking spaces on the west side of Route 29 and a fourth 
office building with 73,000 square feet on the east side of Route 
29. For suburban office buildings, we already operate at a very 
low parking space per 1,000 square feet of gross rentable area 
ratio. Alternative C-3, C-4, and C-5 would eliminate between 20% 
- 35% of our parking spaces. These spaces would have to be 
replaced or there would be a substantial reduction in the value 
of our buildings which have a current value over $25 million. 
With a reduction in parking we could no longer utilize this site 
for our headquarters due to the parking demand of our growing 
work force. The problem with our site is that there is no 
practical way to replace the lost parking. There is no land 
available for development adjacent to our property and the 
Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance does not permit structured 
parking at the rear of our site. The impact on our existing two 
curb cuts at our 10801 Lockwood Drive building is not clear from 
any of the design alternatives. It is our opinion that the 
problems created by Alternatives C-3, C-4 and C-5 and the cost of 
these alternatives to the State make them impractical for further 
consideration. 

We certainly can understand the problems you face when 
undertaking a project of this magnitude and realize that such a 
project is going to have an impact on both property and people. 
Our objective is to provide you with our opinion for the record 
and additional facts concerning our property which may not have 
been available to your engineers. If your engineers have any 
questions or require additional information, please have them 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

^^^y^ 

Weldon Humphries 
Joe Buckley 

0 



(^Manor Care, Inc. 
10750 Columbia Pike.    Silver Spring.    Maryland   20901 

13011681-WOO   Telex 90-8148 

.Src-3 r .Mxc-ifr 
n-.wcof o( Acq-j'.wions 

Mary/and Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacraliry 

Hal KassoH 
Admtniflrttor 

"ebruary 6. 1989 

January 25, 1989 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Re:  Letter of January 20, 1989 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

It has come to my attention that the enclosure to my letter of 
January 20, 1989 was inadvertently left out. Enclosed is another 
copy of that letter. 

As I was unable to stay for the entire Public Hearing, I would 
like the letters dated January 20th and March 28th to serve as 
the position of Manor Care for the official record. In addition, 
I would welcome the opportunity to meet with your people 
privately at a time they deem appropriate to discuss the proposed 
alternatives for Lockwood Drive. 

Sincerely, 

Scott T. Macomber 

STM/RD 

Enclosure 

Mr. Scott T. Macomber 
Director of Acquisitions 
Manor Care. Inc. 
10750 Columbia Pike 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901 

Dear Mr. Macomber: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of January 
20th regarding our project planning study on US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  I appreciate the comments you have provided concerning 
the alternatives' effects to your proposed nursing center at 
Musgrove Road and to your headquarters complex at Lockwood Drive. 
This information will be given a thorough consideration in our 
development of a preferred alternative at each location. 

At the Musgrove Road site, your endorsement of Alternatives 
B-l, C-4, and D-3-4 is useful information.  Due to right of way 
impacts to the southeast corner by Alternatives B-2, D-l-1, D-2-1 
and D-3-1, I can see why they are not recommended. 

I agree, the alternatives at Lockwood Drive will require 
some additional engineering studies if any of them are selected 
for eventual construction.  I regret the omission of your 
northern entrance from US 29 in Alternative B-l; however, if this 
alternative is retained for further study, the entrance will not 
be omitted.  The parking displacements of the three Alternative C 
concepts is a real issue that we have not fully evaluated.  If 
one of them is selected, we will work with Manor Care to provide 
replacement parking.  Dislocating you from this site is not a 
viable option. 

Finally, I think you overlooked an impact associated with 
Alternative D.  With the 3-1-3 lane configuration along US 29, 
left turns from US 29 would be prohibited during the morning and 
evening peak periods.  During off-peak periods, this center, 
high occupancy vehicle lane would operate as a two-way turn lane. 
This prohibition changes some of the peak hour access to your 
buildings.  From northbound US 29, motorists can use the existing 
jug-handle at Lockwood Drive.  From southbound US 29, motorists 
will be able to make a U-turn at a jug-handle proposed opposite 
Crestmoor Drive.  No access is being denied; just changed 
somewhat from its existing fashion. 

My lelephon* numbar is 1301 )_ 
333-1110 

T«l«typ«wrlter for fmpalrid Haarlng or 3p««ch 
383-7965 8«lllmore Mtlto - S«S-04St O.C. MMro - 1-S00-4S2-5062 SIMmld*  Toll Fr«( 

707  Norm  Calvtrt  St..  Baltlmor*.  Maryland  21203-0717 



Mr. Scott T. Macomber 
Page Two 

Although we do not have a preferred alternative, we are 
coordinating the study closely with the wishes of Montgomery 
County Department of Transportation.  They have funds identified 
in the current budget to assist in the construction of an HOV 
system (Xlternative D).  Although the format of the system has 
not yet been determined, it will most likely consist of elements 
from our study. 

Also, as requested in your follow-up letter of January 25th, 
we have included Mr. Bainum's March 28, 1988 letter in the 
record as formal testimony for the public hearing. 

I would like to thank you for your continued spirit of 
cooperation in the further development of this study.  Please 
contact me or the project manager, Mr. Randy Aldrich, if we can 
provide further assistance.  Randy's telephone number in 
Baltimore is (301) 333-1139. 

Very truly yours, 

"Itid, } 
Heil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP/ih 

Mr. Michael Snyder 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 



/ 

cManor Care, Inc. 
(3c:; 6e: 94:G Tti«x 90 «•':»•. 

Mr. Hal Kassoff 
March 28, 1988 
Page Two 

March 28, 1988 

Mr.   Hal   Kasaoff,   Ado In lacrator 
Maryland   Department   of   Transportation 
State   Highway   Administration  ' 
707   North   Calvert   Street 
Baltlaore,    MD      21203-0717 

Re:      Manor   Healthcare   Nursing   Center   Project   at   U.S.   Rt.   29   and 
Musgrove   Road,   Silver   Spring 

Dear   Hal: 

I   would    like   to   thank,   you   and   your   staff,   particularly   Randy 
Aldrlch,    for   their   cooperation   and    responsiveness   In   working   with 
our    people    In    their    efforts    to    obtain    preliminary    subdivision 
approval    from    the    Montgomery    County    Planning    Board    for    our 

•^   nursing    center   project   on   Rt.    29.      Aa   you   may   know,    a   condition 
M   to   our   approval    Is    that   Manor   Healthcare    Is    required   to   place    an 
{^   area   of    land   along   Rt.    29    In    reservation   for   possible    future   use 
j5   by    the    SHA   for   an    off-ramp    from   northbound    Rt.    29    to   Musgrove 

Road. 

Although the off-ramp design alternative la obviously more 
desirable to Manor Healthcare than the previously considered on- 
raap/off-ramp alternative, we do have a concern about the Impact 
of    the   off-ramp   alternative   on   our   project. 

The design of this alternative requires that existing grades 
be changed so that the off-ramp rises to meet the proposed 
Musgrove Road overpaas at an elevation (398 feet) which Is 26 
feet higher than the flrat floor elevation of our nursing center 
(372 feet). The result will be that our building will be sitting 
In a hole as our building height Is only 29 feet. We try to 
provide a residential atmosphere for the patients at our nursing 
center and are very concerned about the aesthetics of the site. 
The visual impact of the proposed ramp and resulting embankment 
will   be   a   negative   feature   chat   will   be   difficult   to   overcome. 

I request that the SHA give serious consideration to the 
alternative which places both ramps on the C4P Telephone property 
across Musgrove koad. Due to the location of their buildings and 
the area of undeveloped Land available for this alternative, tc 
would appear that this design would have less Impact on C&P than 
the other alternative would have on Manor Healthcare. It Is 
unlikely that the C&P.land required for both ramps will be 
developed   as    It    reoalna   res Ident la I ly   zoned   to   serve   as   a   buffer. 

Obviously, the engineering and design parameters may make 
one alternative more viable than the other, but 1 am almply 
requesting that you take Into consideration our concerns. The 
proposed ohange of the current Musgrove Road/Rt. 29 Intersection 
with an overpass will also cause considerable design problems for 
us, but I recognize that there Is little that can be done to 
resolve this problem. We request that these design Issues not be 
complicated   by   the   construction   of   the   new   off-ramp. 

Thank you for your consideration of our request, and please 
feel   free   to   call   me    If   you   have   any   queatlons. 

alnum, Jr. 

SbJ r:toe 
cc:  Scott Macomber 

^ 

^ 



"QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS       £>' 

. r"VJf:CT 
STATE HIGHWAY-ADMINISTRATION   "^[•OP.'-'r'r 

CONTRACT HO. M 425-101-370 
US ROUTE 29 

SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXEHT RIVER 
PDMS NO. 152019 

3 ss m 'ss 

Display Review 
November 30, 1988 

NAME TnWM   T      HAPnT^TY 

Public  Hearing 
January  25,   1988 

.DATE   JAM ?3,    19P9 

PLEASE    ADDRE33       "16  PORTSMOUTH  ROAD . 

CITTfTfT-"  fp-W^n* 9TATE-MABXLM1D ZIP COOEZSmA. 

l/W. wl.h to commenl or Inquire .bout th. tollowlna ..p.et» ot thl. ptol.cl: 

"Since   1971  I have  owned a parcel  of ground containing approximately 

U.8 acres near the  intersection of Routes 29 and  198 in Burtonsville. 

 j 1,  i    imm —  • "> rr" 6? m t,ax ^ KS and 
-gg!f!t:o  Zidential bulli.^...   o^  single fily house,   a two 

2        J-LM, ^in. ^-H  -t- . .nndest   Inro,. housing rate with a totaj^f 
«J3 • —" 

fni,rrrf ^^vimm. nrnmylnr the Minding. 
.Z"  Z   U  ^• alternative  under consideration for the        

-T^^n^irp^"- ^ ^ "8 • nf these i't'8 would re3Ult ln 

-III:! nil where "". 1 or two of the hundin,. would be ac.uired 

1|jr ,Hft   >K. .^^ nn th. remainlPn I -m nr-fton-^ wo.Qd be such that 

"1. would be ^v^w affected. Therefore favor any of the  six     . 

,„•   ic- -Hirnr mhlrh wmtlrt  nnt  nrrP-.-1tWt.t.  ttlrlnr -inv of -Y   

h"'l!d!n^:   MV  th,  oDDortunity to  further address my concerns at 

Th. ^.rln, on J.nnary ?•} at  Northwood  High School,. 

-••.... .Hd mv/our MWUI to th. M.lllng LUI.« 

Pi n. ut. mv/our n.m.CI from lh. Milling Lilt.  _ 

.P.,..,. who h.v. r.c.W.d « copy .1 thU brochu,. ,h>o»,h 4h. man .r. .y.dy 
on lh» projoct Mailing Llit. 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacratary 

Hal Kassott 
Adrntntltrster 

February 6, 1989 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29 - Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mr. John T. Hardisty 
5316 Portsmouth Road 
Bethesda, Maryland  20816 

Dear Mr. Hardisty: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertainino to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

Your support for Alternatives A, B-l. C-5 £ 6, D-l-1, D-2-1, 
and D-3-6 at MD 198 is certainly appreciated.  The remaining 
alternatives at this location which adversely affect your prop- 
erty, are those associated with the Eastern Montgomery County 
Master Plan alignment for US 29 through Burtonsville.  At this 
time the planning team has not identified a preferred alternative 
at MD 198.  Planning activities are progressing toward determining 
a preference later this year. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further assista 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

tance. 

by: -FT. DJL C. UL-tt 
Randy Atdrich Randy 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

Michael Snyder Mr. 

My t«l«phon« numtwr it (301)- ill-lltq 

,.3-7555 Burner. M;.ro -•••;*«« 0£,»£Z.  „„„„,.  2,203-0717 
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10000 Brunett Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD  20901 
25 January 1989 

I have the following observations and questions concerning these 
observations. 

1.  Brunett Avenue is West of Rte 29 and East of Md Rte 97. 
It follows (parallels) Rte 29 from Rte 193 to Sligo Creek 
Parkway and is the only road that goes under the Beltway Rte 495. 
It is a known commuter bypass all ready.  Directions:  Lanark Way, 
take right, left on Sutherland which becomes Forest Glen Rd.left 
on Brunett to Sligo Creek Pkwy, left on Sligo Creek to Rte 29. 

Or Right on Brunett at Rte 193 (left is  going west) all the way 
to Sligo Creek Pkwy. 

2e  METRO (Subway system) is to open in 1990 at the intersection of 
Rte 97, Rte 495 and Forest Glen Rd.  Brunett Avenue and other 
side streets are within hiking (walking) distance from the Station. 
Conmuter parking will take place on side streets. 

3.  Artist conceptions of the 4 corners intersection show a grassy 
park in the middle of the overpass. 

Questions: 

1. Re; observation #1 What will be done to insure conmuter traffic 
will not use Brunett Avenue as Rte 29 Bypass? Amuch busier 
street condition will certainly pose many dangers to the young 
children who live on this road. 

2. The subway system will bring an increase in parking along res- 
idential streets, Brunett Avenue included. Has this increase in 
parking along the road, which affects the decrease of travelable 
road space been taken into consideration due to the increase in 
commuter traffic on Brunett Avenue? 

3. In reality, who would play/sit/use an area like this where all 
during the day through traffic would be spewing exhaust fumes 
in peoples' faces? 

cn 

Thank.y,«)u Jfor yeur/c^hsideration. 

Richard Karpe 

^yU'i 

Maiyfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainer 
Sacratary 

Hal Kassotl 
Atfmintitrator 

February 15, 1989 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
POMS Ho. 152019 

Mr. Richard Karpe 
10000 Brunett Avenue 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Dear Mr. Karpe: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the upcoming selection of a recommended alter- 
native. 

We do not anticipate additional use of Brunett Avenue as a 
result of the proposed improvements.  In fact, we believe the 
cut-through traffic will subside considerably with the completion 
of improvements at Four Corners.  Widening Brunett Avenue is not 
and never has been a consideration of any of the alternatives in 
this study.  In fact. Montgomery County Department of Transporta- 
tion (MCDOT) will investigate measures to discourage neighborhood 
cut-through traffic if they determine this type of traffic exists. 
A representative of your community association should contact Mr. 
Ron Welke at MCDOT to request a cut-through traffic survey.  Mr. 
Welke's telephone number in Rockville is 217-2190. 

The landscaped area shown in the artist's renderings at Four 
Corners is not meant to portray a park area.  Instead it is an 
attempt to further the community center theme through the use of 
aesthetically pleasing green space.  Additional opportunities for 
increasing the cohesiveness of the community center are identified 
in a study prepared for State Highway called "Four Corners Urban 
Streetscape Study".  This document is available at our office upon 
request. 

My telephone number is (301)— 313-1139 
Teletypewriter tor Impelred Hearing or Speech 

393-7555 Baltimore Metro - S8S-0431 O.C. Metro - 1-S00-4S2-9082 Statewide Toll Free 
707 North Calvert  St., Baltimore. Maryland 21201-0717 



Mr. Richard Karpe 
Page Two 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by:' r-.i^Ja 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

iH C  \<&n£ 
LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

I* 

^ 

* 
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Robert  F.   Cook 
10404 Crestmoor Drive 

Silver Spring, HD 20901 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sccrtlary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

January 24, 1989 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning 

and Preliminary Engineering 
Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

Re: Route I 29 Jughandle at Crestmoor Drive 

As chairman of the Traffic Committee of the Woodmoor-Pinecrest 
Citizens Association, I sent a letter to Mr. Ron Welke, Chief, 
Division of Traffic, Montgomery County Department of Transportation 
on October 28, 1988 requesting that traffic counts be done and 
changes be made to try to reduce the rush hour cut-through traffic 
in the neighborhood. You and Mr. Aldrich were copied on that 
letter. 

On November 15, 1988, Mr. Welke wrote to me to indicate that 
a traffic survey would be done and consultation regarding 

^3  alternatives to solve the problem would be undertaken. 

1*. The purpose of this comment on contract # M-425-101-370 for 
ON Route f 29 from Sligo Creek to the Patuxent river is to alert you 

to the fact that we are trying to reduce the cut-through traffic 
in the neighborhood. It would appear to us that the plan to 
construct a jughandle at Crestmoor Drive and to straighten 
Crestmoor Drive to meet it would exacerbate rather than alleviate 
the problem we are attempting to correct. 

The Woodmoor-Pinecrest Citizens Association has taken the 
position of opposing the jughandle and, failing that, my neighbors 
and I will oppose the straightening of Crestmoor Drive to line up 
with it. Therefore, the Woodmoor-Pinecrest Citizens Association, 
the Traffic Committee, my immediate neighbors on Crestmoor Drive, 
and I suggest that additional thought be given to alternatives to 
this option. 

Thank you for consideration of my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Robert F. Cook 

February 15, 1989 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

20901 

Mr. Robert F. Cook 
10404 Crestmoor Drive 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Cook: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

The jug-handle turn lane opposite Crestmoor Drive in Alter- 
native D is proposed to provide peak hour access into your 
community.  An element of Alternative D would prohibit peak-hour 
left turns along US29.  The turn lane will also provide U-turn 
capability.  It is not intended to provide a short cut through 
your community.  Hopefully, measures implemented by the county 
will discourage any cut-through traffic, now and in the future. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

My lettphon* numbar is (3011- TtT-1119 

TrtatrPWltsr lor Impalrad Hearing or Sp»«ch 
393-7555 Baltimore Metro  - 565-0451 O.C. Metro - 1-«00-48J-50«» Stltawld*  Toll Fro* 

707 North Calvart  SI.. B»lllmor». Maryland  SUO3-0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

CONTRACT NO. M 425-101-370 
US ROUTE 29 

SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 
PDHS NO. 1520X9 

Diaplay Review 
November 30, 1988 

NAME     Wr S    SY.r.        l.-:',,.-',^-4- 
-DATE 

Public Hearing 
January  25,   1988 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESa    \.-;". I I r~ 

CITY/TOWN SAVSLS^, .•>-•   STATE      tHT- _ZIP CODP   ~> y*i 
l/We wl«h to comment or Inqulr. ibout th» following aspects of this project 

-7,'f'U. AA-, / s-y,- -Jf/r-.  — /   - •   —; : -i:—'  ^'^-^r-^   -jtr-  sr. 

^ '•«-• V).   •        <-, yC(p 

•:rAc^ jjt- 
/^'/t.^      /7o      //O )^y^- ^V/-', ^ 

•-,  . - - « 2^00 W,"<><       /•        sr,.. 

LZZJ 

Ur>-c.V, ,, W.o     rfr on •     it?/,:.*/    rtr*     £*e.,'4'   a^c/ 

—^ . —          i 
t^Vf 

i',k. I • v F ,'rr..U    V..,.   oU/^'' '-tr-..    k 
/v^        ^        /Z'/'.//-^V   y^   ^     ^ 

/O,. .^, 

4? W )- -y^S,/ 

'*""<• r'u ^^l jftjf.  "^ 
v^" <^'?-; ^ /^- ^^.-. 

 -7/—7* ;  
^    ^x^ 

ar Plsast sdd my/out namtdl to the Mailing Llit.* 

CD Pl*««* delate my/our namalil from the Mailing Uit. 

*M''h^V"^«hM7.MnVtr.'- ' C0Py 0' lh,, br0ChUf• "U0U8h "" mal, *" ,,r"dy 

Maryland Department of Tidnsportation 
State Highway Administration 

February  15, 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacrttary 

Hal KassoH 
Adminitiraiof 

1989 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mr. & Mrs. Gearhart 
10011 Lorain Avenue 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Gearhart: 

DertainiL1^'^ " ^ resp?nse to your recent correspondence 
Sounty  ?our coL.T*" plannin? study °f »» 29 in Montgomery tounty.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorouah 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative 

29 neiahhSrh^H1 'TV" ^"^  *""*  0t   the «le•ents of the US 29 neighborhoods and have taken measures to protect them  There 

Avenur^"0 ""^ to.«««« additional traffic onto Lorain 
Avenue or any other neighborhood streets. 

would0afLct%hit^ati,T re<luirin9 the removal of the median 
Altern»Mv! n   P«de«rian access.  Under this alternative, 
Giin£??ii n ?' WeI

hav? Pr°PO«d pedestrian overpasses at 
.^     J \l     r-Ve' ^0raln Avenue and 0ak Leat Drive.  Along with 
all of the signalized intersections which will be retained, a 
pedestrian will have to walk no more than 2-3 blocks to safely 

wmSbe0ex::iUH ROad-  A1SO- the ti,nin* 0t   a11 of the sign^s 
of pavement        enSUre •PX*  ^^  eXiStS to CrOSS seven lanes 

de 
P 
e«iL»! i thank yOU for your interest in the highway 
evelopment process as it relates to the US 29 planning study, 
lease contact us again if we can provide any further assistance 

by: 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

-KTU^.C C. L-.C V 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

My telephone number is (3011- 333-1139 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - S65-04SI O.C. Metro - l-SOO-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free 

707 North Calvert  St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

CONTRACT NO. M 425-101-370 
US ROUTE 29 

SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 
PDMS  NO.   152019 

SHA  61.3-9-3 
(Rev.   12/18/85 

Display Review 
November  30,   1988 

NAME      

ADDRESS. PLEASE 
PRINT 

OO 

Public Hearings- 
January JS, 19^8 

Tl^s form is fc 
Z€ZS 

.DATE. 
O'fTSfgq 

imxs xv,.... x» -tor your use to enroll your name on the project 
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on the pro|ecl Milling List. 



r* 

Ma/yfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacrttary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admimtiraior 

February 15. 1989 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mr. Greg Dlnardi 
2831 Shepperton Terrace 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Dinardi: 

20904 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

We certainly appreciate your support of our planning study 
alternatives to improve a troubled transportation facility.  As 
you noted, the decision of which alternative to select will be a 
"tough choice", but we expect that decision to be made later this 
year. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: ici.CC   C   \L /v 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

My Mltphon* numbtr if (301U Tn-mv 
Tal.lypawdlac lor Impalrad Hewing or Spaaen 

J83-7S5S Balllmor. M.lro - S6S-0451 O.C. Mtlro - l-600-49a-50«2 St«.wl<).  Toll F... 
707 North Calvart SI.. Btlilmora. Maryland 21203-0717 

^ 
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January   31,   1989 

RECEltED 
FEg   2   1989 

mum. office or 
•u^iBtiP«aBimsrMoi«nin 

Mr. Neil J. Podersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

1 recently spoke on behalf of my company, Shemin Nurseries, Inc., 
at the public hearing regarding the US 29 Corridor. Five of the 
State's alternatives for the future improvement to Route 29 
relocates the road so as to take our property.  Obviously, we are 

the 
"Public Hearing Transcript". I have also enclosed a brochure 
outlining the nature of our business. 

On Thursday, February 23, 1989 at 4:00 PM we have scheduled a 
meeting with you at your office in order to analyze the full impact 
of what the State intends to do. I look forward to meeting you at 
that time. 

Sincerely yours. 

f^  relocates tne roaa so as to tai\.e uut piupciiy-  V/«VJ.«U»J.J , •- — 
CA     distressed at this proposal and are in total opposition to it. 
O  am enclosing a copy of my testiaony in order to be included in tri 

IMlt/cfin- £. /fo^y^ 
William L.   Honm 

HLH/db 
Enc. 

State Highway Administration Testimony 

January 25, 1989 

Good Afternoon.  My name is William Honan, Vice President 

of Shemin Nurseries, Inc. located on Route 198 in Burtonsville, 

Montgomery County, Maryland. 

.3a*> of the state's alternatives for the future improvements 

to Route 29 (identify the alternatives here) relocates the road 

so as to take our property.  Obviously, we are distressed at 

this proposal and are in total opposition to it.  It would appear 

to us that the alternatives which take our property and business 

is the most costly to the taxpayers of the state of Maryland. 

Our business is the wholesale distribution of horticultural 

products.  On our 22 acre site we distribute landscape trees 

and shrubs, indoor foliage and flowering plants, irrigation 

supplies, landscape construction products and pottery.  Making 

up our 6000 plus customer base are landscape contractors, interior- 

scape contractors, municipalities, government agencies and many 

Our SbimW Is EMCIIMU 

OHMHOTCM CT   • •UKIOMYKll HO   • 4IUW1A. 0»   • OtCMO.«-   • OttKOtr Ml   • UUTOU. MJ 

mLM>«mA.M   • •OJIOH.IM   •  TOBOHtO. MHMA 

^3 
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public and private parks and arboretums.  Besides both residential 

and commercial landscape designs, our plants and horticultural 

supplies can be found at Brookside Gardens, Dumbarton Oaks, 

The White House, The National Arboretum, Mt. Vernon and many 

of the parks and properties managed by the Maryland National 

Capital Parks and Planning Commission. 

We have occupied this location since September of 1980 

when we began with just 9 employees and have grown since that 

time to where we now have over 65 full-time employees and an 

additional 25 part-time, the majority of whom reside in 

Montgomery and Howard Counties.  In 1988 we had a total payroll 

of SI.8 million and paid payroll taxes of $33,000.  We also paid 

$30,000 in personal and property taxes to Montgomery County. 

Our sales volume in 1988 was just under $16 million with 

approximately $6 million in sales coming from out of state. 

We collected and paid over $400,000 in sales tax to the state 

of Maryland. 

When we began our business in 1980 the Montgomery County 

Council saw fit to finance our business with $2.8 million in 

Industrial Revenue Bonds that have a maturation date of 

October 1, 2007 (refer to Bond #).  This would represent 27 

year financing on our facility.  At that time the county was 

financing businesses to encourage employment and capital expen- 

ditures in what then was the less developed eastern part of 

the county.  These bonds were issued on a floating rate of 

interest of 5.5% below the prime rate.  This incentive financing 

impacted our decision to locate in Montgomery County rather 

than elsewhere.  In taking this action of assisting in the 

financing of our business, and the area, the county felt that 

our business was important to the county and, hopefully, that 

feeling still holds true today. 

We would respectfully urge that you delete these alternatives 

from your consideration as soon as possible. 

Thank you. 

l^dhen-ffit^Sh^ 



Marytand Department ofTfansportatm 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainer 
Stcraiary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admimtifator 

February 16, 1989 

Mr. William L. Honan 
Vice President 
Shenln Nurseries, Inc. 
P.O. Box 355 
Burtonsville, Maryland  20866 

Dear Mr. Honan: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence o« January 
31.t IwAlnl  our proj-ct^lannin, study on »* " in Mont?o».ry 
county  I appreciate the comnents you prowide as to the etrects 
of c«Uin «Sdy alternative, on your wholesale nursery operation 
In  Surton-vin.y This infor»ation will be given a thorough 
consideration in our development of a preferred alternative. 

As you are aware, Shenin Nurseries operates within the 
approved master plan alignment for US 29 in »urt°"9^"?: / 
•oecial exemption was granted by Montgomery County to •"o*' 
horticultural activities within this alignment.  Vh.n granted by 
the County Board of Appeals in 1980, it was with the under- 
ItlnliZ  thin? and Shen the State Highway Administration 
determines acquisition of your property is necessary for «»• 
Improvement to US 29 between MD 198 and the Patuxent River, the 
state acquisition, whether it be from negotiations or 

b;^id br^d^: ^uiro^^erentr^.ier n^r"0 

property Accordingly. .a this study is <=°«id«^r^ ^"r- 
t«n Md long-term proposals for US 29, it is appropriate to 
investigate usage of the master plan alignment. 

access control. 

Mr. William L. 
Page Two 

Honan 

, ^^ferred alternative concept 
At this time, we do not have a P"<°*r** this project 

at Burtonsville.  The in«or..txon ^^e^in ^ ^ 
planning study will assist i» •» £xapprovals are granted, it 
recommendation is »ade and nece«ary  PP  wouid construct any 

wiU be some time *» ""'^^"Sd. 
in our C"VV?  Pr00 

t^rnrtrurirn'actrvrttet-on this portion of US 29. 

I look forward to our meeting »f "^ £loi'" then. 
Hebru1.^  It »«m ~th^ "" -nUe"^ .PRandy Xldrich. 

Very truly yours, 

Heil J. Pedersen. Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP/ih 

cc:  Mr. 
Mr. 

Michael Snyder 
Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My ulephon* numbvr it 1301U 
333-1110 

" 8•,"m,?,• ""IS  M"rt
0«'   MII-IK.  H«»land  2,203-07,7 



GREATER COLESVILLE CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 
P.O BOX 4087 COLESVILLE 

SILVER SPRING. MARYLAND 20904 

H»iryiaricl   Oeoar-tmarrt   of   Trmnmoor-tmtion 
St»t»   Highway   Gdmi rti m-tt-Mt.i cm 
O-f-ficm   o-f   PJarvrtirtg   and 

Pl^»J il»ir»»r-y   Er.gi nawr-i ng 
EOM    717 
Bml-titnorm,    MO  £1£«3 

kECEIVED 
FE8   6   1389 

OIJECIOJ. OFFICE OF 
piAHNiNt i nmrjiflttr WEintEiiiiit 

januar-y ea,   jgeg 

B»s   US   Rout*   39   -   Sligo  Ct-Mk   to   Patuxvnt   Rivwr- 

Dwar*   Sir-} 

draatvr-   Colvsvills   Ci-tisvrA   flaaocia-tion  rmxyrmmwnt*   uanm   £3>aO 
houaaholda   nvar-   tha   intai-sactlon  or   Randoloh   Road   and   N»M 

Hmmomttirm  Avanu*.       Baeauiw  of  thm   lc<ca«lc<n  o-f  our-  honwa,    ou»- 
mt»mb*i~*   ri-»qu»rttly   d»~iv*  tha   aagntant   o^   Rout a   B9  baing 
cOTiaidar-aO   /or-   incTi^ovanwrrta.      Our-  eennwrita   r-aja-ta  -to  -iha 
Routa   33  flltar^rtatlvas   Looation/Ovaign  dooumant    (POMS   1533191. 

Our-   ccMommrvta   ar-a 
cowmarvta   and   int 

aa ovar-all 

I 

U> 

a^mtvd balovi ar<ci ar-a organizad 
tion apacifie eoinwarrta. 

Qva^all CoMjaantg 

yQV wm   Rvvaraib]* Lanaai Ua hava r-ama<-vat i on» about whstftar- 
HOV lanaa a>-a wcnr-kabJ*, ainca thair- major- uaa la for   paopla 
Mor-hing in Waatiingxon.  An a 11ar-nativa to MOV   in.  r-avar-aibla 
lanva, Mtticfl Ml 11   wor-tt.  Bacauaa tha poaaibia road 
Imor-ovamarrta -tht^ough Four Cornar-s. and into Silvav- Sprina Mill 
not Inprova tha alraady tar-r-ibla trmffie   condltiona through 
thaaa ar*aar aoraathing als* naada to ba dona to imorova 
traval conditions in addition to tha inprovauanta.  Tha ua* 
of  HOV lanirs along Mith cooimutar parking lota north of  Nave 
Hannahira Ava is tha bast option.   Thara^ora, Ma ancouraga 
DOT to iiaprova Rt 39 Mith HOV 1 ana*.  If HOW doaa not MorC<t 
than tha lanaa can ba convar-tad to ravwraibla lanaa just by 
changing a f»m  aignaf tha construction of  HOV or ravarsibla 
lanas is tha sama. 

tlHt!* CSil' *•'• baiiaw that light rail nay prova faasibla in 
tha distant fvturm,    as tha usa o-f HOV incraasas. tf  this 
occurs, than light rail could aithar join or raol aca tha HOV 
Janas.  To uiaks this transition possibla in tha distant 
-futura. tha Pasign and construction of   tha HCV 1 Ar*as in thi» 
naar tarn should ailow suf-ficiant soaca -for tha addition of 
light rail. 

Intarsaction X^ga*^ Tha alttfmativas imply that all tha 
intsrsactions along Rt £9 must ba aithar at~grada or grada— 

saparatad.   Ua rajact this approach.   Rathar, wa strongly 
avicouraga grada—saoaratad intarchangas with MAjor roads av-Ki 
at—grade inrterchangas Mith othar roads.  Thara ara throa 
raASOns for this aoproach.  Grada—sapAratad intarchangas Mith 
tha loss travalad cross—straats will hava a major impact on 
naarby rasidarrtial ara*sf Mhila at—grada intarchangas alraady 
ajtist.  Sacondf grada—saparatad ir^tarchanges ara much mora 
axoansivc-y Mhich is a Masta Mhan thay aro not justifiad. 
Last, tha roads insida tha SaltMay will not ba abla to 
suoport all tha vahiclos that unobstructad accass <ia. grada— 
aaparatad intarchangas> Mill craata.  Thara-fora, building all 
grada—saparatad intarchangas is not justifiad. 

Grada-Saoaratad Xnt archangas 

Ua racomoand grade- 
i nt ar sact i ons > 

•parated intwrchangas at tha -following 

yniiSESiti ?lyd, Altar-nativa B-3-a should ba built, but care 
needs to ba tafcen to MiniMize diaruprtion to eMisting 
businesses during construction.  Four Corners is the major 
bottlonec(< on flt 39, and therefore a grade-separated 
interchange is needed to move as many vehicles as possible 
through this intersection. 

(law Hamgshire Ay» iMprovements need to be made to add the 
lanes at the overpass as shewn in Plate 31. 

Tech Rdi The industrial park Mill be experiencing a large 
amount of growth in the future.  Baaed upon lessons laarnsd 
with Tysons Corner, multiple entrance* and exits need to be 
provided.  As shown, the major entrance and exit is with 
Randoloh Rd, which than accesses Rt S9.       Industrial Parkway 
will allow entrance into the industrial park from the south 
and exit to the north.  Alternative O—3-1 is needed to allow 
entrance -from the north and exit to the south.  We recommend 
this alternative, but with modifications.  Alternative D—3— I 
blocks Proserity Or, which is unwanted for those who wish to 
access Randolph Rd.  Rather, the Alternative 0-3-3 dasign for 
the Tech Rd/Prosperity intersection Is recommended since it 
provides another point of access to the industrial park. 

SaB^filfitJ^HHaSrSSaiCEaii:!"!}^' **• rocomrnend Alternative O-3-l 
because'it reauires the least amount of land and therefore 
has the least amount of disruotion to existing 
businesses/residences and retains the most green space. 
However, Old Columbia Pike between Musgrove and Fairland 
ssrvaa primarily residential tra-f-fie and therefore should not 
be upgraded to four lanes. Vahicles accessing Rt 33 from the 
east will use Musgrove, and from the west will use Old 
Columbia Pike.  Fairlano road is only accommodating drivers 
from one two-lane road and, then only from the west. 
Therefore, four lanes on Old Columbia Pike are not required. 
The lenoth of four lanes on Fairland should be as shown in 
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mithmr-   ICC/Brigg*   Chancy   Rd   fllt«rT,*t 1 v»«.   0-3-4   or-   0-3-6 
•ra-ttw-   than  Fair-land   flJ-tvroativ*   D-3-J. * 

ISS^Sriaas SJSSSJ:. «t Bvigg* cs*r«y,  .ith.^ oit^^ative* D-3- 
*   or-   D-3-6   pr^rvid.   tha   da.ir^d   •turT.ir.g   mov»«.rrt«   with   Mir.iMUB, 
di.m.otior,   to  .raaidaoea.  awj   bual«».a«,    pi Ua   ^.tai^ino   th, 
»»c.»t   gr-aan   apaca.        Eith.Tr-   option   will    provid*   tha   tur^.i 
«J.*ir^d   /o^   th.   ICC.       Th,   ^ull    elov«— laar   ICC   da.ign   i«   poo,- 
bacausa   of  tha   amount   o-f   land   r-aquir-ad.       It   alao  dooa  not 
pr^vida   aoc«»   to   Old   Colu-bi*   Pika   and   it   h«.  much   »or-» 
iapairt   on   r-aaidancvs. 

SBCBCBEXillS   fi^t>   Of  tha   Oltar-nativaa,   D-3-3   ia   tha   beat   for- 
Rt   as.       HtMmvrr,    tha   tur-ning   wovawaiita   at   Spancar-vi 1 la   Rd   and 
old   nt   29  aooaar  to  b*   inadaquat*  for-  tha  nuabar-  of  vahiolaa. 
uaing   thi«   intav»acrtion.       Thia   intar-aaert ion   should   b« 
•dd>-asa«lT    along   with   -idaning   of  Spanoarvi 111»   Pd   through 
Bur-tonavi 11a. 

Btbar IstBcsssllsss 

Tha   r-anaininn   intmraaetions   should   baf   at-gr-ada,    aaatrrrt ial ly 
as.  thay  air*  pi-»aantly.      Th» only   •xnotion   in.  that   tha  Rt   89 
nadian   hrmmU   for   Millwood   Dr.       should   ba   cloaad   for-   aafwty 

Thaai 
fijiaout i v< 

»ai a  ra-vii 
0oar<d. 

ad   and   adoptad   by   tha   BCCA 

If  you   hava  any   quaationa,    plaana  call   Bill   Tat 
Dan  UilhalM   (384-86931   o»- Nad   Bay lay   <3a*-932a> 

Sincmraly, 

a    «3a4-iM711r 

Gti 
Patar* vnunson 
GCCA  Pr-aaidant 

Maryland Department ofTmspottation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacralary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnlitrmor 

February 21. 1989 

Mr. Peter J. Munson. President 
Greater Colesville Citizens Association 
P.O. Box 4087 Colesville 
Silver Spring. Maryland  20904 

Dear Mr. Munson: Pf4*f 

r.^.rl^ letter ^ in response to your letter of January 28th 
»2 ?hi ! ?   Pl0ie,Ct  Pl!,nnin9 "tudy <"> US 29 between Sligo Creek 
orovidL £  ?Hnt ^I\   I aPP"ci"t» the comnents you have 
provided on the study alternatives' effects on this inportant 
wilfbl ttllt  ?H in E"tern Montgomery County.  This information 
will be given thorough consideration in our development of a 
preferred alternative. 

The Greater Colesville Citizen Association is to be 

t^nino^'?? '0r t!;?ir inte"»t »nd in-depth review of the 
transportation problem on US 29.  Your endorsement of the HOV 
lilt  Mon^*' Alt«natlre D' '• -ctnowledged.  It is consistent 
with Montgomery County's objective to move people, not 
necessarily vehicles.  We also realize that with the HOV 
alternative, not all of the intersections need to be initially 
o^^.rS"^^'1- c.YOUr linitati°n °f orade separation concepts 
!? D  2 ?"u7^ at FOUr corner». 0-3-2  at Industrial/Tech. D-3-1 
at Randolph/Musgrove/Fairland. D-3-4 or D-3-6 at ICC/Briggs 
Chaney and D-3-3 at Spencerville Road is noted.  These locations 
are all projected to have inadequate intersection capacity in the 
future.  He agree that if the transit characteristics of this 
corridor were to someday indicate that commuter trips could be 

wf^n ^Ct^Ve-lr Se«Ved by * ll9ht rail system, there is nothing 
wxthin the design of the Alternative D that would deter it 

My telephont number t»U0U_ 
333-1110 

,.,,,,»...„ ..       TumifpawMtf lor Impair*)) Hutlng or Sptaen 
3»3   7SJ5 BUIImor. Matro  - 583-045I O.C. Matro -  l-«00-492-S06J StKawlda  Toll Fraa 



Mr. Peter J. 
Page THO 

Munson 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this study.  Please contact 
me or the project manager. Mr. Randy Aldrich, if we can provide 
further assistance.  Randy's telephone number in Baltimore is 
(301) 333-1139. 

Very truly yours, 

fffliit ft   faJjMM* 

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

NJP/ih 

cc:  Mr. 
Mr. 

Michael Snyder 
Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
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State Highway Adainistration Office 
of Planning and Preliainary Engineering 
Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Sirsi 

9618 Sutherland Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901 
February 2, I989 

This is a letter of protest to the State proposed renovation of Route 29, 
especially the Four Comers underpass and south into Silver Spring. The idea 
is distressful to all neighborhood residents from New Hampshire Avenue South to 
Silver Spring. 

Many aspects of it are of concern to me but I shall prinarily address the 
major one as I see iti HO CONCERH FOR PEDESTRIAll SAFETY. The plan is nade to 
move cars in a smooth freeway-like method with no real interest or plans for 
eople needing to cross Colesville Road fon l)buses, Z)  school, 3) church, and 

recreation at YMCA and surrounding parks. I) 
About three years ago I attended a meeting of this original proposal. At 

that time there were HO PEDESTRIAN OVERPASSES CONSIDERED. The presenters of the 
plan looked surprised when questioned about this. Recent plains include ONE PEDES- 
TRIAN OVERPASS (south of Beltway near Granvllle Road) froa Four Comers to Sligo 
Creek Parkway. HOT ENOUGH. 

This proposal appears that the State and County planners are  talking out of 
both sides of their mouths. They profess to want to encourage use of public 
transportation but make it a near impossibility with no safe way to cross Colesville 
Road. Once the median strip is removed to accomodata HOV {which will be as 
ineffective as Virginia's HOV has proved since people do not like to car pool for 
various reasons) it will be a DEATH STRIP all along Colesville as adults (to bus, 
church and YMCA) and children (to school, church & YMCA) attempt to dash between 
cars. The speed will increase to freeway speed as local police will be as unable 
to control that as they are unable to control drivers not observing YIELD signs 
as they come off Beltway onto Colesville or the HO U-TURH sign at Cranville and 
Colesville. 

Dangerous and frustrating will be the atmosphere for drivers coming up from 
the underpass going south as they quickly try to merge to the right frontage road- 
way lane to enter the Bdtway. I predict many sudden stops causing lots of rear- 
ending accidents and delays. 

Congestion farther South from Sligo Creek into Silver Spring will be worse 
than it is now as the faster moving traffic will bottle neck farther down. Traffic 
already has 2 or 3 weekly slow downs from Cranville on South and drivers turn off 
onto Cranville and go through Bruce as a cut-through to save time. I witness this 
daily between 700 a.m. and 81OO a.m. during my regular walk. 

Well established neighborhoods will be in jeopardy as more cut-throughs will 
take place. Even as this proposal would cause the deterioration of these neigh- 
borhoods (with more noise, polution and traffic), the County continues to increase 
the property taxes. 

The small, convenient business district at Four-Comers will be all but 
destroyed, if not during lengthy construction, after,with limited access to them. 
These are also taxpayers, and have been a dependable neighborhood outlet for us. 



IKA 

Faje 2 K. Becker 

»  ~« th- qtata take more time and re-evaluate 
I suggest that Montgomery County and the State take •       (according t 

what they need to do.  Since "B"-"11.^0^*, ^ provide for left turns. Put 
them), look into the simpller idea of Jug handl^  P^ ^^ ^ Ume the 
traffic lights ^ere needed - such as Oak £        ^     Make avaluble more 
lights for an even flow of,tr^f^dt2ed bus transportation to Metro. The monies 
'•Vlxk  and Hide" lots (free) and ^W**• ex^nslva (in all ways) proposal 
could come fro- money allocated for this very exp 
which will not solve the long term problems anyway. 

Residents who bought property "^"^^'^"^ey1^ ^010^ 
allow time and patience for <»w>tl« to work ^c^

y;eigh^rhoods. also made 
made it for whatever reason, but, we, in mo a 
Voices with our eyes and pocketbooks open. 

PISASE HEC0H3IDEH THIS PROPOSAL AND STUD* OTHER OPTIONS. 

Sincerely yours. 

-jfaxA^yh- i6tJ^^ 
Kathleen M. Becker 

copies sent toi 
Mr. Sidney Kramer 
M-. Michael Subin 
Ms. Rose Crenca 
Senator Ida G. Ruben 
Delegate Dana Lee Dembrow 
Delegate Peter Franchot 
Delegate Sheila E. Hixson 
Mr. Robert McCarry 

RECEIVED 

D1HCT0I. OFNCt OF 
HAHHUiS & MIUIHAH MUHnt 

Matyland Department ofTtansportatm 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacmary 

Hal KassoH 
Adminittrator 

February 21. 1989 

Ms. Kathleen Becker 
961B Sutherland Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Dear Ms. Becker: 

study  alte^"Y"ed
eE  This  information will be given  thorough 

^sidera^^in^r-deve^p^nt  of  a preferred  alternative. 

He   feel   that  under   the  alternative  which would  remove   the 
^A\an  there  would be   several  places   to  safely  cross  US   29 
ret^eenTugoTreek  Parkway  and J^^^"^^ be 
Tl'ToVr^frheTi^ri/ed intr/sectionr^ Tligo Creek 
£££  V^A^l ^nue       The   t^^^^""^.-.^^ 
would be   set  ^ensure  ample  time   i^provid^^ ^  cPnstructed 

r^ong  ^th'sides^of"'6^   so   that  pedestrians  can get   to  these 
crossing points. 

uppo^^n^^c^^ i\ ssrsss? T ^TJ-r 
T^AW.  laS^^ing has been guite successful ^^^ „., 

"^tht %iM"u^«T i: oited'a^the most successful HOV 
on the Shirley K^nway 13 generated for the proposed 

5SaS"^.t=,i.,,3S,-=!S.'SiS» - — —'• 
The analysis of traffic engineering changes to the Silver 

and Georgxa Aven"e-  T^c that is consistent with the Transporta- 
^SlnU^r^D^c^lSm/ti.m enacted by Montgomery 
County. 

My lelephono number is (301). 
333-1110 

3.3-7555 BMIm.. M..ro "^5-045, O.C. Metro    ^^   ,„„.„„ 
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Ms. Howard M. Becker ; 
Paje Two ! 

i 
! 

Alternative D is consistent with Montgomery County ! 
Department of Transportation's long term plans for eastern I 
Montgomery County.  They are actively pursuing a program to site i 
more park and ride lots that could provide a total of 4,000 to 
5.000 parking spaces.  Although only a small portion of these 
spaces are available today, they are being used effectively. 
Frequent peak hour buses, providing service between the current 
lots and Silver Spring, are being subsidized by the county and 
private developers.  Also, the county is considering funding 
initial portions of the HOV lane system.  Their goal, which is 
consistent with the Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan, is to 
adapt US 29 into a transit serviceable corridor. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this study.  Please contact 
me or the project manager, Mr. Randy Aldrich, if we can provide 
further assistance.  Randy's telephone number in Baltimore is 
<301) 333-1139. 

Very truly yours, 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
NEIL J. PEDERSEN 

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

NJP/ih ' 

Attachment 

cc:     Mr.  Michael  Snyder 
Mr.   Louis  H.   Ege.Jr. I 

Prepared by:  Randy Aldrich, Proj. Dev. Div., 333-1139 



Joyce Benson 
10427 Eastwood Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD  20901 

February 2, 1989 

"S^lSWl^iSl'*"""-!"^ Hngineering 
Box 717 
Baltimore, MD  20203 

Dear Sirs t Mesdames: 
„y husband and I own a home on Eastwooc^...where it^eets 

Four Corners intersection. 

, ta^e a Ride-0n bus to the Silver Sprin<, Metre, .ad hav. to 

cross to the side of the street oPP°^^^y n^ is sometimes nec- 
wU down the hill ^'"f ^^Vs Sri have passed before I 
essary for me to wait until 10 or   c        to the bottom ol 
can safely dart •«OM th. Jtre.t-•  s^de of the street to 
the hill, I have to cross to the opp     crossing against an 
the bus stop, again raking lite an     ^^ Denni  short cut- 
often steady "ream of cars turning catching my bus on 
ting through our neighborhood,  i "*?llit to get past the 
lore  than one occasion, due to my ""JJ^J the bus stop. My re- cut-through traffic in time to get to rea^ ^ wa.t hal£ an hour 

JSWaSrSSVtSSS'Si'K at work late. 
My husband <:ounted.200 cars an ^ Passing^thro^h^ur.^ 

^^nt
y%:~r^!l

U5^-^Xh0.na evening rush hours. 

The county has permitted ^"J-Kli^Xn
1^!.-. to 

Route 29 corridor. The "ate Highway * •      our neighbor- 
sacrifice our community by Pe•*"e"V* t & Burtonsville can 
hooS in order that the peop e who^live out ^ througt; ? 
shave a few minutes off their commuti g _^r  tn  wind Up 
Corners.  — ***»'*  b"v n"r ^L.   n* (n I In "'" *""nnt 0"t   1" 
Iwi^JieiOL^-eencme^^lflt a ling commute if they drove 
l^Tonsville knew they-c5uld~expe£ a long    sw   

onl?Q
aS^l?h" 

their cars into downtown Silver Spring.   ft^  o£ Rt. 29 North 
age use by additional vehicles. 

can use mass transportation  instead of -"^^f^cl^'ey 

frf^he SS.f^il.SrthS'SnS.SS-ln the first place, not 
residents of our community. 

We *'*  nnnnsed t- »!»..•„.*<»»» C and D. Many oWer people 
find driving through underpasses intimidati.ig, and something of a 
nightmare. 

A natural jughandle already exists on University Blvd. at 
Four Corners, bit the State Highway Administration claims it 

[»SEhS';:M-!i-.r;.~S£;iW» - 
Colesv i1le/Eas twood/Southwood. 

years of construction and beyond. 

moving plea of a young man whose "£• ^^hit while the young 
an accident that morning, when their car was ^ 
woman was attempting to make a right turn onto Rt 
was pushed down a steep enbankment, into a ravine. 

„e were also informed.of an acciden,: which had occurred that 
very evening.  I am enclosing a copy ^ a^^l^e

a^ 82-year old 
in the Montgomery Journal, "porting the death        ^ 
pedestrian in that accident, who w"*J1" "jV^  t0 croSs Rt. 29. 
off the bus at Oak Leaf Drive and ^s "tempting « would 
?he State Police called the,accident  pedestr an erro 
call it a -traffic engineering «ror  A "attic  *   ^ ^ 
have been installed as soon as the town houses      entrance and 
the highway were ready '"^"^"^'aSSafe plssage across Rt. 

a'S'JK^tiirsyr rs. > ^5^u'MBA- 
•tffiWt.Sr  SS IET.PS'-S ffScia-r.    *.  there   is  no 



s 

traetic ilf t at this location ^U^^lSr^""- 

Rt  29 where no traffic lights «»st.  ane     'reeved from a 

son 

ery truly vnurs 

Joyce Benson 

Mnc r JOUMUk TM«BO«<.J««WW »i««j 

Ped^tnan killed on Rome 29 
Ah 82-y»Mld AnbW B^"*" 

SteoUtt Ro«l (Borne 29) Jt >&*• 

Spring. SemPo*""'*; '   _w„ 
WiaterCHigiiitadJus1 gottoi 

off* bu» «bout 7:li»«id •».cfo» 

b. nonhbound Colesvlll* Romd to 
•o to Ms son't houM when he WM 
Snick In the line dose* 10 the medi- 
an sGrtp. "WTrooperCMto., JtoB... 

O'Hagan w»s br himself »t the 
tjme.Hillaid. . _ 

IhU s«W the ecddent WM roled 
pedestttueiror. 

^ 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

February 21. 1989 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sccratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admmiitrtior 

Ms. Joyce Benson 
Paae Two 

i 

Ms. Joyce Benson 
10427 Eastwood Avenue 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Benson: 

20901 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of 
February 2nd regarding our project planning study on US 29 in 
Montgomery County.  I appreciate the comments you have provided 
concerning the study alternatives' effects on your home and 
community.  This information will be given a through 
consideration in our development of a preferred alternative. 

Apparently, the recent signalization of Eastwood Avenue has 
its advantages and disadvantages.  We studied the appropriateness 
of a signal at this intersection at the request of the Kinsman 
Farms Community.  The study's traffic counts determined suffic- 
ient traffic volumes existed to warrant a signal.  As you point 
out. this signal enhances that attractiveness of using Eastwood 
Avenue as a neighborhood cut-through route to avoid Four Corners. 
Realizing the impacts of this traffic, we are committed to 
working with Montgomery County Department of Transportation on 
implementing measures to discourage this traffic.  These changes 
would be actively sought before any construction is started on 
the proposed grade separation.  He have no plans to route any 
detouring traffic onto neighborhood streets with any of our study 
alternatives. 

As a result of a detailed and ongoing engineering analysis, 
we are preparing to install a traffic signal at Prelude Drive. 
This will allow pedestrians to safely cross Colesville Road and 
will allow easier access to and from the Dumont Oaks Community. 
The signal is scheduled to be functioning by March 31st.  Also, 
the County has programed the construction of a sidewalk on the 
west side of US 29 between Prelude Drive and Burnt Mills Avenue. 

Not all elements of Alternative D propose converting US 29 
into a controlled access expressway.  Concept 1 proposes an at- 
grade HOV lane between MD 198 and 1-495.  Such a system would 
retain the signalized intersections.  It includes usage of the 
jug-handle turn lanes at Four Corners.  It also proposes con- 

structing sidewalks along both sides of US 29 between MD 650 and 
Sligo Creek Parkway.  Pedestrian access across US 29 would be 
guided toward the retained signalized intersections and 
pedestrian overpasses at Granville Drive, Lorain Avenue and Oak 
Leaf Drive.  Between these signalized intersection and overpass 
locations, a pedestrian will only walk a few blocks to safely 
cross US 29.  Additionally, the timing of the signals will be 
evaluated to ensure ample time is provided to cross seven lanes 
of pavement. 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this study.  Please contact 
me or the project manager, Mr. Randy Aldrich. if we can provide 
further assistance.  Randy's telephone number is (301) 333-1139. 

Very truly yours, 

*{[lH  G fsJUMt* 

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

NJP/ih 

Mr. Michael Snyder 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My lelephona numbar is (301)- 

T«l«ypawrlt«r for Impaltad Haarlng oc Spaach 
3a3-7555 Baltimore Malro  - 585-045I O.C. Malro - 1-800-4S2-50B2 Slatawlda  Toll Fraa 

707  North Calvart  SI..  Balllmora.  Maryland  21203-0717 

It 



State Highway Administration Office 

of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 

Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

C^ 

9618 Sutherland Hoad 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901 
February 2, I989 

Dear Slrsi 

The purpose of this letter is to express my objection to the proposed State 
of Maryland Highway improvement project from Howard County, Maryland to Sligo Creek 
Parkway in Silver Spring along Route 29 - principally the section from Four Corners 
(intersection of University Boulevard and Colesville Road - Route 29) to Sligo 
Creek Parkway. The arguments against this project have been voiced sufficiently by 
others in public hearings, meetings, letters, etc., so I will simply summarize my 

points of concern! 

1. Creation of a safety hazard for pedestrians crossing Colesville Road 
with elimination of median strip, thus creating a zone of potentially greater 
danger from excessive speeds. 

2. Creation of safety hazards for autos cosing out of underpass at Four 
Comers for exit to Beltway-Jest. 

3. Disruption of neighborhood in the Leighton Avenue jug handle project. 

l*.    Creation of traffic bottleneck at Sligo Creek Parkway through Georgia 
Avenue with the added traffic. 

5. The magnitude of expenditure for the construction of the Four Comers 
underpass and the length of construction time. 

6. The disruption and damage to the business community at Four Comers 

by the underpass construction. 

7. Inability of pedestrians to cross Colesville Road to use public 
transportation with only one pedestrian overhead walkway. 

I believe additional study and consideration of this project is necessary 
to determine the best ootion available to alleviate If not solve the traffic 
conditions both present and future. Added emphasis should be placed on: 

1. Utilization of light rail along the Route 29 Corridor. 

2. Additional pedestrian overhead walkways between Beltway and Sligo 

Creek Parkway. 

3  Coordination with Montgomery County Transportation Department for 
deteraination of necessary facilities to accommodate the added traffic (bottleneck) 
from Sligo Creek Parkway to Georgia Avenue prior to the beginning of any con- 
struction work on Colesville Road between Four Corners and Sligo Creek Parkway. 

RECEIVED 
FEB   6   1239 

DIREClk OfflCt or 
PUNHINC s mii'jiMt mmmi 

Sincerely yours, 

Howard H. Becker 

Maryland Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

February  21.   1989 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacrttary 

Hal KasSoff 
Adminittfalor 

Mr. Howard M. Becker 
9618 Sutherland Road 
Silver Spring. Maryland 

Dear Mr. Becker: 

20901 

This letter is in response to your letter of February 2nd 
regarding our project planning study on US 29 between Sligo Creek 
and the Patuxent River.  The comments you have provided on the 
study alternatives' effects to the southern portion of the study 
area are appreciated.  This information will be given a thorough 
consideration in our development of a preferred alternative. 

In consideration of your comment about the Leighton Avenue 
jug-handle, this reroute of traffic Hill not be necessary.  The 
only alternative under which this would have occurred has been 
designated "not preferred". 

The appropriateness of a light rail system on US 29 has been 
thoroughly evaluated.  From a study performed by the Maryland 
Department of Transportation, Office of Transportation Planning 
entitled "US Route 29, Transit Alternatives, Light Rail vs. HOV 
Lane<s)" it was determined that an HOV lane network and an 
express bus system was about three times more effective at 
addressing the unique transportation needs of this corridor than 
a light rail system.  A copy of this report is attached. 

We feel that under the alternative in which the median is 
removed there would be several places to safely cross US 29 
between Sligo Creek Parkway and 1-495.  In addition to the 
proposed pedestrian overpass at Granville Drive, you would be 
able to cross at the signalized intersections at Sligo Creek 
Parkway and Franklin Avenue.  The timing of the traffic signals 
would be set to ensure ample time is provided for a pedestrian to 
cross to the other side.  Also, sidewalks would be constructed 
along both sides of US 29 so that pedestrians can get to these 
crossing points. 

The analysis of traffic engineering changes to the Silver 
Spring Central Business District is currently underway.  He are 
working closely with Montgomery County Department of 
Transportation and their consultant on this study.  It includes 
an examination of the capacity of US 29 between Sligo Creek 
Parkway and Georgia Avenue.  The objective of their study is to 
provide changes to manage traffic that is consistent with the 
Transportation Management District legislation enacted by 
Montgomery County. 

My lelephone number is (301)_ 

Taldypewrller for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-75SS Baltimore Metro - 5SS-0451 O.C. Metro - 1-800-4»2-50«a Statewide  Toll Free 

707  north Calvart  St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203-07 IT 

£ 



Mr. Howard M. Becker 
Page Two 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this study.  Please contact 
me or the project manager. Hr. Randy Aldrich. if we can provide 

333-1139aSS1StanCe'  Randy's t^Phone number in Baltimore is 

Very truly yours. 

%xt J fjLlU^ 
Neil J. Pedersen. Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP/ih 

Attachment 

cc:  Hr. Michael Snyder 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

< 
• 
ON 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

COHTRACT HO. M 425-101-370 
US ROUTE 29 

SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 
PDMS NO. 152019 

Display Review 
November 30, 1988 

NAME fW 
Public Hearing 

January 25, 198y8 f 

oon. ~n<2>A t/ecist- _DATE 

uary  25,   J 

^EASE   ^not:Ba     SW       f=a^%f~ &U^    (ZccJ 

CITY/TOWN l>7(A'A'2?/j VilCa_3TATE. ^ 
A>t>> ZIP rnnp cS-O?*/ 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire »bout the following eepocte of this prolect: 

T'Ug.     p• Po •>*-<*(      nl/i.-!'~    -t-<>^   o-rt   tirxJ f*^?* <s 

1^2J • ••()' •   —   '   i'    —' •   

:// 

'•< ' i-'T ^v. c.  •;/ 1-    1    T-l f.-J i-J-> -»•- —  

 —^ :  .        s* 

~T   --O-etl*   .-vjo-l-   -t'fMOuj /y     --^gSeaAr^   L:A   £^f-' ^'""^  

I—i pitate add my/our namets) to the Mailing List.* 

r~l puaae delete my/our named) from the Mailing Lift. 

•P.riom who have lecelved a cojiyM this brochure through the mall are already 
on the pro|ecl Mailing List.      /^ ^ ^^ ^ 

Maiyland Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Stcftlafy 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminittruor 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

20901 

Ms. Penelope T. Garcia 
804 Forest Glen Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Garcia: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

The project team is keenly aware of the characteristics of 
the surrounding neighborhoods, and has made every attempt to 
protect the cohesiveness and safety of these communities.  The 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared for this study 
includes an investigation of the alternatives' affects on the 
Four Corners communities.  It was determined there is no adverse 
effect.  Additionally, although the jug-handle proposal provides 
some relief to the existing congestion, only the full grade 
separation proposal provides desirable service levels in the 
design year, 2015. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: "veSM <~ /W.-k 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

My telephone number is (3011— 
333-1139 

Teletypevrlttr for Impelled Hearing or Speeen , 
383-7555 Bemmoc. Metro - 565-045. OX. Metro - '^••-iV.Vos-o*? 

707 Notin Cai»ert St.. Baillmoie. Merylend 21203-0717 

Vi 



NORTHWEST BRANCH CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Director, Office of Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD  21202 

RE:  Route 29 Development 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

The Northwest Branch Community recently went through a 
lengthy hearing before the Maryland National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission with respect to the proposed development of a 
136 low/moderate Income townhouse development which has its only 
access on Hillwood Drive.  Our principal objection to the 
development was to the traffic problem that would be created 
because of the difficulty of exiting onto Route 29 and the 
resulting traffic flow through the 25-foot wide residential 
streets of our community. 

