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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR THE WIDENING AND INTERCHANGES ON 

US ROUTE 29 
FROM PATUXENT RIVER BRIDGE TO US 40 

HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND 

The FHWA has determined that this project will not have any    , 

significant impact on the environment.    This finding of no 

significant impact is based on the Environmental Assessment and 

the attached information, which summarizes the assessment and 

documents the selection of the following improvements: 

Old Columbia Road Gales Lane 
Alternate C-l Alternate C-2 Modified 

Hammond - Hillcrest Old Columbia Road 
Alternate C-3 Alternate C-2 Modified 

Hopkins - Gorman Pepple - Diamondback 
The Developer's Proposal      Alternate C-3 
Alternate C-2 

Rivers Edge Road Spring Valley Road 
Alternate C-4 Closure of US 29 access. 

Seneca Drive Addition of Fifth and Sixth 
Alternate C-5 Modified        Lanes Throughout 

The Environmental Assessment has been independently evaluated by 

the FWHA and determined to adequately discuss the environmental 

issues and impacts of the proposed project.  It provides 

sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an 

Environmental Impact Statement is not required. 

/-zyz/gT ^—Ll€>. 
Date Division Administrartor 
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b 
MEMORANDUM OF ACTION OF STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR HAL KASSOFF 

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 6, 1987 

CONCURRENCE WITH PRIOR ACTION 

A final Environmental Document (Finding of No Significant Impact) is being 
prepared, on the project listed below.  Location/Design approval will be requested, 
from the Federal Highway Administration, for alternates B and C. 

1.  State Contract No. HO-606-101-770 US Rte. 29 - Patuxent 
River to US Rte. 40 PDMS No. 132046 

Alternates B and C, with full control of access with 
the addition of a fifth and sixth lane within the 
existing median. 

The decision to proceed in this manner was made by the Administrator, at 

a staff meeting, held May 13, 1987. 

cc:  Mr. John A. Agro, Jr. 
Mr. Bob B. Myers 
Mr. Edward M. Loskot 
Mr. Earle S. Freedman 
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi 
Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Edward A. Terry 
Mr. R. Wayne Willey 
Mr. Jack F. Ross 
Mr. John D. Bruck 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. Charles G. Walsh 
Mr. Randy Aldrich 
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Maryland Department of Tmsportation 
State Highway Administration 

MEMORANDUM 

7 
Richard H. Trainc 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

November 6, 1987 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Mr. William I. Slacura, Secretary 
State Roads Conunission 

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

cyii^ J tMtttv- 

Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
PDMS No. 132046 

The Project Development Division is preparing a Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the subject project.  It is 
anticipated that this document will be ready to submit to the 
Federal Highway Administration during the month of November, 1987. 
The decision to proceed with the FONSI recommending Alternates B 
and C, full control of access with the addition of a fifth and 
sixth lane within the existing median, was made by the 
Administrator at a meeting on May 13, 1987.  Location/Design 
approval will be requested for this alternate. 

A summary of the May 13, 1987 meeting and the Team 
Recommendation Report is attached. 

This information is being sent to you as part of the 
procedure by which you submit the action to Mr. Kassoff, receive 
his approval, and formally record and file this action. 

I concur with the above informati 

»A /l 7 
Date 

NJP/ih 
Attachment 
cc: Mr. John A. Agro, Jr. 

Mr. Bob B. Myers 
Mr. Edward M. Loskot 
Mr. Earle S. . Freedman 
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi 
Mr. Wayne R. . Clingan 
Mr. Louis H. . Ege, Jr. 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

Mr. Edward A. Terry 
Mr. R. Wayne Willey 
Mr. Jack F. Ross 
Mr. John D. Bruck 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. Charles G. Walsh 
Mr. Randy Aldrich 

My telephone number is (301)- 

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

707 North Calvert  St.. Baltimore, Maryland  21203-0717 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 

June  5,   1987 
^       i        state Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
StcnUry 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

RE 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

Project Manager /^a*d(ctX\   L -/^-tJ^ucJ^ 

Contract No. Ho 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
P.D.M.S. No. 132046 

Administrator's Concurrence Meeting 

On Wednesday, May 13, 1987, a meeting was held at State 
Highway Administration Headquarters in Baltimore in order to 
obtain the approval of the Administrator for the recommended 
alternatives for U.S. Route 29 in Howard County.  The following 
representatives attended the meeting: 