Because we have taken an active interest in the State 
Highway Administration plans for major development of Route 29, 
we asked for the views of your Department concerning the proposed 
136 unit townhouse development on Hillwood Drive.  The response 
of Michael Snyder, District Engineer, dated June 6, 1988 (copy 
enclosed) called for an additional left turn lane at the 
intersection of Lockwood Drive and Route 29 and otherwise raised 
no objection to the Hillwood Drive development.  Our pleas to the 
Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission to delay 
approval of the new project until the plans of your agency were 
published went unheaded.  The project preliminary plan was 
approved in September, 1988 subject to several conditions, among 
which was that the developer pay for construction of the 
additional lane on Lockwood Drive.  Now, less than 6 months after 
we raised this issue to your Department, State Highway is 
proposing to exacerbate our problem by sealing off Hillwood Drive 
entirely under at least two, and possibly all three of the 
development plans for Lockwood Drive (Alternate C).  This would 
throw all traffic from the new development, plus the storage 
warehouse now under construction on Hillwood Drive, plus traffic 
from the Colewood Center office building onto the residential 
streets of Stoneyhill Drive and Meadow Hill Drive where it exits 
onto Lockwood Drive.  This will result in an Intolerable traffic 
hazard and threat to the safety of our residents. 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Page 2 
February 7, 1989 

While we applaud your efforts to improve traffic flow on 

eac?esSsS"yadS e ^"be^lUtnat^ without major traffic, safety 
and environmental impact on existing neighborhoods. 

29 development plans. 

Very cordially yours, 

NORTHWEST BRANCH CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 

By 
Robert Plotkm 
Vice-President 
10706 Stoneyhill Drive 
Silver Spring, MD  20901 

Enclosures 

cc:  Mr. Thomas Schild 

to 
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Date of Hailing:  September 14, igga 

THE |MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND  PLANNING COMMISSION 
| || 1 a787 Georgia Avenut • Slver Spring. Maryt.nd 20910-3760 

OS 
ON 

S 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 
OPINION 

Preliminary-Plan 1-86083 
Project:  Andris Property 

Action: Approval with conditions. (Motion by Commissioner 
Keeney, Seconded by Commissioner Henry, with a vote of 4-0 
Commissioners Keeney, Hewitt, Christeller and Henry in 
favor. Commissioner Floreen absent.) 

On March 13, 1986, Andris Realty, Inc. submitted an 
application for the approval of a preliminary plan of 
subdivision of property located in the RH and R-90 zones. 
The application proposed to create 136 dwelling units 
on 8.70 acres of land.  The application was designated 
Preliminary Plan 1-86083. 

On November 12, 1987, June 23, 1988 and August 11, 1988 
Preliminary Plan 1-86083 was presented to the Montgomery 
County Planning Board for a public hearing pursuant to 
Article 28 of the Annotated Code of Maryland, Chapter 50 of 
the Montgomery County Code (Subdivision Regulations) and the 
Rules of Procedure for the Montgomery County Planning Board 
of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission.  The Planning Board heard testimony and received 
evidence into the record.  Based upon the testimony and 
evidence presented and the preliminary plan itself, the 
Montgomery County Planning Board approves Preliminary Plan 
1-86083, under Special Ceiling Allocation for Affordable 
Housing subject to the following conditions: 

1. Agreement with Planning Board to provide 
Intersection Improvements at Lockwood Drive and Route 29 
pursuant to the July 28, 1988 Transportation Division 
Memorandum with said Improvements to be under construction 
prior to the Applicant requesting and receiving building 
permits. (Planning Board to approve design). 

line. 
2.  Dedication along Hillwood, forty feet off center 

3. No clearing, grading or recording of lots prior to 
site plan approval by the Montgomery County Planning Board. 

4. Number and location of units to be determined at 
Site Plan. 

5. Site Plan to show one hundred foot undisturbed 
buffer along park and undisturbed buffer along the eastern 
property line, adjacent to the single family homes. 
(Dimensions of buffer on eastern property line to be 
determined at site plan approval.) 

6. Execution of Regulatory Agreement between applicant 
and Housing Opportunities Commission as outlined in the 
March 22, 1988 letter from Bernard Tetrault to Leon Andris 
prior to recording of plats.  Agreement must satisfy the 
requirements of the Annual Growth Policy Special Ceiling 
Allocation for Affordable Housing. 

7. Necessary easements. 

8. Conditions of Department of Environmental 
Protection Stormwater Management Waiver. 

The applicant proposes construction of an affordable 
housing development on the subject property which is located 
on the south side of Hillwood Drive, 350 feet east of Route 
29 in the Fairland-White Oak policy area. While a very small 
piece of the subject property abutting park property is 
zoned R-90, the overwhelming majority of the land is in the 
R-H zone.  The application for preliminary subdivision plan 
seeks approval for the construction of 31 townhouses and 105 
garden apartment units.  The Board notes that in the R-H 
zone (Multiple-family, high-rise planned residential), the 
applicant could conceivably receive approval for the 
construction of over 400 units. 

In approving a preliminary plan, the Board must 
determine that public facilities will be adequate to support 
and service the area of the proposed subdivision. 1/  Public 
facilities to be examined for adequacy include road, public 
transportation facilities, sewerage and water service; 
schools, police stations, firehouses and health clinics. 
The guidelines, methods and criteria to be used by the 
Planning Board and staff in determining the adequacy of 
public facilities are contained in the Fiscal Year 1989 
Annual Growth Policy approved by the Montgomery County 
Council in the form of Resolution Number 11-919, on June 28, 
1988. 

The Annual Growth Policy referenced above provides a 
special growth ceiling for affordable housing.  The special 
ceiling is an exception to the requirements of $50-35(k) and 
provides as follows: 

"(c)  Special Ceiling Allocation for Afford- 
able Housing The County's policy of balancing 

!/• Montgomery County Code, Chapter 50 Subdivision 
Regulations, §50-35 (k) 
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growth in each policy area with the supply of 
public facilities, set forth in the Adequate 
Public Facilities Ordinance and implemented 
through the Annual Growth Policy, has the effect 
of preventing the accomplishment of another 
important County police; i.e., the provision of a 
balanced ad affordable housing for low and moderate 
income families.  To encourage the provision of a 
housing supply which fosters the availability of 
affordable housing for low and moderate income 
families, the Planning Board may approve affordable 
housing subdivision applications in any policy area 
with insufficient net remaining capacity, according 
to the following guidelines: 

(1)  An affordable housing development is defined 
as housing development which is either owned by the 
Housing Opportunities Commission or by a partnership 
in which HOC is the general partner; or, a privately 
owned housing development in which 20* of the units 
are occupied by households at or below 50% of the area 
median income, adjusted for family size, or A0\  of the 
units are occupied by households at or below 60% of the 
area median income, adjusted for family size.  Such a 
development must be certified by HOC as having met the 
definition of affordable housing and the owner of such 
development must enter an agreement with HOC to main- 
tain the occupancy requirements for a period of at 
least IS years. 

(ii)  For projects owned or controlled by HOC, the 
Planning Board may approve affordable housing 
developments which include up to 125 units in a 
policy area with insufficient net remaining capacity 
or, in the alternative, for privately owned affordable 
housing developments, the Planning Board may approve 
projects which include up to 250 units in a policy 
area with insufficient net remaining capacity. 

(iii) Countywide, no more than 1000 units may be 
approved under this staging ceiling amendment in FY89. 

(iv)  Affordable housing developments approved under 
this increase in the staging ceiling must meet the 
standards of Local Area Review. (See Section (2), 
Local Area Review, below). 

(v) Developments approved under this provision will 
be added to the pipeline of development. 

(d)  Celling Flexibility for Developer Participation 
Projects. 

Staging. Ceiling Flexibility allows the Planning Board, 
after considering the recommendation of the County 
Executive, to approve a preliminary plan application 
which exceeds the staging ceiling.  In allowing the 
staging ceiling to be exceeded, caution should be 
exercised to assure the average level of service for the 
relevant policy area is not adversely affected.  Except as 
otherwise expressly stated in this subsection, the same 
level of service criteria already established in the annual 
growth policy shall be used in evaluating an application to 
be approved under these ceiling flexibility provisions." 

While providing the special ceiling for affordable 
housing, the Annual Growth Policy  requires that any 
application be approved under Local Area Review standards 
prior to receiving Planning Board approval.  Local Area 
Review is an evaluation, a local analysis applied to assure 
that new development is not allowed to cause unacceptable 
congestion at individual intersections or roadway links 
within a Policy Area.  The Local Area Review process must be 
undertaken for subdivisions which will generate more than 50 
peak hour automobile trips under the following circum- 
stances: 

In the Policy Area where the total approved 
i   development is within 5 percent of the policy 

area ceiling or 

In the Local Area where the proposed develop- 
ment is located near a congested area. 

The proposed development described in this application 
is located in the Falrland-White Oak Policy Area.  It is 350 
feet east of Route 29 (Colesville Road) and is near the 
intersections of Route 29 and Millwood Drive, Lockwood Drive 
and Meadowhill Road and Lockwood Drive and Route 29.  The 
intersection of Lockwood Drive and Route 29 is a critical 
intersection that will be affected by traffic from this 
preliminary plan. 

Traffic from the development will have the option of 
travelling left on Hillwood Drive to Route 29 or travelling 
right from Hillwood Drive to Stoneyhill Drive and then to 
Meadowhill Road (which intersects Lockwood Drive and is 
controlled by a traffic signal).  However, for purposes of 
the Local Area Review analysis calculations have been based 
on the assumption that all traffic will proceed down 
Stoneyhill.  The Board notes that this development will 

, place a greater number of cars on Meadowhill Road and has 
weighed and considered the concerns surrounding this issue 
as well as concerns regarding traffic generated by adjacent 
properties both developed and under construction.  The 
testimony and evidence presented by opponents to this 
preliminary plan has been evaluated in conjunction with the 
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testimony, traffic study and evidence submitted by the 
applicant, the Planning staff, the State Highway 
Administration of the Maryland Department of Transportation 
and the Office of Planning and Project Development of the 
Montgomery County Government.  The Board notes that 
Meadowhill Road is a secondary residential road.  The 
principal function of a secondary residential road is to 
provide direct access between a residential development 
housing less than two hundred families. 2/ This definition 
on the road code is not, however, a regulatory requirement 
and the Planning Board must consider the right of the 
property owner to reasonable use of the property.  Since 
traffic will be permitted to exit the development at either 
Millwood and Route 29 or Lockwood Drive and Meadowhill Road, 
the Board finds that the peak hour level of service, with 
the improvements referred to in Condition 1, is acceptable 
and passes local area review. 

The Master Plan applicable to this preliminary plan is 
the Approved and Adopted Master Plan - Eastern Montgomery 
County Planning Area.  The Master Plan refers to the 
property in the preliminary plan on pages 13 8 and 139.  The 
Master Plan recommends that the property retain its current 
R-H and R-90 zoning to permit construction of a previously 
approved site plan for 136 townhouse and triplex units. 
Although this preliminary plan proposes townhouses and 
garden apartments, it is the same layout as was before the 
Board during consideration of the Master Plan. .It proposes 
the same number of units as that which was approved at the 
time of the publication of the Eastern Montgomery County 
Planning Area Master Plan.  In accordance with 550-35(1), 
Ordinance Number 11-28, Subdivision Regulation Amendment 88- 
1, effective July 25, 1988),  the Planning Board finds that 
Preliminary Plan 1-86083 substantially conforms to the 
applicable Master Plan, maps and text. 

1$ 
MarylandDepartmentof7ransportat/on 
State Highway Administration 

SI 
Richard H. Train 
Sfcrftiry 

Hal Kassoll 
Admmi sir nar 

^*ro^N 

ir.H* H Oltvitf tumour 
Iff Nt«ft.*, •wBtatHrmwa 
llMt«Mtt»anB *•••«• 
r.9. ha llr 

June. 6,   list 

MEWRAWUM 

TO: 

mous 

SUBJECT i 

RE: 

Ciu-Con UUJU , Chi^ 
BUAZCU. EnginiiUng Xcctii  PinmiU 

Uichozl Snydm^/i 
ViitxicC Enginiff/ff/f /I/C'J 

US J9 aC UaJiylL. 
UoitCgomiiy County 

PnjU.imi.naA.ij Plan No.  l-i60t3 
Andici  Piope/tty 

iubjtiU vUtuiction and that uxith comtJuuUion oi A? £,„«?.* JZrV-, 

tout tht onpact •( *«*  dtvttopmvxt mJJL 6e totally mXiaZd. Xl^oA 
U   <*   OUA.   ucortndation   tht   «<t«nMd   div* opmu* mLU.   mttoS&k 
diXmoiaXl capacity along tht US RotUt U vowLdoiT^ ' 

oJ^SX KT "* ^"""on U  *«44«». pUtot contact Haj ShaM at 

A^Andris.Bak 
HS:UJC:ca 
cc:    Bud Ltim, U-HCPPC J 

2/ Montgomery County Code, Chapter 49, 549-34(e) 
Ch. 49-34(e) Secondary Residential. 

My Kltphon* numb<r it noil      77>l_T»Ciy 

i«i   r<<.  a  ,.. .. T.l«typ»»rll«r <« Impalrad Hsorlng or Sp««:n 
3"'M" B*"",,", "*f" ;"5-.0t?!,»:c1-.

M«re ' '-•OO-OI-SOM s.««id. w. r... 707   Noctll   C«W«rt   St..   Balttmnra     u*r*.t.--«   -»«•--    .... 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

f EB 2 7 1989 

Richard H. Trainor 
SMrtiary 

HalKassolf 
Admlniftrttor 

Mr. Robert Plotkln 
Vice President 
Northwest Branch Citizens Association 
10706 StoneyhlII OrIve 
Sliver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Dear Mr. Plotkln: 

a preferred alternative at this location. 

,,!...< wrre also brought to our attention 

.,M2:.rssrjr.i::s.T i^;-.;.*. •'— 
ot  Hlllwood Drive would have  on   the  community. 

Our   current   criteria   recommends  no  access  of   <n;ersectIng^ 

roadway,  onto   int.reh.na.  ^Jj^.f *,  ?"  ?on »,  .ramp,   but 

l^ar^rlhe  nin ^e ~^^^l^^^ 
\XlVMZVXr*'JZ\  o     h ?S ^Accordingly,  w^are 

modi.y.ng  ...   {^-^""^e'S/t^'relattonshlp  of   the  study 
!!"rn^.::,\ll   thr^nrng  development   a.   this   Intersection. 

,  want   to   thank  you  for   T.-r   «««.«..   '"pl^^'^Lr::'^ 
opment   process  as   It   ^l»'"   *0A^  ^ch     If'we  c"  provide   further 

Very   truly   yours, 

Nell   J.   Pedersen,   Director 
Office  of   Planning  and 
Preliminary  Engineering 

NJP/lh 
cc:  Senator Ida Ruben 

Mr, Michael Snyder 
Louis H Ege, Jr. y. 

My talephona number is (301). 

»"-«" 1U,"m
7?? ^:;0

h "ci!^y.'.MUm'SS.  M.ry..nd   1.103-071T 

^ 

S 
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9039 Sligo Creek Pkwy., No. 1501 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901 
February 8, 1989 

Mr. Nell J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

I wish to voice my support for the grade separation option at the 
OS 29/University Boulevard (Md. 193) intersection, which is one 
element of the alternates being considered in the State Highway 
Administration's (SHA) OS 29 Study. I believe this improvement 
is basic to any overall scheme intended to address the long-term 
travel needs of the OS 29 corridor. 

I feel that this intersection is currently the primary cause of 
existing congestion in this corridor. It is a problem not 
limited only to a peak hour of weekday commuter travel; 
congestion occurs for extended periods as well as during other 
hours of the week. This situation presents a psychological 
barrier which discourages general travel along OS 29 and tends to 
divide eastern Montgomery County north and south of Oniversity 
Boulevard. 

Furthermore, during the PM peak the queues from this intersection 
frequently block access between northbound OS 29 and I-49S. 
Since this situation exists under present conditions, I believe 
it is most important that a solution to this problem be a basic 
element of the longer range program adopted by the SHA to address 
the transportation needs of the OS 29 corridor. 

The jug handle option for accommodating turn movements between OS 
29 and Oniversity Boulevard (Md. 193) may offer opportunities as 
an interim improvement. It appears that several aspects of this 
option can be implemented in the short term; it may then be 
possible to determine the limitations of this option. I have the 
following comments which help explain my concerns of why I think 
the jug handle approach may be only an interim improvement. 

3. 

I have not observed the jug handle being used now as an 
alternate approach for making left turns from OS 29 to 
Oniversity Boulevard despite the present difficulties. It 
could be argued that currently a), this option is not 
signed; and b). there is no separate right turn lane to 
allow bypassing of the traffic queue. However, I think 
there are additional considerations as well. The weave 
across the Oniversity Boulevard traffic is very difficult; I 
do not find it safe to merge with the eastbound Oniversity 
Boulevard traffic and then weave over to the jug handle when 
traveling to the Woodmoro shopping center. Furthermore, the 
horizontal and vertical geometries of Oniversity Boulevard 
can make the merge with Oniversity Boulevard difficult when 
vehicles are approaching with any speed. When Oniversity 
Boulevard volumes are heavy during the peak periods, 
crossing several lanes is also difficult because of the lack 
of traffic gaps within such a limited distance. 

As a result of the conditions described above, I would 
anticipate that the following operating conditions would 
exist if the jug handle operation were implemented given the 
current alignment of Oniversity Boulevard. 

a. The separate right turn lanes on OS 29 would not 
function as free flow movements; they would be either 
signal controlled, or drivers weaving across to the jug 
handles would likely stop for safety reasons until 
there is a clear break in the Oniversity Boulevard 
traffic. One stopped vehicle would prevent the free 
flow. 

b. I would expect that the jug handle intersections with 
Oniversity Boulevard to be signalized given the merge, 
weave, driveway conflicts, and volume/speed of oncoming 
vehicles on Oniversity Boulevard. 

The total vehicular volume in this corridor is projected to 
increase considerably over the 20 year forecast period. A 
component of this increase would be additional turn volumes. 
I also anticipate that bus service in the corridor will 
increase noticeably. The net increase in traffic which will 
attempt to negotiate these jug handles, coupled with the 
anticipated signalization to accommodate the weaves and 
merges on Oniversity Boulevard, I expect will result in 



^W^-. 

.I.I^K u«il Imoado through traffic on University 
2Ue,U^rd The left turn circulating volumes themselves 
^li^sult I^ increase" volumes on University Boulevard 
between the Jug handles. 

through tAe US 29/Sntversity Boulevard intersection. 

T hoMavB that while the Jug handle option may offer In summary, I believe that wnixe «• J « niversity Boulevard 
interim  improvement  at  the  "S.^VT modifications  are 

a grade separation.   mis !L,„„  •o  address  the  long  term 
element of  any overall  plan  to  ^dress  «     «   ade 
ttBn8iSCot«,,ti0?MrS.

at futuS1.^." 1-495 from Silver Spring 

Telf ^re^^rTe^Yn^tfng^ov^t1 betwee^ upper and lower 
eastern Montgomery County. ' 

Thank you for consideration of my comments. 

9039 Sligo Creek Pkwy., Mo. 1501 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901 
March 13, 1989 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Dear Mr < CPfe&arsen: 

Thank you for your response to my correspondence regarding my 
support for the grade separation being considered for the US 
29/University Boulevard (Md. 193) intersection. 

I strongly endorse moving ahead expeditiously during the "window 
of opportunity" you cite for implementing the grade separation. 
Furthermore, I feel that the commitment by elected officials to 
follow through with the grade separation is necessary before any 
such measure as removal of the median on Colesville Road is 
undertaken, which I characterize as a major action that could be 
justified only as part of a comprehensive solution which includes 
the grade separation. 

No response to this follow-up letter is expected, other than the 
normal notification of the progress of this study. Thank you for 
considering this clarification to my earlier comments. 

3\ truly. 

C.   Czdih Hedberg 

RECEIVED 
MAR 1!> 1969 

tlKCHN. OFFICE 01 
muuB i rmuuNMii mvv*-- 

^ A 
V 
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Richard H. Trairfor 
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Hal Kassoff 
Adminiitrelar 

March 3, 1989 

Mr. C. Cralg Hedberg 
Page Two 
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Mr. C. Craig Hedberg 
9039 Sligo Creek Parkway 
No. 1501 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Dear Mr. Hedberg: Crc 7 
ath ,I»lL ? re,,Pon8e t0 your correspondence of February 
?^nf!8 ,      ' our Proioct Panning study on US 29 in Montgomery 
county.  I appreciate your professional opinion about the existing 
traffic congestion at Four Corners.  Your comments and your 
endorsement of the grade separation at this location will be 
thorough y considered In our development of a preferred 
a Iterna11ve. 

As you point out. the operating characteristics of the at- 
grade proposal are complex.  I agree there Is perhaps some missing 
opportunity in motorists avoiding usage of the current Juo-h.nd . 
turn lanes.  We have studied intersection improvements it Four 
Corners for several years.  Although we Identified short term 
improvements that In some cases make use of these jug-handles, we 
have decided to await the outcome of this study before implemen- 
1111 on. 

The current at-grade proposals have been studied in detail 
by our Traffic Division with an emphasis on how the improvement 
would function as a system.  They agree that right turns from US 
29 destined to the jug-handles will probably back up to await an 
unimpeded opportunity to cross over to the jug-handles.  This is 
not expected to be a significant problem.  Also, their analysis 
was based on traffic signals controlling vehicles exiting the 
jug-handles.  Signal queues were estimated and were determined to 
be manageable. 

From a best-of-aI I-worIds scenario. It would be advantageous 
to implement the at-grade proposal now and construct the grade 
separation at a later date.  Unfortunately, such a scenario is 
not consistent with our complex staging and maintenance of traffic 
plans for constructing the grade separation.  We feel that we 
have a window of opportunity to construct the grade separation 
within the near future.  Ten to fifteen years of additional traf- 
fic growth will be all that more difficult to maintain during 
construction. 

devoioJ^-n ,h"nk you ,or your ln«e'«t I" the highway 
me lr   ?h!  P'oc"s " «« 'e'»tes to this study.  Please contact 
TuALl       P-0!'Ct min!<>ar- Mr- ""dy Aldrlch. If we can provide 
t30n 333-n39anCe"  nandy'S ««'ephone number In Baltimore is 

Very truly yours, 

Nell j. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP/lh 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My taltphona number is (301)_ 333-1110 

...   ..       . T«l«typ«wrll«r (or Impalrad Haarlng or Sptach 
3S3-7SS5 8«»'n;«» M«ro  - "S-04S» O C. Mffro - 1-a00-4»2-50es Statawlda  Toll Fro. 

707 North Cal«arl  St..  Baltlmora. Maryland 21203-0717 
V)5 
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CONTRACT NO.   M 425-101-370 
US ROUTE 29 

SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 
POMS NO. 152019 

nisplay Review 
November JO. 1988 

Public Hearing 
January 26.   !»«£ 

"56. 1988 ft 

NAME     .Tpmfcf^^aA  kisti OATB ynnV.Wl 

PLEASE    ADPRES3       10OO1    U^AIfi/\ue  

C,TY SL^^W^      3TATe_gU2 Z.P  CODE    ^^ / 

,/W. w.ah «o co-.m.nt or Ingu.,. «bout Ih. tollowlng ..p.ct. o» thl. prolect:  

.fr.  .„.   ^ypvrir,,   ^,.    ,.-.,/,irYivi   *<ni"   ***'* J**- 

2^ 
jKa^j 

MarylandDepartmentofTmsportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacniarv 

Hal Kassoff 
AdminitlraiiH 

March 6, 1989 

RE:  Contract Ho. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mr. & Mrs. Kish 
10009 Lorain Avenue 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Kish: 

This  letter  is  in response   to your  recent  ""..pond.nc. 
pertaining  to   the  project  P1*""•*  *• *nS win  be  given thorough Cc0on^Lra^orn  irthe-setHtrn-orr^c^ended alternative. 

The   State  Highway  Administration  is  committed  to «°>[king 
with ^tg^ry^untj  Apartment  of  Transportatxon  to  help 
alleviate  cut  through  traffic  at  Four  Corners.   J^^ 

i-.tSSiS-SS':^  "a:  -arvrrrattempt  to protect  the 
SohLivenes.   and  safety of  these^•—g-^^-^/t,,  tll. 
'o^rt^^anrc-str^tion^ctivities   for   the  proposed grade 
separation. 

4—   •^^m  has  developed  a   complex maintenance   of 

^. 
M P,.„. add my/our B.m.Ul to Ih. Mailing LUI.« 

I—I puts* d»l»l« my/our namalsl Com th* Mailing List. 

•p.isons who hav. rae.ivod a copy 
on th> projact Mailing List. 

ol lhl$ brochura Ihrougli th« mall are alraady 

My telephona number is (301)- 

"TaTSiTDC 'S-ro'- "roo-S4«-ror2hS.-«.d. Tdl Fr.. 



Mr. & Mrs. Kish 
Page Two 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
As requested, your name has been added to the project mailing 
list.  Please contact us again if wa can provide any further 
assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

Randy Aldrich    "^^ 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

-J 



PROJECT 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION   DEVELOP)'" 'T 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS OI'T'Ti 

CONTRACT NO. M 425-101-370 
US ROUTE 29 

SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 
POMS NO. 152019 

Display Review 
November 30, 1988 

FEB 3   2 is fa '63 

Public Hearing 
January 25, 1988 

NAME Haiel H.   Ewing 

Ek?uT8E    ADDRESS. PRINT 
1^7^1   Avon«ti>r« Drive 

 DATE       ^3/B9 

^TYf-r^u       Silver Spring STATE. MD .ZIP CODE. 20904 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the tollowlna aepects of this prolect: 

I heartily concur with the letter to you of Deceaber 31.1988 from the Avonshire 

Homeowners'  Association opposing unanimously Alternative C,  Concept 2;   and 

Alternative P.  Concept  3, Option 2.     I am one of the homeowners presently occupying, 

on., of the 38 .nH-M.!   ..,<rT H-.tinrrf  far Hmnirrlnn If nirhrr nf thpsr °P^ 
, decided upon.     Specifically,  my home is one of the end units adjacent to Rt.   29, 

1 and I  am most concerned at the extent to which an^ of these alternative, will  encroach 

upon Avonshire Association property.     Additionally,  in considering access  to Rt.   29 

from the Intercounty Connector,   I can only mildly accept Alternate C.  Concept 3;  and 

Alternate P.  Go-"!"  V  0°tion *    '"',BI' 'nuld reaUire ""'"' '"* leaSt """^ f0r 

this project.     I  am most distressed at the number of trees that will need to be  

destroyed to complete these projects;  nor has there been any assurance in any of 

•v reading that  efforts will be made to preserve trees and foliage along the way. 

n Please add my/our nam»(sl to the Mailing list.* 
I am on the mailing list 

',  -| pi(as« delete my/our namelsl Irom lha Mailing LIU. 

•Persons who have received a copy o 
on the project Mailing List. 

( this brochure through'the mall are already 

11 i& fv^j' 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S«cr«tary 

Hal Kassoff 
AdminiiUiior 

March 6, 1989 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
POMS Ho. 152019 

Ms. Hazel M. Ewing 
13731 Avonshire Drive 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20904 

Dear Ms. Ewing: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

The responsibility of the project planning team is to ident- 
ify prudent and feasible alternatives to transportation deficien- 
cies within specific areas.  At the location of the proposed 
Intercounty Connector (ICC) and Briggs Chaney Road there are six 
differing concepts within the grade separation alternative.  Each 
of these, including Alternative C-2 and its mated Alternative D, 
Concept 3-2, had merit in solving the inadequacies at this loca- 
tion.  All of the study alternatives including the two that 
severely affect the Avonshire community were subjected to the 
same scrutiny.  The updated mapping which better displays the 
extent of impacts, as well as correspondence from residents of 
your community, has led us to determine that these two alternative 
concepts are not preferred.  Later this winter, we plan to 
formally delete them from further consideration when the study 
team meets to discuss public hearing testimony. 

My t#l6phona number is |301l_ 

TeletypewrMer for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 585-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free 

707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 



Ms. Ewing 
Page Two 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

Randy Aldrich  T7^ ^ 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

ON 

V 
A 



Tri-Community Gfitmp 
Ct jmbia Towers 

11915 Old 

Paint Branch Paf^^  ^ 
ColumbU Pike, Silver Spring, MD UM '83 20904 

Stonehedge 

FEB -9 

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

Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street, Room 506 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The Tri-community Group is Pl-^ JTl^ eSSF^S S 
provide comments on the U.S. Route 29 rrom T

y
ri_CoiIlIIlunity 

latuxent River ^••t^t BrJS^art 5S^hS.« Condominium, 

SSTSS'S; «££ ^^Ir^rL^f^ eU by Maryland 
"dukrial Park and on the south by Paint Branch. 

The task of addressing the tr»-portation needs in this corridor 
is complex at least and ^J^^^f^Tch are creating 
intersection problem. Many o£ the in"•" d acro3S the 
the need to better t»MP0^.1f?

d^v
1!
l1tht^Maryland State Highway 

corridor are out.id.th. control °' f^^Vs, expansions. 
Administration - pointing out that roaa J..mp transporta- 
etc. in and by themselves will not resolve tne^: that 

tion needs or problems of. •^••u^^^.^r•r.yco«Mnd.tion. 
premise in mind, we submit th° f°"02

,lina
g
nJ^n £oiiow with some 

l^i^'SSS^SSSn:1^ "ST X^^i —way/Tech Road 
intersections. 

nrr^r^T yT;rn14Mi::HnATI0HS 

HOV Lanes. Any consideration of HOV lanes J^Jg&g 
corridor should be thoroughly evaluated otn ^ ^ 
such as 1-95 should be more ^ensely consider^^ ^^ ^ 
opposed to "feezing" this J^' "^.Y ^it the HOV funding 
median of Route 29. While we' "a11^• « Department of 
is being provided by the "^Yr the effectiveness of such 
Transportation  we must consider the •£     there ls 

^y^o "gffiiror s^UhV^e the two types of traffic 

1. 

without major congestion. Additionally, we are not 
convinced that having 2-lane HOV north of Route 650 and 1- 
lane HOV south of RouteC50 would be efficient or conducive 
to HOV travel. 

Green Space. As an adjunct to our comments on HOV (above), 
we are extremely concerned about maintaining the median 
strips as green spaces. Additionally, we encourage any and 
all efforts by the State Highway Administration to preserve 
any green spaces adjacent to the roadways on ecological, 
aesthetic and noise abatement principles. 

Intersections. Although the intersection improvements were 
presented in groupings, we would not support a blanket 
treatment for all intersections. Generally, we would 
recommend grade separated intersections for main arterial 
roads only, i.e. Route 650 (existing)j Randolph Road; ICC; 
and Route 198. He encourage an extended evaluation period 
of the jug-handle concept for the Four Corners area before 
considering more drastic improvements. 

Sidewalks/Bicycle Trails. We oppose any attempts by the 
State Highway Administration or others to convert Route 29 
into an 1-270. Introduction of sidewalks and bicycle trails 
adjacent to the roadway and the exclusion of medians with 
jersey barriers or roadsides with manmade sound barriers 
will help insure a "non-interstate highway" corridor. 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IWDDSTRIAL PARKWAY/TECH ROAD 
INTERSECTIONS 

As a group of communiticc that has only one route for 
vehicular ingress and egress along Old Columbia Pike (north 
of Paint Branch) , we are extremely concerned about 
preserving the least circuitous route of accessing Route 29 
both to the north and south. 

With this premise in mind, we recommend Alternative B, 
Concept I for the Industrial Parkway and Tech Road 
intersections with the following modifications: 

A. 

B. 

Add a left turn signal for southbound traffic on Route 
29 at Industrial Parkway. 

Institute a right-turn-on-green arrow for northbound 
Route 29 traffic during the rush hour periods, allowing 
a delay for right turn on red at the beginning of each 
cycle  onto  Industrial  Parkway.    This will allow 
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Regarding preserving green space and Che retention of 
the median, we agree, it has positive benefits.  From a 
practical viewpoint, the median of roadways in urbanized 
areas is regarded as our hedge against future traffic 
growth.  The median is generally used to provide addi- 
tional travel lanes to avoid displacements along the 
sides of the roadway.  Along US 29, we are committed to 
working with Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission on a.design of any selected improvement that 
has urban design attributes. Landscaping, to replace the 
effect of the green space within the median, is a 
consideration that could be made. 

Regarding the appropriateness of at-grade improvements 
in this corridor, we agree that some of the major 
intersections have existing, and proposed, traffic 
forecasts that exceed the capacity of a multi-lane 
intersection.  These include Stewart Lane, Industrial 
Boulevard/Tech Road, Randolph Road, Briggs Chaney Road 
and MD 198.  Unfortunately, the current master plan 
poorly correlates land use with the need for grade 
separations.  At Four Corners, we feel there is a window 
of opportunity within the near future to build the grade 
separation and provide an acceptable level of traffic 
congestion during the construction stages.  This makes 
it very difficult to build an initial at-grade improve- 
ment which would be followed by the complex grade 
separation.  Building the grade separation after ten to 
fifteen years of additional traffic growth has occurred 
may t-s ill but impossible. 

Regarding the design specifics of the Industrial 
Boulevard/Tech Road location, I inuicsned above that 
this is one of the locations where retention oi Ihe at- 
grade intersection is going to be very difficult. 
Traffic forecasts at this point of US 29 have tha 
greatest growth of any location in the corridor. I have 
forwarded your comments on changes to the existing 
intersection to our district engineer so that they may 
be incorporated into any interim improvements that are 
underway or planned.  The eastward shift of the Old 
Columbia Road/Industrial Boulevard/Prosperity Drive 
intersection is a change associated with the grade 
separation proposals that cannot be deleted.  The 
volumes of traffic using the right-on, right-off ramps 
to and from US 29 are going to be extensive.  Unsafe 
operations will exist if undesirable radii are provided 
on these ramps.  The only way to provide the proper 
radii is to shift the orientation of this intersection. 
Also, we have no plans to provide a slip ramp further 
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Again, thank you for your continuing interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this study.  Please contact 
us again if we can provide further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: 
Randy "Aldrich  ^ N 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. Michael Snyder (with incoming) 
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vehicles northbound on Old Columbia Pike attempting to 
turn left onto Industrial Parkway to do so more safely. 

2. If the State Highway Adainistration chooses to ignore our 
recommendations of the modified Alternative B, Concept I, we 
wish to put into the record the following comments for 
Alternative C: 

A. Concept 1 is totally unacceptable because of the cul- 
de-sac configuration on either side of Tech Road. 

B. It Concept 2 is the preferred alternative selected by 
the State Highway Administration, we see no reason to 
re-orient the Industrial Parkway/Old Columbia 
Pike/Route 29 intersection away from the existing 
alignment. Removal of pavement and no left turn signs 
should eliminate any concern for additional traffic 
congestion in the area. The only land acquisition in 
this area should be for sidewalk construction between 
Industrial Parkway and Stewart Lane along Old Columbia 
Pike. 

3. Introduction of any slip ramps from Route 29 onto Old 
Columbia Pike (northbound) between Paint Branch and 
Industrial parkway is strongly opposed by the Tri-Community 
Group,  (see enclosed correspondence) 

He hope our comments are useful to you, the planning staff, 
consultants and Montgomery County Department of Transportation in 
determining the most effective and economical ways to improve our 
transportation system without totally ignoring the communities 
and environment that any "build" alternatives will have on the 
Route 29 corridor. 

If you need clarification on any of our recommendations, please 
contact Ms. Kitty L. Roberts, 11915 Old Columbia Pike, Silver 
Spring, Maryland 20904 or by telephone (daytime) at (202) 485- 
9836. 

Sincerely, 

Paint Branch 
Raymond C. Weigel, Pres. 

Stonehedge 
Kirk Kidwell, Pres. 

Columbia Towers 
Karen Bartol, Pres. 

Matyland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
SacrMary 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminisiraio, 

March 8. 1989 

Re: Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US Route 29, Sligo Creek to 
the Patuxent River 
POMS No. 152019 

Mr. Raymond C. Weigel 
Mr. Kirk Kidwell 
Ms. Karen Bartol 
The Tri-Community Group 
11915 Old Columbia Pike 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20904 

Dear Tri-Community Group Representatives: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
regarding our project planning study on US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  I appreciate the review of the study alternatives in 
this project made by you group.  This information will be given a 
thorough consideration in our development of a preferred 
alternative. 

Regarding your general recommendations for the study and 
your specific recommendations for the Industrial Parkway/Tech 
Road intersections, I want to provide some further comments. 

o    Regarding the development of HOV lanes solely along the 
US 29 corridor, I want to bring to your attention a 
study that is underway.  The current statewide "Commuter 
Assistance Study", initially known as "A Study of the 
Appropriateness and Applicability of Light Rail Transit 
in Maryland", is looking at about 28 corridors in 
Maryland where there is a market for more intensive 
modes of travel than the single occupant automobile. 
Logical scenarios being investigated are heavy rail, 
light rail, commuter rail, express buses and HOV lanes. 
It has identified 1-95 as a good candidate for HOV 
lanes.  Also, Montgomery County is investigating land 
use assumptions that would support the development of 
HOV lanes.  The proposed Intercounty Connector is in 
the list of study roadways. 

It 
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NAME 

CONTRACT NO.   M  425-101-370 
US ROUTE  29 

SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 
PDMS NO.   152019 

|Tnnf   T..   T.awson 

Ta '   3 57f«'83 

Public Hearing 
January  25.   140! 

_DATE    1/29/89 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. 

9409 Thornhill  Rd. 

 ZIP CODE 2°901 

|/W« wish to comment or Ingulf, about the lollowlng «.p«ct. ot thl» protect: 

nT*frT~w   Silver Spring  sTATE-ill: 

I want to go on record as completely opposing the Various "build"  

alternatives proposed for the U.S. 29 corridor.  The proposals would 

severely disrupt residential neiqhhnrhoods by diverting major traffic 

flows onto small neighborhood streets.  In particular, some of the 

proposals would place homes near the Slioo Creek ParKway/Colesvllle M. 

intersection into what would essentially be a traffic "island." 

«....,. ...^r.wPments." as you P..phemlstlcally call them, are rationalized 

"as being necessitated by forecast traffic flows.  In fact, they serve 

-tni, to ggn-mrr r— ...t-n-nMi.. frafMr iintf rrnrrrtntr thr  nrnhlsn.- 

The best way to control traffic flows along the corridor is with the 

"no-build" alternative for highways.  Instead the focus should be on 

extension of Metro to Wheaton and beyond, when the Silver Spring 

Metro Station will no longer be the end of the line and will therefore be 

less of a traffic magnet.  Further consideration should also be directed 

to a "light-rail" alternative, financed by a diversion of highway  

funds. 
ytg-^TtytL—>• 

-XT 

cn PUis* idd m*/°>" namtlsl lo tht Mailing Ll8t.» 

tn Plots d»Ut» my/our nametsl Irom tm Mailing Lilt. 

.Pinon. who h.v. r.c.lv.d « copy ol Ihl. broehur. Ihrough th. m.ll .r. .Ifdy 
on lh» projicl Mailing List. 

V^t 

'ym Ma/yfandDepartmentofTiansportatmn 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacrattry 

Hal KassoH 
Admintnrator 

March 9, 1989 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

Ms. Jane L. Lawson 
9409 Thornhill Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Dear Ms. Lawson: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 

consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

Let me assure you that the project team «h^""
ly
a^

a^3
o£ 

the characteristics of the surrounding neighborhoods, and has 
made e"ry attempt to protect the cohesiveness and safety of 
thtse communities.  Traffic diversion onto local streets is not 
being encouraged. 

The traffic forecasts developed for the US 29 corridor are 
h!.«d on travel demand generated from approved development within 
^rttrrMont^mery Coun'ty and in Silver Spri"^ •-f ^ ^f 

SEi'e r«::tra^9UttrpPrrtTh:
tKo-B^1ldnritdeirneative at Pour 

Corners. 

which compared operational charV:ter?;s""'  ?, attached with 

Si51KrSS-iiSeiIiti.:BSSi.»« «J« —tT considerations. 

My lelephona numlwr is (301)- 

V 
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It is important to note that throughout the development of 
the High Occupancy Vehicle Lane(HOV) system its flexibility has 
been emphasized. Operating the HOV system within the median of 
US 29 would not preclude the development of a light rail system 
in the future. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

Itandy Aldrich   ^ 
by: 

sndy 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

Attachments 

•^       cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

oo 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Svcralwv 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminifuator 

March 9, 1989 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

20901 

Mr. Donald M. Esterline 
301 Prelude Drive 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Esterline: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

Your support of Alternative C-2 at Four Corners is 
appreciated.  The planning team has devised a complex maintenance 
of traffic plan to maintain access to the businesses during the 
construction period.  In fact, this plan substantially adds to the 
cost and length of construction of the grade separation, but we 
feel it is a crucial part of the proposal. 

A bus lane system which operates in the right hand lane has 
been investigated for the US 29 corridor.  Because of conflicts 
with turning vehicles and localized bus service, the express 
buses would not achieve the time savings necessary to effectively 
promote their usage. 

As I am sure you are aware, a traffic signal will be 
installed at Prelude Drive by the end of March.  In addition, 
Montgomery County Department of Transportation will be 
constructing sidewalks on the west side of US 29 between Oakleaf 
Drive and Burnt Mills Avenue.  These improvements should improve 
the unique access issues associated with your community. 

My talaphona nurnbar ii (301) 333~X139 

Talatypvmltar tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7955 Baltimore Metro - 555-0451 O.C. Metro - i-a00-4»2-50«2 Staewlde Toll Free 

707 North Cil.art St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 
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The extension of Childs Road between the Dumont Oaks 
community and the Burnt Mills community is not within our realm 
of responsibility.  Briefly, Montgomery County, who does have 
this responsibility, determined no access would be allowed 
between Dumont Oaks and any of its surrounding communities at the 
time of subdivision. The officials at Maryland-National Park and 
Planning adhered to the wishes of these neighboring communities 
throughout the development process. I recommend you contact them 
if you need additional details. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
As requested, your name has been added to the project mailing 
list to inform you of further project milestones.  Please contact 
us again if we can provide any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

.^.QJi P. AEf .P by: . 
Randy Xldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 
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The White Oak Area Civic Coalition, established in 1975, is an 

umbrella organization with a membership of approximately 20 civic 

associations in the Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan area The 
purpose of the Coalition is to take an active part in the decision-making 

processes regarding planning, growth, and development in and around the 
area of the Coalition. After actively participating in the development of the 
Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan, referred to hereafter as the Plan, 
the Coalition has continued to monitor proposals for development within our 

area.   We look forward to taking an active part in the review of the Plans 

transportation and land use issues again starting next week. 

The Coalition has followed the State Highway Administration (SHA) 

Route 29 Study closely and carefully considered the alternatives presented 

We recognize that residents concerns will reflect a more intimate 
knowledge of problems in their area. This is not an attempt to preempt 
their rights. The land uses designated by the Plan included areas of high 
density along Route 29. This was done based on the stated fundamental aim 
of the Plan which was to reduce automobile dependence (see page 158 of 
Plan).  The alternative transportation modes were to be public transit, 
ride-sharing, carpooling, vanpooting, riding bicycles, and walking. Probably 
less than half of the proposed plans for various transportation facilities 
have materialized, at least that's the status of the recommended area-wide 

road improvement; scheduled for construction by 1990. Given our 

acknowledged traffic congestion, the road construction is probably ahead oi 

the improved transit service, park-and-ride lots, bikeways, and pedestrian 

paths  A far greater percentage of the dwelling units along Route 29 were 

constructed prior to enforcement of the APF ordinance. The resulting 

density of development, coupled with the commuter traffic from Prince 
Georges and Howard Counties, caused increased traffic which has only been 

partially mitigated by normal and express transit service. Developer 
funding of park-end-ride lots, intersection improvements, and additional 

traffic lanes along Route 29. as well as some commuter jitneys, provide 
minimal but temporary relief but for how long. A review of the land uses 
and transportation issues in the Plan is underway to explore downzon.ng 

because the proposed alternative transportation modes have been largely 

ineffective at getting commuters out of their cars. 

"^ 0 TThe HOV option being considered as part of this Route 29 Alternatives 

Location/Design Public Hearing is a concept that should be carefully 

analyzed (if such analysis is possible). Use of the median for HOV may 
provide relief, but it is also possible that a better flow of traffic would 
result from its use as reversible lanes. We understand and agree with he 
desire to eliminate as many SOV s as possible, but we must recognize that 
as we build more and more employment centers in our county we have less 
and le<s of a traffic shed into Washington. The dispersion of employment 

locations into the County continues to deplete the numbers of commuters 
who can be served by taking Metro into Washington.   Employee transit needs 

may no longer be as easily solved by north south transit routes.  This 
increased dispersion of work places, coupled with flexible working hours 
also reduces the viability of some of the other transportation alternative 
We urge that, if HOV alternatives are selected, they be constructed in 
configurations which could also function as reversible lanes. I   a tria 
period determines that greater numbers of people would be earned by       r 
u« as reversibte lanes. This flexibility precludes the further consideration 

of the 0 Concept 2 Alternatives. 
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We would like to thank SHA for their cooperation, willingness to meet 

and discuss issues, and provision of needed materials and information. 

RFr.nntlENPATIONS 
Our recommendations are for a hybrid approach. In general, the 

Coalition favors grade separation at several of the critical intersections 
along Route 29 between Sligo Creek and the Howard County line. Full 
development of all intersections with grade separation is not warranted at 
this time. If, at a later date, the need for additional grade separated 
intersections can be shown, and the cost justified, then the improvements 

should be made. Such changes will hove minimum future impact on the 
neighbors involved if the needed right-of-way Is acquired now. We believe 
the intersections that should be initially considered for grade separation 
are Four Corners, Randolph Road, Briggs Chaney Road, and Route 198. The 

Hew Hampshire Avenue interchange will hove to be widened to carry three 

lanes of continuous traffic with a reversible or HOV lane in the middle. 
Brief comments concerning the details of our preferences on the proposed 

alternatives for each intersection are as follows: 

SI Ifin CREEK PARKWAY 
After much thought about the long term gool of trying to get 

commuters out of their cars and into transit, we have decided to support the 

3-1-3 alternative. The rationale for this is the expected advantage of 

reducing the volume of cars by providing a dedicated lone for transit. 

Traffic signals should be used to reduce speed between the Beltway ond 

Georgia Avenue. If the HOV concept foils to generote the volume of riders 
needed to continue the use of o dedicoled lane, then the use of one or two 
reversible lones should provide the needed copoctty ot the reduced speeds 

needed to mointoin sofety. Additionol troffie signols should be used to 
control speed south of Route 650. The needed Jughendle turns should be used 

for local needs only. Measures must be taken to eliminate cut-through 

traffic through the neighborhoods 

FOUR CORNERS AREA 
As mentioned previously we favor a grade separated configuration. 

We request that SHA study a change to the proposed underpass configuration. 

Th» rhangp ronstsls of moving east and westbound through tra.tic on Route 
193 to the widened eastbound roadbed, using undeveloped land on the Kay 
tract to the maximum extent, possible. This change would shorten the length 

of total underpass needed and would reduce the impact to the shopping area 

if the turning movements can be worked out.   During construction of any 
alternative additional parking should be made available on the west side by 
allowing angled parking on the wide section of Sutherland Road between Md 

Route 143 and Timberwood Avenue. 
If the 3-1 -3 HOV alternative is celected it is critical that the 

Crestmoor community in the northeast Four Corners quadrant be protected 

from cut-through traffic before and during any construction at Four tomer*. 

Only after the congestion is relieved at Four Corners should there be an 
evaluation of the need for morning rush hour access to the local community 

using the proposed underpass at Crestrnoor Drive. 

Al the present time we would like SHA to consider having three lanes 

turn left onto Route 29 during the AM rush. This should reduce the green 
time needed for Lockwood traffic. The right lane should be allowed to go 
straight into the Quality inn/Manor Care parking lot. This would avoid the 
near stop and attendant congestion, caused by cars turning into the very 

small radius driveway south of the Sunoco station on Route 29. 
If a grade separated alternative is deemed necessary, we favor 

Alternative C. Concept 3 as the best. Pedestrian access is not adequately 
addressed in the overpass description. Likewise no description ,s provided 

for meeting the needs of pedestrians from Wheeler Drive now using a paved 
walkway along the north end of the parking lot north of the Sunoco station. 

There is also concern for traffic from Hillwood Drive which will be 
g     rated by the proposed high density development on the Andrus prope ty. 

We suggest that right turns be allowed into and out of Hillwood Drive from 
ROU    29 if and when a grade separated concept is deemed necessary. T   s 
wo^d all'ow the Interchange to be used as a )ughand.e for those needin 
go south on Route 29 rather than going through the adjacent subd.v.sion for 

ingress and egress to the Andrus development. 

K 
$ 
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PRELUDE DRIVE 
The jughandle lane for left turns will meet the need for access when 

left turns cause unacceptable evening congestion or when direct left turns 

interfere with the operation of the HOV lane. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE 

It is unfortunate that the bridge was not widened during previous work, but 

that would probably have required work on the whole interchange. 

STEWART LANE 
We see no need to develop a grade separated intersection at this time, 

and thus support Alternative D Concept I. We prefer Alternative D-3-3 in 
the years ahead if more congestion makes a grade separated Intersection 

necessary . However we think the access to Milestone Drive should be 

relocated closer to the overpass rather than in front of a residence 

INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY and TECH ROAD 
We recommend that the Old Columbia Road bridge across Paint Branch 

be reopened to local auto traffic. This would allow local residents access 
to the industrial park during the AM rush without needing to add to the Route 

29 traffic volume. Another advantage is that local traffic access could 

access shopping. In any case we realize that the cost of repairing the 
structure must also be weighed against the traffic reduction and safety 

gained 
When a grade separated intersection becomes necessary we 

recommend Option D-3-2 since it leaves Prosperity Drive open to traffic 
from Randolph Road. An exit ramp similar to that shown In Option I to Old 
Columbia Road should be provided to reduce traffic at the Randolph Road/Old 

Columbia Road intersection. This also provides access to the park-and-ride 
lot that will be located on the property of the World Headquarters for the 

General Conference of Seventh-Day Adventists. 

PANDQLPH ROAD. HIISfiROVE PQAD and FAIRLAND ROAD 
The Randolph Road intersection is already operating at unacceptable 

levels of service during rush hours.   We recommend that Alternative D-3-1 

bP arrppiPd nn the bas.s of reduced land takings while providing the access 

need'ed   Reasonable green time for through traffic on Randolph Road is 

Parted from the traffic signals needed to allow turning movements 
 The northbound ramp for Musgrove Road will need to be constructed to 

provide the jughandle function for northbound traffic to the C&P building on 

UJP -est side of Route 29. This assumes the adoption of the HuV lane 
concept in this case Concept 1, as described earlier. At a later time this 

ramp wnuld provide access to the Musgrove Road overpass bridge. 
Additional alternatives for Fairland Road should be sought before 

widening Old Columbia Road to provide access to Route 29 via the Musgrove 
Road interchange. A large park-and-ride lot is proposed on the farm and 

adjacent to Fairland Road, a prime location next to the ICC. Access to the 
nark-and-ride lot must be maintained even when overpasses become 
necessary at Fairland and Musgrove Roads. Alternatives with this access 
Tan be worked out which will still be compatible with the ICC interchange. 

•MrcprnilMTV CONNcrrnp »nrt BR1GGS PHAHEV ROAD 
After review of the various complex options for the ICC a modified 

Alternative D Concept 3 Option 6 was selected. This Option was selected 

over Option 4 because it does somewhat less damage to wetlands an 
requires one less bridge. On the other hand more land .. required adjace 

the Tanglewood subdivision. A minor addition between the ramps ,n the 

northeast quadrant of the Interchange will provide northbound access 

Route 2a directly from Fairland Road. Southbound access to Route 29 is 
odd by ] Jng the two lanes crossing over Route 29 on the northern 

1st of the hree bridges. These changes will provide direct acces  from 
The arge proposed partc-ond-ride lot located adjacent to the present farm on 

Fairland Road   Access to the park-and-ride lot from the north may require 
an additional bridge over the three lane ramp. 

The same option is recommended for Briggs Cheney Road. Access to 

the westbound ICC from Briggs Cheney Road could also be provided from the 
ZZZ* ramp to Route 29    A connection to the westbound ramp• rom 

Route 29 could be made after coming down off the bridge over that same 
ramp  This change would reduce ICC access traffic on Old Columbia Road. 
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M!!^^rec0mrnendaHern^ butw.thlh. Jughwdle 

rampsnh  southwest quaorant so Ihe two nouses are not taKen. Th.s also 
rowV^or tne ordirm expanse to tne grade separated option at a future 

lime it deemed necessary. 

B4^•^ecomrnend tne O-M a.ternatWe Put Wlh ,e,„ s In- 
Vternat ve D-3-.. Future converse to tne grade separated auernc ;,,,,.. 

do P t leV, cost AddMon.1 alternatives shou.d be considered wh.cn 
J^dl billT «" «. to tne proposed park-and-ride ,ot on tne Burn Brae 

property. 

with continuation on to the present Burtonsville lot. 

"^iSan not considered init.aUy. carefu, thought now leads us to 
rec,ir:^ ieparau, intersect,on because o^ty^.t.ns. 

Oustin Road is at the top of a long grade -om.ng out o the n     valley 
of Howard County's intersections will be grade ceoarated. Dust.**" 
should not be the first at grade intersection. The ,ncr oS, In wrtty 
be leen building an intersection at grade in the new al.gnment a,.d a grade 

that drains directly into the reservoir. 

Thank you for reading this far. If you have questions on any of the 
above we would be happy to discuss them. This concludes our review and 
recommendations on the Route 29 Alternatives. 

$2A 
William Tate 
President, White Oak Area Civic Coalition 

•0 
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Maiviand Department ofTransportapon 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacattnr 
Hal KassoH 
Admimstrsiof 

Re: 

OO 
OO 

Match 9. 1989 

Contract Ho. M "5-101-370 
US 29 - Sligo Creek to the 
Patuxent River 
POMS Ho. 152019 

Mr  Williani E. Tate. President 
"hite'oaR Are. Civic Coalition 
12901 Broadway Road 
Silver Spring, Maryiana 

Dear Mr. Tate: P"vifSs
at

29 

This letter is i"."8^""" oiect planning study of US 29 
the recent public hearing on the Pf°i«=  Ministration is most ^Hlntgomery County  Th. State High^y^^n 

^^nroi" Treterref alternative. 
opment ot a pr recommendations for 

the corridor. I configuration has 
At Sligo Creek Parkway, the 3 i J lane 8y8tem 

0   been determined to be "^/^ing Potions of Ueighton 
for Mternative «> Proposed using P      £tom us „. 
Ivenue for "routing left turn mo   ^^ the r  ldent. 
This reroute was extremely unp P       ultimately 
of that community,  "^"cted with a lane «•"• 
selected, it would be con*""     k direction as well 
"at provides four !«•• i» ^oposed 4-1-2 lane config- 
as a center turn lane  T^JKS!  Additionally, we do 
uration has these characteristl^ i_4g5 
not think ending the HOV la       operating on it. 

this merge. „,artB 
• _ ~# rhe oroposed graae 

and utilizes portions 

. William E. Tate 
ge Two 

My i«HplM>n« n.mbw it |30t)- 

down side of this change is the displacements encoun- 
tered on the west side of US 29 in providing additional 
travel lanes.  We feel these displacements, which on 
first thought would be the post office, Roy Rogers 
Restaurant and the Shell station, are inconsistent with 
the intent of the current sector plan.  Such a change 
displaces community facilities and would be more contro- 
versial than the current plan. 

At Lockwood Drive, our District Ho. 3 office is studying 
an interim intersection improvement that would provide a 
triple left turn.  This proposal was presented as a 
means to absorb traffic growth resulting from the 
development of the Andrus property.  If a grade separa- 
tion is selected at this location, pedestrian access 
could be more effectively designed consistent with your 
recommendations.  The Hillwood Drive access issue was 
brought to our attention by the affected community 
association.  We will be modifying the plans to provide 
right-in, right-out access to northbound US 29 for all 
of the grade separation alternatives. 

At Prelude Drive, a traffic signal will be functioning 
by the end of March.  If a jug-handle turn lane is 
ultimately selected as part of Alternative D,  this 
signal will enhance its operation.  Also, Montgomery 
County has earmarked funds in their current appropria- 
tions process to construct a sidewalk along the west 
side of US 29 between Prelude Drive and Burnt Mills 
Avenue. 

At Hew Hampshire Avenue, the widening of the bridge to 
provide six travel lanes through the interchange along 
US 29, is a crucial element of our initiatives for US 
29   Currently, this widening is programmed to begin 
construction at the same time as the Four Corners grade 
separation; by the end of 1993.  If interim traffic 
deficiencies do exist at this location, they may be more 
clearly identified early next year when the fifth and 
sixth lanes are completed along US 29 north of this 
interchange. 

At Stewart Lane, we have identified a more near-term 
need for a grade separation.  A relatively short service 
life would be associated with the changes needed to 
provide left turn movements with an at-grade HOV lane. 
Without an HOV lane, the complex of at-grade intersec- 
tions will be able to accommodate near-term traffic 

inpnuu. .... — • 
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Mr. William E. Tate 
Page Three 

increases along US 29.  If a grade separation is 
ultimacely selected, we will investigate the proxxraity 
of ramp movements to homes along Milestone Drive. 

Xt Industrial Parkway and Tech Road, we see a near-term 
need for a grade separation.  Xt-grade intersections 
will not be able to accoamodate traffic volumes being 
attracted to and from the neighboring industrial park. 

'  The exact orientation of ramps in both of the grade 
separation proposals is not final, particularly those 
between southbound US 29 and Old Columbia Road  They 
traverse an area of the General Conference site identi 
fled for a park and rid. lot.  One of ^e proposals 

and regain only on. ramp.  We have identified the on- 
ramp as an absolutely needed movement. 

As vou point out. local circulation patterns would be en- 

further study. 

Xt Randolph. Musgrove and Fairland Roads, there is an 

tiL,«Al» with conventional diamond movements impact 
TerrairtheyToTot accommodate t»f»c ^^.-t. .. 
efficiently as the other proposal.  Ultimately, we L» 
the selection of the more appropriate Propo..l * ill be 
related to what is selected on each side of this loca 

tion. 

xt the Intercounty Connector and Briggs Chaney Road. 
0    thei^areTaior attributes ••-"^^e^roxlmtti^o 

grade separation proposal.  Due '• '£• p"•^ney 
Pairland Road to the interchange at the I,?tercou.'"*  . 
I     llV^r     we have purposely avoided proving any ramps 
Connector, we have purp   i     Although it is not 

^aint^e'a^iled addlaSnal Pai'rland Road ramps to test 
the adequacy of the local road network. 

Mr. William E. 
Page Four 

Tate 

ssScS. «-;'«* ssss trssss'.ssr^^.. .< 
east, provided this access opportunity. 

xt Greencastle Road and Blackburn Lane, we agree that 
0   th."':» probably more desirable l?«^;v^.^-If 

handle turn lanes ""elated with Xlternative D 1. 
this alternative is ultimately selected, we will 
reorient them to other, less damaging locations. 

o   Xt MD 198. your comment about reserving space between 
th* southward ramps to US 29 for a park and ride lot is 
ahgood onS  We «ill investigate shifting the on-ramp 
along the west side of our current right-of-way so that 
space is available for this lot. 

xr  n..atin Road we agree that if the master plan align- 
0   men?"is ult^tiely selected, it «°"" *V^'if"we 

retrirthe^renrali^nt TJt %    --s \  f 

into it. 

provide further assistance. 

By 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

^JAUULS-— 
Randy Xldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCX/ih 
cc:  Mr. Neil 3 

Mr 

Pedersen 
Michael Snyder 

^ 
M 
C^ 
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Tamarack Triangle Civic Association inc. 

P. O. Box 4294, Hlhpt&q.jyfi W04 

RANDaPHRD. 

February 5. 1989 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Project Development Division 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore. MD 21203 

Contract No. M425-101-370 
U. S. Route 29 
Sligo Creek to the Patuxent River 
PDMS No.   152019 

Re: 

Dear Project Planners: 

We appreciate  the opportunity to comment during ^^^J,^^^- 
cldAhe action to be taken to   mprov I ute "^^the^eas^e        ^ 

ll^lTelti•'-Jt£Z£ "e coLunicated  to you by  the under- 
signed. 

ria.  brr^aiJBrnh Creek.    Anything that happens or  fails gjj.p- 

^e^Ct^ssertha; vXti Estate highway programs have not kept pace 
with planned growth in eastern Montgomery County. 

5 Kt^ctvKarit^n^r^: rjvzx-zsr 

0ur  reco^endations are for a^^^•ft'^KSI'sSP'SJS - 

"han es wiU ££ -i- '""^^U "^SS"^« *" ^ould 
^SiM ^2"eddfrgrJee ll^^T^ CORNERS. Randolph 
Road.  Briggs Chaney Road and Route  198. 

Page 2 
February 5. 1989 
U. S. Route 29 

middle. 

The emphasis given to the FOUR CORNERS **t*T•ttg£ ^\^^Ml 
Ueve Jhat any improvements ^ radf"

C
nd°

n
ng
U;n

S-hra^0°
r taken at Four 

&r.:l'T£ ^rrecirnds^tLfrh-e^plIn to grade separate Route 29 at 
Four Coders be implemented as quickly as possible. 

„e believe that appropriate action to alleviate ^-"J-"^^'^,. 

^arwairantfd ^^^1=.",^^ b.lp pedestrian traffic. 

T.e nCA is not unmindful that this decision is hard and far reaching"^ 

^l.'r^A-^ 2"^^ S a future date else events and 

traffic further overwhelm us. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Robert P. Mann 
TTCA representative 
Route 29 advisor 

Senator Kasemeyer 
Delegate Chasnoff 
Nell J. Pedersen 
Montgomery County Executive 
Montgomery County Council 
Robert S. McGarry 

* 
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Maiyland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S«cratary 

Hal Kassotf 
Adininitirttor 

March  10,   1989 

Re:  Contract Ho. n  425-101-370 
US 29, Sligo Creek to 
th« Patuxent River 
PDMS Ho. 152019 

Mr. Robert P. Mann 
Representative 
Tamarack Triangle civic Association, Inc 
P.O. Box 4294 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20904 

Dear Mr. Mann: 

r„„...J^  latter is in response to your recent correspondence 
cllrMino

u
our Pr°J?« Planning study on OS 29 in Montgomery 

County,  we appreciate the comments you have provided on the 

eonXd^SEn'^"-  y1-,1"'-""!- ^n beVen « thorough 
consideration in our development of a preferred alternative. 

Regarding your specific recommendations, 
offer the following considerations: 

I would like to 

^    eran.Hr ^ f!!?** thi,« with th« relative poor patronage of mass 
W    VL*XAI ^  corridor today, designing an HOV facility that 

could be easily converted into a reversible peak hour lane is 
prudent.  Horth of MD 650, where the HOV roadway would be used by 
!:,.. yPe? ,   vehicles, conversion to general use lanes would be 
rather simple.  South of MD 650, where the lane would be reserved 
:?rK"XpreS!,J

bUSas ?nd Possibly vanpools, such a change would meet 
with community resistance.  Communities in this area are 
concerned about losing the existing median. 

o   We think your list of intersections requiring eventual 
grade separations is incomplete.  Traffic projections 
used in this study and supplemental traffic analysis 
completed on Alternatives A and B, show the intersec- 
tions of Stewart Lane and Industrial Boulevard/Tech Road 
will experience undesirable traffic congestion.  This is 
due to increases in traffic along US 29 as well as from 
further development within the West Farm area. 

o   Near-term widening of US 29 through the Hew Hampshire 
Avenue interchange will be needed.  This may become more 
readily apparent later this year when the fifth and 
sixth lanes north of this interchange are completed 
along US 29. 

Mr. Robert P. Mann 
Page Two 

I want to thank your association for your interest in the 
highway development process as it relates to this study.  Please 
contact us again if we can provide further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: AIL-t/.&r* fix 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

Mr. Michael Snyder 
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 

My lalaphon* numbar it (301)- 
333-1139 

Tdalypawrltar (or Impslratf Hurlng or Spaacn 
383-7535 Salllmor* M.tro - 585-045) O.C. Matro - l-«00-4»2-soa2 StUawlda Toll Fraa 

707 North Calvart St., Baltlmora. Maryland 21203-0717 
^ 

r 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION "^ELOp./g.^ 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS (-.•:-. 

"~ " fQ'3    3G3ft'M 
CONTRACT NO.   M  425-101-370 "'   "J 

US  ROUTE  29 
SLIGO CHEEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 

PDMS NO.   152019 

SHA   61.3-9-35 
(Rev.   12/18/85) 

(CwmNuQ fkjon keietse) 
'jQ-tvsCh&J*-* *J>-AS cshst J-J-ivrJ 

Display Review 
November JA, 1988 

Public Hearing 
January Ji. 1988 

Q ON "W* ir*s*Uu-d o^U^, ^-j-^--        „ 
V^ OM^M^ C   0(L^J: ZftLA 20^^ ir^^, 

M<h<*~-»-**  "^fy*^       \Js$^Ji -^A-*  **"*-&f&ew "^ *-JA-y**^i 
V This   form  i^'for  y«ur  use   to  elfiroll  your  name'bn  the  project /y 

NAME 
VM/l^   L^VOIS .DATE FpRHMAKlSmlW. 

StStf-    AOOBESS-mK     ODt    CSUim*   PIKE 

c|TYfT ^m/a Se^JMQ^ STATEJlk 

proje 
mailing list and/or for offering written comments.  To do so, 
remove form, fold, and close by stapling or taping before 
mailing.  All postage will be paid by the State Highway 
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—ZIP CODE^QSOt- 

„W. wl.h to comm.nt or Inqu.r. .bout th. lollowlng ..p.ct. ol thl, prolect: 

Administration t l     0 
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^M^^S^^*' -r^p-P*** ->^A 
HS-*\ <^-* ^^^iL^Asui  

JfaMj/stt*   tJ^rt^M 
U^^rrU^t' z^c^dxX^^t^- 

*£S£Sxa2Z&*^c%. """ J:I
" 

a^ 

4** 4 mM-t. 

FIRST CLASS 
Permit No.17715 

Baltifflor* Md. 

^ 
^tann^Mvt* sa^ 

i£A. 

.'- yQ^ -rv^yC^f 

fl {^'-"-S-^V*^ 
art a. 

/lftK~.Ur-C.  ,7 M^^Jl^i 
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No Poitogi Slomp Ntctisory if moiltd in iht Unitid Statts. Peitogi Mill bt paid by: 

^fe^.Ti:.^Vv/Xn.m.<.. to th. M.Hin, tl.t.. ^  . 

o Maryland Department olTransportation 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
OFFICE  OF PLANNING AND 
PRELIMINARY   ENGINEERING 

,_) ?!.«•• d«l»l« my/ouf n«nm») from lh« Milling Ll»t.  
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Maiyiand Department of rransportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S«Cf«tarv 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminmritor 

RE: 

March 13. 1989 

Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mr. David Lewis 
13715 Old Columbia Pike 
Silver Spring. Maryland  20904 

Dear Mr. Lewis: 

This letter is in response to your recent "^^^o^ry 
pertaining to the project P^^^fLd will be given thorough 
b^eraS S-SS^S.^-'.^cS-^ amative. 

Your support of ^•"^.S^U^S'SlS.c^S " 
Briggs Ch.n.y Road and «. »roj..«d Int.rcou^ yamaindar of the 
well as your support for Alternative *. 
corridor, is noted. 

The environmental "-^^-Sr^'SSr^:^!
0' the 

study alternatives i» "n"^n Sisptay"t many of the local 
Document, which you .wi" ""d °nk„nly *Ware of the unique 
libraries.  The project team is *£££ hoods. as well as the 

S'tSSrii^^."^ «- "a^hav. made every attempt to 

protect those prominent features. 

x would like to thank you fo, your interest in^the highway 

Sr.ir^t.SrS'U".1" «BS« Provide any further 
assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege. Jr. 
Deputy Director       4_i„„ 
Project Development Division 

by 

LHE/XHS/ih 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

My lel»phon» numb«r it 13011. 

Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

333-1139 

TO-,P»««« «<«: «^Jl^^', "Vi'on?4f2-M« Sl««ld. Toil Fr.. 
,.,-7555 B-..m«. MJIJO -c^J-•<

sJ:>
DBS|•11

M
^r.

,,0.. M.ry..nd  ^,203-07,7 

>1 



International Fabricare Institute ^ 
12251 TECH ROAD • SILVER SPRING. MD 20904 • (301) 622-1900 

February 9, 1989 

Mr. Randy Aldrlch 
Project Manager 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

RE:  Comments on the Proposed Reconstruction of 
U.S. Poute 29 In Montgomery County 

Dear Mr. Aldrlch: 

The following comments on the proposed construction of the U.S. 
Route 29 corridor are submitted by the Intern«tion.l '•*;««" 
Institute on behalf of ourselves and on behalf of Mr. George H. 
Beuchert, III of the Tech Center 29 limited partnership. 

We are submitting these comments to specifically address the 
sfgnificant negative impact on the Institute's International 
headquarters and the Tech Center 29 office building oi'those 
proposed options which incorporate a Tech Road ramp and overpass. 
Ho2evlr, several proposed options or modifications thereof would 
be acceptable as described in the body of our comments below. 

A. 0PT10HS SPECIFICALLY RECOHHEHOED AGAINST 

The Institute Headquarters and the Tech Center "off lea 
building, with respective addresses of 12251 and 12200 Tech 
Road are located in the Montgomery Industrial Park and are the 
flrit properties situated on Tech Road in its eastward travel 
from U.S. Route 29. 

Paoe  2 
State Highway Administration 
Baltimore,   MD 

reading   to   the   elevations   provided   by   your   off let   of Rth. 
ramping «e«"a7/7ro

a/"VofoSr properties Moreover, each 
Hould be c»t15

f;i'r
0ih*,t

ch|t
(V frontage was now fronting an property   would   find   that   Its   rroivzg       ch()ngei   each  property 

s;b
u;3

kv.eV^%«"M«-£ -'."pVi1..'of b-i-" » ",, " 8n 
Xstc'eVtal^iosso-fproperty value. 

Add 
d 
I 

ddttlon.lly.   traffic   flow   patterns,   would   b.[^^^^VrJ 

iru-srrfSlTarS^.rcruSrninorJr^einrthln the Par*  Itself. 
-   „r.„„.o   and   stronqly   recommend   against 

Fe.^^lX^^^.vVfoSi,v.-osPl0VlB.-.^-0.lBvl'».. ^ «•- ^^ 
and associated ramping. 

p  SUPPORTED OPTinMS AMD/OR H0Pt"CAT10NS THEREOF 

suSb.'::-"!" ,»o.u
,,rn,..7v.°"ci:.k;;> v.r.'/S..*..,*..-.. 

„   r.c.ix   th.   f.llo«U,  .ptl...   i.d/.r   ..dlflciti""   •' 
options: 

•        Option B1: Acceptable 

• Option B2: 

• Option 01-ls 

• Option D2-1: 

Acceptable 

Acceptable, with a recommendation for 
Ingress/egress between Tech Road and 
northbound Route 29 

Acceptable, with » recommendation for 
ingress/egfess between Tech Road and 
northbound Route 29 

THE ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSIONAL DRYCLEANERS AND LAUNOERERS 



Stlt^Hlghway Administration 
Baltimore,   HO 

.«.«......«..« 71»r:'..t.v.,..v.".'J i" ":." w»i: 
Montaomery   Industrial   Par*  to "0"UUI; te  ,9.     Option   C4   as   shown 

Me   w,sh   to   thank   you   for   the   o^r^^y^o   »M^^» 

Hr.nd SiST..1^ SK"'M- ss-- - -u,d be happy 

to do so. 
Sincerely, 

WEF:crm 

copy to: Mr. George, 

William E. Fisher 
Assistant General Manager/ 
Vice President 

Beuchert. III. JonMeijer. Charles Rtggott 

C<iv^j 

Matyland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trsinor 

Hal Kassoff 
Admininntor 

March 16, 1989 

Re: Contract Ho. M 425-101-370 
US 29, Sligo Creek 
the Patuxent River 
POMS No. 152019 

Mr. William E. Fisher 
Assistant General Manager/ 
Vice President 
International Fabricare Institute 
12251 Tech Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20904 

Dear Mr. Fisher: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
regarding our project planning study on the US 29 «««*«£*»  . 
Montaomery County.  I appreciate the comments you have submitted 
on behalf of your organization and Mr. George H. Beuchert, III 
tSout the study alternatives affects on Tech Road and your build- 
tngs that are located at this intersection.  This i"'"""?" 
will be given a thorough consideration in our development of a 
preferred alternative. 

ing development of Vest Farm, we foresee ""^""^ H^ustrial 
t<ona at the Tech Road intersection, as well as the Industrial 
Boulevard intersection, reaching undesirable levels  "-grade 
Sntersection, have prescribed capacity thresholds through which 
-neeified traffic volumes can be efficiently managed.  At both of 
Sn^inters^ct^ns. this threshold will b; •"•^-^^^fec- 

^^^ ^n^ra^ir^^hr?n^tri^:u"S r    ters "tion. we 
have proposed locating the grade separation at Tech Road. 

My l«l«phon« number ll (3011- 333-1139 

T«l«typ«.rll.r lof Icnp.lr.d "»«'?* "*»!.?? «,-„,„. Toll Fr.. 

^ 
^ 



Mr. William E. 
Page Two 

Fisher 

Second, even though the existing elevation ot Tach Road 
would be raised in the vicinity of your buildings, we have not 
proposed denying your access from Tech Road.  Accordingly, if 
your current access has an inappropriate grade change, we will 
relocate it to a point along the approach grade to the bridge 
over US 29 where it is achievable.  Also, your access to 
Prosperity Drive will be retained.  We will aake every effort 
through the usage of sophisticated retaining wall techniques to 
avoid displacing any of your existing parking areas and at the 
same time provide a design that is aesthetically pleasing. 

Third, with the next publication of any alternative mapping, 
most likely in the final environmental document, we will show the 
orientation of Broadbirch Drive and its connection to Cherry Hill 
Road.  This is an important roadway providing access and local 
circulation within the West Farm development. 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway devel- 
opment process as it relates to this project. Please contact us 
again if we can provide further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: //.$<U*~<; So* 
Rahdy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

Mr Michael Snyder 
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. George H. Beuchert, III 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

CONTRACT NO. M 425-101-370 
US ROUTE 29 

SLIGO CREEK TO THE PATUXENT RIVER 
PDMS NO. 152019 

Display Review 
November 16.   1988 

NAME   

PLEASE    ADDnm      ^   Or.*\*Slrui 
PRINT        «"«"«» 

Public Hearing 
January 25, 1988 

Si^A     C. I>W«  DATE Vyfty 

CITY/TOWN _l9lrfr.^n'ii] .STATE. to .ZIP CODB2£E£L 

rffo. wl.h .o comm.nt or Ingulf, .bout th. tonowlnfl ..p.ot. ol thl. proj.ct:  

 ,.r*, f. ~.> ^..w. iwtif .w* • TW r,*,^ ^ ^ mn ^ yw «f ^     . 

a«j   ir.n. CUe, ^"^   Xt *. too/ ft^t'  WW^L • — — 

7lU U . -nil" -••" •- » J -i*^- «* * *» ^'^ ^ ^ ^ * 
^X^l i—.* -f^'r-^ r«*. AI^-H^ r^r    ft*i^'^rtV'ff^^^^^ 
rf^A- *«^^fe^r- Jcy^f<^<  

SUMMA/H t • •  

ffl.rertafcfl.*.**:r-,W* ±14  
x-wr ^ MD r^o .-      A fa Bv»u) , .  

o,.... .dd my/our n.m.UI totlt. Mailing Ll.l.>   

CD PU.s. d.l.t. my/our n.m.lt) Irom Ih. M.lllng Ll.t. 

•,P.f.,n. wh, h.v. r.c.lv.d . copy o. th., brochur. .hrougn .,n. -. - ..r..dy 
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Matyfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacrstary 

Hal KassoH 
Administraler 

RE: 

March 17, 1989 

Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29: Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mr. Stuart C. Moore 
9318 Ocala Street 
Silver Spring. Maryland  20901 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
?oun?y? Your comments will be given thorough consideration in 
the selection of a recommended alternative. 

We certainly appreciate your support of the 4-1-2 lane 
we certaiHii *'•'     r-ao*   Realizino the negative impact to 

=^^£=^{S:«sffiiis.r,iT:ffis.?-.-!- 
StSSllU »iJ.?Er.in ««""• ""' 0'k "" Drl• '" °"°°"•'  " 
ensure pedestrian safety. 

Your support of Alternative C-2 at Four Corners  D-3-1 at 
industrial Parkway and Briggs Chaney/ICC as well as 0-2-1 for the 
rest of the corridor are also noted. 

T „«..i^ ilk. to thank you for your interest in the highway 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: MLf/.% O^*        &>£- 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/AHS/ih 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

My Mlephona numbar is (301 i- 
333-1139 

,.,-7555 B«lm«. M«ro - SMH...I *&»£^ „„„„„  21io,-07,7 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

COHTRACT NO. M 425-101-370 
US ROUTB 29 

SLIGO CHEEK TO THE PATOXENT RIVER 
PDMS NO. 152019 

PROJECT 
DEVELOFI'E'iT 

or."" *:'' 

Ibi 13   I 32 fll '89 

Isplay Review 
bvember it.   1988 

NAME^^" ID fT»-^ g>c» ^ 

Public Hearing 
January i£,   Iv&B 

.DATE >/ (> / PI 

Ufcf*    ADDRESS  IM-7-7- q   'y>aiWlinl^«-^     ^T^' 

C.TY/TOWN&i^&^^iik^STATE__l=iS ZIP CODE *-«• 

/W. wl.h to comment or Ingulf, about the tollowlng a.peets ol thl. prolect 

i 
VO 
oo 

^jr^r-^_A. NoGutcp ,<   T*r OM   my T?  fop**" »*" 

rr?,^^   T.     ?^>»^   -T^^X^^T/^    ^y^/*^*. Stoker     *»»« 

r->    '/ ^^     M..      rr    ,    A    7W,.~T   T.     Sr^c^^*  

iii..   /^^^    ^r*^  -^^"^^^-^ ^"^   ^  ^-^ ^>"^y ^^  

^Mrv     4wB     U...      A/.,     -W    TW.    C^^^^r     ^     T«c«^r>    _ 

r^agt-r/,^    -7Xt»T-    "--^    iM^rm-Oi.'i    fi^- — 

ft...-.   ,.„*,.    T«   *«*  *   fa Tf^ ?<">*-.*  >;   J~^t7*s 
n. lf*fll**,c*r  T" MufUM.A.n,"!^ Cry, fo (k-~* On fk^B fi~-».              // 
S3-T»l««ia add my/ouf nam^lto lh. Milling LUt.« fooMX-MG—C&sM^V 

I—| pi,as. oalata my/our namaltl Ifom lha Mailing List. 

«P.,.on, who h«v. racalv.d a copy ol thl, brochur. through the mall «. already 
on th* projact Mailing List. 

Maryland Department oflfansportatjon 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
SMratarv 

Hal Kasaoff 
Admminrator 

March 28. 1989 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek Parkway 
to the Patuxent River at the 
Howard County Line 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mr. E. Domaas 
14229 Ballinger Terrace 
Burtonsville, Maryland  20866 

Dear Mr. Domaas: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
pertaining to the project planning study of US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Your comments are appreciated and will be given thorough 
consideration in the selection of a recommended alternative. 

Your opinion of optimizing transit usage on US 29 is shared 
by both the State Highway Administration and Montgomery County. 
The key to the success of any transit system, whether it be 
express buses or other high occupancy vehicles, is to achieve a 
significant travel time savings advantage over other vehicles. 
Providing unimpeded flow for these vehicles in exclusive lanes is 
an essential component in attracting commuters into the transit 
system.  This is proposed in Alternative D.  Simply adding more 
vehicles into the general use lanes would not produce a pivotal 
time savings to attract the ridership necessary for a successful 
transit system. 

The traffic signals south of MD 650 will remain in operation 
in all improvement scenarios for US 29.  Montgomery County is 
currently investigating a computer system which would link the 
signals into a central computer in Rockville.  The revisions to 
the timing should facilitate more efficient operations on Coles- 
ville Road.  Due to the large volumes of traffic along University 
Boulevard, there will be some undesirable degree of congestion at 
an at-grade intersection at Four Corners. 

My t«l«phonfl numbar is 13011. 333-1139 

Tal«yp«wfltar lor Impalrad Hurlng or Sp««ch 
383-7553 Baltlmar* MMro - 585-0451 OX. Metro - 1-800-«»2-50e2 Sl««wld«  Toll Frs* 

707  North Calvorl   St..  SlltlmOf*.  Miryllnd  21203-0717 



Mr. E. Domaas 
Pago Two 

The majority of traffic on this portion of US 29 is generated 
within eastern Montgomery County.  This is also the case with the 
forecasted increases in traffic.  The State Highway Administration 
is committed to rerouting motorists from Howard and other adjacent 
counties to Interstate 95.  Evidence of this commitment is the 
improvement of MD 175 and MD 32 and future improvements to MD 216 
and MD 100. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Xs requested your name has been added to the project mailing 
list.  Please contact us again if we can provide any further 
assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

$L-.ii. q^s by:   (Hra^' (1*     s^ifir-uu-> FQ<K 
Randy Xldrich 
Project Manager 

^     LHE/AHS/ih 
i 

)Q cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

*» 

S 



GFS REALTY. INC. 

STEPHEN L OSEHOFF 
vctmesocNT 

8 

PROJECT 
DEVELOP::F.. •. 

March 7, 1989 

DEPT 671 

BOX 1804. WASHINGTON. DC 20013 

(301)34I«W0 

Mr. Nell Pederson 
Director 
Statt Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and 

Preliminary Engineering 
Post Office Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

Re: Proposed Route 29 Inprovenents 

I represent the Burtonsvllle Shopping Center. This Shopping Center Is located 
on the northeast comer of the Intersection of Route 29 and Route 198. This 
letter will sunmarlze a meeting I had two weeks ago with Randy Aldrlch 
concerning the proposed Improvements to this Intersection. Hr. Aldrlch 
Informed me that the State Highway Administration Is currently favoring 
Alternate C Concept 5 and Alternate C Concept 3. 

I emphasized to Mr. Aldrlch that any decision the State Highway Administration 
takes concerning improvements to this Intersection must be carefully evaluated 
•.o determine the Impact on the existing businesses in Burtonsvllle. It 
ppears that Alternate C Concept S will effectively close the Center because 
ccess will be severely limited. Access relates to the following factors: 

o  Retail Customer Traffic Access 
o  Visual Access to the Facility 
o  Coomuter Traffic Access (The center Is being used as a regional 

transportation hub.) 

This Center was designed to be a community center, not a regional center. 
Access to the Center must be convenient for the local residents or the 
economic viability of the Center will be compromised. The Burtonsvllle 
Crossing Center Is a $12,000,000 asset. 

As I stated In my public testimony, the Intent of the 1982 Master Plan was to 
make Burtonsvllle a 'village center*. A "village center" provides services to 
the local residents. Our Investment In the Shopping Center was predicated on 
being able to provide a portion of the retail component to these local 
residents. This Center was built with the full understanding that someday, 
the "by-pass* might be built. However, the Center was not designed to operate 
as a regional shopping center at the corner of a major grade separated 
intersection. 

Mr. Hell Pederson 
State Highway Administration 
March 7, 19B9 
Page Two 

If I can provide you with any additional Information relative to the proposed 
design of this Intersection, please let me know. I will remain In contact 
with Mr. Aldrlch In order to keep current with this project. Please thank Mr. 
Aldrlch for meeting with me and my Associate. 

Sincerely, 

tfLpUd KJ)±C*^ /^^ 
Stephen U. Oseroff 

SL0:dwa 

cc: Peter Helmed, 6FS Realty. Inc.        4 
Randy Aldrlch. State Highway Administration 

O 
•* 



GFS REAUTY. INC. 

SIEPHENL OSEBOFF 
VKX FREStOCNr 

DEPT 671 

BOX 1804. WASMNGTON. D C. 20013 

(301)3416440 

February 8. 1989 

Hr. Nell Pederson 
State Highway Administration 
Director , M        . 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
707 North Calvert Street 
Room 400 
Post Office Box 717 
Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 

RECEIVED 
SCO a.^. 

tiittm. OFFICE SF 
MMKIK j mumn m\mm 

mt fFDERAL EXPRESS 

ear Hr. Pederson: 

Re: Proposed Route 29 Improvements 

•.<tlM.d at the Route 29 Public Hearing held on January 25. 1989. I would 
"em attached wrUten testimony entered Into the Public Hearing record. 

Sincerely. 

Stephen L. Oseroff 

SL0:dwa 

Attachment (as stated) 

TESTIMONY 

My name Is Steve Oseroff and I represent the Burtonsvllle Crossing Shopping 
Center, which Is located In the northeast quadrant of the Intersection of 
Route 29 and Route 198. Burtonsvllle has become a major conmerclal center as 
the approved and adopted roaster plan envisioned It would become. The master 
plan emphasizes the Importance of establishing Burtonsvllle as » viable 
conmerclal center. One of the criteria that ensures the viability of a 
conmerclal center Is that of Us convenience to the residents of the area. 
The concept plans presented by SHA do not focus on the proposed road 
Improvements' Impact on the functioning of Burtonsvl le as a conmerclal 
center. Specifically, the concept does not adequately address access to the 
existing businesses In the Burtonsvllle area. State Roads must sit down with 
us to understand how our project functions. Failure to examine this facet of 
design at this time could have drastic effects and result In the loss of a 
viable project In the future. 

The 1982 master plan states that major elements of the land use concept for 
Burtonsvllle are: 

o  to provide for a self-contained "village center" In the northeast quadrant 
of the Route 29-Route 198 Intersection 

o  to locate a fringe parking lot at the north end of the 'village center". 

These two physical Improvements are already In place at the Burtonsvllle 
Crossing Shopping Center. I do not believe that the State Highway 
Admin stratlin's road planners have adequately addressed the existence of 
these facilities In the conceptual plans which have been presented to the 
public. Certainly a goal of any road system must be to service facilities 
which already exist and the master plan deems necessary. 

I understand that the future predictions for the number of trips along the 
Route 29 corridor mandate Increasing the capacity of this corridor-However, 
the increase In trips can either be handled by construction of •"Ulonal 
roads, by Increasing the capacity of existing roads through the use of mass 
transit or by a combination of both methods. The 1982 master plan lists the 
following methods to Increase the capacity of the existing roads. 

o  locate fringe (conmuter) parking lots where auto occupants can form 
carpools or transfer to busses 

o  operate express bus service linking these fringe parking lots with Silver 
Spring and Glenmont Metro stations 

o  operate express bus service on Route 29. 

The Park & Ride Lot located behind the Burtonsvllle Crossing Shopping Center 
"providing all of these benefits. Building bus rldershlp Is a 
tlme-consummlng and expensive task. Commuters demand ""venlent quality 
service to Induce them to leave their cars for mass transit. Therefore 
llrl  ul consideration and planning must be given to the Impact the Proposed 
Intersection Improvements will have on this existing Park & Ride Lot. To my 
knowledge, this analysis has not been done. 



The current concept plans offer one Idea (Hd 198 Alternative B, Concept 1) 
which maintains an at grade Intersection which could be acceptable to us. 
This concept needs to be modified to permit a right turn In and out at the 
Intersection of Route 29 and National Drive. This Is north of the 198/29 
Intersection and on the east side of Route 29. The balance of the Ideas for 
modifying Route 29 are of such a magnitude that It dehumanUes the facilities 
surrounding the intersection. Therefore, It loses the Intent of the 1982 
master plan which created the current facilities. 

In addition. Alternative 0. Concept 1 and 2. Option 1 and Alternative 0. 
Concept 2, Option 2 would be acceptable. 

Currently, there are nine alternatives being proposed for the Intersection. 
None of these alternatives have been evaluated to detemlne how they will 
effect the operation of Burtonsvllle as a comserclal center and as a transit 
hub  Therefore. I recomnend that additional work sessions be scheduled with 
the adjoining property owners and HCDOT representatives In order to address 
the above Issues. Until this type of study Is conducted, any analysis of the 
proposed Improvements Is Impossible. 

He look forward to working with the State. 

s 

Maryfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Tninor 
S«cr«MY 

Hal KassoH 
Adminlstrnor 

March 31. 1989 

Mr. stepnen L. oseroff 
vice President 
GPS Realty. Inc. 
Department 671 
BOX 1804 
wasblngton, D.c. 20013 

Dear Mr. oseroff: 

THIS letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
regarding our project planning study on US 29 in Montgonery 
County.  I appreciate the comments you provided about the study 
alternatives' effects to the continued operation of your shopping 
center in Burtonsvllle.  As the project manager, Mr. Randy 
Aldrlch, indicated when you met earlier this year, this input 
will be considered in the development of a preferred 
alternative. 

At this time, we do not have a preference.  Analysis and 
refinement of the alternatives is underway to determine if it 
would be desirable to retain the existing alignment of US 29 
through Burtonsvllle or to more closely adhere to the Eastern 
Montgomery County Master Plan, which envisions a bypass slightly 
east of the existing alignment.  If the existing alignment is 
retained, we anticipate alternatives C-5 or D-3-5. including 
minor changes to them, are logical choices.  If the Master Plan 
alignment Is Judged preferable, we thin* Alternatives C-3 or 
D-3-3, also including minor changes, are logical choices.  The 
"Village Center" intentions of the Master Plan must be weighed in 
our considerations.  As you point out, retention of the existing 
alignment and the placement of an interchange adjacent to the 
Burtonsvllle Crossing Center has consequences on the scope of 
this plan.  Other considerations, such as costs, environmental 
consequences, and the minimization of right-of-way displacements, 
must also be considered.  A rigid schedule has not been developed 
to assess all of the information available to render a decision, 
we do anticipate having a preference indicated by this fall 
however.  Please remain in contact with Randy Aldrlch to chart 
our progress. 

Very truly yours, 

"tu) txJbuii* 

Nell J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP/lh 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr 

My laUphone numbar it 1301). 333-1110 

T«l«yp«wtlt«r lor Imp.lr.d Hurlng or SpMch «.«,«. 
M3-755S Bdtlmor. M.tr. - 5.5-0451 O.C Mtro -.-.00-4.2-5062 Sl««ld. Toll Fr.. 

eft 
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January 25, 1989 

S 

.... By Hand Mt. Randy Aldrlch —'  
State Highway Administration 
707 Notth Calvert Street 
Baltimore. MD 21202 

Kom^rCouXoepartment of Transportation 
101 Monroe Street 
Rockvllle, MD 20850 

Re.      Proposed improvement, to Route 29 and Potential Impact on Seventh-day 
AdventUM World Headquarter. Project 

Dear Mt. Aldrlch and Mi. Rappaport: 

' u ,. our under.tand.ng that o„ ^^j^SSft S^ISSS 
AdmlnUtratlon ("SHA") and Mon i««T Co«n«Jte3"uernatlve proposal, and 
("MCDOT") will be holding « P"^,^'^, "^ Maryland Route 29 (Columbia 
receive  te.tlmony  on   proposed  '£P'°v«m£•  ^ Corporation of Seventh-day 

SDA 1. the owner developer and^^Z^XX R^dTo^ 
ln the ,outhwe.t quadrant °f , ^» ,.n'e"'",°n

y ,, Lnded by Old Columbia Pike, 
29 in Sliver Spring.   Specifically.^the W•rf ~ '     „ present,y being 
Ea.t Randolph Road. R""" ^ *««« of' th«^ SDA Church, which U being 
developed to house the World H"^""" °f ,n preparing the site de.tgn for 
relocated to Silver Sprlng f• J^f *£ wUh'lt.P fundamental philosophies. 

ST ^^^^'SS'i^S-i-^ an- compatibility. 

LlNOWES AND BLOCHER 

x^a's^^ff -uflr\=trufdqrteer:oranTubs: 
eleemosynary   and   philanthropic   ln«'^'°n8-   as6°= schematlc Development Plan ssirs- .^f^Tv^rrin — — - 
Incorporated herein as Attachment   A • 

~     .    .i  i   I9R7   the PlanntaR Board Issued an Opinion approving preliminary 
0n.Apr..1!. .' /w^f 8*246 for the property.   The subdivision approval permits plan of subdivision No.   -84246 for tne Pr°P" » f       of offlce space and 

development of  Phase 1 (consisting 0V/nHPhas. 11 (consisting of 100.000 square 
50.000 square feet of ^V^^^JS^^^S^'  '* ls antlc"'ated 
feet of office space) of the SDA Woria  neaaq K phase II occ    ancy 

that SDA will c••""0""^"^0' ^Tcondltton of Its subdivision approval. 

^eSd^^^ 

of occupancy of Phase 1. 

On March 20. .987. the ««^inSd"-0^ SSTZS^ 
No. 8-86078 for Phase 1 (l.e . 300,000 ^\•«£"£1meviant Issuance of 

as tsrsr.'VTS'S^""""' "*" ""'• anticipate, occupying this pha.e In April of this year. 

G,ven  the  approvals received »J^^^tf£j2S£ 
Its World Headquarters. SDA I. very concerned •£« «£»J"' p 0£lou,ly, SDA 
to Route 29 and the road network •""^J",^ ^ ^M In any manner be 
would oppose any road ^P'0^^,/^^^ SDA or Impede or prevent full 
contrary to the governmental aPP"-•'8 "^5^75 square feet of SDA World 
development and use of the property t• •-0 ^ patt,cularly alarmed by 
Headquarter,  office and  use.•  «*"*££ ^^ ends 

P
0, It. property at Ba.t 

^^rassr^w^ss25p«i-p 

Unt,, SDA ha. had an opportunity to listen to £»•£ TernaUvf^ad 
presentation.   It   cannot   ^rttelTj*^'^ ^..'Xwifor.. SDA reserve. 

presentation. 



LlNOWES AND BLOCHBH 

2 

Finally, we request that you give careful consideration to SDA's land use 
approvals, agreements and development plans as you work toward flnallzatlon 
of road Improvements along Route 29 and the surrounding road network. We remain 
available to assist In any way that we can. 

Very truly yours, 

UNOWESAND BLOCHER 

LAG/bfd 
Attachment 

cc: Robert Merryman 
John Clark 
Jeff Rlese 
Alex Heklmlan 
Bud Llem 
Donald Gilbert 
Charles Frederick 
Frank Jones 
Michael Breakie 
Randy Gregory 
Jim Appleton 
Edward Papaztan 

Larrv^GordoiT/ '^ 



StyA 
Mary/and Department oflransportation 
State Highway Administration 

21 \C* 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sscraltfv 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminislralof 

8 

Re: 

April 3. 1989 

Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29, Sligo Creek to the 
Patuxent River 
PDMS Mo. 152019 

Mr. John J. Delaney 
Mr. Larry X. Gordon 
Linowes and Blocher 
Tenth Floor 
1010 Wayne Avenue 
P.O. Box 8728 
Silver Spring. Maryland 20907 

Dear Mr. Delaney and Mr. Gordon: 

This letter i, in "-P^- ^ t^c^-t. T^pr^iJ-^ 
the public hearing on our propoaals for US 29 in n  »   Seventh- 
.„d ?h.ir •«•«» '?.^•t2—J^St S%SSS"^ appreciated. 
£S.A^i:ia«I"ViEi-S-uX tranacript and will be 
^oro^hry^on^der-d in our d.velop.ent o • Pr-^rr-d  ^ 

S^-r^iin^U^-oTorc^r-ra^Pp'rised o, .11 -J«r 
project activities. 

Amended Sche-atic Development Plan ^ed January i        ^ ^ 

Sch Road, we feel it i» "^"to Io"hbSunS US 29 as proposed in 
on-ra»p from Old Columbia Road ««> •«"»»• •°f.rainp proposed in 
tlternktive. C-2 and D-3-2.  The adj•«»« «» J^S. £raffic that 
Alternative. C-l and 0-3-1 is "^ as crltie R.„dolph 
Kould be using it can be »«o•oda'»° essential on-ramp does 
Road grade »-P««tion propo..Is.  ^- es.entl        ry Cou„ty.s 

impact the are. on ****1W£££  "gineeriSg analysis ha. been 
155 .pace park-n-ride lot.  •°u»"  " t  the lot can be completed to determine that ^h. l»yout or tn       n it and sDA's 
reoriented .uch that the ramp "^^ 9^^"ed a. our preferred 

irt:rrn.rivk.in.flt sir^LS*"-? s. .««•»• -discu" *ny 

changes to the lot. 

Mr. John J. Delaney 
Mr. Larry A. Gordon 
Page Two 

At Randolph Road o-^"^^?-^'.^"^0'  , 
effect on the SDA site  X J^^^^o.d intersection would be 
southwest corner of the "^ 29/Ranao P        southbound US 29. 
displaced by an on-ramp fro,».^n„„kina areas.  Some intersection 
This ramp does not traverse «T P«Wn«0tu^ia Road intersection 
^:V:^k.t0^  r^n^noro^these improvement, displ.ee 
any of your parking areas. 

contact us again if »••«•" %,fects at a future meeting, would like to discuss these effects at 

by 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. Michael Snyder 
Mr. John Clark (with incoming) 

My tiltphon* number it (3011. 
333-1139 

,.,-75.5 B-,.m«. Mjjro - 5.5H.«^£tJ«~. „.,„„,, ,,,0,-07,7 



C&P Telephone 
A •MMbnUc Companf 

ComtifMwcn dace 
I E  PrJH SliMl 
Bannxyt. Mariano 21202 
13011 SJ» 9900 

January 25, 1989 

Attached are our comments on the various alternatives.  Please 
keep us appraised of developments on this project.  C&P will endeavor to 

do its best to be of help. 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration a)>X LIOJ-C - ̂

 
Re: Proposed Route 29 Improvements 

at Husgrove & Fairland Roads 
F. V. Masterman 

Gentlemen: 

o 
ON 

This is In reference to the Alternative Displays Review on 
Maryland Route 29 from Sllgo Creek to the Patuxent River. C&P is 
primarily concerned with the proposed improvements at Husgrove Road and 
Fairland Road. C&P owns and has developed all the property abutting 
both the East and West sides of Route 29 between Fairland and Husgrove 
Road. On the East side is C&P's Fairland Data Processing Center for 
which a third building Is planned in the near future. That building must 
be situated as between the existing buildings and Husgrove Road. 

The development on both of these properties is substantial in 
terns of scope and Investment. C&P has not only striven to establish and 
maintain attractive properties in parklike settings but In developing these 
properties C&P has relinquished significant takings and provided multi 
•illIons of dollars for the widening of Route 29.  In addition, C&P 
fulfilled the added requirement to supervise the highway contractor. At 
this point in time C&P feels it has already given well beyond its fair 
share. 

Attachment 

In addition. It should be recognized that both C&P properties have 
been developed in keeping with agreements between C&P end our residential 
neighbors toward minimizing the impact on these neighborhoods.  In fact, a 
200 foot wide buffer with heavy landscape screening exists around the 
perimeter of the Fairland Data Center. Even the Husgrove Road driveway 
entrance was placed near Route 29 to keep traffic off the residential road. 

In your plans you will notice that Alternative C, Concept 4 does 
away with the C&F driveway and establishes a new entrance In the heart of the 
residential area along Husgrove Road. This Is unacceptable to C&P as it 
violates C&P's agreements with Montgomery County. 

C&P's review of the proposed alternatives Indicates that only 
Alternative B, Concept 1 would be considered acceptable to C&P and then 
only with some provision made for safe access to our Fairland Data Center 
driveway entrance from the Eastbound lane of Husgrove Road. 



ATTACHMENT 

o 
-J 

ALTERHATIVE B, CONCEPT OWE 

Under this plan, a second right-turn-only lane Is being added from 
Southbound onto Westbound Musgrove Road and Husgrove is being widened by one 
lane along the Chesapeake Complex property. 

This alternative could possibly be completed with mlnlnin impact on 
our Chesapeake Complex site and Its stormwater management ponds.  There would 
be minor Impact on the Falrland Data Center property except for the need to 
make provision for safe access to our driveway from the East bound lane of 
Musgrove Road. 

ALTERNATIVE B, CONCEPT TWO 

This plan places a right turn lane Into the Southbound entrance onto 
Musgrove Road. 

This plan would cut Into our stormwater management ponds and is 
unacceptable, because of the impact to our Chesapeake Complex.  The affect on 
our Falrland Data Center is not objectionable. 

ALTERNATIVE C, CONCEPT FOUR 

This approach utilizes a cloverleaf exit from Route 29 to Musgrove Road 
and is unacceptable. 

This proposed route would totally remove our stormwater management pond 
at the Chesapeake site and would leave us no other place to replace it.  Unlike 
other proposed changes, this change would also require a similar amount of 
property from the Falrland Data Center to handle northbound Route 29 exit 
traffic at Musgrove Road.  In addition, it would divert our entrance to the 
employees parking lot through the residential property along Husgrove Road. 

ALTERNATIVE D, CONCEPTS ONE, TWO AMD THREE, OPTION ONE 

Similar to Alternative B, Concept Two 

ALTERNATIVE D, CONCEPT THREE, OPTION FOUR 

Similar to Alternative C, Concept Four. 

s 
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Maiyfand Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Saoattfv 

Hal Kaasoff 
Admlnittntor 

April 4, 1989 

Re:  Contract Ho. M 425-101-370 
US 29, Sligo Creek to the 
Patuxent River 
PDMS No. 152019 

Mr. Del Walter 
Staff Supervisor, Real Estate 
C & P Telephone.Company 
Constellation Place 
1 E. Pratt Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Halter: 

This letter is in response to the comments you provided at 
the public hearing on our proposals for US 29 in Montgomery 
County and their effects to your complex of buildings at Musgrove 
Road.  Your input is valued and appreciated.  This material will 
be thoroughly considered in our development of a preferred 
alternative. 

As was discussed at previous meetings with Mr. William A. 
Johnson, providing future improvements to US 29 to accommodate 
design year traffic forecasts is a formidable task.  The alter- 
natives presented in the public hearing brochure represent 
reasonable proposals to meet these forecasts. They were developed 
around existing and proposed development that was available at 
least two years ago.  Any effects to your continued development of 
the Fairland Data Center on the east side of US 29 may need 
further refinement.  In Alternatives C-4 and D-3-4, the access 
from your parking lot to Musgrove Road was relocated to provide 
separation from the loop ramps to and from US 29.  The location 
selected was arbitrary and can be moved closer to US 29 so that 
you conform with prior agreements with Montgomery County.  A 
spacing of at least 100 to 400 feet between this relocated access 
roadway and the interchange ramps will be required. 

Retaining a signalized intersection at Musgrove Road would 
not adequately serve the anticipated traffic volumes.  The traffic 
analysis completed for all of the study alternatives shows that 
congestion will reach undesirable levels at both Musgrove Road and 
Randolph Road.  Due to the proximity of these two intersections, 
the proposed grade separation concepts must be developed as a 
single proposal.  Developing separate, stand alone grade 
separations is questionable.  At this time, we feel a long term 
solution will be similar to initiatives proposed in Alternatives 
C-4, D-3-1 or D-3-4. 

My ltl«phon« numbar ii 1301)- 333-1139 
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Mr. Del Walter 
Page Two 

At this time, we do not have a preference to address the 
traffic congestion shortfalls on US 29.  Currently, we anticipate 
being in a position to formulate a recommendation later this 
year.  You are welcome to contact us now and then to chart our 
progress.  If in the interim you feel that an informal meeting 
would be productive, please contact us to schedule a convenient 
date. 

Very truly yours. 

by 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. Michael Snyder 
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10708 Margate Rd. 
Silver Spring, Maryland 
April 4, 1989 

20901 

m Maryland Department of Trdnsportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainer 
Sacrttarv 

Hal Kassoff 
Admjnittrttor 

April 12, 1989 

Mr. Randy Aldrlch 
Project Manager   
Project Oevelopaent Division, Md. Dept. of Transportation 
707 N. Calvert St. 
Baltlaore, Maryland  21203 

Dear Sir: 

After considerable thought this is in further response to the 
letter of Mr. Richard Trainor  to Representative Constance Morella 
on our behalf, a copy of which was sent to you. 

and cost Billions of dollars 

Sincerely, 

Doris P. Hardy 

Walton R. Hardy 

Re: Contract Ho. M 425-101-370 
US 29, Sligo Creek to the 
Patuxent River 
PDMS Mo. 152019 

Mr. and Mrs. Walton R. Hardy 
10708 Margate Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland. 20901 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Hardy: 

This letter is in response to your letter of April 4th 
regarding our project planning study on US 29 (Colesville Road) 
in Montgomery County.  You had previously written to 
Representative Constance Morella with concerns about the study 
alternatives affects to Colesville Road. 

A great deal of thought has entered into the study 
alternatives.  If the median is removed, as proposed in 
Alternative D, pedestrian mobility will change.  Because the goal 
of this alternative is to enhance the transit usage 
characteristics of the US 29 corridor, as envisioned in the 
Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan, pedestrian circulation 
becomes all that more critical.  Consequently, there are elements 
being considered as part of Alternative D to construct 
aesthetically pleasing pedestrian overpasses at Sligo Creek, 
Granville Drive, Lorain Avenue and Oak Leaf Drive, and to 
construct sidewalks along both sides of the roadway between Sligo 
Creek Parkway and MD 650.  Additionally, the signalized 
intersections at Sligo Creek Parkway, Franklin Avenue, Southwood 
Avenue, Lockwood Drive, Burnt Mills Avenue and Prelude Drive will 
be retained.  The timing of the signal cycle at each intersection 
will be examined to ensure ample time is provided for a 
pedestrian to cross seven lanes of pavement.  Mid block crossings 
of a roadway with traffic levels such as Colesville Road, even 
with a median to provide some refuge, are not recommended. 

My laltphon* numbar la nnn 333-1139 V 
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Mr. and Hrs. Walton R. Hardy 
Paga Two 

I want to thank you for your intarest In the highway 
davelopmant procaaa as it ralataa to this study.  Please contact 
•• again if I can provide further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Bga, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliainary Engineering 

Randy Aldrich^ 
Project Manager 

LHE/KCA/ih 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 
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STATEMENT OF JERROLD HERCENBERG. ESQ.. A RESIDEHT AND 
2£S OF TOE BURHT MILLS MAMOR CIVIC ASSOCIATION ON 
T^K>D DRITO/STATE ROUTE 29 ALTERNATIVES BEFORE THE 
L  ^ATE HS« ^MINISTRATION AND THE COUNTY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
JANUARY 25, 1989 

Thank you for the opportunity to share my views on the 

proposed road«ay alternatives for the Lockwood Drive section of 

Colesville Road (State Route 29). which is the first 

intersection located north of Northwest Branch Creek. At this 

location, the state has proposed four alternative approaches to 

address primarily lutUXfl anticipated congestion. The four 

alternative concepts ares 

A. Leave the existing roadway unchanged; 

0\ 

B. - Close off the left turn lanes at various points 

between Eastwood Drive and New Hampshire Avenue 

(State Route 650); 

C. - Establish a new interchange at Route 29 and Lockwood 

Drive at an estimated cost of between 7-8 million 

dollars; and 

D. - Establish a new high occupancy vehicle lane using a 

3-1-3 configuration with an overhead lane control 

system. 

Opinions in our community differ on whether the state 

should consider concepts A or B. and ,,hetl|V/^^£J£ 

3-1-3 lane without any median would be safe in wet and icy 

weather.  The consensus in our community is that concepts A, B, 

_aj^Bw   are the only reasonable options available for the 

Lockwood Drive area. Alternative Concept C is opposed by our 

entire civic association and community. We do not believe it 

will be in the public interest or cost effective transportation 

policy to construct an interchange.  Speaking personally, this 

proposal would have a severe and ruinous affect upon my 

neighborhood and my home. 

itftar 

I would like to direct your attention to Plate 14 of your 

hearing book displaying Lockwood Drive alternative Concepts 3, 

4, and 5.  All three concepts establish an interchange elevated 

over Colesville Road/State Route 29 and converge two lanes of 

traffic from Lockwood Drive unto a single lane for traffic 

heading southbound. This design will likely create maxfl 

traffic congestion unto Lockwood Drive than exists today and 

will shift more Route 29 traffic congestion to Southwood Road 

where a new traffic light was installed last year. Because 

morning rush hour traffic is frequently backed up from 

Southwood Road past Northwest Branch where the proposed 

Lockwood Drive interchange would connect to Route 29. traffic 

from Lockwood Drive is likely to encounter difficulty. 

2 - 



Without the assistance of a traffic light, traffic from 

Lockwood Drive would have to merge with Route 29 traffic 

already backed up from Southwood Drive defeating the primary 

purpose of an interchange.  If it was not bad enough that this 

interchange could add to traffic congestion, each of the three 

alternative C concepts add unnecessarily more than $1 million 

to the cost and have understated the costs. 

All three concepts include a southbound ramp from Route 29 

to the proposed Lockwood Drive Interchange.  This southbound 

ramp has only two potential purposes: 

Drive.  Moreover, employees of Manor Care routinely use its 

current entrances to enter its parking lot. Yet the state 

alternative C proposals includes a $1 million dollar ramp to 

all three alternatives of the Lockwood Drive interchange 

designs. 

Of the three concepts. Concept C-3 clearly has the worst 

impact on my home and those of ray neighbors.  It would propose 

to build an elevated ramp through the middle of my backyard and 

take up to 40 feet from the existing roadway.  The impact on my 

home would be devastating. 

(1) to allow vehicles to make a left turn onto Lockwood 

Drive and 

(2) to allow vehicles to enter the Manor Care Company 

parking lot. 

Yet, these two purposes do not seem justified or 

reasonable.  Even if a high occupancy vehicle lane were added 

to this corridor preventing left turns, cars needing to access 

Lockwood Drive from southbound Route 29 may do so from Hew 

Hampshire Avenue.  In addition, cars rarely turn left at 

Lockwood Drive and the state has been unable to document more 

than 10 left turns per hour from southbound traffic to Lockwood 

- 3 
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Pictures Al and A2 following show what ray backyard and my 

next door neighbor's backyard look like today. 

OO 

A2 

Al 
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Pictures Bl and B2 following show what my backyard and my 

neighbor's backyard would look like under alternative concept 

3.  Please note that if Concept 3 is implemented, my backyard 

would be left with less than 10 feet of clearance from my rear 

deck.  In my neighbor's yard, this proposal would eliminate 

more than one-half of the basketball court. 

B2 

Bl 
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Although these pictures show how close the roadway would 

be placed to my home, one can not appreciate the increased 

noise level from piggy-back trucks, buses, and other vehicles. 

This proposal leaves no room for my four children who are all 

under age 12 to play safely in their own backyard.  Further, 

imagine the quiet enjoyment our family would have everytime an 

18 wheeler decided to use the elevated ramp.  Concept 3 would 

make my home unfit to live in and completely unmarketable. 

Yet, the state's staff and the summary of alternatives reveal 

that the state does not even intend to pay me or my neighbors 

for the loss of our homes. This grossly underestimates the 

cost of this alternative. 

O By contrast with alternative C-3, both concept C-4 and C-5 

also establish a ramp, which leads only to the Manor Care 

parking garage.  They do not even provide for left turns at 

Lockwood Drive.  Yet, as 1 mentioned earlier, employees of 

Manor Care already access their parking facilities by right 

turns from Route 29. To establish ramps to accomplish right 

turns into Manor Care's parking lot when employees have been 

able to do so for 15 years, is a waste of taxpayer's money and 

will simply represent a million dollar boondoggle.  In 

addition, these proposals which take approximately 10 feet less 

of my property than Concept C-3 create the same problems for me 

and my neighbors. 

9 - 

I would like to add two additional points about the 

Lockwood Drive, Alternative C Concepts. 

First, because these alternatives will reduce available 

parking at Manor Care they may require construction of 

additional parking or building facilities by Manor Care that 

encroach upon the privacy of nearby homes.  The entire Burnt 

Mills Manor Civic Association objects to all of these 

alternative C concepts. 

Second, our community is concerned with the adverse impact 

and disregard for safety created by the Lockwood Drive 

Interchange.  For the 15 years I have lived in White Oak, there 

have never been adequate sidewalks along Lockwood Drive.  If 

the state leaves stoplights at Burnt Mills Avenue and adds a 

stoplight at Prelude Drive, we fear that the interchange will 

steer more traffic to Lockwood Drive converting its use from 

two single lane roads to a four lane super highway.  This could 

result in tragedy for the many families with young children who 

live and walk to synogogue, church, or recreational activities 

along Lockwood Drive.  We also strongly believe that the 

interchange will undermine the safety to pedestrian traffic in 

the area and may create a barrier to pedestrians who need to 

cross Route 29 at or near Lockwood Drive. 

10 
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Finally, when I moved to the White Oak Community, it was a 

quiet and safe community, and friendly to pedestrians.  Even 

Route 29,   although busy, was a highway not an expressway.  If 

you proceed with planned Alternative C for Lockwood Drive, you 

will effectively be building an expressway through the heart of 

a community which I and many neighbors spent the last 15 years 

building. 

I realize your goals are to seek ways to make progress for 

everyone using our transportation system.  But progress can not 

be made if it destroys existing communities or displaces 

families.  Alternative Concept C is such a destructive 

alternative which physically splinters our community, wastes 

the taxpayers money, and can not accomplish its goals.  I hope 

your judgement will take these issues into consideration as you 

reject the Lockwood Drive C Alternatives Concepts.  Thank you. 

7S52C 
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m Maiyland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

April  12,   1989 

Richard H. Trainor 
SacrMary 

Hal Kastoff 
Atfmlnitlrator 

Mr. Jerrold Hercenberg, 
10903 Wheeler Drive 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Hercenberg: 

Re: Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29, Sligo Creek to the 
Patuxent River 
PDMS No. 152019 

Esq. 

20901 

This letter is in response to the comments you presented at 
the January 25th public hearing about the project planning study 
of US 29 in Montgomery County.  He appreciate receiving this 
material and learning how the proposed changes to US 29 may 
affect your home on Wheeler Drive.  Your input will be given a 
thorough consideration in our development of a recommended 
alternative. 

At this tine, there is no preferred alternative for US 29. 
A detailed engineering and environmental analysis and an 
assessment of all the correspondence received is underway. 
Sometime later this year, the planning team will make a 
recommendation to the Administrator.  After he formally selects 
an alternative, a final environmental document will be prepared 
that examines the selected alternative. 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this study.  Please contact 
us again if we can provide further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Randy Aldrich   "^ Randy 
Project Manager 

LHB/RCA/lh 

cc:     Mr.  Michael  Snyder 

My l.laphon. numbat It (301 > 333-1139 

Tafttypawrltaf for Impalrad Hawing or Spaach 
3t3-TS«S BaMlmor* MaUo - 5«5-0«51 O.C. MMro - t-tOO-4ia-tOI2 Stalawld* Tdl FrM 

707 North Calvatt St.. Baltlmora, Maryland 21203-0717 



'RECEIVED 
C-f3o 

MAR 28 1969 
(03 

_„   sinfcioj. ofFin of 

10210 Colesvllle Road 

STAfB H»r ».i«?llver SP^lnB• MD• 20910 

j; ^ M 2J 0»,arCh 23' l989 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 Calbert Street 
Baltimore, HD 21202 

Dear Mr. Kassoff: 

I am writing to you seeking Information on the proposals for 

Route 29. 

As you will note from my address, I live right on the main. Just 
a block from Four Corners. I am very concerned as to the Impact 
the different proposals will have on llfe of _re^1fe^f_J;n t^ 

of 

no way one can go _.,,... 
another adverse Impact—the noise and pollution. 

I would be grateful If you could enlighten me on the protective 
measures for residents that are being considered along with the 
different proposals. I understand the following are under 
consideration: 

HOV lanes—which mean removing the median in some areas 

2. 

3. 

Underpass at Pour Corners 

Jughandles at Four Corners—making right turns before 
turning left. 

My questions are: 

If Ho.l is accepted. what arrangements are being 
considered for pedestrians? Would this mean removing the 
median from all of Colesvllle Road (that Is the area under 
consideration) or Is this only north of Four Corners 

If No 2 is accepted, my understanding is that there will be 
In overhead crossing, but that -111 be at Four Corners-- 
what happens to people north of Four Corners coming off 
buses and boarding buses? Are they to come off the buses 
one, two, three blocks from Four Corners and then walk back 
to Pour Corners to get over to the other side of the road? 
This question also applies to people south of Pour Corners. 

Has consideration been given to the people who live along 
Colesvllle Road, who chose to do so because of the 
convenience of getting to buses, etc.? Will driveways and 
more sidewalks be built to accommodate them? 

If No.3 is decided—what does this mean? Making a right 
turn before turning left —would the right turn be on to a 
side street?  what does this really mean? 

As you can see from my questions, I do not know what the 
considerations are for residents in the area and I do not 
understand clearly what the proposals will do. It would help me 
to understand better If I know what consideration is being taken 
into account when you consider each proposals and an explanation 
of what each proposal will really do. I also know that a 
decision has not yet been taken as to which way to go, and I am 
aware that all of the above are recommendations under 
consideration, but I am in need of enlightenment. 

In summing up, from my point of view, it seems to me, that no 
matter which proposal is approved—the residents in the area will 
be the losers. I think it is frightening that a road that is 
considered residential has been turned into a highway—that Is 
what it is now—to accommodate residents who are coming from 
outside the community—they are leaving the peace and quite 
behind—they also go back to the peace and quiet. I think the 
state planners should really look further ahead and find a route 
to make a highway outside of this residential area for commuters 
without infringing on the rights of residents in and around 
Silver Spring. Silver Spring is a town, roads go off highways 
Into towns. If highways go through towns, then speed limits on 
that stretch of highway should be reduced to accommodate the 
neighborhoods. Turning Colesvllle Road into a major highway 
will not solve the problem of traffic congestion, the wider the 
roads, the more traffic will it take—the more congestion will 
arise—this seems to me to make a never-ending problem. Why not 
try for an outer beltway now. 

Grateful for an learly response. 

Thanking you, 

V»»-ft/l^*-«__ \<t C4A <\r-~CZO 
Daphne Richards 

NOTE: that I would like to see happen to Colesvllle Road Is what 
has been done to 16th Street—a median In the middle with 
trees and shrubs growing. (Am I dreaming?) 

cc. Rep. Constance A. Morella 



MaryfandDepartmentoiTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sscratanr 

Hal Kassoll 
Administrator 

April 12, 1989 

Ms. Daphne Richards 
10210 Colesvillo Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Richards: 

20910 

Thank you for your March 23rd letter regarding our project 
planning study on US 29 in Montgomery County.  I can understand 
?our concern ibout how our study alternatives may ""ect 
pedestrian circulation in and around the Four Corners area. 

There are three basic proposals for Four Corners.  First, 
alternative X proposes to do nothing and allow the traffic 
congestion to worsen.  Second, there is an at-grade intersection 
nroSosal that prohibits all left turns at the Four Corners 
crossroads between US 29 and MD 193.  Vehicles making left turns 
would be rerouted to jug-handle turn lanes behind the Roy Rogers 
Res"u»nt and the Marvin Memorial Methodist Church.  Without the 
operation of an HOV lane along US 29, this proposal is designated 
Alternative B-l.  It still requires removal of the median along 

^      VS  29  through Four Corners.  Kith the operation of an HOV lane 

it is designated Alternative C-2.  With an HOV lane, it is 
designated Alternative D-3-2. 

Regarding your specific questions, I can offer the 

following: 

If the median is removed, pedestrian access will not be 
••crificed.  At Four Corners, pedestrians will b« 
"courage* to cross US 29 at the remaining slgnaliMd 
"Hrsections.  This is especially true with the 
proposed grade separation where it «•«"»•£ £ 
possible to cross at locations other than these 
?n?!r.ectiona  The timing of all the signals would be 
«t to ensCre'ample time is provided for a pedestrian 
" c".. the r^Sity.  Sidewalk, will be provided along 
all roadways to facilitate pedestrian circulation.  Due 
£ th. teSr volumes of traffic on US 29 through Four 
Corner., mid-block crossings, even with a median to 
provide some refuge, are not recommended. 

Ms. Daphne Richards 
Page Two 

0    If the median of US 29 between MD 650 and Sligo Creek 
Parkway is replaced with a travel lane, additional 
measures will be taken to enhance pedestrian travel and 
to encourage usage of mass transit.  First, sidewalks 
are proposed along both sides of US 29 in this segment. 
Second, all of the existing signalized intersections 
will be retained and the timing of their cycle will be 
set to ensure ample time is provided for a pedestrian 
to cross the roadway.  Finally, where there are large 
gaps between signalized intersections, pedestrian 
overpasses are proposed so that pedestrians will not 
have to walk more than two or three blocks to cross US 
29.  These overpasses would be considered at Sligo 
Creek, Granville Drive, Lorain Avenue and Oak Leaf 
Drive. 

•   All of the turns associated with the Four Corners jug- 
handle proposal would be made via existing State 
routes.  No traffic would be intentionally routed onto 
local neighborhood streets.  As an example, to travel 
south on US 29 and to access the Woodmoor Shopping 
Center, a motorist would make a right turn onto 
westbound MD 193, follow the jug-handle behind the Roy 
Rogers Restaurant, proceed across US 29 along eastbound 
MD 193, follow the jug-handle behind the Methodist 
church and finally turn right into the shopping center 
from westbound MD 193.  With signals to control traffic 
at the two jug-handles, this movement requires passage 
through four signalized intersections. 

As you indicate, we do not have a preference at this time. 
We expect to select an alternative later this year after we have 
assessed citizen input such as yours and completed a detailed 
engineering and environmental analysis.  An alternate routing for 
US 29 along Sligo Creek Park had to be abandoned many years ago 
due to changes in Federal and State regulations that make it all 
but impossible to impact parkland for transportation purposes. 

In many ways, the adoption of the Alternative D proposal, or 
something similar to it, may minimize the effects to your portion 
of US 29.  The intent of this proposal is to change US 29 into a 
more transit serviceable corridor, as envisioned in the Eastern 
Montgomery County Master Plan.  The goal is to move people, not 
necessarily more vehicles.  The single largest concentration of 
forecasted trips will be traveling between origins in Eastern 
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Ms. Daphne Richards 
Page Thro* 

Montgomery County and Silvar Spring.  With plans being developed 
by Montgomery County to construct as aany as three to four 
thousand park and ride spaces in this area and to operate express 
bus service fron the lots to Silver Spring via the HOV lane, along 
US 29,   a convenient and dependable service would develop. 
Patronage would be assured as long as this service could provide 
users with a clear travel ti»e advantage over using their single 
occupant vehicles.  The local bus service currently provided 
along US 29 south of MD 650 would be retained and possibly 
expanded.  This is why the proposal includes ceasures to enhance 
pedestrian circulation. 

Your interest in the highway developaent process as it 
relates to this study is appreciated.  Please feel free to 
contact the project aanager, Mr. Randy Aldrich, if we can provide 
further assistance.  Mr. Aldrich's telephone number is (301) 
333-1139. 

Hal Kassoff 
Adainistrator 

Pj HK/lh 

H- cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
^ Mr. Michael Snyder 
"^ MEI Louis H. Ege, Jr. 



to 

Ian 

WO/ Colavilk Road 
Sihtr Spring, Maryland 20901 
Ttltpboni: (301) 58S-4476 

/ 

1/ 

M.ic** 

£ ,c^f- 

e-*lA 

n v:    ^-^ ^^T tf^4 

>>• 

.   cl^    ... 