Hal Kassoff MD SHA 
Neil J. Pedersen MD SHA 
Louis H. Ege, Jr. MD SHA 
Charles G. Walsh MD SHA 
Wayne R. Clingan MD SHA 
Randy Aldrich MD SHA 

James E. Dooley, Jr. MD SHA 

Cynthia D. Simpson MD SHA 

Sharon Preller MD SHA 

Barbara Ostrom MD SHA 

Bob Lambdin MD SHA 

Mona Dave MD SHA 
John A. Logan, Sr. MD SHA 
Ralph P. Manna MD SHA 
John Jordan MD SHA 
Gregory J. Doyle FHWA 
Elizabeth Calia Howard 

- Administrator 
- OPPE - Director 
- OPPE - Deputy Director 
- PDD Chief, Project Management 
- District 7 - District Engineer 
- Project Development- Project 

Manager 
- Planning and Program 

Development 
- PDD Chief, Environmental 

Management 
- Project Development 
- Environmental 
- PDD Chief, Traffic 

Forecasting 
- Project Development 
- Traffic Forecasting 
- Project Development 
- Bridge Development 
- Bridge Development 
- Highway Development 

County - DPW 

My telephone number is. 333-1139 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, 
June 5, 1987 
Page 2 

r 
; 

Paula 0'Conner       Howard County - OPZ 
Carl Balser Howard County - OPZ 
Richard Schindel      MD SHA - District 7 - Office of 

Real Estate 
William Miley        MD SHA - District 7 - Office of 

Real Estate 
Jeffrey Randall       Bureau of Traffic Projects 
R. Wayne Willey       Gannett Fleming - Project Manager 
Jeffrey F. Lawrence   Gannett Fleming - Traffic Engineer 

The following selections were made and concurred upon by 
the Administrator: 

A. Old Columbia Road 

1. Alternate C-l was approved conditionally upon modifying 
the southbound off ramp with a 150 foot radius forming 
a T-intersection with Old Columbia Road; the southbound 
on ramp to use the existing roadway; the northbound off 
ramp to use a 150 foot radius; and, the northbound on 
ramp to follow the existing roadway. Compound curves 
or spirals should be examined to minimize required 
right-of-way.  It was recommended to include this in 
the Maryland Route 216 Interchange Project. 

2. Alternate C-4 was approved but should not be a part of 
MD SHA proposed improvements because it should be a 
county project. 

B. Hammond - Hillcrest 

1.  Alternate C-3 was approved closing both Hammond and 
Hillcrest with the extension of Crest Road and the 
construction of the driveway.  This was also recommended 
for inclusion in the Maryland Route 216 Interchange 
Project. 

C. Hopkins - Gorman 

1. The developer's proposal - Alternate C-2- is approved 
contingent upon previously discussed modifications. 

2. The county is requiring the developer to present his 
proposal to the Planning Board again. 

D. Rivers Edge Road 

1. Alternate C-4 is approved. 
2. Since the community on the west side favored Alternate 

C-3, the alternate travel routes that traffic would use 
through their neighborhood to access the east side from 
southbound U.S. Route 29 should be presented. 

1-4 



Mr. Louis H. Ege, JJ. 
June 5, 1987 
Page 3 

/* 

E. Seneca Drive 
1. Alternate C-5 modified with the 150 foot loop ramp in 

the northwest quadrant, a 350 foot radius curve at the 
connection of extended Seneca Drive to existing Seneca 
Drive and 150 foot radius curves on the northbound 
right-in, right-out ramps was approved. 

2. State Highway will present this modified alternate to 
the Seventh Day Adventist, Chesapeake Conference. 

3. Howard County requested copies of the modification 
before issuing their position on the alternative. 

4. If possible, this project should be constructed concur- 
rent with the Brokenland Parkway project. 

F. Gales Lane - Alternate C-2 modified was approved. The 
originally proposed Cul-De-Sac was deleted. 

G. Old Columbia Road 

1. Alternate C-2 modified was approved. 
2. This alternate must be reviewed by the Maryland 

Historic Trust. 

H.  Pepple - Diamondback - Alternative C-3 was approved. 

I.  Spring Valley Road - No action required by the team since 
the right-out movement will be closed by construction of the 
MD Route 103 interchange. 

J.   In response to Howard County's question regarding the U.S. 
Route 40 traffic study, they were informed that the study 
will soon begin and will be treated as a special project. 