/       •£]"***' C&^f^       U***-*^ 

p 



<3 Maryfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S*cr«t«nr 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

K> 

April 13, 1989 

Re: Contract Ho. M 425-101-370 
US 29, Sllgo Creek to the 
Patuxent River 
FDMS No. 152019 

Dr. Earnest E. Harmon 
9301 Colesvill* Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901 

Dear Dr. Harmon: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of April 
8th regarding our project planning study on US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  I appreciate the constructive interest you have shown in 
this study and the effects it has on the Sligo Creek Parkway 
intersection. 

As we discussed on the telephone earlier today, the width of 
the perpetual easement along Sligo Creek Parkway granted to the 
State Highway Administration by Maryland-National Park and 
Planning Commission in 1959 is approximately 80 feet.  The width 
of the current roadway is approximately 30 feet.  If the 
approaches to Colesville Road are widened to five lanes as 
proposed in the 4-1-2 lane configuration concept of Alternative D 
between1-495 and Sligo Creek Parkway, the widened roadway would 
be contained w"hin tSis easement area.  This is the only study 
alternative that proposes any changes at this location.  The 
similar 3-1-3 lane configuration concept, which proposed seven 
Une approaches along Sllgo Creek Parkway, has been determined to 
be "not preferred- due the impacts to the communities on both 
sides of Colesville Road. 

A copy of your letter documenting your problems with storm 
water rSnoff from Colesville Road will be given to our District 
Ottice and our Division of Highway Design for their consideration 
in thS Mnal design phase of the project.  If widening doe. occur 
;? tM. intersection, appropriate stormw.ter •»'^»"»r£"i^ara 
performed to ensure that stormwater regulations and "iteria are 
Sph.ld.  Pleas, feel free to monitor our development of these 
nronosals so that your concerns can be dealt with at the 
SppSopriltr.tSS. of final design activities  Currently- these 
nrnnoaals are not funded and there is no preferred alternative. 
THSr Shis year we will be making a recommendation.  Decisions to 
JroSIde iun£ U Struct any or .11 of a "«--?»f:?.PrOJ'Ct *" 
reviewed annually by State and County el.ct.d officials. 

Dr. Earnest E. Harmon 
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Again, thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this project.  Please 
contact me again if I can provide further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By 
Randy Aldrich' Randy 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

Mr. Michael Snyder w/attach. 
Mr. Anthony Capizzi 

My «l«phon» numbar it (301 )_ 333-1139 

T«lftn>«i»lt*r «or lmp«lr«l MMflng or Sp»»e»> 



i        April 15. 1989 
*      Uc i  County txoc APR 1 8 1989 
^        Kr. Sidney Kramer, County Executive 

Montgomery County Government 
Executive Office Building, 101 Konroe Street 
Rockville. XD 20850 __ ., .-... 

 « -. * t •* l'-t^ 

Dear Kr. Kramer: "''' 

This letter is to express my concern with the proposed project to turn Route 29 
into an expressway. Though I understand the difficulties faced by eonmuters 
from the up-county area to downtown Silver Spring and DC, I think the proposed 
project would have severe impacts on the communities along Route 29. Worse yet, 
it will not accomplish what it sets out to do. 

As the project has been proposed, creation of an underpass in the Four Corners 
area will accelerate the flow of traffic towards downtown Silver Spring. 
However, a series of lights exist below Four Corners, at the junctures of Route 
29 and Franklin, Sligo Creek Parkway, Dale Drive and other roads. Acceleration 
of southbound traffic will simply shift the perceived bottleneck south of Four 
Corners, aml-4±k«iy create a worse situation, as spill over occurs onto the 
»djoining__itr«ets, irtych are for the most part narrow and residential in 
chara 

The 'mingle pedestrian skyway which has been proposed as an element of the plan 
if not-enough to make up far the limited crossings which will be available south 
of Four Canters once tha^median strip is removed. This will be particularly 
dangerous for students and the elderly who will have to contend with shortened 
lights or a long detour to use the skyway. 

S 

Other elements in your "Exprtsswayification of Colesville Road", such as the 
proposed prohibition of left turns and creation of jughandles at Leighton Avenue 
and Franklin Street, threaten, once again, to convert residential streets full 
of families and children into dangerous thoroughfares. 

The defects of this proposal are clear; but the reasons for supporting It are 
less so. In order to content coeraucers, neighborhoods are being sacrificed. 
And what will this accomplish? Millions of dollars will be spent to shift the 
traffic jaa from Four Corners one-half mile further south to Sligo Creek and 
Colesville Road. 

The answer is much simpler. Vehicular traffic must be lowered by shifting 
traffic to other routes (HOV on 1-95 for example) and increasing the use of 
public transportation and car pooling. As a supporter of the Route 29 Coalition, 
I urge you and your colleagues to insist that state officiala re-examine the 
plans for Route 29 with closer attention to the concerns of adjacent consminities. 

^-O^Lv_ 
Isudia Seville 

9S01 Saint Andrew's Hay 
Silver Spring, H>  20901 
(301) 585-4820 

April 15, 1989 

Y.r.  Robert XcGarry, Transportation Director 
Yontgomery County Government 
Executive Office Building, 101 Konroe Street 
Rockville. y.D    20850 

Dear y.r. XcCarry: •^^TO, 

This letter is to express my concern with the proposed project to turn Route 29 
into an expressway. Though I understand the difficulties faced by eonmuters 
from the up-county area to downtown Silver Spring and DC, I think the proposed 
project would have severe impacts on the communities along Route 29. Worse yet, 
it will not accomplish what it sets out to do. 

As the project has been proposed, creation of an underpass in the Four Corners 
area will accelerate the flow of traffic towards downtown Silver Spring. 
However, a series of lights exist below Four Corners, at the junctures of Route 
29 and Franklin, Sligo Creek Parkway, Dale Drive and other roads. Acceleration 
of southbound traffic will simply shift the perceived bottleneck south of Four 
Corners, and likely create a worse situation, as spill over occurs onto the 
sdjoining streets, which are for the most part narrow and residential in 
character. 

The single pedestrian skyway which has been proposed as an element of the plan 
is not enough to make up for the limited crossings which will be available south 
of Four Corners once tho median strip is removed. This will be particularly 
dangerous for students and the elderly who will have to contend with shortened 
lights or a long detour to use the skyway. 

Other elements in your "Expresswayification of Colesville Road", such as the 
proposed prohibition of left turns and creation of jughandles at Leighton Avenue 
and Franklin Street, threaten, once again, to convert residential streets full 
of families and children into dangeroua thoroughfares. 

The defects of this proposal are clear; but the reasons for supporting it are 
less so. In order to content eonmuters. neighborhoods are being sacrificed. 
And what will this accomplish? Millions of dollars will be spent to shift the 
traffic jam from Four Corners one-half mile further south to Sligo Creek and 
Colesville Road. 

The answer is much simpler. Vehicular traffic must be lowered by shifting 
traffic to other routes (HOV on 1-95 for example) and increasing the use of 
public transportation and car pooling. As a supporter of the Route 29 Coalition, 
I urge you and your colleagues to insist that state officials re-examine the 
plans for Route 29 with closer attention to the concerns of adjacent conraunities. 

"Claudia BevilHT^ 
9501 Saint Andrew's Way 
Silver Spring, XD  20901 
(301) 585-4820 

*• --C"«rATK>W 

ii-, ••-••••    -w «{ 



April 29.   I9B9 

Claudia Bevllle 
Q501 Saint Andrew's Hay 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear II:. Bevllle: 

20901 

00 

this Is in response to your letter ol April 15, 1989 to County Department 
of Transportation Director, Robert S. HeCarry expressing concern with the 
State Highway Administration's proposed Improvements to U.S. Route 29. 

The State Highway Administration has Just completed the last phase of the 
U.S. 29 study, and during this process they held many meetings with citizen 
groups, civic associations and business owners. During this process the State- 
has heard many concerns expressed regarding this project. However, you have 
made an Interesting observations regarding the SHA proposal. To assure that: 
your concerns are addressed. I am forwarding a copy of your letter to fir. 
Randy Aldrlch. Pedestrian access and neighborhood quality of life are 
Important Issues to this county and to this corridor. You should also bt 
aware that the County Executive has not taken a position regarding any of the 
alternatives for Improvement to U.S. 29, and your concerns will be given full 
consideration before any decision Is mode. 

Thank you for bringing your concerns to our attention. 

Sincerely, 

John J. Clark, Director 
Office of Planning and Project 
Development 

JJC:ATR:adp.S507U 

cc: Hr. Randy Aldrlch, Project Director. HSHA 

Maryland Department of Tiansportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trelnor 
S*cr«tanr 

Hat Kassoff 
AdmJniMrator 

June 1, 1989 

RE: Contract No. M 425-101-370 
US 29 - Sligo Creek to 
the Patuxent River 
POMS No. 152019 

Ms. Claudia Bevllle 
9501 Saint Andrew's Way 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901 

Dear Ms. Seville: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence to 
Montgomery County Executive Sidney Kramer pertaining to our 
project planning study on the Colesville Road portion of US 29 
north of Sligo Creek.  Your comments are appreciated and will be 
given thorough consideration in the selection of a recommended 
alternative later this year. 

A great deal of thought has been given to the development of 
the study alternatives.  If the median is removed, as proposed in 
Alternative D, pedestrian mobility will change.  Because the goal 
of this alternative is to enhance transit patronage in the US 29 
corridor, as envisioned in the Eastern Montgomery County Master 
Plan, pedestrian circulation becomes all that more crucial. 
Consequently, there are elements being considered as part of 
Alternative D to construct aesthetically pleasing pedestrian 
overpasses at Sligo Creek, Granville Drive, Lorain Avenue and Oak 
Leaf Drive, and to construct sidewalks along both sides of the 
roadway between Sligo Creek Parkway and MD 650.  Additionally, 
the signalized intersections operating today would remain and the 
timing of the signal cycles at each intersection will be examined 
to ensure ample time is provided for a pedestrian to cross a 
seven lane roadway.  Mid-block crossings of a roadway with 
traffic levels such as Colesville Road, even with a median to 
provide some refuge, are not recommended.  At the most, a pedes- 
trian would have to walk only a few blocks to safely cross. 

Between Sligo Creek Parkway and 1-495, the 3-1-3 lane con- 
figuration is not our preference.  This lane system for Alterna- 
tive D, which proposed using portions of Leighton Avenue for 
rerouting left turn movements from US 29 (jug-handle concept), 
was extremely unpopular with the residents of the adjacent 
communities. 

My t«laphona number is (3011. 
333-1139 

TXMypeorlter lor Impalrad Hwvlng or Speech O 
383-7533 Baltlmer* Metro - 3SS-04S1 o.C. Metro - l-i00-4t2-30e2 SUtewlde Toll Free    ^K»J^ 

TOT North divert St.. Siltlmore. Meryland 21203-0717 



Ms. Claudia Bevllla 
June 1. 1989 
Page 2 

If Alternative D is ultimately selected, current plans show 
it would be constructed with a lane system that provides four 
lanes in the peak direction, two off-peak direction lanes and a 
continuous center turn lane.  Left turns from Colesville Road 
would be permitted at all times.  Such a lane system has been 
designated the 4-1-2 lane configuration.  Additionally, the pro- 
posal to widen Sligo Creek Parkway's approach to seven lanes is 
only associated with the ill-fated 3-1-3 lane configuration. 
Kith the 4-1-2 lane configuration, only five lanes will be needed 
to accommodate the increases in traffic at this intersection. 
This proposal does prohibit left turns from Sligo Creek Parkway 
which helps to discourage through traffic.  Finally, to facili- 
tate peak hour access from the North Hills of Sligo community, 
left turns will be permitted from St. Andrews Way. 

The proposed grade separation at Four Corners is not pro- 
posed to merely move US 29 traffic through the congested inter- 
section, but also to relieve the deceivingly high volume of 
traffic on both portions of University Boulevard.  Peak hour 
delay on University Boulevard nearly parallels the delay 
currently experienced on US 29.  Our studies show that the 
current traffic congestion at Sligo Creek Parkway will not be 
worsened by the proposed Four Corners grade separation, primarily 
due to the revised lane balance at this intersection. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as It relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further 
assistance. 

Very truly yours. 

LHE/AHS/ih 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

Mr. John J. Clark 

Louis H. Ege, Jr., 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Randy Aldrich  '• 
Project Manager 
Project Development Division 
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Dc>T. Of TP*H??CT».TATtOH 

April   26.   1989 I7t9aj 
Reed County £xee   AW.6 '.-<»» 

m;; 
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KM 

Dear Mr. Kramer, 

I am writing to express my concern for pedestrian 
safety and to urge restrained development in the Four 
Corners area of Silver Spring.  I live in the southwest 
quadrant of Four Corners. 

The Brookland area of Washington, where I grew up, had 
a lot of traffic, but also had wide sidewalks, alleys, and 
ample parkland.  One rarely felt endangered by motor 
vehicles.  Four Corners lacks such amenities.  More 
development means more cars, and more cars in an area like 
this almost forces would-be walkers to drive.  But aesthetic 
development never seems to occur without accomodation for 
pedestrians. Do people sightsee in Houston or Tyson's 
Corners? County planners of the 1950's and 1960's should 
have foreseen urbanixation of the inner suburbs and better 
prepared for It, but they failed. 

Forgive me for a bit of self-congratulation, but I hope 
that I represent part of the solution to the congestion 
dilemna: I usually commute by bus or bicycle to the Silver 
Spring Metro station.  Walking to and from the bus stop, or 
to the Safeway and the Woodmoor stores, or just walking the 
dogs, is neither enjoyable nor safe because of the abundance 
and proximity of motor vehicles. Bicycling has enough 
problems to warrant a separate letter. 

Here are some concrete proposals.  Build sidewalks on 
Lanark Way, Lorain Street, and on Brunette Street down to 
Sligo Creek. Keep the median strip on Colesvllle to aid 
pedestrians and to avoid frontal collisions between 
vehicles. Put some ballparks in the Kay tract, or simply 
leave it as a green island in this asphalt desert. Put some 
real sidewalks In the central Four Corners area. Real 
sidewalks are about five feet wide and have grass strips on 
the street side. Where is a wheelchair-bound person, 
crossing University onto the southwest corner by the Shell 
station, expected to go? 

I know that the County government cannot simply dictate 
solutions, but it can attempt them.  I ask elected officials 
to walk, not drive, around this neighborhood at rush hour 
before making any decisions. Finally, thanks for the 
addition to Paint Branch. 

Sin^ral*^^ 

"iThomas Betsock, 
. ', "a". «9t30cfc" """*"'* 

'«>405  -.rding Dr. 
Sil»3r Spring, HD 20901 

PROJECT 
DEVULCF;::':'! 

DIV:;:?;! 

HMZZ   OOSMI'OJ 

Hay <J, 1989 

Mr. Thomas Betsock 
105 Harding Drive 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Betsock: 

20901 

This Is In response to your letter to County Executive Sidney Kramer 
expressing concern with the State Highway Administration's proposed 
Improvements to U.S. Route 29 between Four Corners and Sligo Creek Parkway. 

The State Highway Administration has Just completed the last phase of the 
U.S. 29 study, and during this process they held many meetings with citizen 
groups, civic associations and business owners. During this process the State 
has heard many concerns expressed regarding this project. However, you have 
made an Interesting observation regarding the SHA proposal. To assure that 
your concerns are addressed, 1 am forwarding a copy of your letter to Hr. 
Randy Aldrlch. You should also be aware that the County Executive has not 
taken a position regarding any of the alternatives for Improvement to U.S. 29. 
and your concerns will be given full consideration before any decision Is made. 

Thank you for bringing your concerns to our attention. 

Sincerely. 

John J. Clark. Director 
Office of Planning and Project 
Development 

JJC:ATR:adp:5507U 

cc: Hr. Randy Aldrlch. Project Director, MSHA 

bo 
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Maryland Department of Transpoitavon 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
5«cf«iarv 

Hal Kassolf 
Adminittrttof 

June 2, 1989 

RE: Contract Mo. M 425-101-370 
US 29 - Sligo Creek to 
the Patuxent River 
PDHS Ho. 152019 

20901 

Hr. Thomas Betsock 
405 Harding Drive 
Silver Spring, Maryland 

Dear Hr. Betsock: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence to 
Montgomery County Executive Sidney Kramer pertaining to our 
project planning study on the Colesville Road portion of US 29 
north of Sligo Creek.  Your comments are appreciated and will be 
given thorough consideration in the selection of a recommended 
alternative later this year. 

X great deal of thought has been given to the development of 
the study alternatives.  If the median is removed, as proposed in 
Alternative D. pedestrian mobility will change.  Because the goal 
of this alternative is to enhance transit patronage in the US 29 
corridor, as envisioned in the Eastern Montgomery County Master 
Plan, pedestrian circulation becomes all that more crucial. 
Consequently, there are elements being considered as part of 
Alternative D to construct aesthetically pleasing pedestrian 
overpasses at Sligo Creek. Oranville Drive, Lorain Avenue and Oak 
Leaf Drive, and to construct sidewalks along both sides of th. 
roadway between Sligo Creek Parkway and MD 650.  Additionally, 
the signalized intersections operating today would remain and the 
timing of th. signal cycles at each intersection ""^ •Jt»mined 

to ensure ample time is provided for a pedestrian to cross a 
«v*n line rS.dw.y.  Mid-block crossing, of a roadway with 
traffic level, such a. Colesville Road, even with a median to 
provide some refuge, are not recommended.  At the most, a peaes 
Srllnwould have to  walk only a few blocks to safely cross. 

Mr. Thomas Betsock 
June 2, 1989 
Page 2 

I wou] iild like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
Please contact us again if we can provide any further 
assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr., 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

hy^JJ CA4^  
Randy Aldrich    v 

Project Manager 
Project Development Division 

LHE/AHS/ih 
cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 

Mr. John J. Clark 

My ttltphon* nufntxr It 13011. 
333-1139 

TdatvsaMlUr for Imptlrtd Muring or SpMeh 
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R. E ENGLAND 

9J08 JT. ANDUVS WAY 
SILVEH SPRING, MAVOAND 20901 
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21 May 1989 

I  Rec'd Cc-jr.«v bar MAY 2 4 l38t 

Mr. Sidney Kraaer, County Executiva 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Dear Mr. Kraaer: 

It Is not possible to live adjacent to the 
Route 29 corridor and not have very strong 
feelings about the proposed construction program. 
For those of us whose "neighborhood" streets will 
suddenly becoae congested "arteries" during rush 
hours. We wish to point out that consideration 
should be given to more iaportant factors. 

Overriding all of these items of personal 
importance, however, is the impersonal analysis 
of the wisdom of the current plan. 

At present Route 29 carries 110 per cent of 
its capacity, at Four Corners, during rush hour. 
By testimony of the state representative, *ive 
years and 30 •lllion dollars later, the road will 
be at 104 per cent of capacity. One can easily 
discern that a few years later, Route 29 will 
again require a major and expensive construction 
program. 

The logic of the present plan therefore 
defies reason.  It is inadequate to the present 
needs let alone the future needs. 

May we suggest that the plan be remanded to 
the appropriate agencies for re-study and 
specifically with emphasis on using light rail 
instead of aver increasing numbers of auto lanes. 
ih"co.t still *• higher initially, but with the 
ability to^un longer trains, or Increasing the 
frequency of service, expansion is •""V    , 
possible.  It could well be argued that this line 
is of greater importance than the proposed 
B'tSesdl-Silver Spring line.  It would also be 
appropriate to seek funding from the feeder 
cbSntles. Of course, the number of P-rking 
spaces not required by train riders should be 
included in the financial planning. 

-2- 

Silver Spring is going to change from a fairly 
calm quiet place to live to a bustling, crowded, 
impersonal area soon enough with the proposed 
office construction here.  Let's not exacerbate 
the problem under the proposed Route 29 terms. 

Copies of this text have been sent to the 
Montgomery County Delegation in Annapolis and to 
the County Council. 

Sincerely yours. 

Martha T. Englan»r 

U 
^ 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S«cr«iarv 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

June IS, 1989 

RE: Contract No. H 425-101-370 
US 29; Sligo Creek to 
the Patuxent River 
POMS No. 152019 

Mr. and Mrs. R. B. England 
9508 St. Andrews Hay 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. England: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence to 
Montgonery County Executive Sidney Kramer pertaining to our 
project planning study on the Colesville Road portion of US 29 
north of Sligo Creek. Your coaments are appreciated and will be 
given thorough consideration in the selection of a reconnended 
alternative later this year. 

A great deal of thought has been given to the development of 
the study alternatives.  The goal of the alternatives, especially 
Alternative D, is to move people, not necessarily more vehicles. 
Early in the study process, a task force deliberated with the 
appropriateness of light rail transit along this corridor.  It 
was concluded that an express bus system operating in an 
exclusive median lane could satisfy the commuting characteristics 
of Eastern Montgomery County and not be saddled with the 
operating deficiencies of light rail.  These deficiencies include 
trying to serve a dispersed pattern of origins and destinations, 
the inability to construct large park and ride lots along OS 29 
and the narrow median south of MD 650 that is not wide enough to 
construct a double track rail line.  I have enclosed a brief 
report prepared by the Office of Transportation Planning that 
provides a detailed comparison of the two systems.  A decision 
has been made by the Maryland Department of Transportation that 
further studies of light rail along this corridor are not 
warranted at this time.  Also, the design characteristics of the 
proposed HOV/Express Bus system would enable a conversion to 
light rail if future travel demand characteristics change. 

Mr. and Mrs. R. E. England 
Page Two 

The proposed grade separation at Four Corners is not 
proposed to merely move US 29 traffic through the congested 
intersection, but also to relieve the deceivingly high volume of 
traffic on both portions of University Boulevard.  Peak hour 
delay on University Boulevard nearly parallels the delay 
currently experienced on US 29.  Our studies show that the 
current traffic congestion at Sllgo Creek Parkway will not be 
worsened by the proposed Four Corners grade separation, primarily 

;  due to the revised lane balance at this intersection. 

i       I would like to thank you for your Interest in the highway 
i  development process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
i  Please contact us again if we can provide any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr., 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

nezDM OLD. -Q 
Randy Aldrich  ''^ 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LHE/AHS/ih 

Enclosure 

cc:  Mr. Michael Snyder 
Mr. John J. Clark 

333-1139 



Hay 31. m9 

Ir. and Hrs. R. t. England 
(508 it. Andrews Way 
.liver Spring. Maryland 20101 

)ear Mr. and llri. England: 

Th«- is in response to your letter to County Executive Sidney Kramer 
^xprcls^g concern with the State Highway Administration's proposed 

inorovenents to U.S. Route 29. 

The State Highway Administration has just conpleted the last phase of the 
u s -1 -tudy and during this process they held many meetings with citizen 

Wfore any decision Is made. 

thank you for bringing your concerns to our attention. 

Sincerely, 

John J. Clark. Director 
Office of Planning and Project 
Development 

JJC:ATR:adp:5507U 

cc: Hr. Randy Aldrlch, Project Director. HSHA 
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Summary of and Responses to 

Supplemental Public Hearing 
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MARCH 20. 1990 SUPPLEMENTAL PUBLIC HEARING - COMMENTS AND 
SHA RESPONSES 

Mayor Dell Goodis, Mayor of Takoma Park: 
City opposes grade separations at US 29 and MD 193. Encourage mass transit 
including park and ride lots. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option, Alternative C-6 Modified was selected.  Continuing studies on 
mass transit in cooperation with Montgomery County. See Section ILE.4. 

Edward Simmons: 
Supports Route 29 position which was no underpass.  Opposed to any of the 
underpass options. Would like to consider light rail, especially along I-9S. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option, Alternative C-6 Modified was selected.  Continuing studies on 
mass transit in cooperation with Montgomery County. See Section n.E.4. 

Mr. John Callow: 
Represents the Greater Washington Board of Trade.  Strongly supports the people 
moving capacity of US 29. In favor of grade separated intersections and operating 
express bus lanes. 

SHA Response: 
Improvements were selected that will assist in the movement of people and support 
improved bus service. 

Rev. Wyatt, Marvin Memorial Methodist Church: 
Concerned about impacts to church. They run a nursery school, the Washington Ear 
Recording and Broadcast Studio, and a regional public reading service for the blind. 
Concerned about construction impacts, noise impacts, and dust impacts. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified has the least impact on the church as well as having a 
shorter construction period. Therefore noise, dust and other construction impacts 
would be minimized. 

Tony Hausner, US 29 Coalition: 
Supports the at-grade jug handle solution. Wants more study on light rail.  Opposed 
to Contra Flow. Concerned about pedestrian movements through grade separated 
Four Comers. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade solution was selected. 

Vn-135 
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Mike Pfetsch, Woodmoor/Pine Crest Community Association: 

Opposed to the underpass options. Wants more work done on light rail and other 
mass transit options. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified was selected. Also, continuing to study mass transit in 
cooperation with Montgomery County.  See Section n.E.4. 

Eugene Sadick, Clifton Park Civic Association: 
Concerned about delays at traffic lights. Thinks improvements are needed now at 
Four Comers.  Increase mass transit to outlying areas.  Thinks the underpass plans 
are to grandiose, could reduce right-of-way. 

SHA Response: 
Reduce right-of-way by selecting lesser improvement. 

Derrick Berlage, US 29 Coalition: 
Concerned that an underpass would destroy community cohesion and quality of life. 
Wants continued studies on the at-grade solutions. 

SHA Response: 
Selected at-grade option that includes landscaping and sidewalks which will contribute 
to community cohesion and quality of life. 

Mark White: 
Upset over upcounty people wanting trip reduction time. Doesn't want his 
community to suffer for their benefit. 

SHA Response; 
By selecting alternatives that reduce the right-of-way impact the community does not 
suffer for others benefit. 

Elizabeth Symonds: 
Opposes underpass options. Concerned about being able to walk to library and drug 
store.  Concerned about construction and hardship it could cause to community. 
Interested in jug handle options. Supports further study of light rail, bus service, and 
controlled land use development. 

SHA Response: 
At-grade alternative was selected which includes sidewalks to assist pedestrian 
movements. 

Mr. Gerry Lane, Northwood/Four Comers Civic Association: 
Supports at-grade solutions. Wants Montgomery County DOT involved to reduce 
neighborhood traffic. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified, the at-grade solution, was selected. 

vn-136 
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Phyllis Cochran, Seven Oaks/Evanswood Community: 
Supports US 29 Coalition, opposed to the underpass.  Wants further study on the at- 
grade options. Opposed to the removal of the median. Opposed improvements to the 
Sligo Creek Parkway intersection. Further support studies of light rail and controlled 
land use. 

SHA Response: 
At-grade option selected and dropped all alternatives that included removal of the 
median between Sligo Creek Parkway and New Hampshire Avenue. 

Karen Michaels, South Four Comers Citizens Association: 
Concerned about cut-through traffic during construction and afterwards.  Concerned 
about pedestrian movements. 

SHA Response: 
At-grade solution provides for pedestrian movements throughout the Four Comers 
intersection. The selected improvements do not promote neighborhood cut through 
traffic. 

Nick Brand, Action Committee for Transit: 
Believe the study of busway and light rail was flawed. Wants another look at merits 
of light rail. Wants a truly transit oriented solution for the corridor. 

SHA Response: 
A follow-up report was developed that supported previous conclusions. Light Rail 
would be difficult to implement due to severe right-of-way constraints. 

Harry Sanders: 
Opposed to the Contra Flow bus lane.  Concerned about safety. 

SHA Response: 
Contra Flow was dropped from consideration primarily due to safety and access 
issues. 

Michael Mullins, North Hills of Sligo Civic Association: 
Opposed any underpass option and any removal of the median. Opposed to Contra 
Flow for safety and operational reasons.  Concerned about neighborhood cut-through 
traffic with underpass options. Supports at-grade solution. 

SHA Response: 
At-grade solution was selected at Four Comers.  Contra Flow and options to remove 
the median were dropped from consideration. The selected improvements do not 
promote cut through traffic. 

Bob Backman, North Hills of Sligo Citizens Association: 
Opposed to removal of the median for safety and pedestrian reasons.  Opposed to 
pedestrian bridge because it is unsightly. Opposed to widening of Leighton Avenue 
which promotes neighborhood traffic. Supports more commuter buses. 
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SHA Response: 
Options to remove the median were dropped from consideration.  Also dropped were 
pedestrian overpass options primarily due to aesthetic concerns. 

Donna Mizell, Sligo Woods Civic Association: 
Supports US 29 Coalition. Concerned about cut-through traffic. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option was selected. The selected improvements due not promote 
neighborhood cut through traffic. 

Mr. Karpe: 
Concerned about traffic on Brunett Avenue during construction of underpass. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option was selected. 

Mr. Stan Truman, Dumont Oaks Homeowners Association: 
Does not want the median removed in area of Prelude Drive. Wants sidewalks added 
to same area. 

SHA Response: 
Options to remove the median have been dropped from consideration. 

Ms. Joey Potter: 
Concerned about noise impacts to the Metropolitan Washington Ear, the only radio- 
reading service for the blind and handicapped in the greater Washington area. 

SHA Response: 
This is the same concern as the Marvin Memorial Methodist Church. 

Mr. Frank Mahlman, North hills of Sligo Civic Association: 
Opposed to widening of Leighton Avenue as it would encourage cut-through traffic. 
Opposed to the Contra Flow and the 3-1-3 lane options. 

SHA Response: 
Options to remove the median and widen Leighton Avenue were dropped from 
consideration. 

Ms. Mary Robbins, Dumont Oaks: 
Supports light rail or monorail instead of underpass. 

SHA Response: 
Mass transit is understudy but no such improvements are recommended with this 
study.  See Section n.E.4. 
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Mr. Peter Chang, North Hills of Sligo Civic Association: 
Opposed to the 3-1-3 and the Contra Flow options. Does not want neighborhood cut- 
through traffic. 

SHA Response: 
These options were dropped from consideration. 

Mr. John Reilly, North Hills of Sligo Civic Association: 
Concerned about the amount of property being taken and the associated cost.  Also, 
concerned about environmental impacts. 

SHA Response: 
No improvements were selected in the Sligo Creek Parkway area.  They have been 
deferred until development rates and patterns have been more clearly defined. 

Ms. Beverly Rexon, Indian Springs Citizens Association: 
Concerned about quality of life after the improvements. 

SHA Response: 
No improvements have been recommended in this vicinity. This is the Sligo Creek 
Parkway vicinity. 

Mr. Brent Rouillier: 
Concerned about pedestrian movements in Four Comers. 

SHA Response: 
Pedestrian movements have been accommodated within the at-grade option. 

Joan Ennis, Allied Civic Group: 
Supports US 29 Coalition position. Concerned about vehicle movement with the 
underpass options. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option was selected. 

Mr. Frank Schaeffer: 
Opposed to use of Leighton Avenue and St. Andrew's Way in a jug handle. 

SHA Response: 
These options have been dropped from consideration. 

Mr. Walter Fisher: 
Supports mass transit and wants to promote carpooling. 

SHA Response: 
A cooperative study is ongoing between the State and County to look at the 
appropriateness for mass transit. See Section n.E.4. 
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Mr. Charles Pritchard: 
Opposes all grade separations. 

SHA Response: 
North of MD 650 several grade separations were selected, south none were selected. 

Ms. Rita Schaeffer: 
Opposes any improvements.  Supports adding more buses, increasing parking fees, 
and reducing Metro fares from Silver Spring. 

SHA Response: 
Metro fares and parking fees are out the jurisdiction of the SHA. These elements 
were considered when the local planners were revising their master plans. 

Mr. Brent Rouillier on behalf of Mr. Frank Lyon: 
Supports at-grade solution and/or a light rail system. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade solution was selected. 

Mr. White: 
Opposes improvements feeling they is no adequate time savings. 

SHA Response: 
By reducing the congestion at the intersections, vehicles will achieve a time savings. 

INDIVIDUAL TESTIMONY PROVTOED TO A COURT REPORTER 

Mr. Fred Brown: 
With any option wants to retain the median. 

SHA Response: 
Options to remove the median were dropped from consideration. 

Mr. Frank Howard: 
Supports building more mass transit. 

SHA Response: 
Studies are ongoing. 

Ms. Elizabeth Sanders: 
Wants sidewalks in Four Comers and adequate pedestrian signal timing to cross US 
29. 

SHA Response: 
These elements are provided with the at-grade option. 
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Mr. Ken Noble: 
Supports Alternative C-5. 

SHA Response: 
This alternative was not selected. 

Mr. Donald Esterling: 
Supports mass transit. Opposed to Contra Flow based on safety reasons. 

SHA Response: 
Contra Flow was dropped due to safety and access issues. 

Mr. Ronald Lane: 
Supports Alternative C-5. 

SHA Response: 
Alternative C-6 Modified, the at-grade option, was selected. 

Ms. Jean Dunnigton: 
Put more buses on US 29 and provide subsidy. 

SHA Response: 
Continuing mass transit study in cooperation with Montgomery County. See Section 
n.E.4. 

Ms. Dara Howard: 
Opposed to any underpass option. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option, Alternative C-6 Modified, was selected. 

Mr. Howard Levine: 
Supports Alternative C-4 or C-5. 

SHA Response: 
The at-grade option, Alternative C-6 Modified, was selected. 

Mr. Leopold May: 
Supports light rail. 

SHA Response: 
Continuing mass transit studies are ongoing in cooperation with Montgomery County. 
See Section n.E.4. 

Ms. Teresa Dunnington: 
Concerned about the width of lanes, lane markings and travel speeds. 

SHA Response: 
Current AASHTO standards were used in the development of the alternatives. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OB COMMENTS 

Contract Ho. H 425-101-370. PDMS Ho. 1S2019 
SUPPLEMkHTAL PUBLIC MEETING 

OS 29 - Sllgo Creek Parkway to 
MD 650 (Hew Hampshire Avenue) 

Tuesday, March 20, 1990, Horthwood/Sherwood High School 
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MarylandDepartmentoi'Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Tumor 
Sccraiirv 

Hal Kassoll 
AdmtfMttrato, 

March 28. 1990 

Ms. Mancy Williams 
10415 Inwood Avenue 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20902 

rear Ms. Williams: 

"hank you for letter regarding the OS 29 project planning 
study. Your comments are appreciated and will be incorporated 
into the remainder of the study. 

The purpose of the meeting held March 20th was to keep the 
general public informed of the developments in the OS 29 project 
planning study.  Over the past year, the State Highway 
Administration, along with the Montgomery County Department of 
Transportation, the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission, and local citizen groups, have developed new alter- 
natives at the Four Corners area and for an HOV/Express bus 
alternative.  We wanted to give everyone an opportunity to review 
and comment on the proposals. 

In your letter you stated two specific points of concern. 
The first was about the air quality in the underpass.  A 0•de 
separation would provide for better air quality.  Most air and 
noise pollution is created when automobiles start and stop,  so 
by reducing the congestion, we would in turn reduce the air and 
noise impacts. 

•our second point was regarding the size of stations for 
•ig-- -»il.  True, the stations themselves are not -sat large, 
iut'Vr.-.ere the majority of the land is needed is to provide 
adequate parking facilities.  Along US 23 between s-igo Craek 
'arfcwav and Hew Hampshire Avenue (HD 6501. there is very little 
-acar.-.'lind adjacent z=   the roadway.  This is   a =ajor prcclem 
•nf -rying to implement a light rail system m this area. 

Mv i«i«onon« number it •SOU. • •33: 

Talatypmclttr lot ImoilMd HMrln« or *••*».._,„_  „. ...« 
-J3-7J55 Btflln.0.. M.tr.1 - SM-04J1 O.C. Mtro - .-.OO-.al-MbI Sl««..d.  Ml ft.. 

^ 
V 



is. ::anc7 Hillians 

: would like to thank you for your Interest in the highway 
ievslopment process as it relates to the US 29 planning study. 
-iiase contact us again if we can provide any further assistance 
i'can =e reached in Baltioore at (301) 333-1139 or toll free 1- 
200-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by: Ait,'). iQ^  
Ceferfla U. Walton 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

CVJW: ih 
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Fr.nk JoU Sckalter, M.D. 
509 Leignton Avenue 

Silver Spring, MarylanJ 20901 

l.arcr.  17.1990 ?a5e   2 

Frinlt Jokn SeLffer. X.D. 
509 Leigliton Avenue 

-ilver Spring, iMaryl.nJ 20901 

fc 

KT. ilell J. Pedsrsoa, Clreoeor, 
Office of Plannln-j and Prell=lnarj' 
wnglneerln?. 
State :;igh Adnlnstratlon. 
707 iiorth Calvert Street, 
ialtlaore .;d.. 21202. 

Zea.T  ;ir. Pedersor.: 

'.I'lth reference to the Colesvllle Hoad char-.c^s, 
tills i-.as specific reference to ti-.e oroaosed Ju;r r.ar.ili 
vihlch vould start at SII50 Creek. ;o u? St. Andrsws 
way and rl?ht u? Lelsltton Avenue to exit 9jaln or 
Colesvllle .load. 

You  and your people have heard froa the residents 
of this area, concerning this Jug handle, many tlaes. 
*Je have repeatedly told you that "ve don't want this, 
don't plan for It. don't do It".  2et. although we 
know you hear us. you seemingly don't pay any attentlcr 
to us. 

This - The Worth Kills of Sllxo Park - Is and 
for many years has been a very nice and quiet resident: 
cooounlty. flow, for a comparatively poor reason, you 
would wish to destroy our community by runalnc the 
main highway through It. 

Ky wife and I and nine of our neighbors l).ve on 
the two lane Lel^hton Avenue. If you would somehow pus 
your Jug handle plan to fruition you would not only" 
convert at. Andrews '/ay and Lei ah ton Avenue to a turr.- 
around but convert Leighton Avenue to an exit thoroucr 
fare for our entire community. This in turn trould =ear 
that you would have to widen our street by cuttlni 
Sack the property on both sides. Cur hones would then 
ie closer to the cars and tnciis t.-.an they are on 
:=lesTllis Head.  The noise :.-ould 
safety factor for our pedestrians 
ably worst of nil. esneciall-,' for 
it the cotton of lelab.ton Avenue, 
tcncentratlon of toxic f-rss frtn 
;:*..i5 '..-cu^d pass -lose to tl.s frcr. 

-3 — orrsndcusI   ~.~3 
:rcuid ATZZ.  And ^rt 
t;".ose of us that 11 
-ouid be the hl-h 
t-ie cprs nnd trucks 
tf sur L-.cr.es. 

1^r* ?ederson, I would li!r» ••« -».. 

Avenue, liow -..•oi-n •.«., - .. ^- '   .   "       ^L' -alrh-on 

Sincerely yours. 

T^-ftyLu-zt-i /> 
^/ 

Frank./.Schaffer.H.C 

JJ 



309  Jliialllon s4<:znu* 
^ii.-ix <£fUr.o. *\L:uL,J 20901 m Maryland Department of Transportation 

State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S«Cf«tlrv 

Hal Kassoff 
Admmiiuator 

.-iate li 

,.r.   ..ell J. Jederson Ulrsctor, 
office of riannl.-.s <-• Prellalnery ^nslr.eerir.r. 
State \:.i.rh'.my  Adzinlstratlon, 
"07  .iorth Caiverr citreat, 
ialtlaora. ..d.. 21202. 

^ear I,T.   rederson: 

£ an asralnsz plan In the Green 2ooi{ - C.Z.IZC   ~~. 
Lr.Tolvir.T ^aiihcon Avenue. Plate li. Place i-, 
?.r.d rlace 16.  I ?.a wrl'lr:.; to nrotesi strcr.-i. 
ilar.s for :;clesvlile --cad. lel.rhton Avenue '*-r.i -Z.r.r. 
•..-ay. 

I live at JOV Lel~r.ton Avenue and view •..•Ith i.orrcr ". 
v.\e Idea th^c you could even conteaolate l.-.vadlr.- =•: 
nelsh'oornood. i-.aln roads such^Colesvllle --oad (:;.ou;a 
•..•ere iceant to carry traffic, not neighborhood street 
anywhere.rhls proposed Invaslonof Lelshton fcvenue Is 
extreaely shortsighted ('.le have yountr children ual^l 
our street to catch the School bus at St. Ar.drevrs rie. 
It will not really solve your problem because t:-.e tr 
•.illl funnel right back to Colesvllle Hoad"create <»n 
enorcous backup. 

It Is my  belief that you 'rant car drivers to use trie "etro. 
That Is why It was built and hasa station ?t Sllrer Sorlr.-. 
'.'Idenlntr roads and Invading neighborhoods ".o  "Issrove sr.ocir. 
flow of "cars" defeats that purpose cateirorlcnily. 

ihe way to get drivers to use the buses and -^etrc 'S   "o 
run double-hinged buses (clean) every few rir.utes "z  rv.si: 
r.ours to and froa the ;:etro;fro/to any outlvlnsr are?, cr.^r-e 
2;? no cotter wherethey board: ;l.CC fcr tr.e r.etrc: r?.lse 
oarxlns: fees to discourage drivir.s. rhut will f-lfili yovr 
'iesira"to jet people out of t'r.eir cars. =r.i ::'.ll  increase 
ius and necro revenues. It will. 14 sddi-l=.-.. ca far. cr.ssoer 

r.d -iia-' 
r culac 

2?) 
• s 

ns down 
•7) • 
•nfflc 

ind core cost effective ti-.an any rasen: sis 

; •..•culc 
Z would 

.vou ra.T3.ril"~ 
be Jiad to sucsidize the above su-TSEticr. 

March 30. 1990 

Dr. and Mrs. Frank J. Schaffer 
509 Leighton Avenue 
Silver Spring, Maryland' 20901 

Dear Dr. and Mrs. Schaffer: 

This is in response to your March 17th letters regarding the 
latest proposals in the US 29 project planning study.  Thank you 
for your input; it vill become a part of the project record and 
will be considered in our decision-making process. 

The project planning study for US 29 in Montgomery County 
has bean ongoing for approximately four years.  Early in the 
study, the planning team recognized the need to provide transit 
in this corridor.  Due to the physical constraints, especially 
south of the Beltway, removing the median of Colesvllle Road for 
the express bus/HOV lane was studied.  Hoted on plate 11 of the 
supplemental public hearing brochure as the 3-1-3 lane configura- 
tion, this plan was subject to opposition from the citizens of 
North Hills of Sligo'and Indian Springs due to lack of community 
access and the widening of Leighton Avenue. 

To address community access, a continuous center left turn 
lane was added yielding the 4-1-2 lane configuration (plate 10). 
Although preferable, the 4-1-2 still required the removal of the 
median. 

Plates 14 and IS represent the latest concept in this 
portion of US 29 for providing transit in the corridor.  Contra- 
flow is the result of citizen request to preserve the median, 
whila still providing a time-savings advancage to transit 
venicias.  As shown on plates 14 and 15, the contra-flow proposal 
does not require the jug-handle movement or widening of Leighton 
Avenue. 

jat ae assure you that we have heard the objections from the 
rammumty and do not condone reroucing commuter through traffi: 
onto vour neighborhood streets.  Therefore, the 3-1-3 lane 
ronrijuracion has been labeled "not preferred". 

My talaphona numfiar ii (3011_ 333-1110 

T«l«typawrlt*r for Imoalrtd Having or Spaaon 
U3-755S SHIImora Malro - S6S-04Jt O.C. Matio - l-«00-«»2-50«J Stljawlda Toll Fraa 
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Dr. and Mrs. Frank J. Schaffer 
rage Two 

The State Highway Administration agrees with your opinion 
that the US 29 corridor should be used to move people, not 
necessarily automobiles.  Our express bus proposal serves this 
initiative by providing its patrons a travel time savings. 
However, to fully realize this savings, several roadway improve- 
aents need to implemented. 

Thank you again for your involvement in the highway develop- 
ment process as it relates to the US 29 study.  If we can provide 
further assistance, please feel free to contact me or the project 
manager. Mr. George Walton.  George can be reached in Baltimore 
at (301) 333-1139 or toll free 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

%*$ 
Neil  J.   Pedersen,   Director 
Office  of  Planning  and 
Preliminary Engineering 

-n-     MJP:ih 

cc:  Mr. Louis H. Ege. Jr. 
Mr. Creston Mills 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract Ho. M 425-101-370. PDMS No'." 152019 
SUPPLEMENTAL PUBLIC MEETING 

US 29 - Sliqo Creek Parkway to 
MO 650 (New Hampshire Avenue) 

Tuesday, March 20, 1990, Northwood/Sherwood High School 

Maiyfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

April   17,   1990 

--hardH. Tninor 

Hal KasioH 
Admmtfuatar 

NAME Charles A. Whltt»ir .DATE Apr. !», 1990 

?LEASE .„„„--„ 9606 Sutherland Road 
PRINT        AD0RE3S_i ,  

CITY/TOWN Silrer Spring'-     STATE     MD 
 ZIP CODE2222L__ 

/We with to comment or Inquire abdut the following aspects ol thlsprolact: 

The statement for Altarnatly H does not adequately emphaslie the 

significant benefits which can be achiered by reetrlctlng (eliminating) 

leftrtnnna at"the Pour Corners Interaectlon. During the time when alx 

to ten cars are making left'tuma, three lanes of adTanclng traffic 

e stopped. Hecauee the speed of the forward mo-rement of care la eome- 

< at greater than-that of left-turning cars, there would be an lir- 

tp  eaaed flow of more-than-thirty cars during the eared time. Due to 

£ ie controls established by traffic lights at Sllgo Creek. Franklin 

"^ id those north of Four Comers, the Jug-handle proposal would assist 

in maintaining a uniform flow. As Indicated by many other cltltens. 

the proposal for air underpass Indicates an-abnormal flow resulting In 

aerlous congestion-at the abore mentioned traffic lights.  

'•e faror adoption of Alternatlre B wit.*', one exception. V.'e strongly 

^Tinose the temoTal of the median. The Tolume of pedestrian traffic with 

-^e consideration for their safety has been Tigoroualy emphasited by 

-anv cltltens of the region-. We support their Tlews.  

Pitas* add my/our namsisl to tht Mailing Lilt.* 

  ?U my/our namaisl from (ha Mailing List. 

•Parsons wno hava racaivsa a copy ol .this brocnura mrougn tna mail art already 
on the projact Mailing List. 

To 

Mr. Charles A. Whitten 
9606 Sutherland Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901 

Dear Mr. Whitton: 

This letter is in response to your recent correspondence 
regarding the project planning study for US 29 in Montgomery 
County.  Xour comments and support of Alternative B at Four 
Corners are appreciated an will be made part of the official 
project record. 

The median removal through the Four Corners Intersection is 
not directly related to the build alternatives. Instead, the 
removal of the median is a consequence of the transit option, 
fully realize the time savings necessary In the corridor, the 
transit treatment must continue south of Hew Hampshire Avenue. 
The Contra-Flow option provides this extra travel lane without 
removing the median.  Alternative B, or any other build 
alternative, could be implemented with this lane treatment. 

The charts on page 14 of the project brochure are not 
complete.  They were simply meant to Illustrate the relative 
distribution of traffic within the intersections themselves, 
are correct when saying the traffic entering and leaving the 
intersection must be equal. 

Thank you again for your insightful comments.  If we can 
provide any additional information, please contact the project 
manager, Mr. George Walton. George can be reached in Baltimore 
at (301) 333-1139 or toll free 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

You 

by: /Z/.w 
George H. Walton 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:AHS:kw 
Mv t«l«ohon« numDtr it 1301)- 

333-1139 
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ItS-TSSS Baltlmw* Matro - 585-0451 O.C Matro - «-aoo-492-5oaj Stwawlda Tod Fraa 



CHARLES   A.   WHITTEN 
9 torn aDTmiLAKD ROAD 

atOTB antiMO. MA>TI^NO aoaai 

P. S. April fc. WO 

I suggest that-your engineers review the "Percentage 

Traffic Distribution" figures shown on page V*.  The sums 

of the percentage Talues for all traffic entering and 

leaving the Intersection from the four directions should 

equal 100. The numbers as shown sungest the relative 

differences for entering and turning but do not show 

the leaving. The error in reasoning is due to placing 

numbers within the intersection. The intersection might 

be a rotary, a rectangle, or a point. The cars within 

the intersection are the result of having entered. 

They are merely a sub-set. The percentages for left 

H  »nd right turners from each direction might be shown 

H
-
  but the impact of such is also shown by indicating the 

00  leaving percentages for each direction. 

As one engineer to another, "thank you for your 

attention". 

.•'•'•._     ••— 

Charles A. Whitten 

^ 



30 March 1990 

RECEIVED 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

APR   5   199U 
Contract Ho.   M 425-101-370,   POMS Ho.   152019 

SUPPLEMENTAL  PUBLIC MEETING 
US  29   - Sligo Creek Parkway  to 

OlnUCl. OtflH Of MD 650  (Hew Hanpshlre Avenue) 
?UI!ll«S?atU!IIIUiniltlli?t,i6!day'  March 20'   l*90'  Northwood/Sherwood High School 

NAME       «;;-1IMI   inH   QirUi-rJ   Humphrey 

PmNT36    *""•"»«     9300 Colesville  Road 

naTP .^0 March  on 

r.lTV,Tnm,SllverSPri"S      9TATP    Maryland       ,„ nnnp      20901 

VO 

l/W* wish to eommenl or Inquire about the following aapecta of thla proiaet: 

See attached comments  as  follows: 

1.     COMMENTS ON SHA PROJECT CONTRACT H «2S-101-370t   PDMS No. 

IS2019.   IIS   29   -   SUTO  Creek  Parkway  to  MH     ftSO  \>w Hamn.^v. 

i      siinnpsTinvg vnn rnv^TnpptTTnM »«; P»BT np THP rnipgyTiiF Pn»n 

PROJECT  •  

co;i::E;T3 \::z SUGGESTIONS ON THE STATE IIICHKAY ADMINISTRATION PROJECT 
COkfiUirn T;j-101-j70. PDMS .^O. ISZOIJ, US 29 - Sliao Creek Parkway to 
Md. oSJ Ne''" Hampshire Avenue 

by Richard and Sylvia G. Humphrey 
0300 Colesville Rd., Silver Spring, Md. 20901 

1.   .-.5 Ions-time residents and taxpayers living in Montgomery County, 

KC 2T2  •.-.ritin; to protest the State Highway Administration's proposed 

plan :;r modifying Route 29 (Colesville Road).  The plan as proposed 

wouii L-e a serious detriment to the safety and security of our North 

Hilli c: Sligo Community.  It does not provide sufficient safety margin 

for i-.or.eowners, pedestrians and motorists alike. Ke are categorically 

ooposji to: 
a. '.viJening Colesville Road and removing the median south 

;r PranUlin Avenue down to Sligo Creek Parkway, 

j. Tjkini more property from homeo»<ners who have houses along 

the west side of Colesville Road in order to add more highway 

lanes. 

;. Restricting the use of St. Andrews Kay and blocking entry from 

this street into Colesville Road. 

>;. Chancing the intersection at Sligo Creek Parkway as a way of 

"streamlining" Rt. 29 rush-hour traffic. 

2.   It is our understanding that plans call for removal of our median 

stri= on Colesville Road in order to increase traffic capacity between 

University and Sligo Creek Parkway.  This removal will create a narrow, 

high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane for use by buses and van pools during 

rush hours.  Though that sounds good in theory, because this "expressway" 

is funnelina high-speed traffic into a dead-er.d at Georgia Avenue or 16th 

Strser. it is :;ntasy ta  expect an HOV will substantially reduce traffic 

concestipn. iUt even if cne buys this fantasy, iHA planners have already 

acknowiedaed tiiat it is only likely to prove a temporary stop-gap remedy. 

Within 3 years it's their expectation that development to the North will 

increase enouah to offset this remedy. 
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3. Tiiis cheap transient solution of median removal will come at the 

expense of the safety of pedestrians in our neighborhood. Crossing Coles- 

ville Road on foot between University Blvd. and Sligo Creek Parkway is 

difficult now, even with the median strip. Take it away, and there's no 

place for pedestrians to wait in reasonable safety. If crossing is more 

difficult, bus ridership by neighborhood residents may decrease--since at 

least once a day they'll have to cross Colesville to get to or from a 

bus stop.  I; may also discourage use of the YMCA and area churches by 

pedestrians--particularly older residents or others who may not drive. 

4. even if the state were to propose a possible pedestrian overhead 

walkway spanning Colesville Rd., this doesn't solve the problem.  First, 

only one walkway is planned between Sligo Creek Parkway and University 

Blv.J.--not enough to make pedestrian traffic safe and convenient along 

the entire siretch.  Second, there is no assurance that the walkwav will 

be nc:o:Si':ie' to those in wheelchairs or pushing strollers.  Such walkways 

also tike up land and are terrible eyesores, they threaten to give our 

suburban connunity the look of an urban expressway. 

5. In the interest of safety and security, we strongly oppose losing 

our front lawns to Colesville Road traffic.  To aid those southbound 

commuters turning from Colesville Rd. during morning rush hours--without 

sacrificint: any of the four lanes of traffic going on into downtown 

Silver Sprin;, SHA would carve out an extra lane from the properties of 

homeowners bordering the west side of Colesville Road from Franklin Avenue 

to Sli;o Creek Parkway.  Ke stand to lose valuable land, and more impor- 

tant, this clan would create a dangerous situation for pedestrians, 

residents and motorists alike. 

6.  '••idenir.c Colesville Road by taking our front yards does not make 

sense.  Currintly homeowners have had virtually no margin of safety against 

the :r.siau::'.T of traffic coming south on Colesville Road.  Over the past 

S  years, Montgomery County Police have reported an alarming number of 

traffi: acciients and resultant property damage along the southbound 

lanes of Colesville Road from Franklin Avenue to Sligo Creek Parkway. 

One has only to witness the condition of the front yards of the homes 
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aions this portion of the Colesville Road corridor to understand how 

important it is to maintain a safety barrier against traffic.  Homeowners 

have had to bear the brunt of vehicle damage to their front yards ti«e 

and time again in this area.  Speedsters have run up on their embankments, 

flattened flag poles and power poles, destroyed railings and shrubbery, 

cut into the fire hydrant many times, demolished retaining walls, and 

ienerally have destroyed the .beauty of their lawns.  The evidence of 

this damage remains an eyesore and a constant reminder of the hazardous 

situation for motorist, homeowner and pedestrian alike.  There simply is 

r.o margin for safety in this area.  In one particular incident last 

June, a taxi ran up the steep grade along three properties (9300, 9304, 

and 930S Colesville Rd.) crushing everything in its path, going at a 

hioii rate of speed, tore up porches, railings, shrubberyi and retaining 

v.ails, comins; to rest precariously at an angle on a stone wall it had 

wrecked. Most important, the taxi came only inches from plowing into the 

iining rooa of the house at 9304 (home of Mr. and Mrs. Buckley). There is 

an ever-present danger because of the narrow margin between the home 

yards and the fast-moving lanes of traffic. Taking more land away from 

these properties and further increasing the risk of danger and death at 

the hands of speeding motorists and the resultant vehiclar accidents is 

unthinkable.  Please don't ask us to give up this important safety buffer, 

narrow though it is.  We need every inch as a margin of safety between 

us and the traffic. 

We are also very concerned'about the plan to widen the mouth of 

Sligo Creek Parkway to several more lanes. This rediculous plan would 

promote high traffic density on a 2Smph parkway designed to access to 

parks and recreation.  The plan would endanger the safety of pedestrians, 

school kids, joggers, and bikers, and others crossing Colesville Road 

a; that i:izersection. And handicapped people would have no chance at all. 

:.   finally, the proposed closing off of St. Andrews Way at Colesville 

."cad is conpletely unacceptable to us residents here who use this key 

intersection daily. It is not fair that we have to lose a primary 

entrance is  bur North Hills of Sligo neighborhood just to keep commuter 

traffic moving.  Also, this plan would block the access to St. Andrews 

'..'ay by emergency vehicles and that could be a matter of life and death. 
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Ke feel that enlarging roads to encourage greater traffic volume 

creates rather than solves traffic problems.  We feel that to solve 

Rt. 29 traffic problems and protect our neighborhoods, more effective 

mass transit planning is needed.  The current proposal will SOT MEET 

THE MISUM SAFETY STANDARDS AND NEEDS OF OUR COMMUNITY.  WE OPPOSE 

THE PLAN AS IT NOW STANDS.  WE URGE YOUR SUPPORT OF OUR POSITION. 

SUCC,;S7tONS FOR COKSIDERATION AS PART OF THE COLESVILLE ROAD PROJECT 

bv Richard and Sylvia G. Humphrey 
9300 Colesville Rd., Silver Spring, Md. 20901 

'.-.'e respectfully submit the following suggestions for consideration 

of ::-.s 3:ate Highway Administration and the Montgomery County Council 

anu ;j-jnty Executive.  We submit these ideas in the interest of safety 

for cur North Hills of Sligo community. 

1.  CONSTPvUCT A SIDEWALK along the west side of Colesville Road between 

Four Corners and Sligo Creek Parkway, using existing land at the curb. 

Sue:-, a siJcwalk would encourage pedestrians to walk to buses, increase 

wai:-:ini safety and provide a buffer for properties and the Rt. 29 lanes 

6: :ra::i;.  Currently, walkers have little or no chance to proceed with 

sar'jv alons; the grassy and rutty edge of the road as they struggle to 

naks ::-.eir way' to bus stops and intersections and cross the road. The road 

curves oanyerously at the top of Franklin Avenue southward so that pedestria: 

have no chance to see oncoming traffic. We feel that homeowners along 

the v.est bank of Colesville Road would welcome the construction of a 

sidsvalk in front of their homes, even if it meant taking a bit of their 

yards to make it happen.  We would all benefit. 

ISI 
2.  ?.3DUCINC THE TRAFFIC SPEED ON COLESVILLE ROAD from Four Corners to 

SU;o Creek Parkway from 40mph to JSmph.  This new speed would match the 

33mc:'. speed now enforced farther south between Sligo Creek and Georgia 

Avenue.  The 40mph speed we now must endure is too fast for most motorists 

to nejotiate, due to the sharp curve at the top of Franklin Avenue. The 

motcr vehicle accident rate is phenomenal along this section of Colesville 

Road.  The area is very dangerous. A reduced speed would reduce the number 

of zzziier.-.z   and provide a margin of safety for pedestrians as well.  Right 

of road is an accident waiting to happen. .:. 15 ivTH 
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I.     ;?.CVIDE IMPROVED ROAD MARKINGS AND LIGHTS TO WARN MOTORISTS o: the 

iar.jenus curve and light at Franklin Avenue. Better street lightir.a is 

soreiy -seded to help drivers and pedestrians alike.  We also suggest 

-he ciantinc of trees along the median between the south and. north lanes 

of Colesville Road to aid motorists and reduce glare of headlights 

at z'T.is  dangerous strip of highway. 
PAGE 1 of 2 



4.   EXTEND THE WASHINGTON METRO SUBWAY SYSTEM from Silver Spring to 
Burtcnsvillc. This would immeasurably reduce vehicular traffic along 

the entire St. 29 corridor and would essentially make the SHA proposal 

now be in? considered for Rt. 29 obsolete.  This would be the better use 

ot" our hard-earned taxpayers' money. 

Maiyland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Tninor 
Sacratanr 

Htl Kastotf 

April 18. 1990 

to 

Mr. and Mrs. Richard Humphrey 
?300 Coleavill. Road 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20901 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Humphrey: 

ronsid.red during the remainder o* thS study       " "* 

First, lee ma respond to your concerns. "uggescxons. 

betwa.n Franklin Av.nu. and Sligo Creek Parkway?   ret,in»d 

side o^c;l«vi^CR«2Vh• V***9  0f P«W«*T -long th. west siae or colesville Road in order to add more travel lanes  TI.4. 

-reeic Parkway.  These lanes are not for the lenoch ot  the 

--v!»«r, r^ K   'h*ir P"?"0" *• » allow tor the turning 
-veaents to be separated from the through movements  therabv 
•^"Ecrsxr^if^i?"»««i=»- -".y."'oc'utrnded - promote nign traffic density. 
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Mr. ind Mrs. Richard Humphny 
?age Two 

Ragarding tha restriction of movements on St. Andrews Way, 
ue are trying to develop alternatives that will allow full access 
Jhlla  maxinizing the service capability of the US 29/Sligo Creek 
Parkway intersection. 

In reference to your suggestions of adding sidewalks, 
reducing the posted speed, and improving the road markings, these 
are all under the jurisdiction of our district office.  I aa 
forwarding a copy of your letter to Mr. Creston Mills, our 
District Engineer for Montgomery and Prince George's counties, 
for his consideration. 

Filially, with "regard to your suggestion to extend the Metro 
iroa Silver Spring to Burtonsville. soae of the saaa problems 
«xist with this concept that existed with a light rail systea. 
i.e., lack of vacant land to build the stations or locate ade- 
quate parking areas, with auch higher costs than those of the 
proposed priority bus systea. 

If you have any further questions or coaaents regarding this 
study, please feel free to contact aa or the project manager, 
George Walton.  George's telephone nuaber is (301) 333-1139 or 
toll free 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

3 Hell J. Pedersen. Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliainary Engineering 

JP:ih 

Mr.  Creston Mills   Iw/lncosing) 
•1r.   Louis   H.   Sge.   Jr. 
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1*1 Mxtmn ^Uraarial ^nikb ^tbabtst fhurch 
aauNtvumrv Bout^vAMa CAST 

March 23, 1990 

Mr. Neil Pederson, Director 
Office of Planning c Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MO 21202 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

Please carefully consider the enclosed position of our 
church with regard to upgrading Route 29 at Four Corners. 
This position was overwhelmingly approved by our Admin- 
istrative Board, the official governing body of our local 
church.  It was partially presented, as the three minute 
limit allowed, at the State Highway Administration 
hearing at Northwood High School on March 20. 

Thank you for your time and attention in reviewing our 
concerns and recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Lincoln Talbot 
Mr. 3ruce Smith 
Page Two 

Also. Moncgomery County is in the process of planning 
improvements to some intersections in the Silver Spring vicinity. 
For specifics on that matter, please contact Hr. Robert McGarry, 
Director of the Montgomery County Department of Transportation, 
Executive Office Building, 101 Monroe Street, Rockville, Maryland 
20850, (301) 217-2170. 

Finally, we agree that the long-term solution is mass 
transit and we have been working with the county to implement a 
system that would result in significant improvements in transit 
service and. increased patronage.  As you are probably aware, we 

' recently opened a shoulder bus operation north of New Hampshire 
Avenue.  This is the first of several steps that will be taken to 
establish priority treatment for mass transit in the US 29 
corridor. 

If you have any further questions or comments, please feel 
free to contact me or the project manager, George Walton.  George 
can be reached in Baltimore at (301) 333-1139 or toll free 1-800- 
548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

(%tL ^ £utt<ut~ 

Lincoln Talbot, Chairman 
Administrative Board 

Bruce Smith, Psesideht 
Board cf Trustees 

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

:iJP:ih 

Hr. Creston Hills 
Hr. Louis H. Ego, Jr. 

RECEIVED 
Mtf ib 129 

giiuiu. oti in v 
AAMK > nnttiun utnmi* 

^ 
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POSITION OF HARVIN MEMORIAL UNITED METHODIST CHURCH RECARDINC 
THE PROPOSED UPGRADING OF U.S. ROUTE 29 AT FOUR CORNERS 

in 
it 

Our church la located on an ialand between the eaat and weat 
lanes of Univeralty Blvd. bordered on the west by Colesville 
Rd.(U.S.29). We are a seven day a week operation. In addition, 
to nany day and night activities aaaociated with a large urban 
church, we house a large nuraery school (175 pupils) and the 
Waahington Ear recording and broadcaat studio, a regional 
public reading aervice for the blind. 

Because of our location, the possibility of losing church land, 
and our concern for the well-being of the coanunity, we want to 
address critical iasues affecting us if the State of Maryland 
constructs an underpass at Four Corners. We feel that any such 
construction will h»va a severely adverae impact upon Marvin 
Church and the residents and businesses nearby. 

We are greatly concerned about possible structural damage to 
the church due to excavation close to our foundation and/or the 
use of explosives or heavy equipment during excavation. We will 
incur added maintenance and replacement costs Including extra 
painting and cleanup from heavy red aoil and dust deposits 
during construction. If any underpass option (especially C-A or 
C-S) Is chosen, we expect the high noise level during 
construction juat a few feet from our windows to make It 
impossible to conduct business in the church offices. 

The nursery school, Washington Ear, vacation bible school, 
weddings and receptions will be hampered and we will lose 
critically needed contributions. Our contract with Washington 
Ear allowa them to terminate their lease and ministry at Marvin 
Church if excessive noise or vibration levels related to the 
road construction make condition* unsuitable to their 
operation. At best, access to the church will be limited, 
difficult, and messy. The worst case scenario is that the 
church virtually would be unusable during much of a two and a 
half year or longer eonatruction period. Increased costs and 
loss of income will seriously jeopardise our programs. 

During coostnietion of an underpass, pedestrian and vehicular 
access to and around Four Comer* undoubtedly will be dangerous 
and difficult. Many busin which are part of the church 
community, are likely to fall. Traffic jama during construction 
will be worse than they are now. Since, at times it will be 
necessary to detour traffic through neighborhood streets that 
don't have sidewalks, and cut-through traffic will increase, we 
are concerned with the aafety of pedestrians and especially 
neighborhood children going to and from school. The sntieipated 
accidental Interruption of utilities related to construction - 
will cause additional hardship to the cosaunity. 

T 
In our opinion, building an underpass is not an acceptable 
solution because it will cause large backups at succeeding 
Intersections. Since Colesville road traffic must be netered in 
a controlled manner by use of traffic signals through the 
congested intersections at Sligo Creek, Dale Dr., Spring St., 
Fenton St., Georgia Ave. and East West Hwy., the anticipated 
advantages of an underpass at Four Comers are limited. 
Solutions to congestion south of Four Comers should be 
implemented before, not after, major road construction at Four 
Comers. Estimates of gridlock for the beltway vary but it is 
likely that, even prior to completion of an underpess, traffic 

' attempting to merge onto the beltway will be backed up on to 
Rt. 29. 

We believe a jughandle alternative, deslgjhed to prevent 
cut-through traffic at Lexington Dr. and shifted slightly to 
the undeveloped land south of the church, will subtantially 
reduce the bottleneck problems at Four Comers with 
considerably less disruption during construction and at 
substantially less cost ($5 million vs $35 million for the 
underpass). Shorter construction time will reduce the damaging 
effects associated with the construction. Presently, back-ups 
In the north and southbound left turn lanes on Rt. 29 at 
University Blvd. quite often block a through-lane reducing flow 
by a third. The provision of significantly more park and ride 
lots If combined with the jughandle construction will further 
reduce and possibly eliminate the traffic flow problem. 

We feel that tta* only long-term solution to a sizable portion 
of the air pollution, add rain, and ozone layer problems Is to 
lessen automobile traffic by designing adequate mass transit 
systems. W* therefore request, prior to any underpass 
construction, the implementation of an in-depth independent 
study of mass transit; eapecially light rail, encompassing 
Montgomery, Howard, and Prince Georgea counties. Montgomery 
county action to downgrade the Rt. 29 corridor now, also will 

. help control future growth end traffic congestion. 

As a church earring the coanunity, we believe that $35 million 
may better ba spent on pressing social and environmental needs 
than on construction of an underpass. The health of the world 
depends upon the environment in which wa live. The quality of- 

life of our children end grandchildren depend upon 
environmental decisions made concerning projects like we are 
discussing tonight. Certainly, transportation solutions must be 
long-term rather than stopgap and soon obsolete. 

Approved by: 

Marvin Church Rt. 29 Task Force — March 5, 1990 
Marvin Church Board of Trustees — March 12, 1990 
Marvin Church Administrative Board — March 19, 1990 



Maiyland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Stcrtltrv 

Hal Kassoft 
Adminifir«tor 

April 18. 1990 

Mr. Lincoln Talbot, Chairman 
Adainistrativa Board 
Mr. Bruca Smith. Prasidant 
Board of Trustaaa 
Harvin Hamorial United Hathodist Church 
33 University Boulevard, Eaat 
Silver Spring. Maryland 20901 

Dear Maasrs. Talbot and Smith: 

Thank you for your recant letter regardino the US 29 project 
planning study.  Your coaaents are appreciated and will be 
considered throughout the remainder of the study. 

In your latter, you stated several issues that were of 
concern to you and the church.  Regarding the disruption that . 
will occur during construction, we will try to do everything 
within reason to accomaodata the church.  If a build alternative 
is selected, particularly one of the underpass options, there 
will be noise and dust during construction.  Ha will formulate a 
construction plan to minialza this as much as possible. We will 
also take precautions to insure against danage to the church or 
its foundation. 

You were also concarnad about the congestion during con- 
struction and that traffic would be forced onto neighborhood 
streets. The State Highway Administration has a policy of 

maintaining the existing nuaber of lanas during the course of the 
construction period.  Pedestrian and vehicular access to all 
businesses and tha church will be aaintained during and after 
construction. 

Construction of an underpass is not expected to signifi- 
cantly increase congestion at succeeding intersections over 
-sdavs levels.  Sy utilixing the remaining signals oa Calesville 
ioad. ve will be able to platoon the traffic, thus controlling 
-.he arrival of vehicles at these intersections.  This will 
maintain the current levels of service at these intersections. 
Studies show that an underpass improves traffic flow in the 
.vening peak.  By removing the bottleneck at 'our.Co»?" ;%'*•. 
-.orthbound direction, the backups that occur on the beltway naps 
iould be eliainatad.  Thi. would be a significant safety iaprove- 
sent. 

My latapnon* numiMr <• 13011 'V?*^^-1 

T«latrpa»Tltar lor Imealrad Maarlm or Soaacft 
„,.„,. .*..... --jo ; "Too, OX,««,o -J^V^,«-—' * "" 

Mr. Lincoln Talbot 
Mr. Bruca Smith 
Page Two 

Also. Montgomery County is in the process of planning 
improvements to some intersections in the Silver Spring vicinity, 
for specifics on that matter, please contact Mr. Robert McGarry, 
Director of the Montgomery County Department of Transportation. 
Executive Office Building, 101 Monroe Street. Rockville. Maryland 
20850, (301) 217-2170. 

Finally, we agree that the long-term solution is mass 
transit and we have been working with the county to implement a 
system that would result in significant Improvements in transit 
service and increased patronage.  As you are probably aware, we 
"-ecently opened a shoulder bus operation north of Mew Hampshire 
Avenue.  This is the first of several steps that will be taken to 
establish priority treatment for mass transit in the US 29 
corridor. 

If you have any further questions or comments, please feel 
free to contact me or the project manager. George Walton.  George 
can be reached in Baltimore at (301) 333-1139 or toll free 1-800- 
548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Neil J. Pedersen. Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

?IJP:ih 

Mr. 
Mr. 

Creston Hills 
Louis H.   Ege.  Jr. 

L. 
VW 
^ 

^ 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

"'"third H. Trainor 
.•ernarv 

Hal KassoH 
Adnumnrator 

April 20. 1990 

Mr. Edward Wetzlar, President 
Greater Colesville Citizens Association 
P.O. Box 4087 
Colesville. Maryland 10914 

Dear Mr. Metzlar: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding our project 
planning study tor US 39 in Montgomery County.  Your interest in 
the highway development process is appreciated. 

You comments concerning the latest proposals at Four Corners 
have been added to the project record and will appear in the 
public meeting transcript. 

Thank you again (or your coBaents.  If we can provide any 
additional information, please contact the project manager, Mr. 
George Walton.  George can be reached in Baltimore at (301) 333- 
1139 or toll free 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prallminar? Engineering 

by: 

:HE:AHS:J 

G«6r«SkW. Walton 
Projeu Manager 
Project Planning Division 

Greater Colesville Citizens Association 
P.O. BOI 4017 

ColeniUe, RD 2<M< 

Jpril 2, 1950 

iut« Biqbtny Miinistratioo 
Ztlic« o( Pluainq ml 

Prelliitury Enqioeuioq 
3oi 717 
Jjltinore, RD 21203 

It: OS 29 • SUqo OMk to M (50 

Dcu Sir; 

ieatet ColestiUe Cltlieia Assocution represents aoie MOO bouseholto surroroltaq the in ln&&n Atemt 
iixt UiKlolph lo«4 intersectloa.   U tuch, our boies art »t iqucted by uy ot Ut propoMd <*>«)»»• «• 
•oar cornera area.   Kweter. w. an iipacted becaSsa w trarel OS 29, «« Uvbii. Itenut, aad otbu roads 
iffacted by proposed loproieieotj. 

aaan- Our first reactloa m to support out of the laderpass/oteipass options,   toieter, »e do not am 
S^S uy of the mderpass/OTerpasi opUons.   Uther « sopport the sijle at^rade ^"""""^•« •»! 
iJSwfltt»n laaes to proiide left tuns aloa, Oaiienlty Bouletard. He also urq* ttattbe StateUjtay. 
iSuistratlon, lootqoaery Cooaty tot, and the loetqoKry ttuaty Plaaala, Coolssioa coatet a Jolat study 
U deielop a effective poblic tmsportitioa systea. 

MaaM4BnHj_UiiaUSHi The Ma uaderpasa/oterpasa Utemthes Wf"/"-*/0:"" "?* ,"tt" 
{ZttTprniwuBteTau/^rpatt altaraaUies.  GCd thaats the SUU Uqfeoay Khlaistratloa for 
llstealaq to citliea suqpstlons. 

Ihe use of the underpass/oterpass opUoas C-«/C-S/0-J-t/D-l-5 ulth those aodlflcatloas suflested belw «o«14 
lime the lefelofwnice (S) to V, at least U theory.  COCl beliem that In really a wll 
Zm «»t «IU «ar. aid tiat the US »iU still be T. «e drlt. OS 29 aad the M9S uch wk day.   I. 

U» .raia,, the bdtay traffic it slo» ftoi lea la^shiia Item lot etea 1-95) to Ceorqia lie o. the 
SltoioJJ:  lb. rusoa for this slo. tnfflc U the lax* aoter of fehides oteria, the "•lt«lj"» * 
29    Ihetrafflc starts to floa freely once It has had a ehaaea to spread oat, uhldi tates the short 
fhtaan bettee. OS 29 uA CMfta nU». t*•** I**• «lUJ»t -h.the "^ l^jUm U 
the aoralaq, .ith the retail that traffic .ill back-, thrash Foar Ooraett oa OS 29. laUaj V"'"" • 

- wafroToaiTetalty VM. to Sllqo Creek .111 cwatt tlallar pnbleat oa OS 29 qola, toath Uto Slim 
Sprla?. nerafoca. 0X1 oppotet aay aadeipasi/inerpast altenaUie. 

x addltloa to the liaitad li)S lapromeat, the B»lerpast/atenast atenatltes cost "•»*•*; *** 
Wtha coamty too aach tabg the caattncUoa period. Ihe J14 aiUloa to 541 aiUloa is far too auch 
-.o pay for one iatarsactloa iapnttaeat. 

ae funds thould rather ba speat oa pahUc tnasportatloa. la do aot aqree aith rw ttmrs rtsideaU that 
S S«p««~J«. atottin aiU dKius. their laait, af Ufa, ***>**£ •«£» 
i«rStd5Slty oflUa alth the traffic coa^ttloa. poUaUoi. aad cat-tbroa* tiaff tojj*.»**«. 
wS^lthtte four coram ntid^U that tha cwtncUoa proc«t «1U tata aa^« U^ctoaWT 
•^idtacat aad buslatssat. Ihe lapact cooldba tolerable U thaeoastruetlot pcoceta"»*«- *>» u 

Z SS.  » S>S^ f• jStMUIta paiod U »t acnpubl. t. eitto the four Oonmrs 
retideaU or thost ate asa OS 29 aad Oaitersity Uid. 

333-1139 

Mv leleohonc numbar i« I301U. 

Telalysawliar lor ImoaliaS HMrlng. or Soawn 
Itl-ritt tenimora MMre - tat-0«t1 O.C.. U«ro - '-•00-4ta-S0M ••••"lee Ml Fro. 

Us 



:; StaU Hqtanr idiinistntioo itciia to build uy of tie undupiss/OTUuis altcnuciTes. i plan needs to 
:> dmlofid to co^UU U* proou in one nmer is it laptcts tbt tiaffic. to mold stnqest US 29 b« 
ziMti for July ud liqntt wbet tnttle Is liqbt ud dttour tntfle to In luphirt lv«/I-*95. Sort dutinq 
•.ils pttiod nst proceed ]« boon per dtf, um diys t veek until ill Ua UMS ban ceopened. 

Utenutlie* C-5 ud D-3-S it selected should be lodlfled in order to i^ton tb* US.   As desiqned, i 
-niflc slqsil is plinned tot OS » to illo» pedestiius ud busts to cross. 1 pedestriu tmdetpiss it OS M 
uould be constricted Insteed to tllw then to cross.   ID* buses should be forced to use the nev Onheraitr 
Uid underpus.  Ouaqinq UM bus stops by i feu 100 feet wuld KxosfUsh this. 

i^a for PnMle TmsMttitloi:  Wdle 0CC1 opposes uy o( Us mderpiss/oierpiss iltenuthes for tfce 
.-•uons sUted ibote, OOU, boww, belieies correctbe ictioi is cequired.  Se drin oier ill puts of 
''.tttqoMir Countf ud obsene Uut nott u)or rotds in coixjested- u US of V is couoc.  He ilso 
-•cesUj onpleted 1 listers lontqoiery Cousty lister flu itt iw with the remit thit soee properties vert 
iTiitooed or the lubdljlsloi plu todidtd to redact future Uaeised tnfflc cosqestion.   These actions do 
r.st. iddress the eiistlnq coaqtstion. 

^1 hu bees considerisq then fectsis ud his cose to the cotcluslot thit a sajor cossitieit needs to be 
•Me to pttllc trusportiUon. Is uta uidt public" truuportiUoe plu seeds to be denloocd.  It should 
-dade htn-rsU, BetoHws, tidt-on buses, liqbt-raU, Kf lues, and frlnqe paikinq lots.   Se cu lean 

izat the turopeus U this am slice they land the coooestios probless a mnber of yeus aqo ud soUed 
-••i uitta a qood public tnisportitlot systu. 

•< should be sottd that a qood public tnnsportitloa sysus »111 sot tliiiaaU kiqhny conqestloi for 
P TiU tehides. GoTsntetts thoild sot atta^t to tlltiaaU this cstqesUot • nther tuaqt its seterity. 

' qestlM is tbs Ktintoc foe people to at public tnnsportiUot. Oa^qestin should be beify tot those 
tJ5 its Kbtre pubUc trusportiUot is u optla* ud coaqtsUa* should bt ll*t *ere public trusportitloa U 
OO i u optlot. 

•ten is mdh talk about the cost of public trusportaUot to the eser.  at tnl that this is oily one 
'Ktoc.  Ibt other l^octait fertet U tranl tite.  luy people will ust pobllc trauportaUot it it Is 
.'Btir thu aiiq tht artnobilt.  Today, pobllc trusportiUot U la suy cues nek slouer. 

"a ttm tf tht public trusportiUot options that ban beet Ucluded U the OS » iltenuUies, 00C1 
saotqly opposes the cottrt-flou appnadt u ertretely unsafe.  Ibt at of tht nediu tor ut lut is ott. 
:ptlot.  tbe one Use tould bt tat south bond tnfflc ii the tonlsq ud tot north bond traffic in tht 
itttnooa. lather thu at tht adlu for trptess bats, and BT lehldes, a better optiot is to instill a 
-otorail systei slsllir to tht one oed it Hit Dlstey Oocld. The totonil syftes should qo bttmu tbt 
3Unr Sprltq Mtn-nU stiUot ut tatotttllle. If tot further sorth into kMid Osaty. mi IWU Oak 
-.3 SUm Sariaq, both a notorail ud Bt lues uy bt Bt«M U tht odlu. 

-• nteiMlM. tbt Hssiit qradt seotrtted Uterdatqe at root Comets Is it looaer a niii opUM.   Uthtr, 
• Ml plaatd |*Ue trusportiUot systei b rtqeirtd.  ais systet should itclndt a sotorul don OS ». 

Slaonly, 

tdsard C bttlar 
OOClhtsidtst 



ptar-y 1 and Dsoarrment ef Tranaoortat ior 
atat* Hignway AdministraTion Off»c» of 
Planning and Prel loilriai-y .EnglrHt>rtnc 
bo>:   717 
Baltimora, naryland 21203 

Pn  Prooosca r»coriBtruction of US 2? from Slipo Creek ParKwav x.: 
MD £30 

Daar Sirs: 

Plaaav anter tn» fcikoMing atacamant Into xne project recor: tor 
the 20 harcn 1930 Pubiir MeetlnQ on thla aubject. 

As raaldenta of tne North Hills of Sligo, we are concerneo about 
the proposed reconstruction of US 29.  The Maryland State Highway 
AdMinistratlon*s proposals, as bound for the 20 March 1990 Public 
Meeting, do not vary significantly from earlier proposals that 
met Mith intense criticism fro* the co-unity in previous Public 
Meetings.  It does not appear that the objections raised, and 
suggestions Made by the Community have been taken into 
conslderat ion. 

It is clear to MB. If not to the State Highway Administration, 
that residents of the Route*29 Corridor will not accept the 
following aspects of the State Highway Administration's 
Proposals, in any of their various alternatives, concepts, or 
options. 

(ij    1.  Grade Separation at the Intersection of US 29 and University 
'     Boulevard - If implemented, this concept would be costly, 
d    disruptive during construction, and displace current businesses. 
NO    During construction, commuters would be diverted into 

neighborhoods and onto residential streets, such as Brunett 
Avenue, which are not designed for through^traffIc, and which ao 
not have sidewalks to protect pedestrians.  Many of these 
residential streets are already overburdened with automobiles 
traveling at unsafe speeds.  In addition to having a negative 
impact on the character of these neighbortioods, commuter traffic 
jeopardizes the safety of their residents. 

» 
2.  Removal of the Median Strip Along US 29 - If Implemented, 
this concept would discourage the use of bus ridershlp, as it 
would make it difficult and dangerous for pedestrians to cross US 
89.  The construction of overpasses would be an unsightly and 
inconvenient alternative. 

3  Elimination of Left Turn Lane on Southbound US 29 at Sligo 
Creek - If implemented, rush hour traffic would be routed through 
established residential neighborhoods.  As noted above,, many of 
the neighbornoods in question do not have sidewalks, and througn- 
traffic would put neighborhood residents in danger, including 

• schoolchildren.  It would significantly lower property values in, 
" and destroy the character of, those n*lghborhoods. 

-*ihlic tranaoortat ion In lieu or »*n«*w — •    oi4«« 

;£",:.•., *nffic «*""-"tin-*'rirf^nt ukiir^tiinSSk if 

'•eignborhoodSm 

Th.  dryland  State Highway *'-»••»•*'£"£ ^^.1"^  t^.p-.t 
...istak.. mad.   in  northern Virginia  •£1

d°a^,£:t
cJo„   ln 

them.      The  proposals  made  thus   far "*"   B commuter  traffic, 
residential  «—unit!-   1» -" £*££.£ ST-STth. community. 
Thr^iniTrs: Tit":l? :£t£i:i:"r:... com-ut-r traffic. 

rnr:;pr.^kiigp:r.d.tr-.n^orh:to. not _ -^..tv 
considered. 

= ssi2ircr^'=r.^^r.sjsrffaa^r-r 
jroposed. 

Sincerely, 

nari. and Ellssa Kellett 



3!cf«ird H. Triinor 

MarylandDepartmentofTmsportation H.TK«SOH 
State Highway Administration »*«».».». 

April 20. 1990 

Mr. and Mrs. Kallatt 
9621 Brunatt Avanua 
Sllvar Spring. Maryland 20901 

Oaar Mr. and Mrs. Kallatt: 

Thank you tor your racent laetar regarding our project 
planning atudy for US 29 In Montgomery County.  Your Interest In 
the highway development proeeaa la appreciated. 

you coaMents concerning the latest propoaals «or the 
reconatructlon o« Colesvllle Road and the associated •«•<*» to 

** the Horth Hills of Sllgo conaunlty have bean added to the project 
£3 record and will appear In the public »eetlng transcript. 

S^ Thank you again for your comments.  If »•«:»»» provide any 
additional information, please contact the project ••'»«9«; "£• 
George Walton. George can be reached in Baltimore at 1301) 333- 
1139 or toll free l-«00-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege. Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prellminery Engineering. 

by: 
C«6*ty\W.  Helton 
Piojeu Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:XHS:ih 

Myltltpnon«nunib«rHl301l It l~l 1 3-  

T«l«n>*tll*' »» hiio«lr«d Hwlnfl »«•••* .„_,,.. To„ ,.„ VVi 
J.J-T.JS 8*««». Mrtro - M»^«»« R:?;..".*!? -..1:.,.!?:!,.VA0**.!,.?""d* To" "".. ^ 



^3> 

Section Vll-C 
Comments Regarding the DEIS 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmoepharie Adminiatration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

3¥</ 
Managemeitt   Division 
Ha b 11 a t   C o n » e r v a t• 1«»n Bra n c h 
Oxford, Maryland 21654 

27, 1889 January 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Div. (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The National Marine Fisheries  Service (NMFS) has 
Draft    Environmental    Impact    Statement 

reviewed the 
<EIS)   £or 

intersection/access Improvements to U.S. Route 29 (Sligo Creek to 
the Patuxent River) In Montgomery County, Maryland. 

NMFS is particularly concerned abou 
within the Anacostla River wate 
improvements to Rt. 29. Inter-go 
programs under the new Chesapeake 
working to improve water quality v 
systems and restore anadromous £1 
within this watershed. Conservation 
their associated water quality e 
such as Sligo Creek, Paint Branch, 
be essential to the success o{ thes 

t impacts on riparian wetlands 
rshed, such as will occur frota 
vernmental efforts (Including 
Bay Agreement) are currently 

la retrofitting of stormwater 
sh use via removal of barriers 

of floodplain wetlands and 
nh&ncing valued in tributaries 
and Little Paint Branch will 

e programs. 

While highway improvements discussed in the EIS will not result 
in largescale displacement of wetlands and stream habitat, the 
plan to widen the Rt. 29 corridor (proposed as a separate 
project) will compound the total Impacts to the same portion of 
the Anacostla watershed. Therefore, impacts regarding both 
access/intersection improvements and corridor widening should be 
addressed within a single environmental document. 

Of the various options presented In the EIS for improving aooess 
and Intersections, we prefer those which will minimize riparian 
wetland losses. For example, Alternative B-l, or D-8-4 will 
minimize impacts to Wetland #1, which provides high nutrient and 
sediment control values to the Little Paint Branch system, 

Furthermore, we prefer options which will reduce or eliminate the 
proposed stream relocations within tributaries 1 and 9 of the 
Little Paint Branch watershed. Should relocation be required, 
criteria for design of new stream channels (discussed on page IV- 
48 in the EIS) should Include planting woody vegetation along 
stream banks, and/or, creating adjacent wooded wetlands (l 
part of rcMuired compensation for unavoidable wetland los 
enhance new stream habitat. 

Vn-161 



DRAFT ^ 

/ Finally,  given its current state of poor water quality, the 
Anacostla River watershed should be the focal point in locating 
replacement sites for unavoidable wetland losses that will occur 
within its tributaries from Rt. 29 Improvements. Floodpialn 
wetland losses should be replaced in riparian locations where 
they may hydrologlcally Interact with streams during perlools Of 
stream bank overtopping by high flows. Additionally, where much 
of the riparian land associated with this watershed la presently 
developed, early planning efforts regarding wetland compensation 
will facilitate locating on-site and/or Intrft-WAtevihed 
replacement sites. Furthermore, prospective mitigation sites 
noted in highway right-of-ways or on adjacent properties «JUl4ih£ 
field investigations should be Identified and described in the 
EIS to facilitate Inter-agency coordination on this mat-tei', 

If there are any questions concerning these comments, you may 
contact John S. Nichols, (301) 226-5771, 

Sincerely, 

Edward W.  Chrlstoffers 
Assistant  Branch Chief 

Vn-162 
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5SHA RESPONSE TO NMFS LETTER DATED JANUARY 27.1989 

1. The impacts regarding access/intersection improvements and corridor widening are 
addressed in the FEIS. 

2. Alternative C, with modifications, has been selected as the preferred alternate. 

3. Three tributaries of Litde Paint Branch would be affected by channel relocations. Due 
to the complexity of the MD Route 198 interchange, exact locations of these channel 
relocations will be determined in final design. New stream channels would be 
constructed for each of the areas to be relocated. The stream length of the relocated 
sections would be maintained; no loss of stream length would occur. The new stream 
channels would approximate the impacted channels in physical characteristics. To the 
extent possible, existing slopes and grades would be maintained. Rocks and gravel 
would be placed randomly within the new channels to encourage rapid naturalization of 
the stream bed and development of a pool/riffle sequence. The banks of the new 
channels would be stabilized before diverting the flow of the stream from the old to the 
new channels. 

4. Approximately 0.55 acres of wetlands will be permanently impacted by construction. 
Wetland mitigation sites will be selected upon final design for the project. 
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MEMORANDUM 

January 19, 1989 

TO: Aileen T. Rappaport, Program Manager 
Planning and Project Development Office 
Department of Transportation 

FROM: Philip E. Bennett, Manager, Water Resources Group 
Division of Environmental Planning and Monitoring, 
Department of Environmental Protection 

SUBJECT:    Comments on'Draft EIS for the US Route 29 Widening 

I have attached conments from a number of specialists in the 
Division of Environmental Planning and Monitoring concerning water 
quality, air pollution, and noise control issues that should be addressed 
in the EIS.    Please feel free to forward these conments to Mr. Ege for 
consideration. 

A number of suggestions that were made would require detailed 
discussions between County and SHA Staff if they were to be implemented. 
We would be happy to meet with Montgomery County Department of 
Transportation and the SHA to discuss our suggestions further.    Actually, 
we would prefer such a meeting instead of having our suggestions dealt 
with solely by a consultant in a responsiveness summary. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this review. 
Please call me at 217-2380 if you have any questions. 

PEB:rs/1917W 

Attachments 

cc:    David Sobers 
James Caldwell 
Cameron Wiegand 

Ocpaitmeat of Environmencal Protr nviToomwial PUnning tod Monitoring 

EMWITC Office Bui md 208}0.M»/217-2JW 
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MEMORANDUM 

January 17, 1989 

TO: Phillip E. Bennett, Manager 
Water Resources Group 

FROM: James A. Caldwell, Manager    -^ 
Environmental  Monitoring and Enforcement Group 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
U.S. 29 from 511 go Creek to Patuxent River 
State Highway Administration (SHA) 

We have reviewed the air quality and noise aspects of the captloned 
EIS,  and offer the following comments: 

Air Quality 

Experience in the summer of 1988, with SHA contractors widening 
1-270 indicates the need for improved awareness and control of fugitive 
dust.    Construction activities where grading, other soil  related 
activities or equipment movement are underway will create excessive dust 
conditions.    The final  EIS should define the methods to be used by the 
contractors for fugitive dust control.    The mechanism by which the SHA 
and the Air Management Administration of the Maryland Department of the 
Environment will monitor and enforce contractor dust control  requirements 
and the Maryland Air Quality regulations must be stipulated.    It is not 
sufficient to define "Specifications" unless an adequate inspection, 
complaint handling and enforcement process is established for the 
construction phase. 

Noise Control 

Methodology of monitoring and modelling was according to accepted 
practice and apparently diligently conducted.    The chosen evaluation 
standard of 67 leq(h) Is reasonable and proper. 

The alternatives creating the HOY lanes would raise noise levels 
somewhat.    However, with few exceptions, the projected Increase would be 
2-3 dBA.    This is acceptable considering: 
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Jim Caldwell 
January 17, 1989 
Page 2 

a. Due to the front line development along the highway, as stated in 
the EIS, barriers would not be feasible, and the cost would be 
prohibitive for a nominal   reduction in noise. 

b. Any slight increases in noise would be more than offset by the 
advantages of HOV lanes,  and turning lanes during off-peak hours. 
Besides Improving traffic flow, there should be some predictable 
Impact on air quality; both directly measurable by the reduction of 
vehicle miles travelled and as part of the Regional Emission 
Reduction Plans. 

The Construction Noise Specifications should be stated in the final 
EIS.    A process for oversight and enforcement of the specifications 
should be developed with the State Air Management Administration and the 
Montgomery County Department of Environmental  Protection.    Attention 
should be given to the use of quieter equipment and Improved operational 
techniques.    The type, duration and nature of any contractor night work 
should be defined and noise mitigation methods applied to both equipment 
and operations, particularly In the more densely populated portions of 
the corridor. 

We feel  especially compelled to mention fugitive dust and 
construction noise.    We normally handle those Issues under our Air and 
Noise Ordinances, but the SHA has chosen, in the past, to Invoke its 
immunity to local  ordinances. 

T0:bjb/41S0I 
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SHA RESPONSE TO MONTGOMERY COUNTY GOVERNMENT LETTER DATED 
JANUARY 17. 1989 

1. The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential to impact the local 
ambient air quality by generating fugitive dust through activities such as demolition and 
materials handling. The State Highway Administration has addressed this possibility by 
establishing "Specifics for Construction and Materials" which specifies procedures to be 
followed by contractors involved in site work. 

The Maryland Air Management Administration was consulted to determine the adequacy 
of the "Specifications" in terms of satisfying the requirements of the "Regulations 
Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland". The Maryland Air 
Management Administration found the specifications to be consistent with the 
requirements of these regulations. Therefore, during the construction period, all 
appropriate measures (Code of Maryland Regulations 10.18.06.03 D) would be 
incorporated to minimize the impact of the proposed transportation improvements on the 
air quality of the area. 

2. Typical construction would involve activities such as demolition, clearing and grubbing, 
earthwork, foundations, superstructures, paving operations, and finishing. Equipment 
used for these activities will be subject to Construction Noise Specifications to minimize 
impacts through control of the noise source, control along the sound path, and control 
at the receptor. Construction noise specifications will be incorporated into all 
construction contracts. 
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WILLIAM DONALD SCHAEFER 
GOVERNOR 

MARYLAND       / 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING 

301  W. PRESTON STREET   J 
BALTIMORE.  MARYLAND 21201 •23^9 "' J CONSTANCE LIEDER 

SECRCTARY 

January 13, 1989 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert St. 
Baltimore, Maryland^ 21203 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION - 

State Application Identifier: MD881122-0869 

Applicant: MDOT - State Highway Administration 

Description: J)EI2f> US 29, Sligo Creek to the Howard Co. Line 

Location: Montgomery County 

Approving Authority: DOT 

Recommendation:  Endorsement Subject to Comments 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and the Code of Maryland 
Regulations 16.02.01, the State Clearinghouse has coordinated the intergovern- 
mental review of the referenced projects. As a result of the review, it has 
been determined that the project is consistent with Maryland's plans, programs 
and objectives as of this date. The State process recommendation is 
endorsement.  Comments enclosed mentioned desirable alternatives for Md. Rte. 
29. Also, it was suggested that safety measures be constructed to protect the 
safety of the Great Oaks Center clients. The Maryland Historical Trust 
requested additional information (maps and discussions) in order to make an 
informed review of the project with appropriate recommendations. 

All directly affected State and local public officials were provided notice of 
the project. Review comments were requested from the following local jurisdic- 
tions, military, and State agencies: 

Department of the Navy, Montgomery County, Department of Education, Department 
of Agriculture. Department of General Services, Department of Public Safety and 
Correctional Services. Department of Housing and Community Development includ- 
ing the Maryland Historical Trust. Department of the Enviroiment. Depar+pg^t o* 
Health and Mental Hvgiene. Department of Natural Resources including the 
Coastal Zone Division, and the Department of State Planning. 

ITR. y 
JAN • u _• 

TELEPHONE: 301-225-4490 
TTY for Deaf: 301 -383-7555 
OFFICE OF STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
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RECiiiViiD 
Mr.  Neil J.  Pedersen JAN  IT.  Trop 
Page 2 
January 13, 1989 ,... ^££131 tfTEE OF 

The following specific comments are provided for your consideration: 

The State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that the project may 
affect archeological or historic resources listed in, or possibly eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places. Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800) require that the Advisory Council be given the 
opportunity to comment when a federal undertaking will affect resources listed 
in or eligible for the National Register. The Trust indicated the Section 106 
review needs to be completed. The Maryland Historical Trust indicated that the 
Phase I survey identified four archeological sites adjacent to or outside of 
the proposed right-of-way and the Executive Summary included recommendations 
regarding those sites. The Trust requested maps showing the area location and 
site's boundaries and detailed discussions on the sites in order to review the 
project with appropriate recommendations. 

Department of Health and Mental Hygiene suggested that appropriate safety meas- 
ures (fences, walls, etc.) should be constructed one mile to the north and one 
mile to the south of Randolph Rd. on Md. Rte. 29 in order to protect the safety 
of the Great Oaks Center clients. 

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services noted (copy attached) 
that Alternatives A and B should not be considered as they allow for no improve- 
ment on a roadway which is already operating beyond capacity at certain loca- 
tions. The Department indicated that Alternatives C and D appear to be more 
favorable to public safety needs.  It was also noted that plans must be imple- 
mented to increase the number of law enforcement personnel patrolling the 10.58 
raile segment of the roadway under study. 

Department of the Navy and the Department of Natural Resources have not 
responded to inquiries as of this date; however, if comments are received, they 
will be forwarded. 

In response to the review request, this letter with attachments constitutes the 
State process recommendation. The applicant is required to include a copy of 
this letter with attachments and a statement of consideration given to the com- 
ments and reconmendation with the application that is sutanitted to the federal 
approving authority. A copy of this statement should also be submitted to the 
State Clearinghouse. Additionally, you are required to place the State Appli- 
cation Identifier (SAI) Number on the application for financial assistance. 

The State Clearinghouse must be kept informed if the recommendation cannot be 
accommodated by the federal approving authority. The Clearinghouse recommenda- 
tion is valid for a period of three years from the date of this letter.  If the 
approving authority has not made a decision regarding the project within that 
time period, information should be submitted to the Clearinghouse requesting a 
review update. 
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Mr. Neil J. 
Page 3 
January 13, 

Pedersen 

1989 

We appreciate your attention to the intergovernmental review process and look 
forward to continued cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

"7>i 
Mary J. 

in^t> 
Mary J. Abrams 
Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse 

for Intergovernmental Assistance 

MJA:SB:scl 

Attachments 

cc: Bruce Gilmore - BNR 
Sheiala Moskow - DHCD 
Mac Voelcker - MDE 
Betsy Barnard - DHNH 
James Duffy - DAGR 
Lorraine Flowers - MSDE 
John O^eill - DPSCS 
Nancy King - MTGM 
Eric Walbeck - DGS 
L. Chernikoff - (Dept. of the Navy) 
Roland English - DSP 

RECEIVED 
JAN If? il/T 

vn-no C!E£CT2. 
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Date: '-i<^ 
Oireceor /)^> I 
Maryland State Clearinghouse 
,«f0r. Incer80vemnental Assistance UfPT. C! fjTAiE PS.HNMHG 
^01 West Preston Street RCpCiWpn 

'.tlaore, Maryland    21201-2365 n'-r-r,'r.U 

SUBJECT: REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION DEC 19   R68 

State Application Identifier:    MD88H22-0869 

Applicant:    MOOT - SHA 

Description: DEIS - US 29,  Sligo Creek to the Howard Co.  Line 

» 

Responses oust be returned to the State Clearinghouse on or before December 23. 1988 

r.-. .'.i,tED-' ——j .- 
.••-:iLc;cri 

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

Check One: ^ 

 . 1)  It is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives. For those agencies 
which are responsible for making determinations under the following federal 
consistency requirements, please check the appropriate response: 

 . It h4S been determined that the project has "no effect" on any known 
archeological or historic resources and that the requirements of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CPR 800 
have been met. 

  It has been determined that the requirements of Maryland Coastal Zone 
Management Program have been met for the project in accordance with 1 
USC 1456, Section 307(c)(1) and (2). 

2) It is generally consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives, but the 
qualifying comment below is submitted for consideration. 

It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, or objec- 
tives, or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated in the 
commenc below. If a meeting with the applicant is requested, please check 
here 

3) 

     *)    Additional  information is  required to complete  the review.     The information        M 
needed  is   identified below.     If an extension of  the review period is  requested" 
please check here  . ' 

_^_-i-___   5)    It does not require our comments. I 

COMMENTS:    CT^     '»    l/*?f-ecbulU.    $ ^^^^Jj   f^t"   <if/*yn<fte-   Sa?*^)  I*-**,*/^ 

Signature:. 

(Additional comments may be placed on the back or 4n  se^ar/te s^pets of .paper.) 

(7^/ C   ^4vm,i/ 

RECEIVED Maffle!   hfiA^lftkintif*a^L^^.^f 
Organization:    ^j) /"f ^1 ^T  

•!A'r   '?  -* "" Address: xW   U,. f/L+k*    $h | 
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Director Date: ,2'19/88 3^ 
Maryland State Clearinghouse 

for Intergovernmental Assistance Sxt\   .; tv]£ ?!.ASHIHC 
">1 West Preston Street 'Rsf'^'C'iV/F H 
dltlmore, Maryland 21201-2365 Rt-OL-IYCU 

SUBJECT: REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION "£0 22 I .DO 

State Application Identifier: MD881122-0869 "' "j-'WcL1 [ 

Applicant: MOOT - SHA 

Description: DEIS - US 29, Sligo Creek to the Howard Co. Line 

Responses must be returned to the State Clearinghouse on or before December 23. 1988 . 

Based on a review of the notification information provided, we have determined that: 
\ 

Check One: 

  I) It is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives. For those agencies 
which are responsible for making determinations under the following federal 
consistency requirements, please check the appropriate response: 

t 

    It has beea determined that the project has  "no effect" on any known 
archeological or historic resources and that the requirements of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 800 
have been met. 

    It has been determined that the requirements of Maryland Coastal Zone 
Management Program have been met for  the project  in accordance with 16 
USC 1456,   Section 307(c)(1) and  (2). 

2) It  is generally consistent with our plans,   programs,  and objectives,   but  the 
qualifying comment below is  submitted for consideration.       "   

3) It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans,   programs,  or objec- 
tives,   or it may duplicate existing program activities,  as indicated in the 
comment  below.     If a meeting with  the applicant  is  requested,  please check 
here  . 

4) Additional information is  required to complete  the  review.     The  information 
needed is  identified below.    If an extension of  the review period is  requested 
please check here  . * 

5) It does not require our comments. 

^ 

COMMENTS: See attached report. 

(Additional comments may be placed on the back or on separ 

Signature: 

T> UVO-^-r-r-—»—^ Naae: Jqhn/fl^ O'Neill 
 **Ji K^^JX1^CX\ —- bepartment oi Public balety 

•" • -  "    -     r~-J\J Organization:    _ind_CQrreCtional Services 
.''•i 

and   rnrr-^ftonal  Services 

Address:  Suite 310 - 6776 Reisterstown  Road 

K.?. £•.-.":? rr Vn-172 Baltimore MD    21215 

 ' ••""/•lirrt/'il? 



DRYLAND  STATE  POLICE 3^ 

TO Mr.    John   n'Nftill/   n/qg^rohary      HDCrg   DATE   n^Qm^.   •, q      1999 

__„                                      \ / State Planning-Mont.  Co 
.ROW         mi .   F.   H.   T_iA^ohf ^nporinhonHonh                 u.s.  29-Sliao Creek 

  For your infomiat/djli Take charge of 
  As requested   I /    \ xL.   !_/••••T ^     '  Far additional information 
  Approve  and r^tiurn "*  '__  For coinment/reconnnendation 
  Note and return Q££ JQ jggg  Give me facts so I can answer 
  See me   Prepare reply for my signature 

The  primary objective of  the Maryland State Police in the 
Washington Metro  area  is  to ensure  the safe and orderly flow of 
traffic.     Therefore, when reviewing  the Draft Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the proposed future of U.S.  Route 29 from 
Sligo Creek  to the Howard County line,   the impact categories of 
traffic,   safety,   neighborhood and social groups and community 
facilities wece considered. 

Because projected  traffic volume on the subject portion of 
Route  29   is expected to increase by some 58..8% by the year 2015,   • 
from a  public safety standpoint,   improvements must occur to 
stimulate  traffic  flow,   reduce accidents and  increase development 
safety and emergency accessibility;   therefore,  alternatives A and 
B should not be considered as they allow for no improvement on a 
roadway   that,   at  certain  locations,   is already operating beyond 
capacity.     While  the area under study  is not now experiencing an 
alarming accident  rate,  such cannot be expected far  into the 
future  if measures*are not taken to meet  the projected traffic 
volume  increases. 

Alternatives C and D would appear  to be more favorable  to 
public safety needs.    Alternative C would generally improve 
traffic  flow while alternative D would promote use of the HOV 
lane  by  intentionally causing congestion to those on the 
mainline. 

It should  be noted that plans must be made to increase the 
number of  law enforcement personnel patrolling the 10.58 mile 
segment of  the  roadway under study.     The Maryland State Police 
currently has one trooper dedicated to the area around the clock. 
This number should be at least doubled;   therefore,  an additional 
five  troopers  should be assigned to  the Rockville Barrack in 
anticipation of an increased demand for police services. 

cc:     Lt.   Col.   L.   V.  Booker,   Chief,   F..O.B. 
Capt.   Brooks,  Troop Commander,  Wash.  Metro Troop 
1/Lt.  McAfee,  Barrack Commander,  Rockville Barrack 

.1  .^..il'/iiX) 

'lArinfeift i.TLiua/.r.y EtfCINEEMM 
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01r.e»r D,t': Al^f   Sf? 
Maryland State Clearinghouse 

for Intergovernmental Assistance 
301 West Preston Street 

•timore, Maryland 21201-2365 

SUBJECT: REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

State Application Identifier: MD881122-0869 

Applicant: MDOT - SHA 

Description: DEIS - US 29, Sligo Creek to the Howard Co. Line 

Responses must be returned to the State Clearinghouse on or before December 23. 1988  

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

Check One: \ 

•y 

1) It is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives. For those agencies 
which are responsible for making determinations under the following federal 
consistency requirements, please check the appropriate response: 

  It hss been determined that the project' has "no effect" on any known 
archeological or historic resources and that the requirements of 
Section L06 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CPR 800 
have been met. 

  It has been determined that the requirements of Maryland Coastal Zone 
Management Program have been met for the project in accordance with 16 
USC 1456, Section 307(c)(1) and (2). 

2) It is generally consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives, but the 
qualifying comment below is submitted for consideration. 

V 

3) It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, or objec- 
tives, or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated in the 
comment below. If a meeting with the applicant is requested, please check 
here  . 

4) Additional information is required to complete the review. The information 
needed is identified below. If an extension of the review period is requested 
please check here       . 

5) It does not require our comments. 

COMMENTS: 

(Additional comments may be placed on the back or on separate sheets of paper.) 

Signature:     J^^VW 

1ECEIVED NaBes brfeb 

JAN   ir   1CQQ 
Organization: 

*•'"" Address: 

CIHEim fcTiiE GF Vn-174 
PUNNING & pr.iiiL';,;:.:--/ mmm 
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RESPONSE TO MD DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING LETTER DATED 1/13/89 

1. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) concurred with die Maryland 
SHPO that proposed roadway improvements to U.S. Route 29 would have no adverse 
effects upon significant historic properties (see ACHP correspondence, 12/9/93 - 
Section VII.A-E.). 

No archeological sites have been recorded in or near the current project area. Given the 
degree of previous disturbance from residential and commercial development, and road 
construction along the U.S. Route 29 corridor and the U.S. Route 29/1-495 interchange, 
it is unlikely that potentially significant prehistoric archeological resources would be 
affected by proposed construction. On February 11, 1993, the SHPO rendered a no 
effect determination for archeological resources (see SHA correspondence, 1/12/93 - 
Section VII.A-E.). 

2. Noise barriers are going to be constructed one mile to the north and south of Randolph 
Road along Route 29. Specific noise barrier locations and designs are included in the 
FEIS. 

3. Alternative C was the selected alternative. The corridor under consideration for 
improvements is 11.35 miles in length, not 10.58 miles. 

4. Comment noted. The Final EIS will be circulated to appropriate federal, state and local 
government agencies, citizens groups, and civic associations. 

Vn-175 
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/bn^pmoy Cbunfy Goscrnncnt 

MEMORANDUM 

December 20, 1988 

TO:     Philip E. Bennett, Manager 
Water Resources Sroup 

FROM:    Cameron Wiegand, Senior Planning Specialist 
Water Resources Group 

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft EIS For U.S. Route 29 Improvements 
(From Sligo Creek to the Howard County Line) 

The principal environmental impacts discussed in the November, 1988 draft 
report focus more on the effects of the various alternatives on air quality 
and neighborhood noise than on water quality. I therefore suggest that Jim 
Caldwell's group also review the EIS. 

My comments on water quality Impacts are limited to the following areas: 

1. Anacostia Restoration Agreement - The EIS should be augmented to 
acknowledge that there is an Anacostia Watershed Restoration Agreement signed 
by the Governor, the Montgomery and Prince George's County Executives, and the 
Mayor of the District of Columbia. This Agreement is backed up by major 
commitments from public agencies in these juristictlons to implement special 
protective measures and projects to help restore seriously degraded stream 
habitat and water quality conditions to a more natural and desirable state. 

Montgomery County and the other signatories to the Agreement are 
committed to doing much more than meeting minimum development standards and 
regulatory requirements to fulfill watershed restoration objectives. However, 
as now presented in the EIS, MD SHA is slnply proposing to meet the normal 
regulatory requirements for stormwater management, sediment control, and 
wetlands protection. In acordance with the spirit and intent of the 
Agreement, we should ask that MD SHA commit to doing more on the Route 29 
project to contribute to watershed restoration objectives. (Possible areas  I 
where this could be accomplished are highlighted under comments #2-5). 

2. Wetlands - The various project alternatives would impact up to 2.93 
acres of wetlands. MD SHA proposes to replace these "...on a one-to-one 
basis, if required." (P. IV-49) We should point out that MDE guidelines now 
call for a minimum 2:1 replacement ratio for wetlands losses and insist that 
MD SHA also adhere to these guidelines. We should also seek even higher levels 
of mitigation for any wetlands affected along Northwest Branch (Class IV). 
(According to the report, wetlands along Paint Branch will be unaffected). 

Depsnmcnt o{ Bnvironmentd Pr 

Eiecunve Office f 
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Phi tip E. Bennett 
December 20, 1988 
Page 2 

3. Stormwater Management Retrofit Opportunities - Both Montgomery and 
Prince George's Counties have committed substantial funds to upgrade existing 
drainaoe structures in the Anacostia watershed to Improve their performance In 
water quality control and peak runoff detention. These pilot projects Involve 
the application of stormwater management controls to areas which developed 
prior to current regulatory requirements for such controls. MDE Is also 
working with Prince George's County to implement a "theme park" to danonstrate 
effective stormwater control technologies. This theme park Is to be located In 
the Fairland Regional Park (which Incldentially places It very near the major 
construction site the SHA plans for the Route 29 interchange with the 
Inter-County Connector). 

MD SHA should be urged to work closely with MDE and County staff to 
explore opportunities for upgrading runoff controls in conjunction with road 
construction work in the Route 29 corridor, especially around stream crossing 
and nearby headwater areas. Hopefully, some of the stormwater controls that 
would be required under current regulations could be designed to capture 
additional road and off-site drainage at little additional cost. The 
implementation of stormwater retrofit controls 1n conjunction with Route 29 
improvements could measurably contribute to Anacostia watershed restoration 
objectives. The planned interchange construction with the ICC should afford an 
excellent opportunity for innovative stormwater controls which would both 
contribute to Anacostia restoration objectives and to the educational 
objectives of the aforementioned MDE theme park. 

4. Patuxent Reservoir Impacts - The WSSC has recently seen evidence of 
significantly accelerated losses in reservoir storage capacity which 1s 
directly attributable to sediment losses from urban construction and 
aqricultural activities. To help address and arrest this problem, the MD SHA 
should be requested to work closely with the WSSC to provide  extra levels of 
sediment and stormwater control, Including increased frequencies °f 

inspection, for road widening work which approaches and crosses the Rocky 
Gorge Water Supply Reservoir. 

5. Tree Preservation - Alternatives C and D would Impact nearly 80 acres 
of hardwood forest. It appears (from Tables IV-13, IV-14) that up to about 70 
acres of hardwoods would be removed from Anacostia watershed dralnage. Most 
of this acreage is located in the extreme headwater tributaries of Little 
Paint Branch (probably along the planned Route 29 Interchange with the ICC). 
Up to another 10 acres would be removed from the Patuxent watershed In an area 
about 3/4 mile from the shoreline of the Rocky Gorge reservoir. 

The EIS is silent as to what, if any, tree preservation measures are 
planned within the affected acreages. It also does not Indicate what 
mitigation plans will be irplemented to replace unavoidable tree losses with 
equivalent species. The EIS should be augmented to discuss planned tree 
preservation measures within the affected areas and to identify mitigation 
measures which will be implemented to offset unavoidable tree losses. 

CW:jm/1838W 
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RESPONSE TO MONTGOMERY COUNTY MEMORANDUM DATED DECEMBER 20. 
1988 

1. Comment noted. Text added to Section IV.C.l. 

2. Comment noted. MD SHA will meet all regulatory requirements for stormwater 
management, sediment control and wetlands protection. 

3. The replacement ratios and specific design components for wetlands permanently 
impacted by construction will be negotiated by MD SHA and MD DNR/U.S. COE. At 
a minimum, the emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested wetlands will be mitigated at ratios 
of 1:1, 2:1, and 2:1, respectively. Higher ratios will be applied if the mitigation is 
conducted via restoration or enhancement of existing wetlands. 

4. Stormwater runoff would be managed under MD DNR's Stormwater Management 
Regulations and would be in compliance with COMAR 26.09.02 Stormwater 
Management Practices under these regulations including: 

• on-site infiltration, 
• flow attenuation by open vegetated swales and natural depressions, 
• stormwater retention structures, and 
• stormwater detention structures. 

These measures could reduce pollutant loads and control runoff. 

5. Although the potential exists for temporary sediment loading of surface waters, proper 
erosion control measures can mitigate this impact successfully. Final design for the 
proposed improvements would include "Standard Erosion and Sediment Control 
Procedures" as specified by the MD SHA, as well as the MD DNR - Water Resources 
Administration's (WRA) standards and specifications. Full and rigorous implementation 
and enforcement of erosion and sediment control measures would be conducted. All final 
design plans would require review and approval by the WRA and the Department of 
Health and Mental Hygiene - Office of Environmental Programs (OEP). 

6. The hardwood forest vegetation cover type must be replaced at 1:1 ratio. MD SHA is 
committed to reforestation of approximately 56.3 acres in accordance with Natural 
Resources Article, Section 5-103 and COMAR 08.19. The forest stand ddiiieation and 
forest conservation plan will be prepared by MD SHA after completion of final highway 
design and will be reviewed and approved by MD DNR - Forest, Park, and Wildlife 
Service. Deforestation will be minimized during final design, but some loss of forested 
acreage will be unavoidable. 

Vn-178 
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October 10, 1989 

Mr. Nell J. Ptdecsjn 
State Highway Adnlnlstratlon 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltlaore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Hell: 

3 
Attached la a copy of a letter I received froa Mr. C. 

Patrick Zilllacus at  Silver Spring, Maryland. 

It would be very auch appreciated if you or aoaeone 
in your departnent could review the contents of this letter 
and respond to ae so that I aay answer Mr. Zilllacus'a concerns. 
Thank you for your help. 

fag 

Sincerely, 

Edward J. Kaseaeyar 

RECEIVED 
OCT  i-2 1S6P 

cuEiJi. K.:I:E t- 

C. Patrick Zilliacus 
2931 Shepperton Terrace 

Silver Spring, Maryland 80904-6716 
301/3B4-0972 

56 September 1989 

Hon. Edward Kaaemeyer 
Maryland State Senator 
2390 Pfefferkorn Road 
West Friendship, Maryland S179<» 

JJr" 

Subject! U.S. Route 29 Improvements — Montgomery County 

Dear Sen. Kasemeyer: 

I enjoyed speaking with you at the Maryland State Highway 
Administration (SHA) presentation by Neil Pederaen last week 
concerning U.S. 29, and thank you for taking the time to be there. 

On 31 December 1989 I sent a letter to Randy Aldrich or SHA 
concerning two construction alternatives for U.S. 29 in the area of 
Briggs Chaney Road and the proposed Inter-County Connector <ICC), 
which would have required the taking of over 33 homes in my 
community, Avonshire. They were: 

o   Alternative C, Concept 2| and 
0 Alternative D, Concept 3, Option 2. 

1 have heard from various sources that these alternatives have been 
dropped from consideration, but I have not gotten a definite letter 
on the subject from SHA, and because the presentation ran so late, 
Mr. Pedersen did not really address the matter last week. SHA has 
presented several other alternatives which get the job done here 
without the taking of any homes in Avonshire. 

I would appreciate it if you would ask the SHA staff what the status 
of these two alternatives are. 

A few other concerns! 

o SHA has not, to my knowledge, discussed the U.S. 29 bridge over 
the Northwest Branch at Burnt Mills. Twice during the 1970'St 
this bridge was damaged enough by flooding to require at least 
the partial closing of U.S. 29 between Maryland Route 193 at Four 
Corners and Md. 630 at White Oak. Mere this to happen today, the 
traffic problems would be even more of a disaster than they were 
then. Does SHA have any plans to Improve this bridge to make it 
less vulnerable to flooding? It would be a shame to spend a large 
sum of money correcting the problem at Four Corners with a grade 
separation (a project that I strongly favor) and then have tffe 
whole thing rendered useless by the failure of this 'little' 
bridge. 

o The reversible (contra-flow?) bus lane that Mr. Pedersen 
described makes a lot of sense. But I hope that SHA will consider 
what would happen if a bus were to break down or otherwise be 
disabled, blocking the lane. Mill there be 'escape hatches' at 
breaks in the median for this lane, so that a bus using this lane 
can get back to the main roadway, at least in an- emergency? 

W 
a 



Hon.   Edward  Katsmvysr 
26   S«pt«mb«r    1989 

Pag* a 

Finally! pitas* extand my thank* to M»»»erm. Aldrlch and Pedersan for 
the informativ* prcmsntation. 1 hop* that th*y will be abls to press 
ahead with corr*ctions to th* U.S. 89 problam. in spit* of the highly 
vocal groups that ar* opposed to this project. 

If needed, feel fr** to call me at th* number 
on 202/223-6800. extension 296. 

abov*! or at my office 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

PROJt£T- .-.RichardH. Tralnor 
DEVELOP;'1"-   -it-ur, 

CiV'."'"'--      HalKastoff 
| AdmintnratM 

October 26. 1989 

Sincerely, 

Patrick Zllliacus 

00 
o 

The Honorable Edward J. Kasemeyer 
Maryland State Senate 
12400 Qarksville Pike 
Clarksville. Maryland  21029     . 

Dear Senatqt-KasSrneyer: 

Thank you for your October 10th letter requesting information to respond to 
your constituent. Mr. C. Patrick Zilliacus.  The following information should assist you 
in responding to Mr. Zilliacus' concerns. 

Mr. Zilliacus' first question was about the interchange alternatives on US 29, in 
the area of Briggs Chaney Road and the Intercounty Connector.  He stated that he 
heard Alternative C, Concept 2 and Alternative D, Concept 3, Option 2 had been 
dropped from further consideration.  These two alternatives required the acquisition 
of residential property. Although they continue to be carried through the study 
process, they have been labeled as not preferred. We have named a preferred 
alternative for the Briggs Chaney Road interchange, a tight diamond configuration 
concept This can be seen in Alternative C. Concept 3 as an example (see 
attachment).  As for the Intercounty Connector, we are still investigating several 
alternatives.  No decision has been made regarding this interchange. 

The second concern was about possible flooding of the bridge over the 
Northwest Branch at Burnt Mills.  Since our planning study does not call for any 
roadway widening, we do not plan any reconstruction for additional lanes on the 
bridge.  Similarly, we do not plan to Improve the bridge from a hydraulic or floocfing 
standpoint  It should be mentioned that this structure was inspected by our Office of 
Bridge Development In November 1987, and was listed as having no structural 
deficiencies. The bridge is due for another inspection later this year. 

The final concern was with the proposed contraflow busway.  Mr. ZUOacus 
was concerned about the possibility of bus breakdowns and how they might affect 
the traffic flow In the bus lane. This is an excellent point and we WH be sure to 
focus on It We are expecting to continue to have frequent median breaks which wB 
afford the opportunity for buses to leave the contraflow lane if another bus breaks 
down. We win specifically review the entire plan in Dght of this concern. 

My taltphona numbar It (301). <5- 
TalMypawrltar for Impaired Haarlng or Spaaeh 

3«3-7SSS Billlmore Malro - 565-0491 O.C. Matro - 1-tOO-4»2-SO«l Statawlde Toll Free 
TOT North Calvart  81., Baltimore, Maryland 2tt0*-0717 



The Honorable Edward J. Kasemeyer 
Page Two 

I hope this Information wi be helphi. If you have any further questions, 
please feel free to contact ma or Nel Pederseh. Director of the Office of Planning 
and Preliminary Engineering. Mr. Pedereen's telephone number is (301) 333-1110. 

Sincerely, 

HAL *'.'-.:--• 

HalKassoff 
Administrator 

HICih 

Attachment 

oo 

cc:     Mr. NeH J. Pedersen 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

Prepared by: George Walton. Pro). Plan. Div.. Ext. 1139. #879 

\ 
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Neal Potter 
Kovember 14. 1989 
Page 2 

November 14. 1989 

TO: 

FROM: 

Neal Potter, Chair 
Transportation and Envlronaent CoMlttee 

Departnent of Transportation 

SUBJECT: Expediting Buses on U.S. 29 

3 

Reference your BeaoranduB dated October 20, 1989, to Mr. Kassoff and 
ne. subject Is above. 

Since the responsibility for planning for U.S. 29 rests with the 
Administrator. SHA. I will not co«ent fully on the Mwrandu*.    I assuae that 
Mr. Kassoff will respond nore fully. 