A component of all of these access control concepts is the 
addition of a fifth and sixth lane for the corridor between 
Maryland Route 216 and the southern limit of the Maryland Route 
100 Interchange Project.  The added lanes would be constructed 
in the median of the existing roadway.  Also included is a 
northbound only climbing lane between the north end of the 
Patuxent River Bridge and Old Columbia Road.  The lane would 
also be constructed in the median. 

RCA:ss 

cc:  Attendees 
Mr. Edward M. Loskot 
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi 
Mr. James K. Gatley 
Mr. Thomas Hicks 
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TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
U.S. ROUTE 29 

HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND 

SELECTED ALTERNATES 

SEGMENT VI ALTERNATES 
SEGMENT VII 
ALTERNATES SEGMENT VIII ALTERNATES SEGMENT IX ALTERNATES 

— 

B&C* 

Old Columbia Road Overpass 
C Concepts 

Hammond-Hillcrest 
C Concepts 

Hopkins- 
Gorman 
Overpass 
C Concepts 

B&C» 

Rivers 
Edge Road 
C Concepts 

B&C* 
Seneca Drive C Concepts 

Gales Lane 
C Concepts 

B4C* 

Old Columbia 
Rd/Wandering 

Way 
C Concepts 

Pepple/ 
Diamond Back 
C Concepts 

1 2 3 A 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 3 4 5A 58 SA^Mod 1112 1  1  2 1   1  3 
' 

X (C 
only) 

X X X X X(C 
only) 

X X (C 
only) 

X X X (C 
only) 

X X 

Cost (in millions) $2,651 $0,534 $1,891 $1,022 $0,028 $0,356 $0^503 $0,102 $7,710 $9,226 $2,262 $2,523 $2,669 $2,293 $5,654 $5,997 $4,337 $4,143 $4,244 $0,293 $0,253 $2,584 $0,141 $0,323 $0,280 :$0,210 

NATURAL ENVIRONtCNT IMPACTS 

0 0 1.0 3.0 0.3 0 0.5 0.4 8.1 4.7 0 1.2 1.5 0 1.5 0.8 0.8 0.9 

1 

0.8 

i 

0 0.4 0 0 0.8 0.3 0.3 Loss of Natural Habitat (acres) 
(Does not include man-dominated 
or agricultural land) 

Threatened or Endangered Species no no no no no no no no no no no no no no no no no no no no < no no no no no no 

Stream Crossings 0 0 2 3 0 0 2 0 4 5 1 3 3 0 1 2 2 3 2 0 ; 1 0 0 1 1 1 

Wetland Areas Affected (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 .OTM 0.2 0.2 0 0.2 0.22 0.22 0.42 0.22 0 i 0.1 0 0 0.03 0.1 0.1 

100-Year Floodplain Affected(acs) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 0 0 0 .006 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i 0.4 0.8 0 0 0 0 

Prime Farmland (acres) 0 0 A.5 2.0 0 0 0 0 0.9 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o: 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Quality Impacts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o; 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

Number of Families Relocated 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 1 0 1 2 3 2 2 0 ; 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Business Displacements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Required Right-of-Way 0 .002 .117 .158 .005 .007 .018 .027 1.617 1.617 0 .050 .213 0 .187 .647 .511 .747 .553 o! .121 0 0 .068 0 0 

Historic Sites Affected(acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
! 

0 ; 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Consistent With Land Use Plans no ves ves ves . jr.e,a -: ves yes . ves. . ves - ves no- ves ves no , yes ves yes yes Yes ves ves no ves  1 ves  1 yes  I- yes 

•Impacts in this column are for lane widening of Alternate B and C, and therefore are in addition to those listed separately for the concepts. 

No additional cost over that for lane widening. 
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TABLE 2 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATES B AND C 
BY NUMBER OF NOISE IMPACTED DWELLINGS 

U.S. ROUTE 29 
HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND ' 

Noise 
Sensitive 
Area 

Noise Impacts * by Alternate 
B C 

A 1 1 
B 5 11 
C 2 6 
D 2 4 
E 3 7 
F 13 28 
G 10 13 
H 1 8 
I 0 0 

TOTAL 37 78 

* All impacts represent an exceedence of 
the FHWA Noise Abatement criteria of 67 
dBA. Leq. 
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III.  SUMMARY OF ACTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  Background 

1. Project Location 

This portion of existing U.S. Route 29 extends from the Patuxent River 
bridge at the Howard County line to the U.S. Route 40 interchange (Figure 1). 
The roadway lies in a north-south direction and intersects the following state 
roadways in the project area: Maryland Route 216, Maryland Route 32, Maryland 
Route 175, Miryland Route 108, and Maryland Route 103 (Figure 2). In addition 
to Columbia, numerous major residential, commercial, and industrial developments 
are located along the 4-lane and 6-lane divided highway. 

2. Project Purpose 

The purpose of the U.S. Route 29 study is to develop alternates that will 
ensure that sufficient, safe roadway capacity will be provided to accommodate 
existing and projected traffic growth. The consequences of the no-build 
alternate were also developed. 

The U.S. Route 29 corridor is a vital part of the transportation network 
serving Howard County. This corridor has undergone extensive industrial- 
commercial development, and in the next 20 years is expected to experience 
continued growth in planned commercial, industrial, and residential development. 

The existing roadway network in the study area is unable to properly handle 
current and projected traffic. The roadway operates above capacity during 
morning and evening peak traffic hours. Existing signals along the U.S. Route 
29 corridor were installed to handle the crossing and turning movements at the 
more heavily congested areas. As a result of the influx in traffic and the 
future projected growth, these areas are at capacity and can no longer 
efficiently handle the traffic. The study of these areas has reflected the need 
for grade separated interchanges that can handle higher capacities. 

In developing the proposal for fully controlled access, the existing road 
network on each side of U.S. Route 29 was examined to ensure that safe and 
efficient local traffic circulation is maintained. Parts of the existing local 
network must be upgraded, and new two-lane service roads were included as an 
element of this study. 

3. Project History 

In the early 1950's, the State Roads Commission planned and began 
construction of a new dual highway along the Old Columbia Pike Corridor. In 
Howard County, only one-half of this new roadway was constructed. By 1954, the 
new bridge over the Patuxent River was completed, thus opening the facility for 
through traffic. In 1968, the connection north of St. John's Lane to 1-70 was 
completed. Development of the new town of Columbia necessitated the 
construction of dual lanes on the New Columbia Pike. The new construction was 
completed in 1970. Although not fully achieved, access to and from the New 
Columbia Pike was controlled so that the facility could one day evolve into a 
freeway. 
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Since completing the original dual highway, the State Highway Administration 
has refined the corridor in many locations to provide additional capacity. An 
interchange and an extension of Maryland Route 175 have replaced the original 
north entrance to Columbia at Oakland Mills Road. The Patuxent Freeway has 
replaced old Maryland Route 32. In 1982, the Howard County Office of Pl/nning 
and zoning developed transportation goals that recommend the upgrading of U.s! 
Koute 29 to a controlled access highway with four or more travel lanes. 
M^nnT5, ^,7 l

r?"m,ne[!ded at Maryland Route 216, Hopkins/Gorman Road, 
Maryland Route 32 Little Patuxent Parkway, Maryland Route 108, Maryland Route 
103, and Broken Land Parkway. Construction activities have begun for an 
nterchange at Maryland Route 108. Final design activities are underway, for new 
interchanges at Maryland Route 216, the proposed Maryland Route 103 at n. 
& Vr fne' ok?,n Land Parkway> which includes Owen Brown Road and Columbia's 
South Entrance. North of St. John's Lane, the roadway has been widened to six 
lanes. 

HinhS" F
fl

e.bruarV. .1986, an Alternates Workshop was held to present the State 
Highway Admimstration's preliminary alternate proposals for the reconstruction 
?L **•*" ,A • 29-Ln.

Those alternates were refined and presented at a combined 
location/design public hearing on February 17, 1987. 

B.  Alternates 

1.  Description 

SrhJSi th
f
e

h
Alternates Public Workshop held February 8, 1986, at the Hammond High 

bchoo, three alternates were presented for each segment within this project. 
The alternates were: «jcv-u. 

Alternate A - No Build Alternate consisting of the maintenance of the 
existing highway design. 

Alternate B -- Roadway widening within the median and no-access control. 