I do believe that It Is appropriate to point out several Inaccuracies 
In Mr. Bain's HeaoranduM. 

a     The SHA-proposed contraflow lane Is only proposed In the short 
Uct on of U.S. 29 In the vicinity of Silver Spring.    They have not 
pwposSd . ciniraflow lane for the entlrelength o? U.S. 29. so 
Vehicles would not be approaching at • conblned speed of 120 •"•>«• 
tear     This proposal Is responding to the cltlxens' desire that the 
MdUn on U.S/29 between the Beltway and SHgo Creek not be 
^Jted.   Since the traffic conditions projected would require 
additional capacity, the State has proposed a contraflow lane to 
handle this, but only In this section of road. 

b     The •eBorandm assunes that there will be access raiips to U.S. 29 
^nth «f the Beltwav     At the present MM. the Master Plan does not 
SdS f£ r£J?««pt .rthS ICC and mm.   Because the Master 
PUn did not provide for grade separation and access ra«ps. the 
«r««»rv rloht-of-way for such rmpt has not been reserved.   Th« SHA 
£*& drie9«1o1.dW^ options f7r SOM very 11.1t.d rwps at other 
Intersections beyond the ICC. but these would be far froi the 
tredltK ra£p that would be found on the Interstate.   Fro- what I 
understand of these raaps. the vehicles that were queued would be 
fSreed to qSeue on riadi Juch as Randolph and Brlggs Chaney since 
there would be virtually no raup space. 

c.    The concept of an HOV lane In the median has not been deleted by 
the SHA.    The review of the project Indicates that a single lane HOV 
In the median In lieu of a two-lane Is more appropriate.    To BV 
knowledge, the concept would be carried forward and adopted as the 
concept for eventual construction on U.S. 29.    The SHA has advised 
that funds are not available at the present for this construction, 
but that Is the case on almost all SHA studies underway at the 
present time.    It Is certainly my recomnendatlon that the County 
continue to support the HOV lane In the median and do everything 
possible to eventually obtain State funding for Its construction. 

RSMcG:jeg:3751Z 

cc:    Hal Kassoff. Administrator. SHA 
Nell Pedersen, Director, Office of Planning and Preliminary 

Engineering, SHA 
John Clark, Director, Office of Planning and Project Dev., MC DOT 

;|| 



MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL 
IIOCKVII.L*. MAMTLAMO HBMORAHDOH 

MEMOtiMDOM 
October 20, 1989 

Oetobu 20, 1989 

TO i Ral Kasaoff, AdalnltCrcCoc 
Hujliad St»t« Blgbvay Adalolicrstloa 

Cu« Baumaa, CIUIIXBUI 
Montgaaery County Planalag Board 

Robart S. McCarry, Director 
Hoatgoaery County Departaent of Tranaportatlon 

OO 

Proa:       Heal Pottar, Chali;  
Tranaportatlon and~EnTltobiant Coaalttaa 
Hontgoaery County Council 

SUBJECT: Irrangcaanta Cor Expediting Buaaa on O.S. 29 

k naw laaua haa been Introduced Into the plaA^n* for O.S. 29 by the 
Council'a delation of the propoaad High Occupancy VahlcU lanea froa the 
Capital ZaproTaaenta Prograa and the State'a Introduction of a pfsooaal for a 
contraflow boa lane In place of the HOT lanea that had been an laportant part 
of the planning for two yeara. 

We now auat consider, In the ahort tlaa before e final daclalon, what  l. 
really the beat way to expedite the aovaient of buaaa oa what will be. In any 

a very crowded highway network. 

Council staff aaaber Henry Beta haa prepared a aeaorandui atatlng the 
problea and proponing a third approach to speeding the hues:    reap aeterlng 
with boa priorities.   Thl» astbod could also laprove the flow of the general 
traffic atreaa. 

Bain* a aeaorandua-la enclosed.    I would appreciate your giving It a 
careful ezaalaatloa and advlalng the Oouocll on Ita aarlta and on any waya la 
vhlch the proposal alght be laprovad for conalderetlon aide by aide with the 
HOT and contraflow coneepta. 

TO: Heal Potter, Chair 
Tranaportatlon and Enrlroment Coasslttee 

FROM:        Henry Bain,  Senior Leglalatlve Analyst 

SUBJECT: Arraugcaenta for Expediting Buses on O.S. 29 

Aa we reach a final decision oa the design of laproTenents for U.S. 29, 
special attention should be given to the provision of a high-quality express 
bus service along this laportant corridor of travel.  In recognition of the 
fact that this I-9S corridor deserves the saae quality of traaalt aa the 1-270 
corridor. 

The Original Thinking 

He need to recapture the thinking that went Into the original planning of 
the Metrorall systea and the coapanloa effort that produced the Tear 2000 Plan 
for the Haahlngton araa with Ita focus on new cities In a corridor pattern. 
One new city, closely approxlaatlng the ideal held out by the regional 
planners of 1961, la already well advanced on O.S. 29 at Coluabla. 

The Metro and Tear 2000 planning alaed for a network of high-quality 
tranalt service along all principal corridors, linking the new cities with 
each other and downtown Hishlngton.    While aoat of the routes penetrating 
downtown would have to be placed underground, and would therefore have to be 
electrically powered rell tranalt. It waa realised that other routes, and the 
outer allsage of all, would batter coaalat of buaaa running on the highways. 
This would not only be cheaper, but would enable the traaalt systea to cany 
people closer to their destlaatlons than a rail line can do. 

The result would be a regional network of frequent, speedy, coafbrtahle 
transit service, rendered la soaa caaaa by trains oo rails and la other cases 
by buses oa highways.    Both kinds of service would obtain their suburban 
rldere froa large park-and-rlde lota and feeder buses| the express bases could 
also circulate through a few residential areas st the ends of their routes. 

Subsequent Felluree 

Unfortunately, traaalt service la the 1-95 corridor haa until recently 
been declining, rather than growing In keeping with the rapid developaent of 
tha corridor and the plane for It.    Milestones have been the abendonaaae of 
local bus sarvlea by Greyhound oa U.S. touts It the reduction of Txsllways 
service oa O.S. touts 29, slong with abaudoanent of the Stiver Spring station 
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and a shift to a local operator (Eyra); and tha collapM of tha citiian- 
operated, imaubaldlzed Coluabla Cooautar Bua Cotporadoo, which at one tla* 
operated thirteen dally rush-hour buias each way (Ita dcalaa waa appaxentlr 
partly due to coapetltlon froa Hontgoaary County's free bua service froa 
Brlfga Ouney to Silver Spring, and tha County's vigorous proaotloo of 
rldeaharlng saong Silver Spring workers).    Looking ahead, we face tha 
possibility of further declines If the park-and-rlda lota at MD Route 216 and 
Owen Brown load are lost aa a result of tha laproveaeat of U.S. 29 to full 
freeway standarda. 

Earlier,  the basic Idea of a transit-oriented, corrldor-dty developaent 
In Mootgoaery County's part of the corridor was largely abandoned when tha 
current Eastern Mootgoaery County plan was adopted, removing the Corridor City 
that had been shown between D.S. 29 and 1-95 In the prcrloua plan and allowing 
developaent to proceed In a non-corrldor-clty fore which, though It elalaed to 
be based on a concept of 'transit serviceability," really falls to provide the 
kind of a developaent pattern In which a significant proportion of trips can 
be served by transit. 

Recent laproveaents 

A few efforts have recently been asde to reverse the decline of transit In 
this vital Washlogton-Laurel-Coluabla-Baltlaora corridor. 

Mootgoaery County has Instituted some express bus service on D.S. 29, haa 
persuaded soae churches to allow use of their (smll) parking lots by 
co.^.'-ers, has used Its power of lend-usa control to persuade Clsnt Food to 
dooaca land for a park-and-rlie lot at Burtonsville, aad haa aade an atteapc 
to develop soae other park-and-rlda lots wherever a parcel can be found that 
nobody wants to develop et the aoaent.    But tr>U sjmroach haa found tha County 
standing st the starting gate while aore foreslghted private developers race 
ahead with their developaent planet several proposed, sell-located sii** «re 
abandoned when the County gave way to property owners with different ideaa. 

The State's Mass Transit Adalnlstrstlon haa started soae bua service fron 
Howard County to Sliver Spring, and has already built the rlderahlp back to 
approxlaataly what it was a decade ago at the height of the Coluabla Coaautar 
Bua Corporation's success (though at a hesvy cost la public funds, since the 
operation la now subsidized).   Thla quick recovery of tranelt rlderahlp, 
alaoat all of it drawn froa Coluabla's neighborhoods, la draaatlc evidence of 
the Inherent wisdoa of the original Tear 2000 Plan with Ita aaphaaU oa 
Corridor Citiea. 

What Is Heeded Wow 

But these recant efforte still fall far abort of tha 1-270 aodel, and lack 
any overall plan, design, and prograa, of a aort that can win the support of 
cltliena and the approval of follcyaakera, providing a aorkable guide for 
long-tera developaent of transit In the corridor.   While tha hour la late, 
there la etill a chance to provide this corridor with the kind of high-quality 
axpreaa transit service that haa been In the (often Ignored) plena for tha 
last three decade*.    Three kinds of laproveeent ara needed. 
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Flrst, we need to plan, buy,  develop, and operate park-and-rlde lots that 
are strategically located to Intercept aotorlats before they have gone vary 
far froa hoaa, and that are large enough to support bua aervlce that la 
frequent at all tinea (naturally aore frequent In ruah hours than at other 
tiaes).    These lots should be provided with aany aaenitles to eesa the 
traveler*a journey:    shelters, phones, vending aachinea, lighting, police 
patrol, etc.—just the sort of supportive envlroment one finds at a Mstrorall 
station. 

Second,  bua farea oust be increaaed ao the service can be provided at 
whatever level the population desires, without running Into constraints on 
quantity aod quality of service laposed by the unwillingness of the County's 
taxpayera to finance ever-lncreaslog transit subsidies. 

Third, wsys nust be found to expedite the ooveaent of the buses on the 
congested highway systea.    The rest of this aeaorandua shows how to do this. 

The underlying philosophy Is slaple:    There Is plenty of hlghwey cspedty 
out there to carry everyone wherever he wants to go, safely and speedily. If 
we can make a modest shift of trsvelers froa auto to transit.    All we have to 
do is manage the traffic so that bus aervlce Is not Impeded by trsffic 
congestion.    Such a bus service will attract some aotorists from their sutos, 
naking the task easier.    The rest of the aotorists will be free to choose 
between fast-moving buses and sutos in congested trsffic;  If they stsy in 
their cars,  their trsvel problems will no longer be such a pressing concern of 
the County government, since we will have done about all we can for thea. 

Our past aanageaent of highway traffic haa been deficient In that we have 
not aade eny effort to limit the traffic load on each highway aegment to the 
capacity of that segient.   As a result,  peak-period overloads on key segsents 
of the highway systea, while richer saall In relation to the total voluae of 
trvei. Impose eooraoue tiae losses on all travelers.    Our altuatloo is like 
that of a tall building that does ^oehing to prevent the loading of ita 
elevators In excess of the strength of tiieir cables, or a aovle theater that 
sells tickets on a Friday night to everyone w»lci;j in Una,  far in excess of 
the number of seata or the ouaber allowed by the Fire Msrshsll's regulstloas. 

While a coaplate proposal for changing this state of affaire is beyond the 
scope of thla aeaorandua, a flrat stap toward a aore sensible method of 
highway operation la here proposed for D.S. 29. 

WSTS To Expedite the Buses 

Three possible aethods of expediting buses in this corridor are worth 
considering.    Unfortunately, only one of these aethoda really vorkas it la tha 
one method that had not yet been publicly discussed. 

The first possible spprosch waa In the County's Capital laproveaents 
Prograa for several years—construction of two lanea for us* by busaa and 
carpools.    On the strength of the County's alleged willingness to pay the cost 
of the lanea (138 aUllon) the State Highway Administration included thea la 
it* planning for D.S. 29. 
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OQ cloie exaatnattoa, the BOV concept prOTei Co ba of very llttl* vmlua. 
In today'i world, few people car pool (the County'• auto occupancy for work 
txlpa la about 1.04—one paaaenger for every 23 cars) and few can be Induced 
to ahlft to carpoola, even by a aubatantlal tine savlnga. An HOT lane that 1* 
Halted to ears with three or aore pareons would have ao few vehlclea that the 
waata of highway apace and overall lucreaaa la peraoa-faoura of delay would 
certainly not be tolerated by the public; allowing two-peraon poola would 
Increaaa the uaage, but prlaarlly by attracting huaband-wife teaaa, not by 
causing aany aore people to pool. 

Thla Interpretation of HOVa la aupportad by the atudy of U.S. 19'» 
potential for HOV developnent, performed by the Metropolitan tbahlngton 
Council of Covernaenta, though the publlahed atudy never coaea right out and 
point* out the lapllcatlona of Its findings. 

In any caaa, the unwllllngnees of either the County Council or the State 
Highway Adalnlstratlon to put up the allllons of dollar* needed for HOVa may 
have ellalnated this possibility froa consideration. 

Another approach, now being advanced by the State Highway Adalnlatratlon, 
Is to reserve one lane for buses aovlng In the heavy direction of peak-period 
travel, on the opposite side of the aedlan—a "contraflow' lane. 

This spproach raises several serious problems. Could such hlghwsy be 
operated safely, with vehicles approaching each other, only a few feet apart, 
at a coablned speed of 120 alles per hour on a roadway that la uaually 
one-way? How will the buses, entering the highway at varloua points, be able 
to get Into the contraflow lane on the other side of the aedlanf Will the 
ayatea be a satisfactory loog-tera solution, allowing enough capacity for 
traffic aovlng In the lighter direction as developaent of aaployaent centers 
contlnuea at Fort Heade, BUI, Coluabla, Konterra, and other outlying 
locations, csuslng the voluae of outbound aornlng and Inbound evening traffic 
to lacreaaaf 

Wh'.r- r the ansvar to these luestlons aay be, there la a better way.  The 
third approach, already being applied In .urea with progreaalve highway 
departnenta like California, Minnesota, snd Georgia, ts reap aeterlng with .j 
priorities. It brings benefits to both the aotorlsts and toe bus riders. 

Reap Metering With Bus Priorities 

This approach haa been recognized In the literature for the paat 30 years, 
sol waa well described by Harvard ecoooalat John Kaln In a faaoua article 
entitled "How to Solve The Traffic Problea at Practically Ho Cost," but 
highway engineers In Maryland and Montgoaery County have not ahown nueh 
Intereat In It. 

When thla approach la applied to a freeway, the flow of traffic onto the 
highway at each Interchange Is Halted to the quantity that can be 
accoaaodatad downatreaa. Thla is schlaved by the following arrangeaents. 

traffic signal Is placed at each on-raap 

The signal turns green briefly every few seconds, to allow one 
vehicle at a tlae onto the freeway at a rate allghtly leas than would 
occur without the signal 

This produces a queue on the reap during the peak period 

Busea bypass the queue on a parallel lane 

_^t>C   -<"''' With congeatlon avoided on the freeway, both busea and cars aove at 
i,v..*• - -' " -  high speeds (total highway capacity la Increaaed, too) and there la 

no need to build a new lane, or to take one away froa the traffic 
/u**r>      ^% atreaBjfor use by buaes 
>r*--> 'V.r.— '•'ri—    Vv*-" 
_ ,   .; ,-r- trf To avoid favorltlsa to travelers cooing froa fsr upatreaa (say, 

Coluabla), there la also a aeterlng device, a queue, and a bus bypass 
lane, on the aaln highway where traffic enters the raap-aeterlng 
atretch 

Each algnal Is timed to adult trsfflc st a rate determined by 
downatreaa capacity as shown by historical experience—It need not 
have elaborate sensors and computerized electronic controls. 
However, s higher level of Instrtneotetlon would produce greater 
benefits by, for ezaaple, allowing the algnal timing to be changed If 
downatreaa capacity la reduced by bad weather or an accident. 

The two baalc principles underlying these arrangements are , 

When the highway ayatea la overloaded and vehlclea must suffer delay 
while awaiting their turn to pass through bottlenecks, they should do 
their watting offstreaa, where they do not Interfere with the 
high-speed movement of the bulk of the traffic 

" " "Buses, having a auch higher occupancy than any automobile, should be 
-..;.. ">_>.-  '-£- allowed to bypass the waiting vehlclea, both reducing total 
,-. __ parson-delay and encouraging people to get out of their cara and onto 

tranalt. (Vanpools, while carrying much smaller loads than buses, 
might also be admitted to the bypass lanes without raising problaas 
of efficiency or enforcement.) 

Thla concept can be applied both on freeways and. In a modified fora, on 
arterial highways, where the aeterlng takes place on the aaln highway at each 
signal and the bypass Isne Is st the right (alao used by right-turning 
vehlclea). 

A* —T"-^ Ramp aeterlng with bus priorities Is difficult to Install after a highway - 
-t——•*' -^ la built, mainly because the queues may becone longer than a standard on-raap, 

it.     -w*  backing up onto local streets. While this difficulty la not necessarily a 
fatal flaw (we will be seeing auch worse trsfflc conditions than a few 

""    backed-up queues, ss the County's trsfflc continues to grow fester than 
highway capacity), it should be avoided where poaalble by designing the 
meterlag-and-pqsrltlea arrangement into the highway froa the atart. 

bo 
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U.S. 29 offeri an eipecUlly good opportuolty to do thl«,  for Cm 
reisoo*.    First, aajor laproveaents arc now being planned,  to Ineluda 
grade-aaparated tntaraectloos at aoaa or all croaa atreeta In Montgoaarr 
County and at all In Howard Coontj.    Secood, a very wide graaa aedlan la 

^ '" _.   plenned for tha whole route north of Randolph Road, even after all of It la 
*,*• "r. widened to three lanea each way.    Thla glvaa enough rooa to provide not only 
***•:*•*&* P1•nn•<, thre" through lanes, but very long on-raapa for atorage of tha 

waiting queues.    (The bua reaps, to tha left of the queue reaps, can be abort.) 

Condualon 
^J-^^    --^« ^< ru €•— -f 

The raap-aeterlng-and-bua-prlorltlea aystea can solve aeveral probleaa at 
once: 

sS-i-r  ^•JJ'-      Increaae capacity and traffic apeed on D.S. 29 by preventing overloads 
jC,..*  -t"   "~: s*-  * fi" 

..^.,'1   -*" "      Glve th« •>"»«» • Mg tlae saving, greatly reducing peraon-houra of 
delay.    Ihla will, In turn, attract aora travelera to the buaea, 
further reducing the vehicle overloeda. 

Avoid the probleaa arlalng under other approachea.  Including 
7   unenforceablllty (HOV lanea) and accident haxard (contraflow lane). 

Ualt the capital expenditure—the aaln ezpendlturee would be 
sane raapa, algnala, and Instructional ilgna. 

for 
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Serve Into the undefinite future, whereaa the contraflow lane would 
eventually have to yield to growing reverae-flow traffic. 

This systea.  In noablnetlon with large, well-located park-and-rlda lots 
snd    routing of the buaea Into realdentlal areaa on the outeraost portlona of 
their trlpa, would at laat give the I-9S corridor the kind of high-quality, 
high-speed, Metrorall-llke transit service waa planned 30 yeara ago but haa 
never been delivered.    Ita aaln coaponents would be: 

Coafortable, high-powered buaea operating on frequent schedules 

Raap aeterlng with bua prioritlea 

Large, well-located park-and-rlda lota 

Routing of aoae buaea through residential areaa on the outeraoat 
portlona of their trips 

Fsres thst cover costs, so we can achieve the needed big increaae In 
tranalt rldarahlp without bankrupting the County 

I recoaaead that the Transportation and Envlronaent Coaalttee endorse the 
raap-aeterlog-and-bus-prlorltles concept and atrlva to aecure eerloua 
consideration of It by the State and County governaenta.    Long experience has 
shown thst this kind of transportation laproveaent won't get anywhere without 
strong backing by the elected pollcyaskers. 

HB:ajb 
S289/A5 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacretary 

Hal Kassoff 
AdminiuratM 

Henry 

Maiyland Department ofTmsportammviivVrY-. T 
State Highway Administration      t>!V! r . 

DEC Id   10 ZM 'M '93 
December 15, 1989 

The Honorable Heal Potter 
Montgomery County Council 
Stella Werner Council Office Building 
100 Maryland Avtnue 
Rockville, Maryland 20850     i 

Dear CouncilmanPgfcter: A/-1-'" 

llZ^r. eS ""P^itive with private automobiles  Present 

for buses to bypass areas of severe congestion.   provlae a way 

^h» -,?e2ardleSS 0t  What ls ultimately decided at Four Corners 
SaL^hf^3^6" con?estion "ill continue to occur south It  Nei 
Hampshire Avenue, where there are no controls of access  fra•.,,.. 
^ne T^"?' connectl°"s ^d limited ability ?o provide ior^ 

?oCbe lllllZ  lane S?iJth 0f NeW "•-P«»i« Avenue shlild continue 
th« !„5Sh  5 i  V  " famp ^tering is ultimately implemented to the north of New Hampshire Avenue. F*=»«m.Bu to 

My talaphon* number is (301)_ 

aas-7«« R.I.I u .    ^fVPrnrller tor Impaired Hearing or Spaach 
3S3-7555 Balllmora Metro -565-0451 DC. M«ro - l-.OO^ss-sbsz Sl«ewld. Toll Fr.e 

7(17 North Calvsrt  SI..  Baltlmnm.  Maryland  21203-0717 

o 



The Honorable Neal Potter 
Page Two 

Our traffic engineers have been studying the operations of a 
contra-flow lane in some detail together Jith county traf^c 
engineers and they believe that a contra-flow bus lane can be 
operated in a safe manner. Given that the greatest SSteStial for 
SuFL £\haVl,,,!«f0r bUS*S rel*tive ^ private automoSiles will be in the section south of Hew Hampshire Avenue  We hell»„„ 
we should continue our attempts to findPa way to provide a bis 
lane south of White Oak if we are to achieve our objective of 
getting as many people in the corridor to use transifas pos- 

<.„,- HI!L#^ n2rth 0f Hew HanPshire Avenue, the greatest potential 
for benefits from a ramp metering system would be when all the 
Sth^iselnitmft?^ hav«K

bea»/onv?rted to interchanges.^ otnerwise, limiting the number of vehicles allowed to turn from 

tMff?cCoinfhStraat3 0nt0 US " wiU hava the e«ect of bac£ngup 
!^5fi? \^he!e CrOSS 8treet3, thereby increasing congestion 
significantly for east-west traffic attempting to crosISs 29 
We have already implemented a bypass lane for buses on the 
mainline of us 29 by converting the shoulder to a bus lane durina 
^olaced^ii-hTr6^ 0nCa tha at-g«de intersections s?art to Se 
££»   ? with interchanges, the benefits of using shoulders as 
bypass lanes become more limited and the implementation of ramo 
meters with priority treatment for buses may make more sense 

^ I aB askin9 the project planning team to study the inter- 
im      ««29•CO!?KeptS^0 deta•i"«» "hat would have to begone tC 
± the ^o S- OP i0n ^f belng able to incorporate ramp metering in 
^      111    VIKZl•*** Psrt<0t  a pla" whlch woul<1 replace most, if not ^j      all, of the at-grade intersections north of White Oak with 

interchanges.  We will compare this option with one which would 
provide a separate high occupancy vehicle lane in ?he median 

Thank you for providing us with Mr. Bain's thoughtful 
analysis  we will continue to keep the Council informed as we 
grapple with the very difficult issues associated with tryinq to 
tutl^l  •«JrVel demand ln the 0S 29 "rridor.  if Jou £avl any further questions or comments about this matter, please feel free 
3?3-lllS? Be 0r "*il Pedersan-  Meil <=« ^ reichedlt (3oI, 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL" SIGNfO BYT 
HAL '.^OFF 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK/ih 
cc:  Mr. Robert McGarry 

Mr. Gus Bauman 
Mr. Neil j. Pedersen 
Mr. Creston Mills 
Mr. Thomas Hicks 

bcc: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Perry Barman ^0 
nr. Ron Welke _ « 

Prepared by:   George Walton, Pro j. Plan. Div., Ext. 1139, #931 ^T 



Mill Lf CtSLATIVI OtSTIIICT 

moMQtmWCOiitai 

juiwaAirrcoMHiTTit 

otrtfn Hjuoairr WHIP 

Jtoffl  12 , ANNAPOLI* OPFICC 

HOUSE OF DELEGATES 
ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 21401-199) 

DANA LEE DEMBROW 

)$1>| »• 42^1 HOUSI OTFICK tUllAINS 
mEnttHC; <«t0) lAI -1200 

TOLL FRCf FROW WASHIHCrON ARCJL t9l>12CO 

OIOTNICT OPFICC: 

101II COLiSVIIlf RO*0. SUITI I IF 
SILVIR SRRIN6. MARrLANO I0MI -1427 

rCUPHOHll (Ml I a»s-tis« 

Page Two January 11, 1994 

January 11, 1994 

Mr. Neil Pederson 
Director 
Office of Planning and Prolminiary Engingeering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re:  Four Corners Intersection 
Montgomery County 
University Boulevard and Colesville Road 

to continue to work with representatives of Silver Spring Stage 
to insure that the final building plans for Route 29 meet with 
their approval.  As you probably know, you nay contact the 
theatre directly at 946-3808.  Interested parties include Carol 
Leahy, Norman Seltzer, Paul Boudreaux and others. 

Thank you again for your arduous and sensitive work and 
negotiations on this difficult project.  Please feel free to let 
this office know if we may be of further assistance in finaliz- 
ing your design plans. 

cerely yours. 

cc:  Silver Spring Stage, Inc. 

Dana Lee Dembrow 

OO 
OO 

Dear Neil: 

This correspondence is directed to you on behalf of the 
Silver Spring Stage, Inc., located in the basement of the Wood- 
moor Shopping Center at 10145 Colesville Road, Silver Spring, 
Maryland 20901.  As you may know from discussions with George 
Walton, it was recently learned by the State Highway Adminis- 
tration that the underground space used by Silver Spring Stage 
for its theatre and technical equipment is an incursion below 
the existing sidewalk and potential road surface of Route 29 
adjacent to the Woodmoor Shopping Center. 

The undersigned has met with Mr. Walton on site and dis- 
cussed with about a dozen members of the Stage's Board of Direc- 
tors the feasability of shifting the proposed reconstruction of 
Route 29 slightly to the west sufficient to accommodate the 
underground needs of the theatre, which is a 25-year-old 
cultural institution in the four corners community.  We have 
also encouraged pertinent parties to extend liberal easement 
rights to the State Highway Administration in order to permit 
your good offices to complete engineering and design work in a 
fashion that will not interfere with the theatre's operation. 

We believe that Mr. Walton has a firm grasp of the prob- 
lem as well as the preferred design modifications needed to 
narrow the median slightly and shift the road surface a few feet 
to the west in order to avoid the necessity of costly excavation 
into the basement area of the Woodmoor Shopping Center now used 
by Silver Spring Stage, Inc.  This correspondence is to express 
our support for such design modifications and to encourage you 
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February 2, 1994 

The Honorable Dana Lee Dembrow 
Maryland House of Delegates 
226B Lowe House Office Building 
6 Governor Bladen Boulevard 
Annapolis MD 21401-1991 

Dear Delegate Dembrow: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the proposed improvements at the Four 
Corners intersection and Hs potential Impact on the Silver Spring Stage. The State 
Highway Administration (SHA) Is currently investigating alternatives that would allow 
the theater to remain in operation. Specifically, we are looking closely at options that 
are a compromise to all parties. By that I mean options that have impacts to both 
sides of US 29. as well as the median. We do not have all the data necessary to 
make a determination on an alternative at this time. However, we fully expect to make 
a decision shortly. This Is critical so that we may remain on the current production 
schedule of a FY 1996 advertisement date. 

Thank you and the members of the Silver Spring Stage for working with SHA in 
resolving this very sensitive issue. If you have any additional questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me or Neil Pedersen. Neil can be reached at 
(410)333-1110. 

bcc:    Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Creston J. Mills, Jr. 
Mr. George W. Walton 

Prepared by: G. Walton. PPD. x3439. #451 

Kassoff 
Administrator 

cc:      Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 

My lelephon* number is —_  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addresa: P.O. Boa 717 • Baltimore. M0 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvart Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 
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SILVER SPRING STAGE 
I014S Colesville Road,' Silver Spnng.Nlaxyland 20901 

Mr. NeUPederson. Director 
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 
Stale Highway Administration - 
70rN. Calvert St 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

Phone (301) 593-6036 

February 4, 1994 

As Chairperson, Board of Directors of Silver Spring Stage, Inc., I am writing to comment on SHA's 
preliminary plan for the intersection of Route 29 and University Boulevard. These plans, as presently 
conceived, would place Silver Spring Stage's continued existence in jeopardy. 

As background, Silver Spring Stage, a non-profit community theater located at 10145 Colesville Rd., 
has been housed in the basement of the Woodmoor Shopping Mall for over twenty years. The Stage normally 
produces seven plays per year with 14 to 17 performances per production so that the Stage is functioning 
throughout the year. Ticket prices are nominal with discounts for students and senior citizens, and those who 
cannot afford admissions may receive free admission by contributing some service at the stage.. One 
performance of each play is reserved for residents of retirement communities, nursing homes, and participants 
at community senior centers. They are admitted free and the 120 seat theater is always filled to capacity. 

Silver Spring Stage relies entirety on volunteers and because of its outstanding reputation attracts 
performers, set and light designers, stage managers; technicians, producers,: and directors from the greater 
metropolitan area. Volunteers include men, women and children, persons from white- and blue-collar 
xcupations and retirees, and from those with graduate degrees to those who are developmentally disabled. 
Dur associates provide technical assistance to high school and other community (heaters without charge, and v 
ve conduct classes, workshops and practical clinics on various aspects of theater...   •.:,l  i">- 

As you can see, Silver Spring Stage is a community asset that, in turn,- tries to give something valuable 
and meaningful to the community. Unfortunately, our value cannot be measured in dollars alone-Silver Spring 
Stage relies almost entirely on ticket sales for funding and the annual btidget is only about $70,000. ;However,_ 
we make a concerted effort to keep that money in the community by purchasing all materials and supplies from 
local merchants. ' ""' 

Finally, Silver Spring Stage is a six-time winner of the British Embassy's prestigious Ruby Griffith 
award for best community theater producdons, and holder of four Theater Lobby 1A wards, .an honor rarely 
bestowed on community theaters. Based on all of the foregoing, I thinliyoii wilUagree thaibur theater plays 
a vital role in the Silver Spring community. Horr.e  .;0'.i   S.-^in 

As you know, Mr. George Walton of your office and Delegate Dana Dembrow of the House of 
Delegates met last month with the Stage's Board of Directors.. This meeting resulted from our learning only 
recently that the underground space used by the Stage for its theater and technical equipment is an incursion 
below the existing sidewalk and potential road surface of Route 29 adjacent to the Woodmoor Shopping Center. 
Mr. Walton indicated that the failure to consider Silver Spring Stage was an oversight which arose because ihe 
Stage is not in clear view from the front of the shopping center. However, Mr. Walton also indicated that 
there is still lime to correct the oversight, and harm to the stage can be avoided without compromising the 
highway project, without incurring added costs, and with UlUe serious impact on the community's businesses 
and residents. As we understand SHAVproposeil plan to widen Route 29 andwiden and landscapeihe median, 

'•:-.   'ILI .' .•. 'v.' :.ji!   •"• [•:- H!=. ••*>-'        '   i.-'r. ion 

utilities would have to be relocated. This would require that the northwest comer of Woodmoor Shopping 
Center's basement either be filled in or the basement wall demolished and reconstructed to make it suitable for 
the added weight required. This basement area contains the Stage's lobby area, some rehearsal space, and the 
technical booth which includes the sound and lighting equipment and is the most expensive, most complex, and 
most essential component of the theater. The Stage cannot afford the cost of relocating the technical booth, 
shutting down for at least a year during reconstruction of the new basement wall, or comparable space 
elsewhere. 

We sincerely believe that the destmction of the Stage's facilities can be prevented without compromising 
the roadway project. In essence, SHA needs about ten feet more in width to build the new traffic lanes and 
median. Therefore, we propose that three feet be taken from the land lying to the east side of Colesville Rd., 
three feet from the land on the west side, and the planned median narrowed from ten to six feet (the existing 
median is two feet wide). 

Mr. Walton discussed our proposal and, based on preliminary information, estimates that our proposal 
would support SHA's planned traffic patterns, would permit the relocation of utilities, and would guarantee 
pedestrians' safety. Furthermore, this proposal would not pose any serious harm for businesses on either side 
of Colesville Rd. and, since it would not affect gas stadons in the area, it would not pose environmental 
dangers. 

The only needed compromise contained in our proposal concerns landscaping: Because the median would 
be narrowed from ten to six feet, shrubs and/or perennials could be substituted for an estimated five trees that 
are planned for the median. This seems to be a small sacrifice, considering the role Silver Spring Stage plays 
in the community. 

As stated previously, the Stage cannot afford to move (a comparable space cannot be found), and cannot 
afford the cost of relocating our technical facilities and closing down for at least a year. Therefore, we urge 
that you use your office's expertise to design an alternative proposal that will not destroy a valuable community 
asset. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. We appreciate that the planning andjiegoiiatipniJaYalyed - 
in this project have been difficult and sensitive. We look forward to hearing from youlnthe: heacftitine^ana 
would be glad to discuss our concerns with you or your staff at any time. 

.CK-'X 

an Seltzer 
Chair, Board of Directors 
Work (202) 653-8989 
Home (301) 762-4112 

cc: 
Honorable Constance Morella, U.S. House of Representatives 
Honorable Ida Ruben, Maryland State Senate 
Honorable Dana Lee Dembrow, Maryland House of Delegates 
Honorable Peter Franchot, Maryland House of Delegates 
Honorable Sheila Hixson, Maryland House of Delegates 
Honorable Neil Potter, Montgomery County Executive 
Honorable Derick Berlage, Montgomery County Council 
Ms. Sally Stembach, President, Greater Silver Spring Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. George Walton, State Highway Administration 
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'   •.   1 . March  2,   1994 
Mr. Norman Seltzer 
Chair, Board of Directors 
Silver Spring Stage 
P.O. Box 3086 
Silver Spring MD 20901   . 

Dear Mr. Seltzer: ,   r. .    c 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the proposed Improvements to the Four 
Corners Intersection and their potential impact to the stage facility. The State Highway 
Administration (SHA) appreciates your comments and assistance In resolving such 
difficult issues. 

Though the SHA has not made a determination on the improvement for the section of 
Colesville Road in front of the Silver Spring Stage, "we are pursuing the comp'romise   I 
option as indicated in your letter. We agree that" the impacts should be distributed 
between the east side, west side and the median to the extent possible. Further, SHA 
representatives have discussed this issue with members of the local community ' '..,,. 
groups and they also agree with a compromise of the Impacts. We anticipate to have'" 
a decision on an alternative later in March. 

If you have any additibnal questions or comments, please feel free to contact me or 
the project manager. George Walton.' George can be reached in Baltimore at (410)    . 

. 333-3439 or toll free, In Maryland onlyilat 1r800-54«-5026. 

^Very truly'yours^     _-""•-' 

%J, ft. ftttuc* 

Neil J. Pede'rsen, Director 
Office of Planning and..., 
Preliminary Engineenng : 

•j-j.-.zt .'.a!: 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Creston Mills 
Mr. George Walton 
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April 13. 1994 

The Honorable William E. Hanha. Jr. 
President 
Montgomery County Council 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville MD  20850 ^    t I 

&< 
Dear Councilmpmtier Hanna: 

I would like to share with you the State Highway Administration's position on 
proposed improvements at the US 29 and Sligo Creek Parkway intersection. 

Uncertainties, about redevelopment proposals in the Silver Spring Central Business 
District and about the possible relocation of Blair High School to the Sligo Creek Golf 
Course, have persuaded us to delay, indefinitely, any decision on improvements to 
this intersection. We do intend to proceed with the US 29 Environmental Impact 
Statement, but only to recommend improvements along US 29 north of the Capital 
Beltway. 

We look forward to working with you to develop alternatives to improve the efficiency 
of US 29 between the Capital Beltway and downtown Silver Spring, including the 
US 29/Sligo Creek Parkway intersection. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contart me or Neil Pedersen, Director 
of our Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering. Neil can be reached at (410) 
333-1110. ' 

Sincerely, 

bcc:    Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Creston Mills 
Mr-George.Walton 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

The Honorable Bruce T. Adams 
The Honorable Derick P. Berlage 
The Honorable Nancy Dacek 
The Honorable Gail Ewing 
The Honorable Betty Ann Krahnke 
The Honorable Isiah Leggett 
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
The Honorable Marilyn J. Praisner 
The Honorable Michael L Subin 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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April 13. 1994 

The Honorable Constance A. Morella 
House of Representatives 
United States Congress 
Suite 507 
51 Monroe Street 
Rockville MD 20850 

Dear CongressyyomSn Morella: 

-• «. 

Thank you for your recent letters transmitting correspondence from Ms. Anne Esposito 
and from Mr. Norman Seltzer, Chairman of the Board of Directors for the Silver Spring 
Stage. We have received similar letters, and agree that the Stage serves a number of 
important community needs and should be saved. 

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has met with representatives from the Silver 
Spring Stage to discuss this issue. At that time, we were investigating several options 
that would spare the stage, as is shown in Neil Pedersen's letter to Mr. Seltzer (copy 
enclosed). Since then, SHA has decided to shift the roadway several feet to the west 
and to reduce the proposed median width from approximately -12 feet to six feet This 
modification will eliminate all impact to the'Stage.' " 

We are always pleased to resolve potential conflicts so that the community benefits, 
' and are glad we could do so In this case. -If you have any additional questions, 
please feelTree to contact me or NeiTPedersen. Director of our Office of Planning and - 
Preliminary Engineering. Neil can be reached at (410) 333-1110. 

Sincerely, 

bcc:   Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Creston Mills 
Mr. George W. Walton .    >i 

Prepared by: G. Walton. PPD. x3439, #943-51 

•• .1  --:..•-u   0'lt-.-.v,t 

HafKassoff 
Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc:     Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreii: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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* ACTION 
V INFO Mr. A. P. Barrows 

Division Administration 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda, Suite 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, MD 21211-2187 

REF: Proposed Roadway Improvements to U.S. 29 
Montgomery County, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Barrows: 

On November 23, 1993, the Council received your determination, 
supported by the Maryland State Historic Preservation officer 
(SHPO), that the referenced undertaking will have no adverse 
effect upon properties listed on and eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Pursuant to Section 
800.5(d)(2) of the Council's regulations, "Protection of Historic 
Properties" (36 CFR.Part 800), we do not object to your 
determination. Therefore, you are not required to take any 
further steps to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act otlier than to implement the undertaking as 
proposed and consistent with any conditions you have reached with 
the Maryland SHPO. 

hank you for your cooperation. 

Klima 

Office of Review 

Vn-194 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS^ p V - •'  n 
P.O. BOX 1715 * n ], V \ 

BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1715 
BEPLV TO 

ATTENT,ONOF J)$ y(j    ^;-;     _ ^   1^ 

Operations Division 

Subject: CENAB-OP-RX(MD SHA/U.S. RT 29, from Sligo Creek to 
Patuxent River)93-00484-4 

Mr. Bruce Grey 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Grey: 

I am replying to your request for a jurisdictional 
determination for the subject project in Montgomery County which 
will be processed in accordance with the procedure for merging 
NEPA and Section 404. 

In conjunction with the Corps of Engineers permit process, 
including Phase I of NEPA/404 process, the Corps has the 
following response. 

a. The Corps concurs with the delineated wetlands 1-10 with 
the following exceptions.  Wetland 4 may be omitted as a 
jurisdictional wetland due to its function as an urban runoff 
detention basin, its lack of natural hydrology, and the 
assumption based on NWI mapping that the basin was not built in a 
wetland.  Wetland 5 may be omitted as a jurisdictional wetland 
but will still be regulated as Waters of the United States due to 
its outfall connection with a tributary to Little Paint Branch. 
Wetland 10 must be re-delineated to extend the wetland boundary 
approximately twenty feet to the Northeast, and a small pocket at 
the Eastern end which was re-flagged during the site visit on 
March 12, 1993 (see enclosure). 

b. The Corps also requests that SHA investigate the 
feasibility of extending the existing retaining walls vertically 
to allow widening of U.S. 29 reducing the impacts to Wetland 3. 
Finally, we request that SHA investigate the utilization of 
the existing median for the widening of U.S. Route 29. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please call 
Mr. Arthur Coppola of this office at (410) 962-1843. 

Sincerely, 

Keith A.   Harris 
Acting Chief,   Special  Projects 

Permits Section 
Enclosure 

vn-195 
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Copy Furnished: 

MD DNR, Muhammed Ebrahimi 
MD DNR, Sean Smith 
USFWS, Bill Schultz 
MDE, Andrew Der 

Vn-196 
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SHA RESPONSE TO DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY LETTER DATED 3/30/93 

This project will not be developed consistent with merged NEPA/404 process since the 
project began pre-NEPA/404 implementation. The Selected Alternative will impact less than 
one acre of wetland. 

Responses to Paragraph (a.) 

Wetland #10 boundary was shifted to the northeast by approximately 30-40 feet during 
the March 12, 1993 site visit that included Corps of Engineers, MD DNR, USFWS, MD SHA 
and Gannett Fleming, Inc. personnel. 

Response to Paragraph (b.) 

Since the impact to Wetland #3 will affect only 0.09 acres, extension of the retaining 
wall, vertically was not considered a viable, economic option. 

Vn-197 



AGENCY FIELD VIEW 
US 29 SLIGO CREEK TO PATUXENT RIVER 

3& 

Date: 

Attendees: 

Purpose: 

March 12, 1993 

Art Coppola - Corps of Engineers 
Paul Wettlaufer - Corps of Engineers 
Sean Smith - MD Department of Natural Resources 
Mohammad Ebrahimi - MD Department of Natural Resources 
Bill Schultz - US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Sharon Preller - MD State Highway Administration 
Wanda Brocato - MD State Highway Administration 
Steve Goodyear - Gannett Fleming, Inc. 
Roxanne Shiels - Gannett Fleming, Inc. 

The purpose of the wetland field view was to conduct a jurisdictional 
determination to verify wetland boundaries and classifications. 

Prior to the field view, attendees were provided copies of the wetland delineation report, 
including mapping to be used for orientation and description of wetlands viewed. Criteria used 
to establish boundaries were explained. MDSHA discussed how current plans would impact 
each wetland. Comment packages were provided by Gannett Fleming, but attendees preferred 
to comment in their own field notebooks. Agencies requested to view all intermittent and 
perennial streams along the corridor. 

The following summarizes the findings from the agency field view within the project 
area. 

W-l and W-2 
Wetland boundaries accepted as delineated. 

W2 
Wetland boundary accepted in all 3 portions of wetland. 

W-4 
Wetland 4 was determined to be a stormwater detention basin. Attendees agreed that it 
was not a jurisdictional wetland. Flagging was not removed during the field view. 

W-5. W-6. and W-7 
Wetland boundaries accepted as delineated. 

Vn-198 
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W-9 

Wetland boundary was pulled in 7 to 15 feet on the west side at the southern end of the 
wetland. This was due to a lack of soils with sufficiently low matrix chroma color and 
mottles. Existing flags were relocated to reflect new boundary. Numbering remained 
the same as in the Wetland Delineation Report. 

Wetland boundary accepted as delineated. 

WilQ 
Wetland boundary was shifted to the northeast approximately 30-40 feet. Upland soils 
found during the delineation were determined to be part of an upland inclusion (natural 
stream berm) within the wetland. Hydric soils were found adjacent to the berm. 
Existing flags were relocated to reflect the newly determined boundary. Flag numbering 
remains 1-11 on this side of the wetland to agree with the Wetland Delineation Report. 

A stormwater pond located across U.S. 29 from Wetland 2 was viewed and was 
determined not to be a jurisdictional wetland. 

All stream sites within project limits (waters of the United States) were viewed which 
included: 

• Sligo Creek - west of Sligo Creek Parkway 
• Northwest Branch and adjacent unnamed tributary - approximately 1,400' south 

of Lockwood Drive/29 intersection 
• Unnamed tributary to Northwest Branch - south of Prelude Drive 
• Paint Branch - approximately 3,600' north of Hampshire Avenue 
• Three unnamed tributaries to Little Paint Branch approximately 300', 1,600' and 

2,400' north of Briggs Chaney Road (Northernmost tributary was Wetland #4 in 
EIS). 

The agencies verified that no jurisdictional wetlands exist adjacent to the streams. 

Conclusion: All wetlands field viewed were agreed upon for jurisdictional boundary and 
classification. Although the boundaries of Wetlands 8 & 10 were adjusted, the 
mapping for the remaining sites presented in the Wetland Delineation Report 
remains a good approximation of the wetland boundaries. 

Submitted by: 

Roxanne Shiels 
Environmental Scientist 

Gannett Fleming, Inc. 
March 17, 1993 

RCS/jh 
pc: 

W. Willey 
R. Pugh 
File 25420.250 VII-199 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
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fe/7 
January  12,   1993 

L.'.. 
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O. James Lighthizer 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

sfif'Sj 

Re: Contract No M 425-101-370 
US 29 @ MD 193 (University Boul.) 
Four Corners Vicinity 
Montgomery County, Maryland 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, MD 21032-2023 

Dear Mr. Little: 

K 

JAM l* 1593 

0V.. 
DMS'-ON o. •••• 

On June 29, 1988 we described the alternatives that were under 
consideration at that time for the US 29 project (from Sligo 
Creek to the Patuxent River).  A copy of that letter is attached, 
Since that time, we have developed new alternatives, of which 
only Alternatives C5 and C6 Modified would require additional 
right-of-way on the side of US 29 opposite the Polychrome Houses 
(M 32/2).  None of the new alternatives that have been developed 
are significantly different in design or impact when compared to 
the previously developed alternatives. 

The US 29 corridor is a vital part of the transportation network 
serving eastern Montgomery County and northern portions of 
Washington, DC.  This corridor has undergone extensive 
development and in the next 20 years is expected to experience 
continued growth as the result of planned commercial, industrial 
and residential development.  In the vicinity of the Polychrome 
Houses, US 29 is a 6-lane divided highway. 

Descriptions of the alternatives that have been developed since 
the Location/Design Public Hearing in this area are described 
below.  Plans are attached for your information. 

Alternative C-4 

Alternative C-4 (underpass option) proposes the relocation 
of all MD 193 traffic to the location of the existing 
eastbound roadway.  This section of MD 193 would be widened 
from the existing three-lane facility to a six-lane divided 
roadway. 

tttf.-MP' t/t/fZ 

I vV* 
My telephone nu—^ 

(410)    333-1177 

'^AiACd J/I C*rt z/,'f'i> Teletypewr 
'CSUW / 383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 56.' 
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707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 
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The existing westbound roadway, on either side of US 29, 
would become a two-way, three-lane facility providing local 
access and circulation.  US 29 would be depressed under the 
widened section of MD 193.  The existing westbound lanes 
will be severed and would not provide any through movements. 
US 29 would narrow from a six-lane divided section to a 
five-lane undivided section with a center reversible lane as 
it approaches MD 193. 

All of the turning movements between the two roadways would 
be handled at the signalized intersection located on the 
bridge.  On MD 193, there would be six lanes (three lanes in 
each direction) of through traffic, with a single left turn 
lane for westbound and double left turn lanes for eastbound 
traffic, respectively. 

Each of the existing jug-handles would be reconstructed to 
two-way roadways, further enhancing community circulation. 
The intersections formed between MD 193 and the jug-handles 
would be signalized. 

As the roadway would not be widened or altered in the 
immediate vicinity of the Polychrome Houses, they would not 
be affected by Alternative C-4. 

Alternative C-4 At-Grade 

Alternative C-4 At-Grade is basically the same alternative 
as C-4, only at-grade.  As with Alternative C-4, MD 193 
would be widened from the existing three-lane facility to a 
six-lane divided roadway.  The existing westbound roadway, 
on either side of US 29, would become a two-way, three-lane 
facility providing local access and circulation and no 
through movements would be allowed.  US 29 would narrow from 
a six-lane divided section to a five-lane undivided section 
with a center reversible lane as it approaches MD 193.  Left 
turns from both roadways would not be permitted.  Instead, 
vehicles would have to use the widened jug-handles in an at- 
grade loop situation. 
As the roadway would not be widened or altered in the 
immediate vicinity of the Polychrome Houses, they would not 
be affected by Alternative C-4 At-Grade. 

Alternative C-5 

Alternative C-5 (underpass option) proposes to depress MD 
193 under US 29 at the location of the current eastbound 
roadway.  US 29 will remain a six-lane facility with the 
median being retained and existing eastbound MD 193 will be 
widened to a five-lane roadway to handle the through 
movements.  All traffic wishing to cross US 29 will be 
diverted onto this widened section.  Community access and 
circulation will be handled via right-in, right-out 
movements at the existing westbound MD 193/US 29 
intersection and upgrade-* -•—-*>*ndle 
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turn lanes. MD 193 will be signalized and the existing 
westbound roadway will be narrowed to handle two-way local 
traffic. 

Even though the roadway would be widened by 22 feet in the 
vicinity of the Polychrome Houses, the widening is on the 
side of the road opposite the building; thus, they would not 
be affected by Alternative C-5. 

Alternative C-6 Modified 

Alternative C-6 Modified, the at-grade improvement, calls 
for the addition of a travel lane in each direction along US 
29 and the widening of MD 193 at the intersections to 
provide for exclusive turning lanes.  US 29 will become an 
eight-lane facility with a continuous raised median with a 
median width varying between 9 and 16 feet.  Also, on US 29, 
exclusive right turn lanes will be provided. 

MD 193 will be widened at its intersections with US 29 to 
provide exclusive left and right turn lanes. 

In order to provide greater intersection level-of-service, 
left turns from Colesville Road will be denied.  Jug-handle 
lanes are being proposed to accommodate turning movements. 
Vehicles making a left turn movement from US 29 onto MD 193 
will first have to make a right turn onto MD 193 then use 
the jug-handles to proceed in the desired direction. 
Alternative C-6 Modified also includes the addition of two 
traffic signals located at the existing intersections of the 
jug-handles and MD 193. 

Alternative C-6 Modified is similar to one alternative 
previously proposed in the DEIS. It has the same 
characteristics as Alternative B-l except that it retains 
the median.  Left turn movements would be handled via jug- 
handle turn lanes.  By retaining the median, all the 
widening would occur to the outside. 

Even though the roadway would be widened by 22 feet in the 
vicinity of the Polychrome Houses, the widening is on the 
side of the road opposite the building; thus, they would not 
be affected by Alternative C-6 Modified. 

Relating to archeological resources, the US 29 corridor from I- 
495 in Montgomery County to US 40 in Howard County, Maryland, was 
previously surveyed by Ballweber (1988).  During that survey, the 
project area directly adjacent to the current study area was 
considered to have low archeological potential, and did not 
warrant testing.  Your office concurred on August 28, 1989 that 
no additional archeological investigations were warranted for the 
project. 
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No archeological sites have been recorded in or near the current 
expanded project area.  It is considered to have low prehistoric 
archeological potential by virtue of its interfluvial setting. 
Regional research has identified proximity to surface water as a 
primary consideration in the selection of areas for use by 
prehistoric populations.  No structures appear on historic maps 
in the project area vicinity.  Given the degree of previous 
disturbance from residential and commercial development, and road 
construction along the US 29 corridor and the US 29/1-495 
interchange, it is unlikely that potentially significant historic 
or prehistoric archeological resources would be affected by 
proposed construction. 

We seek your signature on the concurrence line below documenting 
your agreement with our determination that these additional 
alternatives will not affect significant cultural resources. 
Please return this signed correspondence by February 17, 1993 
and, should you have any questions, please call Ms. Suffness on 
333-1183 concerning historic sites or Ms. Barse on 321-2213 
concerning archeology. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by: A 
Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

Concurrence: 

Stat^ Historic Pres< Preservation Office Date 
•s/nj^?? 

LHErRMS: 
Attachment(2) 
cc:  Ms. Chris Barse 

Ms. Sharon Preller 
Mr. George Walton 
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DEV£LV; WK^OcHldSdMcfcr 
Cousnor 

I:? - -"> «il  uj 
jKqMfaeH. Rocn 

Seatbry.DHCD 

TRUST 
August 28,  1989 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Division of Project Developmsnt 
State Highway Achtinistration 
P.O. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re:  Phase I Survey 
U.S. Route 29 from 1-495 to U.S. Route 40 
Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
Howard and Montgomery Counties, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Thank you for sending us a copy of the final report cf the archeological 
reconnaissance conducted for the above-referenced project. 

The report presents a concise and veil written documentation of the survey's goals, 
methodology, results and recoranendations. The report's graphics are exceptionally clear 
and helpful. All comnents suggested in our letter concerning the above-referenced project 
dated June 13, 1988 have been successfully addressed. 

The survey identified five sites, 18MD271, 18M)272, 18MD273, 18MD274 and 18H0142. 
Based upon the inforrnation provided in the report, we concur that Sites 18MD271, 18MD272, 
18M0273 and 18H0142 are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The 
Newton Site (18MD274) was considered to be potentially eligible. However, Phase II 
investigations of this site have already been conpleted. This office has previously 
concurred in our letters dated September 7, 1988 and December 1, 1988 that Site 18M3274 is 
not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. 

No further archeological investigations are recomnended for this particular project. 

M^U^L 
Departrm immunity Development 

Shaw House. 21 St        Vn-205    ^'"d 21401 (301) 974-5000 



tfi 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Aigast 28, 1989 
Page 2 

We thank you for your cooperation and assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Ethel R. Eaton, Ph.D. 
Assistant Ackninistrator 
Archeological Services 
Office of Preservation Services 

EJC/lm 

cc: Mr. Herman Rodrigo 
Mr. Samuel Baker 
Ms. Cynthia D. Sinpson 
Mr. Tyler Bastian 
Dr. Ira Beckeman 
Mrs. Phillip St. C. Ihornpson 
Ms. Alice Ann Wetzel 
Ms. Mary Ann Kephart 
Ms. Mary Anne Tuohey 
Mr. Jared B. Cooper 
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MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
"] 8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 

mm > J?-*^'    .^ 

Ti , 
August 7,   1989 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning. & Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

-,       Re: US 29 Project Plans 
Dear Mr. Pedwrfen: 

Over the last several weeks the portion of US 29 between 
Four comers and the Silver Spring CBD has come under close re- 
view by our staff as part of the work on the Silver SpriSTcS 
traffic management program analysis, and the Eastern Montgomery 
S?1;?^!^ S"1' a8 Wo11 M the continuing efforts on ^^ 
US 29 Project Plan. We have reached some tentative staff con- 
clusions on several critical elements of this roadway of which I 
would like to inform you before the team meeting on August 9? 
inTSSh'S^I.S?* thM? are P«lia^ary, but they arfiS k^p- 
t«9f^nH?^oearlier,an;}y8es- We have Put thi8 down ^ writing to facilitate communication; please recognize that it may be 

subject!7   **    0r eVen reViSe thi8 as We learn morm  on thB 

nr-^i^l1^ JHK ^Associates to assist us with analyzing this 
Si^S .SFS*7 section' since the traffic operations here are 
£»J?i??    Ser; are ^"ntly conflicting and seemingly incom- 

' TS^IJ? 7e^d!? ^ d"ferent Previous analysis.  The? Jsed the 
TRANSYT 7 model, as well as manual calculations to provide us 
i Ldi£ferent criteria. Both our transportation staff, and that 

of the Community Planning South Division have been involved with 
the review, and concur in our current position. 

We would offer the following observations for your 
consideration. * 

1.  The most recent Gannett Fleming configuration for the 
US 29 approaches at Sligo Creek Parkway are for only 

*"*?>   *• ',•      three through lanes and a counter-flow bus lane with 
'&*'*•    - ~~     the median retained. We do not believe that this is 

feasible from a capacity perspective, and probably not 
•'''-•        froai a traffic safety viewpoint as well. All our pre- 

vious analyses show that at least four through lanes 
are needed here for future volumes, generally with 
a prohibition of left turns from US 29. 
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2. We strongly desire to provide a high quality bus pri- 
ority lane along the entire length of US 29 froa the ' 
Howard County line, including the section south of the • 
?0lt^y*» ?* do not endo«e retaining the aedianSbe- 
low the Beltway, since it appears that future traffic— *»£ 
volumes will require configurations involving reversible ^ 
lanes that are not workable with the medians retained!   " 

3. Concerning bus priority: if a busway is a part of each 
stage of the Four Corners modification, we tentatively 
feel we can endorse the revised Four Corners underpass. 
The recent staging plan allowing for initial jughaSdles, 
212.revised "fdway and finally the underpasi if needed seems appropriate and workable. «eeaea 

4. we have highlighted to your staff what we think is an 
hSuS28i^?;?y in JheJuture evening peak hour north- 
bound traffic projections between the COMSIS estimates 
and ours. This involves several hundred peak hour 
trips fewer in your estimates, and is probably a major 
iE^5 iLy«Ur^0n8UlJant? £*ndlngs ^out the workabil- ity of the "median retention" scheme. 

<«  T? Provido you with some technical validation of these find- 
ings, i have attached the summary of the JHK analysis. Si. 
SS ?hf0S?wChe;e8: SOne Wlth bU8 Priority, between ?Ae i2l?way and the Silver Spring CBD evaluated against several criteria 
S6,?^? n^Ki%t5?,COnfiguration of 4 or 5 through lanSoi US 29 (5 north of sligo Creek Parkway and 4 south of it?  Tt do*. 
not include any bus priority. Options 1 and 2t  reSpectUelJ £j 
^^e7away and "add-a-lane" for buses to thi Base Caw  The 
f?^rIt^«

OUr^nder8t?Jding of the recent GaS;St?"!eiing co^ 
vlSS i« ; Th?,re8U^s show that only with 1,000 vehicles di- 
to^^h £„2onaiS W?Kld the,GFTE P^n work without major delays to both buses and other vehicles on side streets and on US S. 

reviewid3?^fe?i*fre\?0 Cal1 mo.or Ric,c Hawthorne after you have 
?• ^f118 ^formation. We will be attending the August 9 
team meeting, but would welcome the opportunity to discuss these 

?e?ep£ne  h ^ bef0re hand in perhaP8 a "•"« £oSp"r^y 

Sincerely, 

^ 

Robert M. Winick, Chief 
Transportation Planning Division 

RMW:RCH/b:njp.rmw 

cc:  Ron Welke 
John Clark 
Kevin Hooper 
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SHA RESPONSE TO MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING 
COMMISSION LETTER DATED 8/7/89 

Responses to Paragraph m 
No action on Sligo Creek Parkway is being taken. The alternative has been dropped. 

Responses to Paragraph (21 
The buslanes will continue to provide high-quality service along the shoulders of U.S. 

29. The medians below the Beltway will be retained as the Sligo Creek Parkway Alternative 
(below the Beltway) has been dropped from consideration. 

Responses to Paragraph (3) 
The at-grade solution, Alternative C-6 Modified, was selected. As such, there will be 

no underpass at Four Comers. 

Responses to Paragraph (4) 
Removal of the median strip has been dropped from consideration. 
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f^ Memorandum 

 V 
US-dSspanment 
o»TtaMportarton 
fdtoiHIflihwtty 
AddiMttroHon 

Maryland - Draft SIS U.S. 2S firoa        o^-.^^n  g  1935 
SUCICCI: siig0 creek to Howard County Line        ""'Marcn s, isav 

Montgomery County. Maryland 
FHWA-MD-2IS-a3-04-'D 

From: director, Office of Planning h?? 0-J-J 

and program Developfflenc 
Baltimore, Maryland 

To: 

Porter Barrows 
Division Administrator 
Baltimore, Maryland 

We have reviewed your March 3 submission on the perpetual 

easement at Sligo CreaJc Parkway.  If the construction can 

be accomplished totally within the liaita of the perpetual 

easement, we agree no Section 4(f) Evaluation is required 

and would concur with your determination. 

Robert E. Gatz 
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APR 04   '-94    tf^H-l m on* ruqp^jyj**  'SUvjo**^ ,   SW"/&»   5C3~  ' 

PROJECT   ^ 3 ' ^ 

©        "'^••••—    Memorandum 
'/^^ USDeponmenr • .„ ..*4 'QQ 

odhonsponotfen ^    ,     J 20 hil   OJ 

'•Q^'cil Wghwoy 
Admtnistrafkm 

Subieet: 

Frooi: 

To: 

Maryland-Draft BIS 
US 29 from Sligo Creek to Da't; March 3, 1989 
Howard County Line 
Montgomery County, Maryland 
PHWA-MD-BIS-88-04-D ««oiyio HDA-MD 

A«n. ol: 

Division Administrator 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Robert E. Gatz 
Office of Planning and Program 
Development 

Region 3 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Enclosed is a aubmiasion from SKA which shows that the proposed 
improvements at Sligo Creek Parkway, under the proposed 4-1-2 
option, are totally, contained within a perpetual easement which 
was granted to SBA in 1959  (see attached mylar of Option 4-1-2). 
We are requesting your concurrence with our determination that 
Section 4<f) would not apply to this improvement. This 
determination would be conditioned upon all proposed work, 
including earthwork (the limits of which are not shown on the 
mylar) being contained within the perpetual easement. We have 
discussed the limits of earthwork with SHA and it is their belief 
that the earthwork will be contained within the perpetual 
easement, provided they shift the alignment of Sligo Creek 
Parkway slightly further from Sligo Creek. 

We would appreciate your returning the enclosures upon completion 
of your review. 