Alternate C -- Roadway widening within the median with access control. 

rnJLItcrnateS 5 *"? B
J
were Presented for each segment. In addition, numerous 

concepts were developed under Alternate C in each segment. A total of 22 
alternate C concepts were presented at the workshop. 

a-  Alternates Not Considered in Final Selection 

Th. Vl 0f. the .A1J-ernate C concepts were dropped from further consideration, 
as folT reasons they were deleted from further study are presented 

At Rivers Edge Road (Segment VII) 
VII-C-1: Right-on; Right-off Only 

r^Hi.n -V**  Fd9e ru^ would have v•*•^   intact with the exception of the 
median crossover   This would have allowed only the right-on, right-off 
movements from U.S. Route 29. Crossover movements would have been achieved at 
adjacent interchanges. 

III-7 



24 

This concept was dropped after the Alternates Public Workshop because 
the concept included a right-on, right-off movement at Old Columbia Road on the 
east side of U.S. Route 29.  The acceleration lane for the right-on movement 
would have extended onto the bridge over the Middle Patuxent River.  Th^| 
required widening of the bridge was not considered to be cost effective. 

VII-C-2: Underpass 

Rivers Edge Road would have been reconstructed as an underpass to U.S. 
Route 29, connecting with Old Columbia Road on the east side of U.S. Route ^. 
Access ramps to and from southbound U.S. Route 29 would have served Rivers Edge 
Road. Northbound U.S. Route 29 would have had access to ramps along Old 
Columbia Road. The ramp configuration was a weaving lane connecting a tight on 
ramp with a tight off ramp. All existing access points and median crossovers to 
U.S. Route 29 would have been severed along this segment. 

This concept was dropped after the Alternates Public Workshop because 
the weaving lane was carried on the bridge over the Middle Patuxent River. As 
with Concept VII-C-1, the required bridge widening was not considered to be cost 

effective. 

At Seneca Drive (Segment VIII) 
VIII-C-1: Right-on, Right-off Only 

Seneca Drive would have remained intact with access to and from 
northbound U.S. Route 29. The median crossover would have been eliminated and 
all crossover movements would have been achieved at adjacent interchanges. 

This concept was dropped after the Alternates Public Workshop becauy^ 
no access was provided for the developing properties on the west side or u.^ 

Route 29. 

VIII-C-2: Overpass 

This concept would close Seneca Drive to U.S. Route 29 as it exists 
today and constructing a structure over U.S. Route 29 utilizing the Seneca Drive 
alignment and grade.  This would have allowed access for traff^ westbound 
^eneca Drive to southbound U.S. Route 29 traffic heading north on U.S. Route 29 
could have made the eastbound movement onto Seneca Drive via a proposed ramp. 

All crossover movements would have been made at adjacent interchanges. 
A service road would have been built to provide access to the parcels in the 
northeast quadrant of the Seneca Drive/U.S. Route 29 intersection. 

This concept was dropped after the Alternates Public Workshop because 
no access was provided for the developing properties on the west side of u.b. 
Route 29, and the Seneca Drive to northbound U.S. Route 29 movement was not 
provided. 

111-8 



-2/ 

Pepp.e  Or?vl^rZUrd0bPa0cSk
edDrCi,v0eS,'n9

fl)
a,,,   *«"   «»'»'»   t.  U.S.   R„ute  29   at 

•ade at adjacent interchanges. "   cr<)sso»er movements  TOuld  have been 

it was 
IX-C-3). x/3 should be improved (see Concept 

^-P^V^^MJSeamerr^ 
X-C-l:     Right-on  QnTv 

This 

b-       No Build AltPm^o y  • 

Alternate   A   is   the   Nn   RIMIH 

existing highway design.    All  existTna'Tt ^"H15^"9   0f   the   -M^tenance   of   the 
Pomts of the No Build" Alternate are-9 ^ ^^ctions would remain      Key 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 

fxfsuSri'af^c^condSs2^";"^ n0t * *«•>«- 
and traffic voiles°tcreaSe 

COn9esti°" •»-"«" "rsen as  demand 

Costs associated with thu in + «      :      " 

for the norma.  act^t^f^X/^ScV" th0Se  '""^ 

"•      -ou"d Alternafpc Consider^ 

Alternate B 

consisting  of  widening  the  corr doVfmi"^ ^^ W1'th no control  of access 

the Deta^ed AHernates Mapping   ^^^^W•?* fn«,^f»'"9 ohly 

III-9 



I 

VI-C-2: Extending Hammond Parkway 

All access to U.S. Route 29 would be severed at Hillcrest 
Drive and Hammond Drive. Hammond Parkway would be extended to 
connect with Hammond Drive to accommodate all traffic to U.S Route 
29 via the proposed Hopkins/Gorman Road interchange. Key points 
are: 