^g.A. P. Barrows / 
o 

Attachments 
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3^ 
SHA RESPONSE TO FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINSITRATION LETTER DATED 
3/3/89 

The alternative at Sligo Creek Parkway has been dropped from consideration. 
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850 Hungerford Drive 

PROJECT   v 

DEVELOP1:'-- 
Rockville. Mar>Q4inci   *   20850 

279-3381 

March  3,   19 89 

Mr.  Neil J.  Pedersen,  Director 
Office of Planning  and 

Preliminary Engineering 
Maryland  State  Highway Administration 
P.  0.  Box  717 
Baltimore, Maryland     21203-0717 

Dear Mr.  Pedersen: 

Thank  you   for  your  thoughtful response  regarding  school concerns 
about the proposed  alternatives  for  improving US Route 29  in 
Montgomery County.     I am especially heartened  by your willingness 
to consider  additional  landscape screening  adjacent to Paint 
Branch High School. 

Mr. Michael  Snyder,  your district engineer   in Greenbelt,  has 
contacted  staff  to  request a meeting  to discuss  ways  to 
control pedestrian movement at Paint Branch High School.     I  look 
forward  to hearing  the results  of  these  joint efforts.    Again, 
thank  you   for   your  help. 

Sincerely, 

raxry PJre t 
'Superirftendent of Schools 

HP:ew 

Copy  to: 
Members   of   the Board  of Education 
Dr.  Vance 
Dr.   Lewis 
Dr.  Rohr 
Dr.  Skinner 
Mr.  Snyder 
Mr.  Wilder 
Mr. McGarry 

RSCEIVI 
MAR •Z'J. 

HJUWINU & t..L-i. 

vn-213 



tft 
SHA RESPONSE TO MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS LETTER. DATED 
mm 
The alternative selected for the Briggs Chaney Road (near Paint Branch High School) was the 
tight diamond interchange as shown in Alternatives C-l, C-3, and C-5 with modifications. 
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Mayland Department of Natural Resources ^ 
I Tidewater Administration 
Tawes State Office Building 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 

February 15, 1989 *c"",0' 

f. ::: « n 
Mr. Hal Kassoff 
State Highway Administrator, SHA 
707 North Calvert St. r-v .%'!! ^T- 
Baltimore, Md.  21202 

Dear Mr. Kassoff: 

Tidewater Administration's (TA) Power Plant and 
Environmental Review Division (PPER) personnel attended the 
January 25, 1989 Location/Design Public Hearing, uTs? Route 29 
Silgo Creek to Patuxent River.  This segment is part of tht 
S2S L*?1? £9 i^f0^6^ Proposal which extends f?om siigo Creek to U.S. Route-70 in Howard County. axxgo 

^.,i^Wf4uid*.no5 Present a statement at the Public Hearing but 
£2£2iiik:/:0 ha^e -^ fonowing comments prepared by Sb 
Schueler of our Environmental Review Staff made part of the 
nearmg record.  The comments were developed against the 

?hIsrinSludf:OUr PaSt C01ments  on U-S- Route 29 Improvement. 

(a)  Letter of June 20, 1986 to Gannett Fleming 

att2ched):at:LOn Engineers' Inc- froin Md- WRA.  (copy 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

Letter of August 7, 1986 to Gannett Fleming 
Transportation Engineers, Inc. from Charles Gougeon, 
Biologist, Tidewater Administration.  (copy attached) 

Letter of September 9, 1986 to Gannett Fleming 
Transportation Engineers Inc. from W.R. Carter III 
Tidewater Administration (copy attached). 

Fisheries Division comments of February 27, 1987 to WRA 
on the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for U.S 
Route 29 - Patuxent River Bridge to U.S. Route 40 
Howard County, Md. (copy attached).  These comments 
were included m the Final ER, together with SHA 
responses.  Overall we believe the responses do not 
adequately address the issues we raised. 

Fisheries Division comments of February 25, 1988 to WRA 

attached)8* ROnt&  " crossing of Paint Branch (copy 

Telephone:.          "4-2261 
DNRTTY    VII-215    i.974.3683 



-2- 

4*/ 
(f)  Si«SS!MnSV? rebruary 29' 1988 to SHA on Route 29 crossing of Paint Branch (copy attached). 

^ ofSEnvir!n£ent?i0n C01mentS  0n May "' 1988 to MD »*. 

conceal  onhproj£? SSS? are Sti11 Valid "* refleCt 0ur 

«^ cwi2^ ?Ur conune')ts bn ^e EA noted that the secondary impacts 
°LSH* h^hway construction and improvement were inadegStel? 
•fiSf!!J?;, ^ ^cilit^^ of  additional commercJal ^d * 
residential development with consequent loss of open wooded 
Sno?; ;*SanSi?n 05 ^^ous  surface and increases in polluted 
^Lwed  We have rt uS^V  " ^ "•?" 0f ^^ P"j^Sttb. reviewea.  we have raised this same point repeatedly over theT 
years with regard to similar SHA projects.  IHA response has 
consistently been to minimize the linkage of secSnda^ impacts to 
highway improvements, contending that such develoSmeSt ias an 
independent outgrowth of local loning.  We noted that dur?• ^ 
?^9P^eM i^0•ation -lid. presen?;tion TtL  Janufry^I the 

ias d^crib^fri911 P?bliC "earin9' the Stewart Lane Overpass was described as "opening up" the wooded area north of Rt ill  *-o 
i:X;i?P;!!nt", SUSh ^c&l^^on  of development SSi adve^efy 
^tt  tJe already stressed Paint Branch ftreaa ecosystem? it 
illustrates our consistent concern" -with•indirect impacts ind our 
insistence that they be forthrightly evaluated? 1,npaCtS and our ' 

^^J^L-?** 2? Pfesently bridges Northwest Branch, 

«T.»««K4i 0U^ PrincfPal concern, however, remains the Paint 

(a) SSSSSiS'."' CiebriS net Under ^e bridge during 

(b) reforestation and landscaping; 

(C)  bfsic^v1^^?-^- Stre?n ?ubstrate in a-configuration 
basically.replicating existing fisheries,.habitat.. 
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(e)  emplacement of either large, free-standing/stones or 
imbricated rip-rap slabs.along the lowermost 3 feet of 
tho. west_sJ.ope__under the .bridg^. - 

^ 
2^ 

(f) advance planning to provide for fisheries and aquatic 
life habitat protection in the context of the ultimate 
improvement of Rt. 29 at the Paint Branch crossing - 
not merely in the context of bridge deck maintenance. 
This involves protection of the eroding west bank of 
Paint Branch by emplacement of large boulders between 
the bridge and a point approximately 500 feet upstream. 

',. (?i J
It\-is ou? understanding that the bridge maintenance 

work cited above will commence shortly..although. Jln-stream^ 
Qpnstruction in a Class-III.stream, such as .Paint, Branch cannot-' 
begin until April 30,^1989; For some reason, the measures 
recommended in our above cited comments have not been integrated 
into your planning process.  PPER personnel have made contlct 
with SHA project personnel in an effort to retroactively resolve 
the problem before work gets underway. 

We request that these comments be made part of the record 
for the January 25, .1989 Location/Design Public Hearing. We 
further request that the involved SHA planning and operational 
personnel be instructed to implement the fisheries and aquatic 
life resource protection measures we have previously recommended 
as soon as possible.  Tidewater Administration contact poi^is 
W.R. Carter III 301-974-3061. 

Sincerely, 

'James M.  Teitt,   Director 
Power Plant and Environmental 
Review Division 

JWT:BS:swp 

attachments   (7) 

cc: Project w/att 
Journal wo/att 
Schueler wo/att 
Gougeon w/att 
Nazir Baig, MNCPPC - 8787 Georgia Ave. 
Silver Spring, Md.  20910 

w/att 
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40 
SHA RESPONSE TO MD DNR LETTER. DATED 2/15/89 

Response to Comment (2) 

During the construction phase, strict erosion and sediment control measures will be 
implemented, as approved in the Final Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 

Response to Comment (3) 

Stormwater runoff would be managed under MD DNR's Stormwater Management 
Regulations. 

Response to Comment (41 

Mitigation measures will be carried out during construction. 

Response to Comment (5) 

Mitigation measures will be incorporated into Section IV-Environmental Consequences 
of the FEIS. 
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MAY  16   '94    09:27flM MD SHA PLANNING 410 333  1045 P.4/8        , ji 

fv Memorandum 
US Department 
ofTianspoftattoTM- 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Q 
Su,J|ec,;    U.S. 29 - Montgomery County, Maryland FBB     I 1989 

FHWA-K)-ElS-88-04-D 

Eugene W. Cleckley *$?$ 
Chief, Environmental  Operations Division HEY-11 
Washington, D.C.    20590 

To:    Mr."David S. Gendell 
Regional Federal Highway Administrator (HPP-03) 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Attached Is a copy of the comments on the subject draft environmental  Impact 
statement (EIS) from the Secretary's Environmental Division (P-14).    The 
comments are being sent directly to the Division Office and should be 
Included In the final environmental Impact statement. 

The Secretary^ Envlrormental Division ^presses Its position that the 
Impacts of the ongoing widening projects should be addressed In the final EIS 
for U.S. 29.    We understand the e-mlle widening required less than an acre of 
right-of-way, none from a 4(f) resource, and resulted In no relocations or 
other major Impacts. 

We recommend the final EIS for U.S. 29 Indicate that the widening results In 
few additional Impacts and the final EIS, therefore, addresses the overall 
cumulative Impacts of both actions.    It should also indicate the 6-lane cross 
section was used for noise analysis, traffic studies, etc. 

Harter M. Rupert 

Attachment . H-fSsEl; 

cc:  HOA-MO 

t±*J5&U 
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SHA RESPONSE TO FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION   MEMORANDUM 
DATED 2/1/89 

Response to Paragraph (21 

All impacts, be they to the community, the physical landscape, or other environmentally 
sensitive resources, are addressed in the FEIS. 

Response to Paragraph (3) 

(See response to Paragraph (2)). Noise and traffic studies conducted along segments of 
Route 29 are carefully documented in the FEIS. 
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© Memorandum^ (P 

i 
From: 

To- 

U&0«pertmentof 
Transportation 
Office of the Secretory 
ofltansponation 

nibject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement     0a,8;  ^.  .^ 
D.S. 29, Montgomery County,  Maryland JW i* 
PHWA-EiS-88-04-D 0  x- 

•>•' *">      Paply to 
1' Ann. ot: 

Joseph Canny, Director z^/ /] 
Office of Transportation /      ^ 

Regulatory Affairs  s 

Eugene w. Cleclcley,: Chief 
Environmental Operations Division, HEV-10 

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for 
improvement of O.S.: 29 from the Sligo Creek Parkway to the 
Patuxent River Bridge; The proposed action would provide 
intersection improvements, control of access, and/or high 
occupancy vehicle lanes, depending upon the alternative selectee. 
We note that U.S. 29 is being widened from four to six lanes from 
MD Route 198 to MD Route 650 by the State and Montgomery County, 
it appears that impacts of the widening projects are not addressed 
in the draft EIS. because the widening P"^* ^V^!'^^ 
H07 projects are closely interrelated, the impacts of the widening 
project should be addressed in the EIS to reflect the cumulative 
impacts of the Route 29 projects. 

The draft EIS indicates that there will be no ••J*i«» J^'^g! 
to Paint Branch Park or Northwest Branch Park. The basis for this 
statement and information on whether the widening projects will 
impact the parks should be provided. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this draft EIS. 
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SHA    RESPONSE    TO    MEMORANDUM    FROM    FEDERAL    HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION. DATED 1/13/89 

Response to Paragraph (Y) 
All impacts of the Route 29 widening are addressed in the FEIS. 

Response to Paragraph (2) 
All background information supporting the claim that there will be no 4(f) impacts will 

be provided in the FEIS. 
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PROJECT 
DEVELOF •-•-:'- 

*» -»     UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

3322 \ FEB Rlcidiaio;:! '53 
. y 841 OiMtnut Building 

«< ^wi^ Philadelphia, Penntytvania 19107 

JAM ? 0 15S9 
Ms.   Cynthia  D.   Simpson,   Chief 
Environmental  Management 
cf°jeC^D!velopment Division   (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
7 07  North Calvert Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland    21202 

Re:    2;f;«29   fr0n Slig0 Creek  t0 the Patuxent River Montogmery County,   MD     (88-11-116) 

Dear Ms.   Simpson: 

referencJhn T" Air Quality ^W* «or the Jove 
(£? SSI^S1?"0?-.  MaXil?U,n Pred^ted carbon monoxide CO)   impacts are 3.5  ppm   (8-hour average)   and  14  4 onm 
(1-hour average),  which are below the respective I nS• *nA 

i^lifTM^W V.,  ao•"°* of the uso of model.        * specifically designed for Intersections. 

to infi^L.?* hi9h«" co concentrations usually occur close 
"fnctentiifuf ^iVL ln""«tlonS should b. »SJSd    or 
us", an appropnite E?A ?!coL»Y2 "^ thiS   iS  not """"ary) 
in eo*ina^Ln^Jtrw^^shretTolloTule61;  Sf'ih.^•3 

(215-597-nJiiK»?    assistance,   please contact Larry Budney 

these'co^enU 2 g^teStjaJw597-7336'   «^^«« 
pared for  the rS.^J'SuS^1^^.' r"^"  »• P«- 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey M-. Alper. Chief 
NEPA Compliance Section 

cc:  Larry Budney; EPA 
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SHA RESPONSE TO EPA LETTER DATED 1/30/89 

Air quality modeling has been incorporated in the FEIS, Sections HI and IV. 
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',-v'r-i.Cr"'r-.- 

y'"**.    UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL WOT^aiON AGENCY 

•JMN  :  >. 

841 ChMtnut Building 
N MOI^ Ptilltdelphla. Penn$y»v«ni« 19107 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Rm 506) 
State Highway Administration 
7 07 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21202 

Re:  U.S. 29 from Sligo Creek to the Patuxent River 
Montgomery County, Maryland  (88-11-123) 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

/xr•?" accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA has reviewed 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above 
"iilf^  ,project- **• ^^ rated the project EC-2 on EPA's 
^Tr!af?

a  J a
w
coPy of which is enclosed for your reference. 

SilrtJiiSii*,.*!^ pf,iinarily "Pon th« ne^ for more information 
ISSf IS? ?? Jigh5 rail alternative. There is also concern 
about Potential noise and surface water impacts and the taking? 
of hardwood forest.  The following comments are provided for 

TFEIS^     
ati0n ^ the Final Environ,nental IinPact Statement 

Alternatives Analysis 

» T u?* 3"ftification for the transitway option, in-lieu of 
J«ii2liiJ  *faCilityf iS the lower "Pita! and operating SO^*^*fa**BSo*!**t'.  yet unless cost makes an alternative 
infeasible, there are many other issues that are of equal, or 
greater, importance that must also be considered in the 
^f^Ju6 sel«ction process.  For example, it is not stated 
wnetner the studies comparing a light rail system and an HOV 
i«?S!iiYfy •«•*«•*«*•<»•*• to the consumer, siieh as gasoline, 
inn?ffihi? ins"j:a,nce' and vehicle maintenance/repair, or 

decr«s»ill*«e«niu^^^tiTiw^r«increase^^^ 
the light rail alternative would directly benefit residents 
of Howard County and may be consistent with the transportation 
and land use goals of this County. 
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All of the suggested transitway options will have 
intersections which operate at a level of service F (volumes 
are above capacity) in the design year.  (It is assumed that 
widening done by others is included in the traffic projections.) 
In comparison, the estimated level of service for Route 29 
with the light rail facility, as well as the potential capacity 
of the light rail system, should be given.  Furthermore, page 
VII-2 mentions the possibility of retrofitting the transitway 
with a light rail "in the more distant future."  The FEIS 
should discuss whether the alternatives differ in their ability 
to be retrofitted in terms of cost and engineering. 

Sfift^believes the light rail option is potMoMwMJMnpHlor 
.to the transitway options and should have been included in 
the DEIS.  If SHA/FHWA feel that all of the pertinent issues 
have been adequately addressed in the comparative studies 
referenced in the DEIS, then the findings of the studies 
should be related in greater detail in thesis. 

Terrestrial Resources 

There is concern regarding the impact of Alternatives 
CandD on hardwood forest and agricultural land in the vicinity 
'PflflBBS&lb.CbtfMpAoad.  A maximum of*7<.l acres o€I^iardwood 
f§fe*t and*33 acr*« ol agricultural land could ba taken at 
this.location, the former having an adverse impact on wildlife. 
Therefore, wa^tecommend that Alternatives B, C and D and the 
individual options within Alternatives C and D, be compared 
directly with respect to levels of service, safety, and 
environmental impacts (including, stream relocations, wetlands, 
agricultural land and hardwood forest) at this intersection. 
A justification for the selected design should follow. 

The term "Man-Dominated" should also be clarified in the 
FEIS. 

Wetlands 

EPA  is pleased to have been  included  in the Wetlands 
Field View on March 14,   1988.    For wetlands  that cannot be 
avoided,   the FEIS should identify potential mitigation sites. 

Surface Water 

EPA supports   the   time of year restrictions  for   instream 
work stated   in  the DEIS.     In addition,   all  efforts should be 
made  to minimize channel   relocations.     The FEIS  should provide 
as  much detail  as  possible  regarding unavoidable  relocations. 
!f^^^^M£Bgi|^^-ement^with a natUraretYSani channel, as^€rc!FS5ed-^THySgffnrv-4 8  of  the DEIS. 
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Groundwater 

Page IV-49 states that a small portion of the Patuxent 
formation recharge area is located within the U.S. 29 
corridor near Greencastle Road.  The -Aeeign of stormwater 
awrcecrement.. facilities, described on page IV-48, sh««Waiso 
a«WKMder the possibility of hazardous waste spills from 
&*»nsport vehicles usina Route 29. 

Noise 

In many cases  noise barriers are not feasible due  to 
restriction of access  to local  residents.    YafeBjfcfcewepfc4oa«^B£ 
^g^tl^HFealdents as a result of noise  impScts  is not 

T*e-W5*^ should also confirm whether the proposed 
.highway widening  is  taken into account  in the noise analysis. 

Air Quality 

TechnicalhReport.ieWed ^ COI,,mented seParately on the Air Quality 

..u* '*}***'  you for allowin« 2PA the opportunity to review 
^K:8M^

UI,,•nt• We look fo*w* to working with you throufftaocttor 
the NEPA process, should you have any questions, or if we 
215/597-7336r er a88l8tance' Please contact Lynn Rothman at 

J^ffgy-Jf. Alper, Chief 
NEPA Compliance Section 

Enclosure 
cc:  Mr. Herman Rodrigo; FHWA 
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SKA RESPONSE TO EPA LETTER DATED 1/30/89 

Response to Paragraphs m.m.O) TSecdon 11 
The potential for a light rail corridor along Route 29 was studied. A report comparing 

a busway corridor to a light rail corridor was prepared. The high cost of construction and 
ongoing maintenance of a light rail facility along with the lack of appropriate sites for station 
and mode change facilities, and projected low ridership eliminated light rail as an alternative. 
Improvement and expansion of the existing busway facilities will achieve similar ridership at 
much lower expense. 

Response to Section 2 fTerrestrial Resources) 
Alternative C-4 At-Grade Option was selected. A justification for the Selected 

Alternative, as well as all the significant impacts is included in the FEIS. 

Response to Section 3 (Wetlands) 
All affected wetlands, as well as potential mitigation measures, are incorporated in the 

FEIS. 

Response to Section 4 (Surface Water) 
During construction, strict erosion and sediment control measures will be implemented, 

as approved in the Final Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 

Response to Section 5 (Groundwater) 
Storm water runoff would be managed under DNR's Stormwater Management 

Regulations. 

Response to Section 6 (Noise) 
All noise impacts and appropriate mitigation measures are described in Section IV. 

Response to Section 7 (Air Quality) 
All impacts and mitigation measures have been incorporated in the FEIS. 
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DEPARTMENT   OF   THE    ENVIRONMENT 
2500 Broening Highway,   Baltimore, Maryland   21224 

Area Code   301   •   631-  -j^Qg 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

Martin W. Walsh, Jr. 
Secretary 

January 23, 1989 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
Room 506 
State Highway Administration 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE:  Contract No. M 425-101-370, Draft EIS 
U.S. 29, Montgomery County 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The above-referenced document has been received and reviewed. 
Department offers the following comments. 

ic C 
^VO rn ' 

- ^ "O 

IV 
.c •? O c. 
o •"" .'.11' rt' ._. «.-•*• •> 

This 

1. Waterways to be affected by this project include Sligo Creek 
and Little Paint Branch which are Class I, Paint Branch which is 
Class III and Northwest Branch and the Patuxent River which are 
Class IV.  Usual time-of-year restrictions for in-stream work will 
need to be observed.  These are as follows: 

Class I  - No in-stream work March 1 through June 15 
Class II - No in-stream work October 1 through April 30 
Class IV - No in-stream work March 1 through May 31 

2. A good stormwater management is critical to the maintenance of 
these sensitive waterways.  Infiltration of at least the first 
1/2" runoff from existing and proposed roadways is the preferred 
alternative, as this strategy removes both unwanted chemical and 
thermal pollutants. 
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SHA RESPONSE TO MD DOE LETTER. DATED 1/23/89 

Response to Comment m 
During construction, strict erosion and sediment control measures will be implemented, 

as approved in the Final Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 

Response to Comment (2) 
Stormwater runoff would be managed under MD DNR's Stormwater Management 

Regulations. 
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Floodplains along small, low order streams are buffer zones, 
where excessive nutrients and sediments from upland disturbances 
may be trapped and assimilated (Brinson et. al, 1981). Overbank 
flooding provides an opportunity for upstream derived nutrients 
to be utilized by riparian vegetation. In. the absence of 
riparian vegetation, or when streams are constrained so that they 
cannot overflow, nutrients (or contaminant) are exported 
downstream without opportunity for assimilation or 
immobilization, except for that provided in the channel itself. 

The amount and rate of nutrient uptake by vegetation, return 
as litter fall, and released by decomposition reported in several 
studies cited by Brinson et al., (1981) indicates that 
floodplains forests retain nutrients by "cycling them. Rapid 
recycling reduces the possibility of nutrient export down 
drainage. Sedimentation provides a Principal mechanism for the 
delivery and retention of phosphorus to floodplain areas. Where 
there is extensive swamp vegetation, the rate of sedimentation is 
accelerated, with far greater amounts of phosphorus being 
sequestered in the floodplain. 

Nitrogen is most often present in stream waters in the form 
of nitrate. When present in excess amounts, it may cause 
eutrophication downstream. Currently, the extent to which 
nitrogen is responsible for eutrophication in Chesapeake Bay is a 
subject of hot controversy, with a variety of nitrogen "^ols 
being funded for various man-caused sources of nitrogen in stream 
waters. Notable among these is the proposal to install water 
control structures to retain water in drainage ditches on the 
Eastern Shore, on the grounds that t^is will enhance 
denitrification, and the escape of nitrogen into the atmosphere 
as a gas, rather than its export downstream as nitrate, where it 
could aggravate eutrophication (S.C.S., 1986). This proposed 
control method is similar in theory to what floodplains naturally 
perform for waters which flow onto them. 

It is worth noting that the Maryland State Soil Conservation 
Water Quality Management Plan (Md. Dept. of Agriculture, 1986) 
has endorsed buffer strips of natural vegetation^ asi a best 
management practice" for the reduction of escaping subsurface 
nitrogen from farm fields. The rationale is that the native 
vegetation is able to take up and utilize the nitrogen from the 
root zone. 

Wharton et al., (1982) noted that the swampy portions of a 
Georaia river floodplain reduced nitrate, sulfate, calcium and 
magnesium in small tributaries. They concluded that conversion 
of even a small part of the floodplain/riparian ecosystem to 
fields (or other uses) would increase stream loadings ot most 
nutrients. Denitrification reactions in swampy conditions were 
described previously in this discussion. 
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The movement and immobization of metals and exotic organic 

compounds is accomplished in riparian systems by exchange, 
absorption and chelation with humic substances (humic and fulvic 
acids, tannins and lignins). Humic acids tend to be immobilized 
in bottom sediments, creating a sink for the contaminants which 
they complex and bind up. Fulvic acids, being lighter, may act 
as ligands for contaminants in the water column, and being 
carried downstream, flocculate with electrolytes at the 
saltwater-freshwater interfaces in coastal streams, settling out 
in such loci. Dissolved materials are slowly converted to 
particulate matter by freezing, microbial action, complexing with 
organic compounds and absorption to crystalline lattices of 
clays. 

Reduction/removal   of  buffer   strips   from headwater  streams 
reduces   the   ability  of   the   stream/riparian   system to   remove  or 
reduce   contaminating   substances.       Reduced   amounts   of 
allochthonous   materials   —sticks,   leaves,   logs,   snags  and  the 
like—   both   reduces   the  abundance  of   organic  ligands  available 
for   complexing   of   contaminants,   and  speeds   the water  along  with 
whatever   contaminants   it   bears,   downstream   to   the   estuary. 
Residence   time   in   a   stream   system   is   an   important  variable   for 
the  purification of  water.     The more  the streamflow is  slowed by 
eddies   or   leaf   packs   against   logs,   the  more  the  water   must 
percolate  through,   slowly  leaching  organic material.     The slower 
water   migrates   away   from   the   point   where   it   falls   as 
precipitation   the  more   opportunity  there   is   for   it to evaporate 
(due   to  lying   in  thin  layers  over   extensive  surface areas,   such 
as are provided by extensive forest floor leaf litter).    The more 
opportunity  water  has  to evaporate,  the  less chance there  is  for 
contaminants   to   be   carried   into   streams   and   estuaries.     The 
longer   water   lies   in   sloughs   before  percolating   into  the   soil, 
and   the   more   that   does   percolate   into   the   soil   rather   than 
reaching   streams   as   overland   flow,   the   greater   the  opportunity 
for   both  surface  and  subsurface  decontamination through chemical 
reaction with  forest-derived organic and soil compounds.    Actions 
such   as   hydraulic   capacity   improvements,   removal   of   vegetation, 
hastening   runoff   from  urban   impervious   surfaces,   or   decreasing 
the   capacity   for   infiltration  or  evapotranspiration,   aggravate 
the downstream conveyance of contaminants and the  increase of the 
loadings to Chesapeake Bay. 

A dense streamside vegetation canopy guarantees regular 
fall-in of allochthonous (eg., originating from outside the 
stream proper) materials, such as leaves, twigs, branches and 
trees. Terrestrial insects are regular sources of food for 
stream animals. Lower light levels in headwater stream 
ecosystems make them primarily dependent on inputs of materials 
and terrestrial vegetation-fixed energy, since photosynthesis is 
unable to produce substantial amounts in the prevailing light 
intensities. Fisher and Likens (1973) reported that more than 
99% of a New Hampshire stream's organic budget came from outside 
the stream. Vannote (1981) reported that it is common to find 
greater   than  75%  of  the energy base of  low order  streams derived 
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from terrestrial sources. An alternative method of emphasizing 
this circumstance is to point out that the ratio o£ P^ary 
oroduction (photosynthesis) to community respiration, (i.e. P.R 
Sr P/R in terms of grams of carbon per square meter per unit 
time) is less thin 1.0 in the stream. This indicates that the 
community isf heterotrophic, or dependent on external sources for 
support of  its metabolism. 

The structural integrity of low order stream beds is 
dependent plrtially on stabilization by roots and coarse woody 
dlbris The presence of snags, logs, and other obstructions, are 
imoortant areas where current patterns and velocities are varied 
and eddies art created. This leads to creation of diverse micro- 
habi?at A wide size range of bed materials can be d..pojit. in 
areas of varied current velocities. The P^sence ^"^iKJ" 
of particles permits a self-cementing effect as smaller P^ticles 
pacPk among the interstices of large ^^sm

V
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substrata orovide habitat for organisms having variea 
^ui^ments*" Obstructions which cause variations in water 
velocities contribute to scouring of beds in local areas, thereby 
creating variable depths. 

Pursuant to the concept outlined above.  Fisheries recommends 
the   following   aaT an   acceptable   revegetation   plan.     The permit   - 
should   requirl   ?hat the applicant accept  this plan or provide an 
alternative equivalent substitute. 

1. Any areas within the 100 year floodplain disturbed by 
construction must be revegetated by the applicant. 

2 Prior to the start of construction the upper 2 feet of 
topsoil in the Ireas that will be aisturbed by thf» P«3jct 
must be removed and stored outside the floodplain. 
?ollowing the projects completion the -tored topjoil will 
be used to resurface the disturbed area on the site. The 
area should then be stabilized and revegetated as specified 
below. 

3. Disturbed areas within 25 feet of Jthest^a^s bank should 
be revegetated with a mixture of golden (Niobe) J^^s 
(Salix_niobe), river birch (Betula_niara) and red maple 
II^TiES) Planted on 15 foot centers.Trees along the 

stream should be planted as close t^he stream s bank as 
possible. Further back from the stream but within theioo 
year floodplain, a mixture of tress fjom Table * "n be 
planted on 25 foot centers. Specifications as to the size 
and root condition of the trees to be planted are found in 
Table  1. 

4 A mixture of understory vegetation, selected from Table 2, 
shouldf be planted along the" stream's banks. Three or more 
understory plants should be planted between the first line 
of  trees along the edge of the stream.     Further landward of 
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the stream's banks understory seedlings should be planted 
at a density of 1000 plants per acre of disturbed 
floodplain. 

5. Appropriate fertilization should be used. 

6. Pit dimensions should be 42 inches in diameter and 24 
inches deep for shade trees and 18 inches in diameter and 
18 inches deep for understory shrubs. 

7. Planting may occur in either Spring or Fall.  In the case 
of Spring planting, the applicant should be advised that 
planting may have to take place during rainy weather, since 
waiting until clear weather (e.g. June) may be so late as 
to cause failure of plantings. 

8. The applicant is responsible for insuring the survival of 
planted trees and shrubs for at least one year.  The site 
must be surveyed by the applicant 1 year following the 
completion of the project to determine survival and 
condition of planted vegetation. The applicant will notify 
the permitting agency at least 5 working days prior to the 
day the inspection will occur. Results of the inspection 
must also be reported to the permitting agency within 30 
days after the inspection is completed.  If more than 10 % 
of the trees or understory vegetation planted by the 
applicant are either dead or seriously damaged, then all 
dead and damaged plants will be replaced. For seedlings, a 
minimum 50 % survival rate is required.  If seedling 
survival is less than 50 % , then a second planting to 
replace the dead seedling will be required. 
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Table 1. Recommended shade trees to be used in restoration 
of 100 year floodplain. 

Name 
(Scientific name) 

Red Maple 
(Acer rubrum) 

Green Ash 
(Fraxinus pennsylvanica) 

Pin Oak 
(Ouercus palustris) 

Red Oak 
(Ouercus rubra) 

Box Elder 
(Acer negundo) 

Golden Willow 
(Salix niobe) 

River Birch 
(Betula nigra) 

Willow Oak 
(Ouercus phellos) 

Sycumore 
(Platanus occidentalis) 

Sweet Gum 
(Liquidambar stvraciflua) 

Root1 Height 
(feet) 

Caliper 
(inches) 

Minimum 
Ball 

Diameter 
(inches) 

B&B 12-14 2.5 24 

B&B 12-14 2.5 24 

B&B 12-14 2.5 24 

B&B 12-14 2.5 24 

B&B 12-14 2.5 24 " 

B&B 12-14 2.5 24 

BR 5-6 

B&B 12-14 2.5 24 

B&B 12-14 2.5 24 

B&B 12-14 2.5 24 

1 B&B = Balled and Burlaped 
BR = Bare Root 
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Table 2.  Reccommended understory vegetation to be used in 
restoration of 100 year floodplain. 

Name 
fScientific name) 

RootJ Height 
(feet) 

. 

Spice Bush 
fr.indpra benzoin) 

1.75-2 

Flowering Dogwood 
(rornns florida) 

5-6 

Inkberry 
filex alabra) 

1.75-2 

Sourwood 
(Oxydendrum arboreum) 

BR 

1.75-2 

Shadbush 
(Amelanchier canadensis) 

5-6 

Streamco Purple Willow 
fSalix ourourea 'streamco') 

BR 1.75-2 

Goat Willow BR 1.75-2 
(Salix cafrea) 

Silky Dogwood 
fCornus amomum) 

BR 2-2.5 

Red Osier Dogwood 
fCornus stolonifera) 

BR 2-2.5 

Bankers Dwarf Willow 
fsalix cottetii 'bankers') 

BR 

BR 

2-2.5 

Red Chokeberry 
(Arrmia arbutifolia) 

2 

Winterberry 
mpx verticillata) 

BR 2 

Elderberry 
fSambucus canadensis) 

BR 

BR 

2 

American Cranberry Bush 
(Viburnum frilobum) 

2 

Minimum 
Ball 

Caliper  Diameter 
(inches)  (inches) 

Vn-237 



offafa^ 
A is) 

IS   2 2ii-;'89 

DEPARTMENT   OF   THE    ENVIRONMENT 
2500 Broemng Highway,   Baltimore. Maryland   21224 

Area Code  301   •   631-3245 

January 12, 1989 Martin W. Walsh, Jr. 
Secretary William Donald Schaefer 

Governor 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Project Development Division 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE:   US Route 29 from Sligo Creek to the 
Patuxent River 
Contract No. M 425-101-370 
PDMS No. 15 2019 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

I have reviewed the air impact analysis performed for the proposed 
improvement alternatives for the U.S. Route 29 from Sligo Creek to the Howard 
County line and concur with its conclusions. 

Given the expected increase in traffic predicted for the region, I believe 
that the build alternatives will yield the best air quaUty for the area. In 
particular, Alternative D, consisting of separated High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
lanes utilising the existing median, will not only enhance traffic flow but wiU also 
encourage car pooUng, van pooUng and mass transit use ^^^"V^'S*   • 
This wiU enhance Maryland's ability to attain and maintain the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for ozone and carbon monoxide. Therefore, I strongly 
encourage the Department of Transportation to consider Alternative D in 
preference over the other alternatives in the proposaL 

The proposed project is consistent with the transportation control portion of 
the State Implementation Plan for the MetropoUtan Washington Interstate Air 
QuaUty Control Region. Furthermore, adherence with the provisions of COMAR 
10.18.06 .03D will ensure that the impact from any construction phase of this 
project will be minimaL 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this analysis. 

Sincerely, 

Mario E. Jorquera, P.E. 
Program Administrator 
Air Management Administration 
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SHA RESPONSE TO MD DOE LETTER. DATED 1/12/89 

Alternative D was not selected. 
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
||          | 8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring. Maryland 20910-3760 

MWI-  January 4,   1989 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re:  Sligo Creek Stream Valley Park at U.S. 29 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

You recently requested information concerning parkland located 
at the above referenced intersection.  This information is needed 
by your office so that it can adequately assess the potential 
impacts of widening the Sligo Creek Parkway approaches to Route 
29.  This widening work would be done in conjunction with"other 
improvements being considered for Route 29 between Sligo Creek 
Parkway and the Patuxent River. 

In this regard I am pleased to provide the following 
information in series as it was requested: 

1.  Park history, plan and uses. 

Sligo Creek Stream Valley Park in the vicinity of its 
intersection with Route 29 was purchased from several 
different private landowners beginning around 1930.  As 
stream valley parkland this property is primarily intended 
to be managed and maintained as a conservation and open 
space resource.  Portions of Sligo Creek Stream Valley Park, 
however, have been developed over the years with facilities 
such as picnic areas, playground equipment, tennis courts, 
recreation buildings, a two lane parkway road, paved 
hiker-biker paths and parking lots.  Just north of the Sligo 
Creek Parkway intersection with Route 29 the Montgomery 
County Parks Department has its Parkside Headquarters 
Office.  Further north on Sligo Creek Parkway, not far from 
our office is a nine hole public golf course. 

Within Sligo Creek Stream Valley Park immediately north 
and south of Route 29, park improvements are limited to the 
parkway road itself and a paved hiker-biker path.  There is, 
in addition, a gravel pull-off area on the east side of the 
parkway road north of Route 29.  South of Route 29 east of 
the parkway road is a driveway which serves a private 
residence having an address of 9301 Colesville Road, Silver 
Spring.  We have not made an inventory of the natural 
features such as specimen trees, flood plains, wetlands or 
other unique features that may be impacted by widening the 
parkway approaches. We expect to do this inventory and 
report our findings to you in *•*« not too distant future. 
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2.  Who has jurisdiction over the park? 

Sligo Creek Stream Valley Park, including the two lane 
roadway and the approaches to Route 29 from the north and 
south are owned by The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission.  Responsibility for maintaining and 
managing this park belongs to the Montgomery County Parks 
Department of the Commission.  Any divestiture of property 
ownership required for right-of-way needed by this project 
will have to be approved by the full Commission following a 
recommendation of the Montgomery County Park Commission. 
Incidentally, the Park Commission also serves as the 
Montgomery County Planning Board when dealing with planning 
matters in Montgomery County. 

3. Are any portions of the park funded with Program Open 
Space funds or Section 6 (f) funds? 

Sligo Creek Stream Valley Park was not funded with 
Maryland Program Open Space funds for either acquisition or 
development.  On the Federal level, however, acquisition 
monies were received under a program known as the Capper- 
Cramton Act.  The parcels impacted by the proposed widening 
of the approaches to Route 29 received 30% funding under 
that Act.  As part of our funding contract with the Federal 
Government any changes of parkland use must be reviewed and 
?£P£0oe2 ?y tlie National Capital Planning Commission 
(N.c.P.C.) prior to such changes taking place.  If you wish 
to preliminarily contact N.C.P.C. concerning S.H.A.'s 
proposed plans I would suggest you make that contact with: 

Reginald W. Griffith 
Executive Director 
National Capital Planning Commission 
1325 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20576 
Phone:  724-0176 

I hope the above information sufficiently responds to the 
questions asked in your recent letter.  If you have any further 
questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to call 
me at (301) 495-4620. 

Sincerely, 

WEG/dw 

William E. Gries 
Land Acquisition Specialist 
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WILLIAM DONALD SCHAEFER 
GOVERNOR 

MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING 

301  W.  PRESTON  STREET 
BALTIMORE.   MARYLAND  21201-2365 

November 28,   1988 

yv) 

CONSTANCE LIEDER 
SECRETARY 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 

Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Reply Date Due: December 28, 1988 

State Application Identifier: MD881122-0869 

State Clearinghouse Contact:  Samuel Baker 

RE: DEIS - US 29, Sligo Creek to the Howard Co. Line 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

Mary J. Abrams 
Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse 
for Intergovernmental Assistance 

MJA:SB:scl 
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TRUST 
Ms.  Cynthia D.   Simpson,  Chief 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department  of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
7 07 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland 21203-0717 

nri/ri>A£^     ^""n Donald s^*^ 

D/V7S:0'' "•' 
fe_ Jacqueline H. Rogers 

27      9 jg ^ ,«« Secnkny, DHCD 

October  25,  1988 

Ifpt 

Re:     Contract No.  M 425-101-37 0 
US  29 from Sligo Creek to  the 
Patuxent River 
PDMS  No.   152019 

Dear Ms.   Simpson: 

Thank you  for your   letter  of  September  29,   1988  concerning the above referenced 
project. 

This office has determined   that  the revised   alternates D-2-1, D-3-1 and D-3-4, 
as  shown  in the  submitted  plans,  will have no  adverse effect  on  the Marlow 
(Bushnell)  House. 

We understand,  based  on a telephone conversation with Ms. Rita Suffness,  of 
your office,   that Alternate C-4  is the same as Alternate D-3-4 and therefore would 
also be considered   to have no adverse effect on the Marlow House. 

Should  you have any questions  concerning  this  review,  please contact Michael 
Day at  974-5000. 

Sincerely, 

George J. Andreve 
Project Review and 
Compliance Administrator 
Office of Preservation Services 

GJA:MKD: leb 

cc:  Ms. Rita Suffness 
Ms. Mary Ann Kephart 
Ms. Roberta Hahn 

t of Housing /and Community De Department of Housing /and Community Development 
Shaw House. 21 State Circle A «-  Maryland 21401 (301) 974-5000 
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Action Committee for Transit 
masnr--} 

>*M IU J9Sr P.O. Bat 70U. Sitvtr Spring. MD 20907 

Mr. Larry Saben, Director * - • 
Office of Public Transportation 

Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

1990 

Dear Mff&Sen, 
*tf \1 

\9^ 

0^e w*** 
Thank you for sending your analysis of March 26, 19^«iS°cost effectiveness of 

U.S. 29 transit options: the contra-Qow busway and the Ifght rail line. We are happy 
to see that you agreed with several of the points that ACT raised in January. In fact 
your new study shows light rail can perform well compared to the busway: 

• the operating deficit of a light rail line would be nearly half that of a busway (J4.3 
million versus J8.1 million a year); 

• the light rail line would carry roughly the same number of people as a busway, 
but there would be more Montgomery County riders on the light rail line than 
on the busway; 

• more people would walk and use feeder buses to reach the light rail line than the 
busway; the flip side is that fewer cars would burden local access roads with the 
light rail line; 

• the busway would add 100 peak direction buses at rush hour to the SO buses that 
operate in mixed traffic today south of Sligo Creek Parkway; this cuts into road 
capacity more severely than the 12 trolleys needed for the same passenger loads. 

However, several of the "conclusions" that are reached in the DOT study don't 
follow from the data. For example your cover letter states that the operating deficit 
for a light rail system was estimated at $7.4 million vs. Jill million for the busway. 
These numbers are in fact the cost of the transitways before revenues are added in. 
Using the cost figure so prominently and labeling it the deficit figure leads the unwary 
reader to suppose that there is not much difference between the two systems, when 
in fact the bottom line very much favors the light rail. 

Another faulty conclusion is that the light rail needs 'stations in the median of a 
grade-separated highway". The study boldly budgets over $5 million dollars per station 
even though U.S. 29 is not grade-separated, there are stop lights at each of the eleven 
stations that you proposed, and pedestrians can cross at the light cycle. Why the 
extraordinary cost for a non-Metrorail light rail station? The average Georgetown 
Branch station costs only about SO.S million, one tenth the U.S. 29 budget! 

The study concludes wrongly that the light rail line, the parking lots, the stations, 
and the trolleys will last less than ten years! From this starting point, the study can't 
help but find that a busway is more cost-effective. Correcting the station costs alone 
brings the light rail line and the busway to within 15% of each other on an annualized 
cost basis. Correcting the study to account for the twenty to thirty year life of the 
trolley facilities will show it to be a more cost-effective investment than the busway. 

ACT Letter to MDDOT 
Re: US. 29 Transit 

May 14, 1990 

The study also doesn't address the dangers of the contra-flow busway concept, 
which has proven to be deadly when pedestrians cross the road and the lanes. It took 
two pedestrian deaths and several dozen injuries for Chicago to reverse a four-year 
experiment with contra-flow lanes and make the buses run with the traffic. The 
attached commentary gives more detail on their experience in the eighties. 

Finally, neighborhood impacts from the two transit systems are not discussed. The 
busway would provide no service to the very neighborhoods around the Four Corners 
intersection that would bear the brunt of the negative impacts of the proposed 
underpasses. The buses from farther out would run express through the neighborhood. 
The light rail line, on the other hand, would stop in the neighborhood, and would be 
an improvement for the Four Corners area, as well as for all residents alone 
Colesville Road. 

What is the next step for working out the best transit system for this corridor? 
ACT suggests that a joint State-County study be undertaken with the goal of obtaining 
a consensus by the end of the year on the ridership, costs, and on the cost-sharing 
that is such a critical part of determining whether the project should be done, and in 
what fashion. The slow shifting of US DOT attitudes towards highway and transit ~ 
equality of shares of Federal dollars regardless of mode and growing recognition of 
the role that rail, transit can play - make it essential that we not pass over U.S. 29 
lightly. It is the highest potential transit corridor in our area after the Georgetown 
Branch, and we should give it the careful and responsible thinking that it deserves. 

Sincerely, 

McUvA®,^ 
Nicholas M. Brand 
Chairman 

cc. William Hanna, Council President 
Neal Potter, Chairman, T&E Committee 
Senator Ida Ruben 
Delegate Michael Gordon 
Delegate Jennie Forehand 
Secretary Richard Trainor 
Gus Bauman, Chairman, Planning Board 
Robert McGarry, Director of Transportation 
Tony Hausner, U.S. 29 Coalition 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation 
The Sscfttary's OM\cm 
8720 Georgia Avenue, Suite 904 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

Wlllltm Donald Schatftr 
Govarnor 

Richard H. Tralnor 
Sacrataiy 

Slaphan Q. Zanu 
Deputy Secratary 

Hay   30,   1990 

Hr. Nicholas M. Brand, Chaiman 
Action Comoitcee for Transit 
P.O. Box 7074 
Silver Spring, HD  20907 

Dear Mr. Brand: 

This letter acknowledges receipt of and responds to jour 
correspondence to Larry Saben of Hay 14, 1990.  Hr. Saben has 
resigned from the Maryland Departnent of Transportation effective 
May 21, 1990.  Our office will be pleased to maintain the dia- 
logue that the Action Connlttee for Transit, through you, and Mr. 
Saben have entered into in regards to transit solutions for US 29 
and other areas of Interest in Montgonery County. 

Your letter detailed ACT'a review of OPTM's nost recent 
conparatlve analysis of alternative transit technologies for the 
US 29 corridor (March, 1990).  Thank you for ACT's close reading 
of this report.  There are several Issues raised by ACT's review 
that merit point-by-point response. 

Light Ball Capital Costa: 

ACT expressed concern over the estimated costs for LRT 
stations and parking.  Station costs were estimated using a model 
developed for the Statewide Cooauter Assistance Study.  Key 
assumptions that drove the estimate were the total accessibility 
of the system to disabled patrons and a high level of improve- 
oents or grade separations on US 29.  Given the system would 
operate in the center of a congested highway, the high quality of 
facilities transit riders in this area expect, the conditions for 
accessibility, and the preliminary nature of this study, we 
beleive these estimates reflect a fair Judgement from which to 
compare technologies. 

ACT disputes the estimated cost of LRT parking facilities on 
two points.  I think the report's position can be clarified to 
answer these questions.  The report tried to identify current or 
near-future spaces that would be available for both systems.  The 
cost of parking requirements that could not be met with current 
or near-future spaces would be estimated. 

Mr. Nicholas Brand 
Page two 

Since LRT would operate in the median of US 29 the parking 
spaces for any LRT stations would have to be adjacent to US 29 
(Not in the median of US 29 as ACT has understood).  Busway 
transit centers and associated parking could be further away from 
US 29.  Given that the total requirements for parking are similar 
for both systems, this fact has two impacts on the estimated 
parking costs.  First LRT needs more new spaces because it cannot 
use spaces currently in use that are "off" US 29.  Secondly since 
land adjacent to US 29 is more expensive than land "off" the 
highway, spaces built there will obviously cost more. 

The parking cost estimates were coordinated with SHA, the 
Montgomery County Real Estate Office, and other local experience 
involving Metrorail lots and Park and Ride lots. 

Your letter stated that the report erred by assuming that 
LRT facilities have a useful life of about ten years.  In fact 
the report assumes a 25 to 30 year life for vehicles and most 
system components.  The cost of the asset is discounted over that 
term. This is clearly stated In the text of the report. 

Safety and Neighborhood Impact: 

The scope of OPTM's March 1990 report was limited.  The 
report did not address in detail ACT's concerns over the safety 
of a contra-flow busway or of a LRT in mixed traffic.  These are 
genuine Issues that SHA is investigating throughout its project 
planning process.  Any further study or design of systems in the 
US 29 corridor will encompass these concerns. 

The Next Step for Transit on US 29: 

The Statewide Commuter Assistance Study will be complete in 
June, 1990.  US 29 is one of the corridors under study in this 
major effort.  The SCAS results will likely direct the next step 
of action in regard to many priority corridors throughout the 
state.  In the months that follow Important decisions will be 
made by the County and State leaders as to the best solution on 
US 29. 

My lalaphona numbar Is (301)- . 565-9665 
TTY For Ma Daal: (301) 6M-6SI9 

Poll Olflca Boi 8755. BattliruramasNnglon Intamalional Alfpofl. Maiylaod 21240475$ 



Mr. Nicholas H. Brand 
Page three 

Please contact David Earlay of ajr staff at the above address 
or at (301) 565-9665 if you hava further questions on the OPTH 
stud; or other natters of intarast.  As always we appreciate 
ACT's thoughtful contribution to transit in Maryland's busiest 
suburbs. 

»iy. 
ill. 

'skfl'U*'—• 
Alex'Etfknann, Acting Director 
Office of Public Transportation 
Management 

AE:DE:gD 

cc:  Secretary Richard Trainor 
Neil Pedersen. SHA (w/attachmenC - ACT's letter) 

•^ William Hanna, Council President 
£3 Heal Potter, Chairman, T4E Committee 
J. Senator Ida Ruben 
jC Gus Baunan, Chairman, Planning Board 
0\ Robert McGarry, Director of Transportation 

Delegate Jennie Forehand 
Delegate Michael Gordon 

0* 



308   Normandy ytoi 
Sliver  Spring.'" 
June   14.   1992 

til 18 

2'ff9<H   .. 

li 51 /// 'S2 Mr. Neil J. Pedersen. Director 
ocflce or Planning and 

Preliminary Engineering 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert St. 
Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

He have had the opportunity to review a copy of your May 5. 
1992. letter to the Mr. Robert W. Marriott. Jr.. Planning Director 
for Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission. Your 
letter speaks to an overpass for the hlker-blker trail at Sllgo 
Creek Parkway and US 29. It states that this has met stiff 
community opposition. 

He do not question whether an overpass as cited above has met 
with, "stiff community opposition." but It is this reference that 
the Park and Planning Commission cites whenever we have requested 
a pedestrian overpass at US 29 and Hastings Drive, between Hastings 
and the 1-495. 

Every morning we take our lives into our hands as we cross US 
29 to catch the busses that go to the Sliver Spring Metro. There 
Is no crosswalk or light at our Intersection. To cross at a light, 
we must walk to Franklin Street which Is 0.2 mile. There are no 
sidewalks on the west side of US 29. Colesvllle Road. Those who 
cross the street must then work there way back north without 
sidewalks 0.1 miles to the bus stop or down 0.15 miles to the next 
bus stop. 

He would appreciate consideration of a pedestrian bridge 
across US 29. Colesville Road between Hastings Drive and 1-495. 
Your assistance and attention to this Is appreciated. 

Sincerely. 

Peter A. Enchelmayer Kathryn H. Enchelmayer 

O. James Lighthizer 
Stcratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Adnurusualor 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 8,   1992 

Mr. and Mrs. Peter A. Enchelmayer 
308 Normandy Drive 
Silver Spring MD 20901 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Enchelmayer: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning a pedestrian overpass in the vicinity of Hastings 
Drive.  As you stated in your letter, we have received opposition from the community to 
pedestrian overpasses.  They feel that these overpasses would be visually intrusive to the 
neighborhood and would not be utilized by the pedestrians.  These were the main reasons for 
not continuing with the overpass proposals. 

In your area of Hastings Drive, an overpass was previously proposed in our project planning 
studies.  It was developed in conjunction with two alternatives that required the removal of 
the median.  Since the median provides a refuge for crossing pedestrians and it was being 
removed, the only way to provide a completely safe and efficient crossing was to have an 
overpass.   However, the idea of removing the median was not very well received and thus 
has been labelled as a non-preferred alternative.  Although a proposed overpass in 
conjunction with an alternate which left the median in place was not explicitly studied, based 
on the strong community opposition to overpasses in general for the reasons cited above, we 
do not intend to further pursue this concept. 

If you have any further questions or comments, you may contact me or the project manager, 
Mr. George Walton.  George can be reached in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll free 
1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

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

cc:      Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My tolaphonanumber l« (410)   333-111(1 

Talvtypcwriter for Impaired Hearing or Spaach 
383-7555 Balllmora Metro - 565-0451 DC. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Slatawlde Toll Free 

707 North Calverl St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

% 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Lighthtzar 
Sacrttafy 

Hal KassoH 
Admtfuslralor 

November 30,   1992 

00 

10000 Brunett Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD  20901 
4 November 1992 

Mr. Hell J. Pederson, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Peliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD  21203 

Dear !tru Pederson: 

I wish to thank you for your time last night in listening to 
my observations and comments on the Four Corners Project. 

I really am concerned over the outcome mainly for selfish reasons, 
however I believe you are cognizant over the neighborhood 
disruptions in the traffic patterns and are trying to help solve 
the situation. 

I am worried over the increased traffic on my road as a bypass 
to U.S. 29 from MD Rte 193 to Sligo Creek Parkway.  I believe 
that eliminating left turns at U.S. 29 both North and South 
onto University  Boulevard and the jug handle  turns  combined 
with the new traffic light pattern is a most intelligent idea. 

I also feel that widening both highways will not alleviate the 
basic problem.  This is there is simply too many cars using 
the available space.  This will always be the problem. 
I suggest you put the plan forward as such—Alternative A with 
the modifications ofthe traffic lights and the no left turns. 

Please keep me informed over your recommendations and decisions. 
I feel that your staff and the persons who* met with the public 
were most professional.  I do wish the drawings with the trees 
(landscape) showed more cars.  The only time something like this 
happens at this intersection is about 2:45 AM in inclement weather. 

Thank you again. 

Sincerely,, 

Mr. Richard D. Karpe 
10000 Brunett Avenue 
Silver Spring MD 20901 

Dear Mr. Karpe: 

Ttiank you (or your recent letter concerning the US 29 project planning study. 

Increased neighborhood traffic has been a concern throughout the study; however, 
we do not expect additional traffic to divert into the neighborhoods and, in fact, expect 
that with less of a capacity constraint at Four Corners, there should be less of a 
reason for traffic to divert onto the neighborhood streets. Further, if diversion does 
occur, the county has the authority to apply neighborhood cut-through restrictions. 

Your suggestion to provide the No-Build, Alternative A. with the left-turn restrictions on 
US 29 was investigated as part of the project planning study. This option does not 
provide enough relief to the traffic congestion to be considered an adequate solution. 
K is necessary to add lanes in order to improve the traffic carrying capabilities. Our 
analysis shows the intersection will function in the design year of 2015 as follows: 

Alternative A (No-Build) 

No additional lanes; 
deny lefts off Colesville Road 

Alternative C-6 Modified 
(At-Grade) 

± 80% over capacity 

± 70% over capacity 

± 20% over capacity 

Alternative C-6 Modified is preferred, from a traffic congestion standpoint, because it 
provides comparable service to all the other intersections along US 29 between Sligo 
Creek Parkway and New Hampshire Avenue. Also, it keeps the system in balance by 
not providing too much or too little improvement. 

Ttiank you for your suggestion concerning the landscape drawings. We realize there 
will be more vehicles than what was depicted; however, the purpose of the drawings 
was to demonstrate our proposals. If too many vehicles were shown, detail on the 
drawings would be lost. 

Richard D.   Karpe ). Karpe 

P.S. Please pardon my typing. 
My lelephons numbor Is (410)  333-1110 

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

707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 



Mr. Richard D. Karpe 
Page Two 

If you have any further questions or comments, please feel free to contact me or the 
project manager, George Walton. George can be reached in Baltimore at (410) 
333-1139 or toll free. In Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

<miU ^ 

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

cc:     Mr. Louis H. Ege. Jr. 
Mr. George Walton 



ROUTE 29 COALITION 
9906 Indian Lane 

Silver Spring. MD. 20901-2520 

O 

Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering, 
State Highway Administration (SHA) 
PO Box 717, 707 N. Catvert Street, 
Baltimore, Md.. 21203 

Dear Neil, 

Thank you for the presentation by the landscape and pedestrian consultants in May. We 
were pleased with their progress. That meeting answered many questions we have for 
the Four Corners proposal. However, the material was of such volume that we were not 
able to see or absorb all of the ideas that the landscape consultant had developed. While 
we realize that these ideas are uncommitted concepts, we need to meet with your staff 
and your consultants to further explore the landscape package and its relationship with 
pedestrian safety issues. Many questions concerning pedestrian traffic and safety have 
been raised since the presentation. 

During the summer, several of us received a letter from George Walton stating that the 
SHA and the Coalition have not completely resolved their differences. He was 
understating the differences -- we are a long way from agreement on the proposals. Our 
primary concern is the number of additional lanes that are being added to Colesville Road 
and to University Boulevard. Our first preference would be to add fewer lanes. However, 
if we must compromise with that many lanes, there are several ameliorating conditions 
that must be satisfied to ensure the safety of the users of the intersection. 

The following are some of the issues of concern. 

o To ensure completion of the entire project, contracts for landscaping, etc. must be 
awarded at the same time as construction contracts. 

o Modify the area of study. On (1) Route 29, from the southernmost extent of the 
intersection with Route 495 to the northernmost extent of the intersection at 
Southwood Road inclusive, and (2) University Boulevard, from the westernmost 
extent of the Dennis Avenue intersection to the easternmost extent of the 
intersection with Route 495 inclusive. 

o       Pedestrian safety: 

Construction of 2 medians on Route 29 at Lanark. 
Installation of island/porkchops at all corners at the intersection of 
University and Colesville; attractive urban design of these porkchops with 
substantial protection for pedestrians (including those mobility challenged) 

that provides protection against the incursion of vehicles onto the porkchop; 
Installation of a signal control at right turn lanes configurable for multiple 
modes, including slave, pedestrian command and warning modes. 
More substantial concrete barriers between traffic lanes and sidewalks. 
Construct the median on Route 29 north of University and south of 
Timberwood so as to allow mid-block pedestrian crossing. 
Pedestrians need more protection wherever sidewalk is 5 feet wide or less 
and the distance between sidewalk edge and street is 2 feet or less. 

o Landscaping: 

o 

o 

provide both steps and a ramp at the Four Corners Pharmacy and adjoining 
parking lot. 
provide vertical concrete barriers whenever clearance between sidewalk and 
street is 2 feet or less. 
Pedestrian walkways throughout intersection should be designed for 
heaviest use possible (e.g. school or maximum development of Kay Tract) 

Install utility lines underground (a truck recently snagged one of these wires) 

Pedestrian traffic measurements differ from those estimated by the consultants. 
We would like to see the raw data and be able to resolve these differences. 

o Specify the relationship of this proposal with the various placement options of the 
Blair High School on the Kay Tract, particularly relating to site access/egress for 
both pedestrians and vehicular traffic. 

o The Maryland-National Park and Planning Commission has made considerable 
efforts toward increasing the throughput of the Sligo Creek Parkway/Route 29 
intersection. We need more information about the proposals for the Sligo Creek 
Park intersection. 

We would like to schedule a meeting with you as soon as possible in addition to the 
informational meeting at Sligo Middle School scheduled for November 4, 1992. 

Sincerely yours, 

Karen Michaels, 
Co-chair 

yfike Pfetsch 
Co-chair 

Dave Povtak. 
Co-chair 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Lighthizer 
Stcrtury 

Hal Kassolf 
Admimtiruor 
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December 31. 1992 

Route 29 Coalition 
do Mr. Michael Pfetsch 
9906 Indian Lane 
SUver Spring MD 20901-2520 

Dear Coalition: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the proposed intersection improvements at Four 
Comers.  As you requested, we will schedule a meeting to discuss the proposed 
improvements with representatives of the coalition. 

In your letter, you outline issues.  In responding we have restated your concern, marked with 
(C), and our response, marked with (R), follows. 

I.        General 

(Q     To ensure the completion of the entire project, contracts for landscaping, etc. must be 
awarded at the same time as construction contracts. 

(R)      We will endeavor to have the roadway construction and landscaping contracts either 
combined in a single contract or coordinated to immediately follow each other.  Most 
landscaping work will follow as soon after the roadway work is completed as 
practicable. 

(Q     Modify the area of study.  On (I) Route 29, from the southernmost extent of the 
intersection with Route 495 to the northernmost extent of the intersection at 
Southwood Road inclusive, and (2) University Boulevard, from the westernmost 
extent of Dennis Avenue intersection to the easternmost extent of the intersection with 
Route 495 inclusive. 

(R)     Our understanding is that your purpose for increasing the study area is to be 
compatible with the Blair High School relocation study. The State Highway 
Administration (SHA) study has already incorporated these study limits into our 
project planning study.  During our study, we analyzed this area for transportation 
impacts.  Since we are not proposing any improvements other than those at the Four 
Comers intersection, it may appear as though these areas have not been considered. 
But as pan of our traffic analyses, these sections were investigated. Further, we will 
keep in contact with the county as they develop their school plans and provide them 
with our comments. 

My Mapttom numtMr I* (410)333-1110, 
T*l*lyp«wrttM tor Impaired HMrtng or SpMch 

383-7555 Bllllmot. M.lro - 585-0451 O.C. M.UO - 1-800-48J-508J Slatowld* Toll FrM 
707 North Calvort St., Baltlmora. Maryland 21203-0717 

Route 29 Coalition 
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(Q     Install utility lines underground. 

(R)      It is not SHA policy to relocate utilities underground.  However, if funding and right- 
of-way were made available from other sources, it would be sensible to have the 
utility relocation done concurrent with the intersection reconstruction. 

(C)     Pedestrian traffic measurements differ from those estimated by the consultants. We 
would like to see raw data and be able to resolve these differences. 

(R)      I am providing you with the numbers that were prepared for the SHA project planning 
study.  As for the data associated with the Blair High School, I refer you to the 
Traffic Impact Study for a Senior Hieh School at the -Kav Tract" at Four Cnmerv 
prepared by Lukas Associates for the Montgomery County Public Schools, dated July 
30, 1992.  Please note that SHA was not involved in the development of the numbers 
in that report. 

(C)     Specify the relationship of this proposal with the various placement options of the 
Blair High School on the Kay Tract, particularly relating to the site access/egress for 
both pedestrians and vehicular traffic. 

(R)      The possible relocation of Blair High School to this site does not add or detract from 
the need for intersection improvements.  The original improvements are based on the 
Kay Tract being a mixed use site. This zoning generates a higher volume of traffic 
than a school site.   Further, if a school was placed at Kay Tract, the peak travel times 
would be different than those found on Colesville Road.  Since this site is located in 
the northern pan of Blair High School's district, the morning peak flow would be 
traveling north along Colesville Road, which is opposite the major traffic movements 
in the morning.  Second, the afternoon peak flow from the school would move ahead 
of the heavy traffic on Colesville Road, since school closing is between 3:00 p.m. and 
4:00 p.m. 

The details of site access have not been resolved. The Traffic Impact Study does 
discuss alternatives for access to the site; however, no final selection has been made. 
Although there has been no official submittal by the county, SHA will continue to 
coordinate on these issues. 

(C)     The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission has made considerable 
efforts toward increasing the throughput of the Sligo Creek Parkway/Route 29 
intersection.  We need more information about the proposals for the Sligo Creek 
Parkway intersection. 

(R)      I am providing you copies of mapping that depict the alternatives that have been 
considered during the study at Sligo Creek Parkway. They include the 3-1-3, 4-1-2 
and Reversible Lane options for Colesville Road and Sligo Creek Parkway being 
widened to a maximum of seven lanes.  Please note that the 3-1-3, 4-1-2, Reversible 
Lanes and the seven lane option for Sligo Creek Parkway are designated not 
preferred. 
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11.       Pedestrian Safety 

(C)      Construction of two medians on Route 29 at Lanark Way. 

(R)     The purpose of constructing a second median here is to provide for a shorter 
pedestrian crossing. Currently, the plan shows eight lanes north and nine lanes south 
of Lanark Way. The additional lane on the south is to provide for an exclusive left- 
turn lane from northbound US 29 to Lanark Way. The latest plan also provides for 
an unsignalized pedestrian crosswalk to be located north of the Colesville 
Road/Lanark Way intersection. If a second median is provided, it was suggested to 
place it between the left-turn lane and the through lanes on northbound US 29. This 
is being investigated and we will be able to discuss it when we meet. 

The example of the intersection of East-West Highway, Wisconsin Avenue and Old 
Georgetown Road does not really apply to this situation. The median there is 
specifically designed to divert traffic to the roadways.  It is not intended as a 
pedestrian refuge. Pedestrian movements occur at signalized intersections that are at 
both ends of the median. 

(C)     Installation of islands/porkchops at all corners at the intersection of University and 
Colesville; attractive urban design of these porkchops with substantial protection for 
pedestrians (including those mobility challenged) against the incursion of vehicles onto 
the porkchop. 

(R)     We will discuss the pros and cons of both options when we meet. 

(C)     Installation of a signal control at right turn lanes configurable for multiple modes, 
including slave, pedestrian command and warning modes. 

(R)     Traffic signals that include pedestrian phasing will be provided at the crosswalks in 
the Four Comers intersection. The actual phase design has not been determined, but 
these signals will have the capability to be pedestrian-activated. 

(C)     More substantial concrete barriers between traffic lanes and sidewalks. 

(R)     This comment is reiterated several times in your letter. We will investigate the 
feasibility of providing wall treatment, similar to what is being proposed in front of 
People's Drug Store, in other parts of the intersection. The two areas it may apply 
are both at the Marvin Memorial Methodist Church. The first location is on the west 
side between the church and Colesville Road, and the second location is along the 
north side of the church between University Boulevard and the church's playground. 

Route 29 Coalition 
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(C)      Construct the median on Route 29 north of University Boulevard and south of 
Timberwood Avenue so as to allow mid-block pedestrian crossings. 

(R)     The current plan shows a reduced median width in one section between Timberwood 
Avenue and University Boulevard.  Due to restricted right-of-way, the median had to 
be narrowed.  With the reduced width, there is not enough room to provide street 
trees.  This gives the perception that there is an opportunity to cross Colesville Road. 
We will not purposely provide a mid-block pedestrian crossing.  Our plans call for 
the crossing of Colesville Road to occur at the Timberwood Avenue and University 
Boulevard intersections; however, we do understand that people will cross a facility 
wherever they feel comfortable doing so.  We are not promoting or condoning this 
mid-block crossing movement. 

(C)     Pedestrians need more protection wherever sidewalk is five feet wide or less and the 
distance between sidewalk edge and street is two feet or less. 

(R)     This is being considered with the wall treatments. 

III.      Landscaping 

(C)      Provide both steps and a ramp at the Four Comers Pharmacy and adjoining parking 
lot. 

(R)     The feasibility of this suggestion is being investigated.  Ramp length and right-of-way 
restrictions are factors that need to be considered before making a recommendation. 
We will further discuss this when we meet. 

(C)     Provide vertical concrete barriers whenever clearance between sidewalk and street is 
two feet or less. 

(R)     This is being considered with the wall treatments. 

(C)      Pedestrian walkways throughout the intersection should be designed for heaviest use 
possible (e.g. school or maximum development of Kay Tract). 

(R)      Our pedestrian concepts were developed prior to the Kay Tract being considered as a 
relocation site for Blair High School.  However, we have taken the numbers we 
developed, as well as those developed by the School Board's consultant, and reviewed 
them in terms of capacity and safety.  Our findings are that the improvements being 
provided with the intersection reconstruction are adequate to handle the pedestrian 
volumes generated from either scenario at Kay Tract. 
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I appreciate your thoughtful review of our plans and look forward to continuing our 
discussions.  If you have any further questions or comments prior to our meeting, please 
contact me or the project manager, Mr. George Walton.  George can be reached in 
Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

1U \ 
Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Attachments 
cc:      Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

Mr. George Walton 

^ 
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March 17. 1993 
Bernard Frldovich, President 

White Oak Area Civic Coalition 
P.O. Box 4441 
Silver Spring HD 20914 

Dear Mr. Fridovich: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning improvements to 
US 29, specifically at MD 650 (Hew Hampshire Avenue) and MD 193 
(Four Corners).  He appreciate your detailed review of our 
proposals. 

Under the latest proposals for the reconstruction of US 29 at 
MD 650, US 29 would be widened to three lanes in each direction. 
This would eliminate the bottleneck that currently exists.  The 
improvement provides consistent lane balance along the US 29 
corridor and the existing southbound left from US 29 onto Oak 
Leaf Drive will be removed. 

You stated a concern that in the southbound direction on 
Colesville Road there would be five lanes merging into three.  He 
have revised earlier plans so this is not the case.  A single 
lane ramp from southbound MD 650 would merge with southbound US 
29 north of Oak Leaf Drive.  There would be no exclusive right 
turn lane for Oak Leaf Drive where vehicles could 'bypass' 
traffic.  Further, the existing left turn lane from southbound US 
29 to Oak Leaf Drive would be removed and replaced with a median. 

Similarly, the ramp from northbound US 29 to southbound MD 650 
would begin just north of Oak Leaf Drive.  ColejvilJ* Road at the 
intersection of Oak Leaf Drive would remain with the same basic 
width as today. 

Pedestrian crossings would be shortened with the proposed 
improvement.  The design calls for the removal of the southbound 
left turn lane and the revision for the starting and ending 
points of the MD 650 ramps.  US 29 will be six lanes just north 
of the intersection and seven lanes just south.  While the south 
side of the intersection remains the same as today's conditions, 
the north side is reduced by one lane. 

In your discussion of Four Corners, you state that unless the 
intersection capacity is significantly improved, none of the 
proposals north of Four Corners will make a major difference. 
Our goal for the section of US 29 between Hew Hampshire Avenue 
and Sligo Creek Parkway is to provide a consistent transportation 
facility that operates in balance, i.e., no one intersection will 
function significantly better or worse than another intersection. 

Mr. Bernard Fridovich 
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By providing Alternative C-6 Modified (the at-grade alternative), 
Four Corners will operate at relatively the same levels of 
service as the other intersections in this stretch of US 29. 

Regarding your concerns about business and neighborhood disrup- 
tions, SHA has worked closely with the local businesses and 
neighborhoods, as well as Montgomery County Department of 
Transportation and Maryland-Hational Capital Park and Planning 
Commission representatives to develop Alternative C-6 Modified. 
All involved believe that the at-grade solution disrupts the area 
the least.  The construction is smaller in scale than what would 
be required for an underpass and the length of time for 
construction is shorter.  Further, there is only one business 
that would have to be relocated under Alternative C-6 Modified 
where three are taken with the underpass.  Access to the 
businesses would remain basically as they currently exist. 

Although the sidewalk would have to be reduced in certain areas 
throughout Four Corners, we are proposing to complete a sidewalk 
system for the entire intersection.  These sidewalks would be a 
minimum of five feet wide, with some being as much as ten feet 
wide. 

Associated with the transportation improvements, an extensive 
landscape/urban design plan has been developed and includes such 
features as street furniture, bus shelters, pedestrian walls and 
numerous tr** .nd shrub plantings.  Those involved in the 
development oi   this plan agree that the streetscape would allow 
Four Corners to once again become the comuiup.tty center where 
individuals can walk to the businesses. 

Your last concern was whether these two projects meet the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act.  The improvement for US 29 at 
MD 650 has already received the necessary environmental 
approvals.  Four Corners is in the process of having the 
environmental documentation completed.  Both projects satisfy the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

My Ultphon* numbar Is . 
(410)   333-1110 

Tdtlypawrltw for Impaired Hairing or Spaach 
383-7555 Baltlmora Matro • S65-0451 O.C. Malro - 1-S00-492-5062 Stalawlda Toll Frea 

707 North Calvart St.. Baltlmora. Maryland 21203-0717 
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Once again, thank you (or your comments.  If you have any further 
questions or comments, please feel free to contact me or the 
project manager, Mr. George Walton.  George can be reached in 
Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in Maryland only, at 
1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

"M J PJUMM*" 

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

cc:  The Honorable Ida G. Ruben 
Mr. Creston Mills 

to 
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Mr. Neil J. Pederaon, Direccor 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Re: U.S. 29 a MD 193 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

Please be advised that this office represents G & C 
Properties, owner of the Woodmore Shopping Center, located at the 
northeast comer of the above intersection.  On April 6, 1993, my 
clients and I met with George Walton of your office to discuss how the 
proposed improvements to the U.S. 29 and MD 193 intersection will 
effect the shopping center and its customers.  Mr. Walton recommended 
that I advise you in writing of my client's concerns and comments. 

The Woodmore Shopping Center has been part of the Four 
Comers neighborhood for over the past fifty (SO) years. An integral 
part of the shopping center is the gas station which is located 
directly on the northeast comer of the intersection, and the proposed 
road improvement would require the displacement of the gas station. 
Although, my client is not very optimistic that this limited project 
will significantly alleviate the traffic congestion on the Rt. 29 
corridor, it would appear that the project could be engineered in a 
manner which would not require the displacement of the gas station or 
which would reduce the amount of displaced property. 

The proposed median dividing Rt. 29 on the northside of the 
intersection will be sixteen feet wide primarily for the purpose of 
accommodating the planting of three trees.  It would appear by 
reducing the median by seven (7) feet and shifting the roadway to the 
west, the amount of property displaced from the gas station would be 
significantly reduced. The planting of trees may be a laudable goal, 
but.not-at the sacrifice of a viable business.  Furthermore, the 
deletion.of the three, trees on the median in no way would detract from 
the overall aesthetics of the project. 

The proposed project also adds a right turn lane from 

westbound University Boulevard onto northbound Rt. 29.  It is our 
understanding that right turns will not be allowed on red lights, and 
it is probable that traffic will back-up blocking the shopping 
center's only remaining entrance and exit on University Boulevard. 
This condition will not only adversely affect the accessibility of the 
shopping center to its customers and the internal flow of traffic 
within the parking lot, it will also potentially cause traffic 
accidents.  It is inevitable that customers leaving the parking lot 
who intend to travel west on University Boulevard will attempt to 
enter the travel lanes by driving between cars backed up waiting to 
make right turns onto Route 29, and potentially causing accidents with 
moving cars in the travel lanes. 

The proposed plan also removes all curb-cuts for utilization 
by customers of the gas and service station.  The removal of the 
curb-cuts greatly impairs the use of the property as a service station 
and/or gas station.  Even if a portion of the gas station is displaced 
there may be the possibility that the pumps and/or building could be 
relocated which would allow the current use continued.  We would 
request that the plan be revised which would add two driveways to the 
gas station to allow cars to enter, but not exit, from both University 
Boulevard and Route 29. 

Another concern of my clients is that part of the proposed 
improvements will be constructed over a portion of the basement of the 
shopping center.  My client would request a copy of the engineer's 
report relating to this aspect of the improvement, along with 
assurances from SHA that the basement will not be damaged by the 
construction and that businesses which utilize the basements will not 
be displaced during construction. 

It is our understanding that Mr. Walton in conjunction with 
your office would be researching my client's concerns and would be 
advising us of SHA's response.  If you require any further 
information, please do not hesitate to contact my office. 

In sum, we are urging your office to examine reasonable 
alternatives which would eliminate the displacement of the gas station 
and the adverse impact of this project on the Woodmore Shopping 
Center. 

Very truly 

frey W 

JWB/kam-66 
cc:  Dennis Keller 

-c 
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Mr. Neil J. Pederson, Director 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Re:  U.S. 29 • MD 193 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

Please be advised that this office represents G & C 
Properties, owner of the Woodmore Shopping Center, located at the 
northeast comer of the above intersection. On April 6, 1993, my 
clients and I met with George Walton of your office to discuss how the 
proposed improvements to the U.S. 29 and MD 193 intersection will 
effect the shopping center and its customers.  Mr. Walton recommended 
that I advise you in writing of my client's concerns and comments. 

The Woodmore Shopping Center has been part of the Four 
Comers neighborhood for over the past fifty (50) years.  An integral 
part of the shopping center is the gas station which is located 
directly on the northeast corner of the intersection, and the proposed 
road improvement would require the displacement of the gas station. 
Although, my client is not very optimistic that this limited project 
will significantly alleviate the traffic congestion on the Rt. 29 
corridor, it would appear that the project could be engineered in a 
manner which would not require the displacement of the gas station or 
which would reduce the amount of displaced property. 

The proposed median dividing Rt. 29 on the northside of the 
intersection will be sixteen feet wide primarily for the purpose of 
accommodating the planting of three trees.  It would appear by 
reducing the median by seven (7) feet and shifting the roadway to the 
west, the amount of property displaced from the gas station would be 
significantly reduced.  The planting of trees may be a laudable goal, 
but not-at the sacrifice of a viable business.  Furthermore, the 
deletion.of the three trees on the median in no way would detract from 
the overall aesthetics of the project. 

The proposed project also adds a right turn lane from 

westbound University Boulevard onto northbound Rt. 29.  It is our 
understanding that right turns will not be allowed on red lights, and 
it is probable that traffic will back-up blocking the shopping 
center's only remaining entrance and exit on University Boulevard. 
This condition will not only adversely affect the accessibility of the 
shopping center to its customers and the internal flow of traffic 
within the parking lot, it will also potentially cause traffic 
accidents.  It is inevitable that customers leaving the parking lot 
who intend to travel west on University Boulevard will attempt to 
enter the travel lanes by driving between cars backed up waiting to 
make right turns onto Route 29, and potentially causing accidents with 
moving cars in the travel lanes. 

The proposed plan also removes all curb-cuts for utilization 
by customers of the gas and service station.  The removal of the 
curb-cuts greatly impairs the use of the property as a service station 
and/or gas station.  Even if a portion of the gas station is displaced 
there may be the possibility that the pumps and/or building could be 
relocated which would allow the current use continued.  We would 
request that the plan be revised which would add two driveways to the 
gas station to allow cars to enter, but not exit, from both University 
Boulevard and Route 29. 

Another concern of my clients is that part of the proposed 
improvements will be constructed over a portion of the basement of the 
shopping center.  My client would request a copy of the engineer's 
report relating to this aspect of the improvement, along with 
assurances from SHA that the basement will not be damaged by the 
construction ir.d that businesses which utilize the basements will not 
be displaced .  ing construction. 

It is our understanding that Mz.   Walton in conjunction with 
your office would be researching my client's cencems and woi:'. •: be 
advising us of SHA's response.  If you require any further 
information, please do not hesitate to contact my office. 

' In sum, we are urging your office to examine reasonable 
alternatives which would eliminate the displacement of the gas station 
and the adverse impact of this project on the Woodmore Shopping 
Center. 

Very truly yours 

frey W. Bernstein 

JWB/kam-66 
cc:  Dennis Keller 
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Mr. Jeffrey W. Bernstein 
Wilson, Qoozman, Bernstein & Markuskl 
Cherry Lane Professional Park 
Suite 207 
9101 Cherry Lane 
Laurel MD  20708 

Dear Mr. Bernstein: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the proposed Improvements at Four 
Corners and their impacts to the Woodmoor Shopping Center. 

I am sure that you can appreciate that the development of capacity Improvements for 
the Four Corners intersections was a difficult engineering and urban design challenge 
given the very tight right-of-way available to us. We had as a goal to try to make 
Improvements to traffic operations through development of an alternative that would 
include aesthetic enhancements that would Improve the appearance of the Four 
Corners area. A key element of the alternative that was developed Is a landscaped 
median. 

The need to take the gas station on your client's property Is due to a combination of 
the right-of-way needed to fit In the Improvements that we feel are needed, as well 
as traffic operations considerations. In response to the Issues thst you raised, we 
looked at whether an alignment shift was prudent and concluded that to try to do so 
would result In the displacement of up to five businesses on the west side. We also 
looked at the effect of narrowing the median as you suggested. Unfortunately, due 
to roadway geometric considerations, the median would have to be narrowed for 
several hundred feet In order to effectuate the narrowing that you requested. This 
would dramatically Impair our ability to develop a fully landscaped median which we 
feel Is an essential element of the proposed Improvements. 

We have very carefully evaluated traffic operational considerations in the development 
of the selected alternate. Ttie additional lanes. Including turn lanes, are necessary to 
be able to get any significant Improvement In capacity in the Intersection. Turns In 
and out of the gas station were a major concern from a traffic operations standpoint 
and we felt a significant improvement could be achieved by eliminating these 

movements. 

You also discussed the Issue of access to the shopping center from University 
Boulevard. Although we are reducing the number of access points, there will be three 
entrance/exit points to the center from University Boulevard. Two currently exist to 
the rear parking lot - one from Pierce Drive end one from University Boulevard, and the 
third entrance/exit point Is from the front parking lot off University Boulevard. As for 
blocking the access, a new traffic signal located Just east of the Jug-handle should 
create sufficient gaps for cars to make the movement onto University Boulevard. 

As follow-up to your meeting with George Walton, he is investigating the Issue of the 
effect of the roadway construction on the basement shopping center. Once we have 
fully investigated this issue, we will get back to you. 

Although I understand that you would have preferred that the gas station be able to 
remain after the roadway improvements, I will assure you that your clients will be fully 
compensated under provisions of federal and state law associated with displacement 
of businesses by roadway projects. If you would like to discuss what Is involved In 
such compensation, please feel free to contact our District Right-af-Way Chief, Mr. 
Richard Ravenscroft, who would be happy to assist you. Mr. Ravenscroft can be 
reached at (301) S13-74S5. 

Again, thank you for letting us know of your client's concerns. If you have any other 
questions or comments, please feel free to contact me or the project manager, George 
Walton. George can be reached In Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll free. In 
Maryland only, at 1 -800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Neil J. Pedersen. Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

cc:      Mr. Richard Ravenscroft (w/incoming) 
Mr. George Welton 

My telephone number I* . 
(410)   333-1110 

Teletvpewrlter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech ._.,..- 
3.3.75S5 Balllmor. MetnTw-IMSI D.C. Metro •t-•*?••**?*** To" F'" 

707 North Celvert St., Baltlmoro, Maryland 212030717 



WHITE OfiK AREA CIVIC COALITION 
P. 0. BOX 4441 

SILVER SPRINB, MARYLAND 20914 

WOACC 
February 17, 1993 

VO 

February 17, 1993 

Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director 
Office ot Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Dear hr. pedersen : 

The WOACC, established in 1975, is an umbrella organization of 
reoreisentatives of civic associations in the Eastern Montgomery 
County Master Plan (EMCNP) area.  The purpose of the Coalition is to 
take an active part in the decision-mal; ing processes regarding 
planning, growth, and development, in and around the area of the 
Coalition.  After actively participating in the development of the 
Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan, the Coalition has continued 
to monitor, and comment on, proposals for development within its 
area, and issues that affect its area. 

We appreciate the cooperation of the State Highway Administration in 
providing the Coalition with maps of the proposed changes to the 
Route 29 - New Hampshire Avenue interchange (White Oak) and the Four 
Corners area.  Since the Coalition had previously reviewed in detail 
all of the Route 29 intersections, from Howard County to the SIigo 
Creel; Parkway, it was particularly valuable to be able to review 
current proposals for these two crucial intersections.  Our comments 
iol 1 ow . 

ROUTE 29   and NEU HAMPSHIRE AVENUE 

Our review leads us to conclude that congestion problems along Route 
•>9 will not be significantly mitigated by this proposal.  Traffic 
traveling south on New Hampshire Avenue and proceeding south onto 
Route 29 can be expected to back up on the 0.3 mile ramp from New 
Hampshire Avenue during Ail rush hour conditions.  Five lanes merging 
to three at Oak Leaf Drive will produce a significant additional 
backup during the AM peak traffic hours.  This merge will occur in 
the 0.1 mile between the end of the ramp and Oak Leaf Drive. 

The right turn lane at Oak Leaf Drive will not remove significant 
traffic.  Experience indicates that this right hand lane will be 
used to get ahead of traffic already on Route 29.  This scenario is 
not speculation.  One need only observe the movement of traffic from 
Route 95 onto the outer loop of Route 495 Just before the New 
Hampshire Avenue e«it on 495 to see this phenomenon.  Traffic 
regularly slows during high volume conditions just before the New 
Hampshire Avenue exit, and this area is frequently the location of 
accidents. 

Southbound Route 29 traffic approaching the White Oak >"^rchange 
has minimal visibility and no way to assess traffic «!£ ^on. -h.ad 
until it is on the bridge over New Hampshire Avenue.  This traffic 
M"*  a ready have dealt with the loss of the dedicated right turn 
"n- onto northbound New Hampshire Avenue before entering two merge 
Lor,e=° U> wUh traffic coming from northbound New Hampshire Avenue, 

:^'LtTnr^th*!''^^p'Ui^ to us -es not show Prelude 
Drive).  This area already has more consecutive lane adjustments 
a short distance than any other area along Route 29.  Let us not 
make it worse. 

occurred in this vicinity. 

The scenario depicted in the AM is repeated in the PM with north- 
bound New Hampshire Avenue traffic Proceeding -^ Route .9 north 
and encountering full lanes just before Stewart Lane.  The lights at 
Stewart Lane control the northbound volume. 

We do not believe that adding extra lanes at the bridge ^lieves a 
bottleneck and increases effective roadway "pacity  •••**';£ 

jobs in th» FairIand/Uhite OaK policy area. 

Under constrained fiscal conditions we question the *1 ,900.000 
allotted for this project. 

FOUR CORNERS. 

We believe that the prime determinant of traffic capacity on Route 

Corners will make a major difference. 

What we see in the most recent P'-^^lldJ^Ttr^i^'r-dlroction 
(Alternative 6 and Alternative *»°*lf""l   •^.* ^v additional 

t^:r;<ght^ •si's:?:.^.^?: ^rt^^^ „.«.,*. 
on the already congested lanes of University Boulevard. 

to   them, and by permanent reduction of sidewalk width. 
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* Neighborhoods will continue to be adversely impacted, perhaps 
worse than now. 

• This is not a solution that will increase tragic capacity in 
jny significant way. 

He still believe that a tunnel in the right ot way cf   the eastbound 
lane of     University Boulevard under Route 29 (Alternative C, Concept 
5) was the least disruptive and most effective way to significantly 
increase capacity through this intersection - in all directions. 
That option would not totally solve the congestion problem, however 
it would seem to provide more relief for Route 29, and hence for the 
neighborhood streets that are now used by cut through traffic.  (We 
ask you again to imagine Route 29 and New Hampshire Avenue with jug 
handl es) . 

Can the requirements of the Clean Air Act be met under the 
continuing congested conditions that will exist at both White Oal; 
and Four Corners? 

Me appreciate the opportunity to comment on these proposals. 

Sincerely, 

i1^hwst^v%a+^u*4^ 
Bernard Fridovich 
President, WOACC 

MarylandDepartmentofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Lighlhizer 
Sacratuy 

Hal Kassoll 
Adfliinitlralor 

June 2. 1993 

Mr. Bernard Fridovich, President 
White Oak Area Civic Coalition 
P.O. Box 4441 
Silver Spring MD 20914 

Dear Mr. Fridovich: 

It has come to my attention that Mr. William Tate, speaking on 
behalf of the White Oak Area Civic Coalition, contacted my staff 
to further discuss the proposed improvements of OS 29.  The 
concern focused on the justification for widening the US 29 
bridge over MD 650 (New Hampshire Avenue). 

The primary reason for the improvement is to eliminate the 
existing bottleneck and provide a consistent number of lanes 
along US 29 between Silver Spring and Burtonsville.  Currently, 
this is only a four-lane segment with the remainder of US 29 in 
this vicinity being a six-lane facility.  The additional lane 
would relieve existing and future traffic congestion.  Traffic 
volumes just south of the MD 650 interchange are currently 
approximately 50,200 vehicles per day and they are expected to 
increase to approximately 56,500 vehicles per day by the year 
2015.  The numbers just north of the interchange are 54,600 and 
67,800, respectively. 

In the northbound direction of US 29 approaching the bridge, we 
find that the lane-drop situation at the ramp to southbound 
MD 650 causes congestion.  Providing an additional lane would 
improve the traffic flow here. 

The weave between US 29 and MD 650 that occurs on the bridge 
should improve since there would be less traffic travelling in 
the right lane of US 29.  However, the exclusive lanes that exist 
for southbound MD 650 to southbound US 29 would become a typical 
merge section where traffic from MD 650 would merge with 
southbound traffic on US 29. 

Another issue raised is that the improvement would simply move 
the congestion south to Four Corners.  Our intent is to handle 
traffic flow through a 'platoon' pattern south of Mew Hampshire 
Avenue.  Traffic signals would be timed to make traffic move in 
groups along the corridor rather than have them collect at one 
intersection.  The intent is to have all the signalized 
intersections at approximately the same level-of-service thus 
distributing the congestion.  In this case the Prelude Drive, 
Burnt Mills Avenue, Lockwood Drive and Southwood Avenue signals 
would be coordinated. 

My telephone number It. (410)   333-1110 

Telelypewriler lor Impelred Heerlng or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free 

707 North Calvert St., Beltlmore, Maryland 21203-0717 
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If you have any further questions or comments, please feel free 
to contact me or the project manager, Mr. George Walton.  George 
can be reached In Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in 
Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

feMu- "M } 
Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Mr. 
Mr, 

Robert D. Douglass 
Creston Mills 

N> 
0\ 

Mr. Bernard Fridovich 
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bcc: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. Sharon Yohn 

Prepared by: George Walton, Project Planning Division, X1139 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

0. James Lighthizer 
Secrataiy 

Hal Kassolf 
Adminislralor 

Mr. Bernard Fridovich, President 
White Oak Area Civic Coalition 
P.O. Box 4441 
Silver Spring MD 20914 

Dear Mr. Fridovich: 

It has cone to my attention that Mr. William Tate, speaking on 
behalf of the White Oak Area Civic Coalition, contacted my staff 
to further discuss the proposed improvements of US 29.  The 
concern focused on thd justification for widening the US 29 
bridge over MD 650 (New Hampshire Avenue). 

The primary reason for the improvement is to eliminate the 
existing bottleneck and provide a consistent number of lanes 
along US 29 between Silver Spring and Burtonsville. Currently, 
this is only a four-lane segment with the remainder of US 29 in 
this vicinity being a six-lane facility. The additional lane 
would relieve existing and future traffic congestion.  Traffic 
volumes just south of the MD 650 interchange are currently 
approximately 50,200 vehicles per day and they are expected to 
increase to approximately 56,500 vehicles per day by the year 
2015. The numbers just north of the interchange are 54,600 and 
67,800, respectively. 

In the northbound direction of US 29 approaching the bridge, we 
find that the lane-drop situation at the ramp to southbound 
MD 650 causes congestion.  Providing an additional lane would 
improve the traffic flow here. 

Trie weave between US 29 and MD 650 that occurs on the bridge 
should improve since there would be less traffic travelling in 
the right lane of US 29.  However, the exclusive lanes that exist 
for southbound MD 650 to southbound US 29 would become a typical 
merge section where traffic from MD 650 would merge with 
southbound traffic on US 29. 

Another issue raised is that the improvement would simply move 
the congestion south to Four Comers. Our intent is to handle 
traffic flow through a 'platoon' pattern south of Mew Hampshire 
Avenue.  Traffic signals would be timed to make traffic move in 
groups along the corridor rather than have them collect at one 
intersection.  The intent is to have all the signalized 
intersections Qt  approximately the same level-of-service thus 
distributing th? congestion.  In this case the Prelude Drive, 
Burnt Mills Avenue, Lockwood Drive and Southwood Avenue signals 
would be coordinated. 

Mr. Bernard Fridovich 
Page Two 

If you have any further questions or comments, please feel free 
to contact me or the project manager, Mr. George Walton.  George 
can be reached in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in 
Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Heil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

cc:  Mr. Creston Mills 

-3. yJ-w 

My ttltphon* number la . 

T«l«typ«wrtt«r tor Impalrad Htaring or Spxch 
383-7S5S Baltimore Matra - 565-0451 O.C. Matro • 1-S00-492-50t2 Statawlda Toll Free 

707 North Calvart St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 
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Mr. Nell J. Pedenen, Director 
Office of Plaoniog  and 

Preliminary   Eogioeeriag 
Maryland Slate Highway 

Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

Dear Mr. Pedersen, 

This letter is in regard to the proposed improvements at the intersection of US 29 
(Colesville Road) and MD 193 (University Bqulevard), more commonly known as Four Corners. 
We have learned of the proposed improvements from the Public Informational Meeting on Four 
Corners which was held at Sligo Middle School on Wednesday, Nov. 4, 1992. 

We understand that some of the proposed plans include the widening of University 
Blvd.. East and Colesville Rd. We are concerned about any proposed improvement to this 
intersection, especially those involving property adjacent to the 4 Corners Community Nursery 
(4CCN) which is located in the middle of this intersection, within the Marvin Memorial United 
Methodist Church at 33 University  Blvd. East. 

4CCN has a current enrollment of 170 two, three, and four-year old children. These 
children use the nursery playground, which is situated on the north side of the building, along 
University Blvd., and is enclosed by a chain-link fence and is presently only 21 feet from 
University  Blvd. 

We are already concerned about the playground's close proximity to University Blvd. 
because there have been numerous accidents near the playground at this busy intersection. For 
eiample, in Dec, 1992 at approximately 1230 p.m., a car travelling westbound on University 
Blvd., East collided with another vehicle, jumped the curb and came to rest at the bushes, about 
20 feet from our playground. At the time there were 30-45 children and 6 teachers on the 
playground.; Fortunately, the car did not hit the playground fence. We feel that any widening 
of University   Blvd. at the plivnround   will further endanfer  the safety of our children. 

For the same safety reasons, we are already concerned about the proximity of the 
building entrances and parking lots to Colesville Rd. and University Blvd. The 4CCN families 
use the building entrance on the south side of University Blvd., East, which is currently only 
32 feet from Colesville Rd. The building entrance on Colesville Rd. is used for 4CCN 
registration and fundraising activities, and is currently only 29 feet from Colesville Rd. Also, 
the parking lot, which fills up in the morning, is very close to University Blvd. and Colesville 
Rd. Children can quickly and easily run out into these busy streets. And vehicles can easily 
jump the curb and enter the pa/king lot or even crash into the building, as one car did several 
years ago:-*We feel that any widening of University Blvd. or Colesville Rd. adjacent 19 the 
Church building or parking lots will further endanger the safety of our childreo.    • •     .::-••'• 

-.: JiPlease consider the safety of the two, three, and four-year old children that attend the 
4 Corners Community Nursery when making any decisions on the Four Corners Intersection. 
Thank, you for your attention  to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July  12,   1993 

O. James Lighlhizer 
Secretary 

Hal KassoH 
Admmrsuaior 

Reverend William Wyatt 
Marvin Memorial United Methodist Church 
33 University Boulevard, East 
Silver Spring MO 20901 

Dear Reverend Wyatt: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the proposed improvements at the Four 
Corners intersection. We share your concerns for the safety of the children at the 
Four Corners Community Nursery. I have provided information that will explain the 
proposed improvements in the vicinity of the church property. These improvements 
should make the transportation element safer, as well as improve the safety provisions 
for pedestrians and others working or living next to the intersection by providing a 
complete sidewalk network throughout the Four Corners area. 

I am enclosing a map that shows the proposed improvements and have high-lighted 
certain features that are of specific interest to you. The purple line is the existing 
property line, the yellow area represents new paving and the orange area is additional 
right-of-way necessary to provide sidewalks. As part of the roadway improvements, 
there will be an 8 inch curb, which will provide a better barrier to redirect cars than 
exists today. The design of the curb is based on 30-40 MPH design criteria that was 
used for this intersection. 

Additional protection to the playground area could be provided with an aesthetically 
treated wall or a wrought iron fence. Both options will be investigated during the 
design phase of the study. We can further discuss the issues as the study continues 
and most likely bring them to conclusion during right-of-way negotiations. 

The plan calls for the building entrances to remain basically as they exist today. Two 
entrances, one on Colesville Road and one on westbound University Boulevard, would 
need minor modifications since they would be moved back from their present 
locations. 

I have also enclosed a sketch that illustrates a proposed wall between the roadway 
and the sidewalk on the west side of the church property. This provides additional 
safety for the pedestrians. TWs wall is similar to the one proposed adjacent to the 
Woodmoor Shopping Center. Please note that one pedestrian is shown on the 
sidewalk and the other on the ramp that leads to the social hall door. 

My talephom number I* 
(410)   333-1110 

tU^ ^V*5-^"/ 

Telotypowritar lor Impaired Hearing or Speecli 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 O.C Metro • 1-800-492-5052 Slalewlde Toll Free 

707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 
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Also included is a drawing that shows the proposed sidewalk and landscaping for the 
northeast side of the property. Additional land behind the proposed SHA right-of-way 
may be required to allow for landscaping. 

If you have any further questions or comments, please feel free to contact me or the 
project manager. Mr. George Walton. George can be reached in Baltimore at (410) 
333-1139 or toll free, in Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Neil J. Pedersen. Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Enclosures 

cc:      Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Creston J. Mills, Jr. 
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KELLER ASSOCIATES, INC, 
REALTORS 0^SLOP»^!r 

101I7COLESVILLEROAD • SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20901 j* (JOJ) 593-6500 

10 07 411 '93 
November 13, 1993 

He. George Walton 
Project Manager, Pour Corners Project 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

Dear Mr. Walton: 

Keller Associates, Inc. is the manager of the Woodmoor 
Shopping Center in the Pour Corners area of Silver Spring. 
In that capacity it is receiving daily questions from the 
tenants as to what stage the Pour Corners road development 
project has reached. 

I hereby request that at your earliest convenience you 
attend a meeting, which I will arrange, with the Shopping 
Center tenants.  Upon your receipt of this letter please let 
me know what day and time will be good for you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Keller Associates, 

Tlois Miller 

Inc. 

LM/cd 

ra 

US 29 at Pour Corners 

Hear Sovran Bank 

IF:  Hold existing east curb line and shift proposed template 
10.5' west, 

THEN: 
IMPACT:   •    7.5' into Amoco Canopy 

Higher retaining wall 6 Fred S Harry's 

Reduce sidewalk width 6 Fred & Harry's 
landscaping 

Additional Impact to Pet Supplies parking 

Potential minor impact to northeast corner of 
7-11 parking 

No impact to east side of US 29 

IF:  Hold existing west curbline and shift proposed template 5' 
east 

THEN: 
IMPACT:   •    Existing east curb would shift 15.5' east 

under proposed leaving only 5.5' from curb to 
face of Sovran Bank, potential minor 
additional impact to church 

No impact to west side of US 29 

IF:  Reduce median to concrete mountable median (2' wide) and 
hold proposed west pavement edge.  (Median could widen back 
to 12' near Steuart Gas) 

THEN: 
IMPACT:   •    Minimal (l'-2') impact to existing sidewalk @ 

Sovran Bank 

Lose landscaping design in US 29 Median 

IF:  Hold existing east curb & use (2') median 
THEN: 

IMPACT:   •    Amoco lateral impact would be 1 additional 
foot beyond current design 

IF:  Hold existing west curb and use (2') median 
THEN: 

IMPACT:   •    5.5' of existing sidewalk in front of Sovran 
Bank would be impacted (current design impact 
is 10.5') 

IF:  Hold current alignment, but eliminate one northbound lane 
THEN: 

IMPACT:   •   No impact to Sovran Bank sidewalk 

Severe damage to traffic level-of-service 

Commercial and Residential Sales, Leasing and Property Management 

X 
^ 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

0. James Lighlhizer 
SecreUry 

Hal Kassoll 
A^nmistralof 

December 10, 1993 

Ms. Lois Miller 
Page Two 

I hope this is helpful to you and your tenants. If you have any questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at (410) 333-3439 or toll free, in 
Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Ms. Lots Miller 
Keller Associates, Inc. Realtors 
10117 Colesville Road 
Silver Spring MO 20901 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

K> 

Dear Ms. Miller: 

I am writing in response to your letter requesting information on the proposed 
improvements at Four Corners and the potential impacts to the Woodmoor 
Shopping Center.  As we discussed in our telephone conversation, as opposed to 
having a meeting, I would provide the necessary information in a letter. 

The State Highway Administration (SHA) is presently investigating options to avoid 
Impacts to the basement of the Woodmoor Shopping Center. The shopping center 
has a basement located underneath the existing sidewalk that extends 10 feet 
from the storefronts towards Colesville Road.  As part of the proposed 
improvements, this section of the basement would be impacted.  SHA is looking at 
alternatives to avoid impacting the basement. These alternatives include reducing 
the proposed median, eliminating the proposed median and shifting the alignment 
of Colesville Road away from the Woodmoor Shopping. I have enclosed a draft list 
of the options under consideration and their potential consequences. No selection 
has been made on the options as more information is needed, particularly cost 
estimates.  It is not anticipated to resolve this issue until early 1994. 

by: 
jebVge W. Walton 

Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:GWW:sc 
Enclosure 

cc:      Mr. Kevin Nowak (w/ enclosure) 

My teleptana number is  

Matyland Relay Service (or Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Slalewide Toil Free 

Mailing Addreti: P.O. Boi 717 • Billlmore. MO 21203-0717 
Street Addresa: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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APPENDIX B 
ROUTE 29 ALTERNATIVES - PHOTO SURVEY 

I. Sligo Creek Parkway - View from intersection looking southwest onto U.S. Route 29. 

^ 

II. University Boulevard - On median of 29, looking north. 

C-l 



APPENDIX B 
ROUTE 29 ALTERNATIVES - PHOTO SURVEY 

(CONTINUED) ^b 

HI. Lockwood Drive - On Route 29, looking east onto Lockwood Drive. 

IV. Stewart Lane - Looking northwest onto Route 29. 

C-2 



APPENDIX B 
ROUTE 29 ALTERNATIVES - PHOTO SURVEY 

(CONTINUED) 

V. Industrial Parkway - East of 29 on Parkway, looking west. 

VI. Tech Road - Just southwest of intersection looking north. 

C-3 



APPENDIX B 
ROUTE 29 ALTERNATIVES - PHOTO SURVEY 

(CONTINUED) ^ 4 

VII. Randolph Road - On Route 29 median, looking southwest. 

VIII. Musgrove Road - From intersection looking southeast onto Route 29. 

C-4 



APPENDIX B 
ROUTE 29 ALTERNATIVES - PHOTO SURVEY 

(CONTINUED) •I l/t 

K. Fairland Road - On Route 29, just southeast of intersection looking north. 

X. Briggs Chaney Road - From north of intersection, looking southwest on 29. 

C-5 



APPENDIX B 
ROUTE 29 ALTERNATIVES - PHOTO SURVEY 

(CONTINUED) t\t0 

XI.  Greencastle Road - From Greencastle Road, west of 29, looking east. 

Xn. Blackburn Road • From Blackburn Road, east of 29, looking southwest. 

C-6 



APPENDIX B 
ROUTE 29 ALTERNATIVES - PHOTO SURVEY 

(CONTINUED) 411 

Xm. Route 198 - From main intersection, looking northeast onto Route 29. 

XIV. Dustin Road - From North of intersection, looking southwest. 

C-7 
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Revised: October 22, 1993 
Relocation Assistance Division 

yb 
SUTWARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND 

All State Highway Administration projects must comply with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970 (42 USC 4601) as amended by Title .IV of the Surface 
Transportation & Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987- (P.L. 100- 
17) ,   the Annotated Code of Maryland entitled "Real Prooerty Article" 
Section 12-112 and Subtitle 2, Sections 12-201 to 12-212.  The 
Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration, 
Office of Real Estate administers the Transportation Relocation 
Assistance Program in the State of Maryland. 

The^provisions of the Federal and State laws require the State Highway 
Administration to provide payments and services "to persons displaced 
by a public project. The payments include replacement housing 
payments and moving costs,  The maximum limits of the replacement 
housing payments are $22,500 for owner-occupants and $5,250 for 
tenant-occupants.  Certain payments may also be made for increased 
mortgage interest costs and other incidental expenses. In order to 
receive these payments, the displaced person must occupy decent, safe 
and sanitary replacement housing.  In addition to these payments, 
there are also moving expense payments to persons, businesses, farms 
and non-profit organizations. Actual but reasonable moving expenses 
for residences are reimbursed for a move of up to 50 miles or a 
schedule moving payment of up to $1,300 may be used. 

In the event comparable replacement housing is not available within 

1S 

resort" 
  „_   _. accomplish the rehousing. Detailed studies must 

be completed by the State Highway Administration before relocation 
"housing as a last resort" can be utilized. 

The moving cost payments to businesses are broken down into several 
categories, which include actual moving expense payments, reestablish- 
ment expenses limited to $10,000 or fixed payments "in lieu of" actual 
moving expenses of $1,000 to $20,000.  Actual moving expenses may also 
include actual direct losses of tangible personal property and 
expenses for searching for a replacement site up to $1,000. 

The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by a 
commercial mover or for a self-move.  Payments for rhe actual 
reasonable expenses are limited to a 50-mile radius unless the State 
determines a longer distance is necessary.  The expenses claimed for 
actual cost moves must be supported by firm bids and receipted bills. 
An inventory of the items to be moved must be prepared in all cases. 
In self-moves, the Stats will negotiate an amount for payment, usually 
lower than the lowest acceptable'bid. The allowable expenses of a 
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self-move may include amounts paid for equipment hired, the cost of 
using the business vehicles or equipment, wages paid to persons who 
participate in the move, the cost of actual supervision of the move, 
replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of 
licenses or permits required and other related expenses. 

In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the 
displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for the actual 
direct losses of tangible personal property that the business is 
entitled to relocate but elects not to move.  These payments may only 
be made after an effort by the owner to sell the personal property 
involved. The costs of the sale are also reimbursable moving 
expenses. 

If the business elects not to move or to discontinue the use of an 
item, the payment shall consist of the lesser of: the fair market 
value of the item for continued use at the displacement site, less the 
proceeds from its sale; or the estimated cost of moving the item. 

If an item of personal property which is used as part of a business or 
farm operation is not moved and is promptly replaced with a substitute 
item that performs a comparable function at the replacement site, 
payment shall be of the lesser of: the cost of the substitute item, 
including installation costs at the replacement site, minus any 
proceeds from the sale or trade-in of the replaced item; or the 
estimated cost of moving and reinstalling the replaced item. 

In addition to the moving payments described above, a business may be 
eligible for a payment up to $10,000 for the actual reasonable and 
necessary expenses of reestablishing at the replacement site. 
Generally, reestablishment expenses include certain repairs and 
improvements to the replacement site, increased operating costs, 
exterior signing, advertising the replacement location and other fees 
paid to reestablish.  Receipted bills and other evidence of these 
expenses are required for payment.  The total maximum reestablishment 
payment eligibility is $10,000. 

In lieu of all moving payments described above, a business may elect 
to receive a fixed payment equal to the average annual net earnings of 
the business.  This payment shall not be less than $1,000 nor more 
than $20,000.  In order to be entitled to this payment, the State must 
determine that the business cannot be relocated without a substantial 
loss of its existing patronage; the business is not part of a 
commercial enterprise having more than three other establishments in 
the same or similar business that are not being acquired; and the 
business contributes materially to the income of a displaced owner 
during the two taxable years prior to the year of the displacement. A 
business operated at the displacement site solely for the purpose of 
rentinc to others is not eligible. Considerations in the state's 
determination of loss of existing patronage are the type of business 
conducted by the displaced business and the nature of the clientele. 
The relative imoortance of the present and proposed locations to the 
displaced business and the availability cf suitable replacement sites 
are also factors. 
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In order to determine the amount of the "in lieu of" moving expenses 
payment, the average annual net earnings of the business is to be one- 
half of the net earnings, before taxes during the two taxable years 
immediately preceding the taxable year in which the business is 
relocated. If the two taxable years are not representative, the State 
may use another two-year period that would be more representative. 
Average annual net earnings include any compensation paid by the 
business to the owner, owner's spouse,*or dependents during the 
period.  Should a business be in operation less than two years, the 
owner of the business may still be eligible to receive the "in lieu 
of" payment,  in all cases, the owner of the business must provide 
information to support its net earnings, such as income tax returns, 
or certified financial statements, for the tax years in question. 

Displaced farms and non-profit organizations are also eligible for 
actual reasonable moving costs up to 50 miles, actual direct losses of 
tangible personal property, search costs up to $1,000 and 
reestablishment expenses up to $10,000 or a fixed payment "in lieu of 
actual moving expenses of $1,000 to $20,000. The state may determine 
that a displaced farm may be paid a minimum of $1,000 to a maximum of 
$20,000, based upon the net income of the farm, provided that the farm 
has been relocated or the partial acquisition caused a substantial 
change in the nature of the farm.  In some cases, payments "in lieu 
of" actual moving costs may be made to farm operations that are 
affected by a partial acquisition.  A non-profit organization is 
eligible to receive a fixed payment or an "in lieu of" actual moving 
cost payment, in the amount of $1,000 to $20,000 based on gross annual 
revenues less administrative expenses. 

A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments available to 
displaced persons, businesses, farms and non-profit organizations is 
available in the "Relocation Assistance" brochure that will be 
distributed at the public hearing for this project and be given to 
displaced persons. 

Federal & State laws require that the State Highway Administration 
shall not proceed with any phase of a project which will cause the 
relocation of any persons, or proceed with any construction project, 
until it has furnished satisfactory assurances that the above oayments 
will be provided, and that all displaced persons will be 
satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent, safe and sanitary 
housing within their financial means, or that such housing is in place 
and has been made available to the displaced person. 

qtf 
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2S^   United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

4 7"> 
18410 Muncaster Rd. 
Derwood, MD 20855 590-2855 

January 29, 1988 
P V L 

i     r* * L 

Ms. Betty Bowers 
Environmental Manager 
Gannett Fleming Transportation 
Engineers, Inc. 

P.O. Box 1963 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 

Dear Ms. Bowers: 

Enclosed are the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating forms to assist you with 
the environmental studies for the inprovement of U.S. Route 29 in Montgomery 
County. 

Alternative C—Spencerville and Dustin Roads, was the only site in which 
farmland would be affected. That form has been completed for Parts II and IV. 
The remaining farms were marked as not containing farmland. 

In the future, sending these materials directly to the field office for the 
county in which a project site is located should ensure a more timely response and 
return to your office. 

If our office can be of further assistance please give us a call at 590-2855. 

Sincerely, 

si 

!• 
&£Z2£ &-J- 

Richard R. Brush 
District Conservationist 

Enclosures: 
As stated 

RRB/bjb 

A The Soil Conservation Service 
is an agency of the 

^^r    Department of Agriculture 

SCS-AS-1 
10-79 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Date Of Land Evaluation Request 
11-30-87 

Nam* Of Project 

Proposed Land Use 
U.S.   RnntP  ?q   Tmprnx/Ptnpnts 

Federal Agency Involved 
State Hiqhu/ay AHministratinn 

Transportation 
PART II (To be completed by SCSi 

County And State 
Montgomery County, MD 

Oate Request Received Bvscs /*/?/*7 
Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes    No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply — do not complete additional parts of this form).       D      & 
Major Crood) 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres: % 
Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

Acres Irrigated Averaga Farm Sizt 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 
Oate Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A.   Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B.    Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 
C.   Total Acres In Site 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland  
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 

C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale ofOto WO Points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Maximum 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria ere explained in 7 CFR 658.51b)       \      Points 

Alternative Site Rating y 

Site A Site B Site C Site 0 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area  
6. Distance To Urban Support Services 

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland • 

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services  
10. On-Farm Investments   
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To he completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Pan V) 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment) ,  

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 

100 

160 

260 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 
Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

Yes   D No   D 

Reason Fof Selection: 

* Alternative C - University Blvd. Concept 2 

D-1 



U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency}  

N.me of Project     u.s. Route 29 Improvements 

Transportation  

Date 0' Land Evaluation flequest 

Proposed Land Use 

PART II (To be completed by SCS) 

Federal Agency Involved .    . .  
State Highway Adrmrnstrati on 

"Montgomery County, MO 
Oate Request Received By SCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes    No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form).       •     A 

Major Croo(s) 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres: % 
Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency} 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 

C.    Total Acres In Site 

PART IV (To be completed by CCS.'  Land Evaluation Information 

A. 
B. 

C. 
D. 

Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland  
Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland  

Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
 Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Seme Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS}  Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100Points) 

PART VI  (To be completed by Federal Agency} 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR SSB.SIbl 

Maximum 
Points 

Site A 

0-54 

0.54 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use 
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed  
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 

5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area  
6. Distance To Urban Support Services  
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 

10. On-Farm Investments 
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V} 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment)  

100 

160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 

Reason For Selection: 

* Alternative C - Lockwood Dr. 
Site A = Concept 3 
Site B = Concept 4 
Site C = Concept 5 

0-2 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 
Oate Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

Alternative Site Rating 
Site B 

9.47 

0.47 

Site C 

0.41 

0.41 

Site D 

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 
Yes   D NO   D 

1 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART 1 (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Date Of Land Evaluation Request 

Name Of Project                               „   . 
U.S. Route 29 ImDrovements 

Federal Agency Involved 
State Hiahwav Administration 

Pr0D0,eaLandUse Transport* on County And State 
Montaomerv Countv. MD 

PART II (To be completed by SCS) 
Date Request Received By SCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland?               Yes    No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form).       0      ^ 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

Major Ooolsl Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:                                      % 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:                                    % 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used Name Of Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

Alternative Site Rating   * 
PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) Site A SiteB • Site C SiteD 

A.   Total Acres To Be Converted Directly n Qfi 1  22 1    Q1 3.02 
B.    Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly n n D n 
C.   Total.Acres In Site n.qfi 1.?? I.QI 3.0? 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluatk 

A.   Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 

>n Information 

B.   Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 
C.   Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
D.    Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCSI  Land Evaluatio 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converts 

n Criterion 
d (ScaleofOto WOPoints) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency/ 
Site Assessment Criteria IThese criteria are explained in 7 CrR SS8.SIO1 

Maximum 
Joints 

1. Area In Monurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Norurban Use 
3. Percent Of Site Beirg Farmed  
4. Protection Provided Bv State And Local Government 
5. Distance From Urban Buiitup Ar-.-a  
6. Distance To Urban Support Services  

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

8. Creation Of Nonfarmable farmland 

9. Availability Of Farm Supporr Services  
10. On-Farm Investments  
11. Effects Of Conversion On Fjrm Support iorv; 
12. Compatibility With £.-.istinn Aqncuiturai Use  

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Port V; 100 

Total Site Assessment (From Part '/' above or a locai 
situ assessment)   160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total ofaoo.e 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: Date Of Seieo-ion 
I Was A Local Sin Assesjment Used? 
! Yes  G No  D 

r.njsin Fcr Selection- 

* Alternative C - Stewart Lane 
Site A = Concpet 1 
Site B = Concept 2 
Site C - Concept 3     Site D = Concept 4 

D-3 

i 



U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I ITo be completed by Federal Agency) 

' Date Of Land Evaluation Request 

Name Of Project 

Proposed Land Use 
U.S. Route 29 Improvements 

Transportation  

uation Reques 
n-30-87 

"•tferfflffirv  AHmini«tration 
'^o^gomery County. MD 

PART II (To be completed by SCS) 
Date Request Received By SCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? 
(If no. the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

Yes 
a 

No 

Major CropftJ 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres: ^ 
Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 
Date Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A. 

B. 

Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 

Total Acres In Site  

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Information 

Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 
Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 

 ^ 
B.         
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to WO Points) 

Site A 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.S(b) 

Maximum 
Points 

Area In Nonurban Use 
Perimeter In Nonurban Use 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed  
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 

5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area 
6.  Distance To Urban Support Services 
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland  

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 

10. On-Farm Investments 
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS   160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 

"Total Site Assessment (From fart VI above or a local 
site assessment)   

 t_ 

160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: I Date Of Selection 

Reason For Selection: 

* Alternative C - Industry Blvd. and Tech. Rd. 
Site A = Concept 1 
Site B = Concept 2 

Alternative Site Rating     • 
SiteB Site C Site D 

I Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 
Yes   D No   D 

0-4 



4f>2^ 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Name Of Projtct 

Proposed Land Use 
U.S.Route 29 Improvements 

Transportation 

Date Of Land Evaluation Request ,qftt3bEfly 
'etrPa£l*nffiqiTway Administration 

County And State 
Montgomery County. MD 

PART II (To be completed by SCS) 
Date Request Received By SCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes    No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional pans of this form).       •     /S* 

Major Cropltl 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres: % 
Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B. Total Acres To Be Convertfed Indirectly 

C. Total Acres In Site  

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Information 

A. 
B. 

_£_ 
D. 

Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 
Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 

Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale ofO to 100 Points) 

PART VI  (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria an explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) 

Site A 

5.47 

5.47 

j   Maximum 
!       Points 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government      '•_  

5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area 
6. Distance To Urban Support Services 
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

8. Creation Of Nonfarmabie Farmland- 

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 
10. On-Farm Investments 
11. Effects Of Convsrsion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment) . 

160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 

Reason ror Selection: 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 
Date Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

Alternative Site Rating 
Site B Site C SiteO 

Was A Local Sita Assessment Used? 
Yes  CJ NO  D 

* Alternative C - Randolph, Musgrove, and Fairland Roads 
Site A = Concept 4 

D-5 



^ 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I ITo be completed by Federal Agency) 

Name Of Project 

Proposed Land Use 
U.S. Route 29 Improvements 

Transportation 

PART II (To be completed by SCS) 

Oate Qt wsb-ir* ion Request 

eral Agency Involved 
State Highway Arimimstratinn 

Countv And State 
Montr* gomery County, MO 

Date Request Received By SCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form). 

Yes 
• 

No 

Major Crook) 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres: % 
Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A. 

B. 

Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 

C.    Total Acres In Site 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Information 

A. 
B. 

C. 
D. 

Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland  
Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland  
Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
 Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (ScaleofOto WO Points) 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 
Oate Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

Alternative Site Rating   » 
Site A 

20.40 

20.40 

Site B 

20.52 

20.62 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFff 658.5<b) 

I 
Maximum 

Points 

Site C 

13.43 
Site D 

13-43 

13.96 

13-qfi 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use 
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 

5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area  
6. Distance To Urban Support Services 
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland  

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 
10. On-Farm Investments 
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment!  

160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 
Yes   • No   D 

Reason For Selection: 

* Alternative C - Intercounty Connector and Briggs Chaney Road 
Site A = Concept 1 
Site B = Concept 2 
Site C = Concept 3       Site D = Concept 4 

0-6 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Name Of Proiect 
U.S. Route 29 Improvements 

Proposed Land Use 
Transportation 

PART II (To be completed by SCSI 

Date Of Land Evaluation Request 

•deral Agency Involved   .... 
State Highway Admimstrati on 

County And State 
Montgomery County. MD 

Date Request Received By SCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes    No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply — do not complete additional pans of this form).       D     J8( 

Major CropfeJ 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres: % 
Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 

C. Total Acres In Site  

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Information 

A.   Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 
B.   Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (ScaleofOto WOPoints) 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 
Oats Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

Site A 

24.25 

24.25 

Alternative Site Rating   y 
Site B 

?4.63 
_Q_ 

24,63 

Site C 

PART VI  (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR S58.S(bl 

Site 0 

Maximum 
Points 

1. Area In Monurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Usa 
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 

5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area 
6. Distance To Urban Support Services 

7.  Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 
10. On-Farm Investments  
II. Effects Of Convgrsion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 

PART VII (To oe completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 

Total Site Assessment (F'om Part VI above or a local 
site assessment)  .  

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 

160 

100 

160 

260 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 

! Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 
! Yes   G No   D 

Season For Seissf.in: 

Alternative C - Intercounty Connector and Briggs Chaney Road 
Site A = Concept 5 
Site B = Concept 6 

D-7 



* •( 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

I Date Of Land Evaluation Request 
11-30-87 

Name Of Proieci 

Proposed Land Use 

U.S. Route 29 Improvements 

Transportation 
I County And State 

PART It (To be completed by SCS) 

CpjjntyAnd State _ 
Montgomery County, MD 

Date Request Received 8v SCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes    Nq 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form).       U     A 

Major CropfrJ 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres: % 

Name Of Local Site Assessment Svstem 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A.   Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 

C. Total Acres In Site . 

PART IV (To be completed by SCSI  Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland .  
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland  
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 

Site A 

2.84 

2.84 

Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale ofOto WO Points) 

PART VI  (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR SS8.5(bl 

Maximum 
Points 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Nonuiban Use  

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed  
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 

5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area  
6. Distance To Urban Support Services  
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland  

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 

10. On-Farm Investments 
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 1G0 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment! 

160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: 

Reason For Selection. 

Date Of Selection 

* Alternative C - Greencastle Rd. 
Site A = Concept 1 
Site B = Concept 3 

D-8 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 
Date Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

Alternative Site Rating    • 
Site B 

4.05, 

4.05 

Site C Site D 

I Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 
I Yes D No D 

I 
I 



4V^ 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Name Of Project 
U.S. RnntP ?q Trnprnvprnpnts 

Proposed Land Use 
 Transportation 

PART il (To be completed by SCS) 

Date Of Land Evaluation Request 
11-30-87  

Federal Agency Involved 
StatP Highway Administration 

County And State lunty Ano state 
Montgomery County, MD 

Date Request Received By SCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes    No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional pans of this form).       D     ^ 
Major Croo(t) 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres: % 
Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A.   Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B.    Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 

C.   Total Acres In Site 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Information 

A.   Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 
B.   Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 

C.   Percentage Of Farmland I n County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
D.    Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to WO Points) 

PART VI  (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR S58.5lbl 

Maximum 
Points 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 
Date Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

Site A 

3.34 
_Q_ 
3.34 

Alternative Site Rating   •» 
Site B 

?.36 

?.36 

SiteC Site 0 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 
2.  Perimeter In Nonurban Use 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 

5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area 
6.  Distance To Urban Support Services 

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland  

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 
10. On-Farm Investments  
11. Effects Of Convsrsion On Farm Support Servicas 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency.) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Parr V) 100 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a locai 
site assessment)  160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 
| Was A Local Sits Assessment Used? 
! Yes  G No  D 

rl-jas'-.n For SeHction: 

* Alternative C - Blackburn Lane 
Site A = Concept 1 
Site B = Concept 3 

D-8 



^ 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Name Of Project 

Proposed Land Use 
U.S. Route 29 Improvements 

Transportation 
PART II (To be completed by SCSi 

Date Of La nfiLEvaluatipn Requ 

stal Agency Jpvqlved       .  , 
State Highway Administration 

County And State nty And State 
Montgomery County. MD 

Date Request Received By SCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes   No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply — do not complete additional pans of this form).       \Ef  D 
Major CropM 

Name Of Land Evaluation Syttem Used 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiaion 
A<^: 111, 160 % 52 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A.   Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 
C. Total Acres In Site 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A.   Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 
B.   Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland  

C   Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
P.    Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
 Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100Points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria an explained in 7 CFR 658.5(bl 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 

4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area 
6. Distance To Urban Support Services 

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 

9, Availability Of Farm Support Services 
10. On-Farm Investments 

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment)  

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 

Site Selected: 

Maximum 
Points 

-15- 
_1£L 
.20. 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: //J, gQQ %. f £ 

Site A 

n.u 

11,14 

-M. 
^•2. 

•ao7 
'C03 

AS. 

JLO. 

-20. 
-2Q i** 

JJL 
_25_ 

_£0. 
_25_ 
JUL 
160 

100 

160 

260 

50 

65 

50 

115 

Date Of Selection 

Date Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

Alternative Site Rating    * 
Site B 

10.94 

1Q.94 

3x±. 
JZ±- 
.007 
.QdS 

*£ 

JJL 

Site C 

•1.39 

3.39 

-20**. 

50 

65 
50 

115 

Site D 

IfMfi 
JL 

10.3(i 

JZd^L 
2..0 

.dOt 
•OPS- 

7£- 

in  

_20 i** 

49 

75 

49 

124 
Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

Yes   • No   D 
Reason For Selection: 

* Alternative C - Spencerville and Dustin Roads 
Site A = Concept 1 
Site B = Concept 3 
Site C = Concept 5 Site 0 = Concept 6 

** No basis for answer; Maximum Assumed 

D-10 