1. Required right-of-way would be 1.08 acres. 
2. Capacity and safety along U.S. Route 29 would be 

increased. 
3. Local circulation would be enhanced. - 
4. Estimated cost is $503,000 (0.503 million) | 

VI-C-3: Extending Crest Road to Hammond Hills (Selected) 

All access to U.S. Route 29 at Hillcrest Drive and Hammond 
Drive will be severed. A proposed extension of Crest Road to the 
Hammond Hills development will divert all U.S.  Route 29 bound   • 
traffic to Maryland Route 216.  A driveway will be provided to   | 
Hammond Parkway for the property northeast of Hammond Branch. Key 
points are: 

1. Required right-of-way will be 1.62 acres. 
2. Capacity and safety along U.S. Route 29 will be 

increased. 
3. Local circulation will be enhanced. 
4. Possible traffic impact on Hammond Hills development. 
5. Estimated cost is $102,000 (0.102 million) 

At Hopkins/Gorman Road: 
(See Detailed Alternates Mapping, Sheet. 2 of 9) 

VI-C-1: Overpass 

Alternate VI-C-1 was developed since the Alternates Public 
Workshop and after detailed environmental analysis. The existing 
signalized intersection at Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road and U.S. 
Route 29 would be closed.  An overpass would be constructed 
approximately 200 feet north of the existing intersection. 
Diamond type ramps would be provided for the southbound movements. 
A loop ramp and an outer ramp would be provided for the northbound 
movements.  The relocated Hopkins/Gorman Road would tie into the  :U 

existing roadway approximately 1400 feet west of U.S. Route 29.  ^ 
The new roadway would form a T-intersection with the existing 
roadway approximately 300 feet east of the existing intersection 
of Hammond Parkway at Gorman Road.  An access road would be 
provided from Gorman Road to Old Columbia Road near the Middle 
Patuxent River. Key points are: 

b€ 
1. Required right-of-way would be 12.36 acres. .ac 
2. Full   access   is   provided   to   all   properties   on   both   sides   of 

U.S.  Route 29. 
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3. Capacity and safety on U.S. Route 29 is increased. 
4. Estimated cost is $7,710 million. 

VI-C-2: Overpass (Selected) 
(See Detailed Alternates Mapping, Sheet 3 of 9) 

Alternate VI-C-2 is the concept presented by the developer. 
The existing signalized intersection at Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road 
and U.S. Route 29 would be closed. An overpass will be constructed 
approximately 200 feet north of the existing intersection, and 
Relocated Hopkins-Gorman Road will tie into existing 
Hopkins-Gorman approximately 700 feet east of Hammond Parkway. 
Access to southbound U.S. Route 29 would be via a diamond type 
ramp from relocated Hopkins-Gorman Road and via a ramp from the 
development roadway. Access to northbound U.S. Route 29 will be 
via a overpass ramp from the development roadway. Access from 
northbound U.S. Route 29 will be via a loop ramp in the northeast 
quadrant of the interchange. Access from southbound U.S. Route 29 
will be via a ramp connecting to the developed roadway. This 
concept features five intersections: Relocated Hopkins-Gorman 
Road/access road. Relocated Hopkins-Gorman Road/Extended Hammond 
Parkway/Northbound exit ramp. Relocated Hopkins-Gorman 
Road/Southbound entrance ramp. Relocated Hopkins-Gorman/Old 
Columbia Road/the development roadway and an intersection in the 
development. Environmental impacts associated with this alternate 
were assessed after the Environmental Assessment. No impacts have 
been determined to be significant. See Table 1 for impacts. Key 
points are: 

1. Required right-of-way will be 12.36 acres. 
2. Full access is provided to all properties on both sides of 

U.S. Route 29. 
3. Southbound traffic exiting U.S. Route 29 and northbound 

traffic entering U.S. Route 29 must travel through a 
signalized intersection in the development. 

4. Capacity and safety on U.S. Route 29 is increased. 
5. Estimated cost is $9,226 million, part of which is being 

funded by the developer. 

Segment VII - Alternate C concepts are being considered at one 
location in Segment VII—at Rivers Edge Road. 

VII-C-3: Underpass 

This alternate is similar to Concept VII-C-2, which was 
dropped from further study, all aspects except that the location 
of the northbound ramps between U.S. Route 29 and Old Columbia 
Road would be changed. The ramps would not be located on the 
bridge and a higher design speed on the ramps would be provided. 
Key points of this alternate are: 

1. Required right-of-way would be 2.94 acres. 
2. Full access would be provided to Rivers Edge Road and 
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Old Columbia Road. 

3. Extensive earthwork would be required for the proposed 
ramps to Old Columbia Road. 

4. Estimated cost is $2,523 million. 

VII-C-4: Underpass (Selected) 

Concept VII-C-4 is a concept developed since the Alternates 
Public Workshop. This alternate is similar to Concept VII-C-3 in 
all aspects except that the location of the southbound ramps 
between U.S. Route 29 and Rivers Edge Road will be changed. 
Instead of tying in at the existing Rivers Edge Road/LongviewRoad 
intersections as in Concept VII-C-3, a new intersection will be 
formed on Rivers Edge Road between U.S. Route 29 and Longview 
Road. Key points are: 

1.  Required right-of-way will be 3.51 acres. 
2 Full access will be provided to Rivers Edge Road and 

more direct access will be provided to Old Columbia Road 
traffic headed southbound on U.S. Route 29. 

3. Extensive earthwork will be required for the proposed 
ramps to Old Columbia Road. 

4. Estimated cost is $2,669 million. 

Segment VIII - Alternate C concepts are being considered at two 
llocations in Segment VHI-at Seneca Drive and at Gales Lane. 

At Seneca Drive: 
VIII-C-3;~ Overpass. Partial Diamond 

This concept would close Seneca Drive as it exists today and 
construct a structure over U.S. Route 29 utilizing the Seneca 
Drive alignment and grades. A diamond ramp for access to and from 
southbound U.S. Route 29 from the overpass would be provided. 
Ramps to and from northbound U.S. Route 29 are also provided. 

The overpass at Seneca Drive would extend west to Martin Road 
at Windsor Court. This would provide more direct access to U.S. 
Route 29 for Clemens Crossing. A service road would be provided 
to connect Allview Drive with Seneca Drive to provide access to 
the parcels in the northeast quadrant of the Seneca Drive/U.b. 
Route 29 intersection. 

The alignment of Seneca Drive Extended was revised slightly 
from the alignment shown at the Alternates Public Workshop. The 
revision was made to minimize the impacts to the Dike Property and 
the natural water path on the Dike Property. 

The southbound entrance ramp was relocated to provide access 
to traffic from the east side of U.S. Route 29. Key points of 
this alternate are: 
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VIII-C-4 on the west side of U.S. Route 29. The differences are 
on the east side of the mainline. With a large radius on the 
Connection of relocated Seneca Drive to existing Seneca Drive 
satisfying a 40 mph design speed, one additional residential, 
displacement would be necessary. 

The northbound right-on, right-off movements would take place 
approximately 50 feet north of the existing Seneca Drive. Old 
Columbia Road on the west side of Seneca Drive would form an at- 
qrade intersection with Relocated Seneca Drive and the extension 
of the Service Road from Allview Drive. Key points are: 

1. Required right-of-way would be 6.34 acres. 
2. Capacity and safety along U.S. Route 29 would be 

3. Full access would be provided to developments and 
oroperties on both sides of U.S. Route 29. 

4. Local circulation would be improved with the connection 
to Martin Road. 

5. Estimated cost is $4,337 million. 

VIII-C-5B: Relocation of Seneca Drive - Overpass 

Alternate VIII-C-5B was developed since the Alternates IPublic 
Workshop. The only difference between Concepts VIII-C-5A and 
VIII-C-5B is that the radius on the curve on the connection of 
Reocated Seneca Drive to Existing Seneca Drive was decrea^ 
meeting a 30 mph design speed. Though the design speed is 
slightly reduced through this area, the tie-in is achieved without 
the additional property displacement. Key points are:        J 

1. Required right-of-way will be 6.07 acres. 
2. Capacity and safety along U.S. Route 29 will  be 

increased. . 
3. Full  access will  be provided to development and 

properties on both sides of U.S. Route 29. 
4. Local circulation will be improved with the connection 

to Martin Road. 
5. Estimated cost is $4,143 million. 

VIII-C-5A-Modified:  Relocation  of  Seneca  Drive :—Overpass 
(Selected) 

Alternate VIII-C-5A-Modified was developed since the Public 
Hearing. This concept modifies the same radius that Alternate 
VIII-C-5B does. An improved design speed is obtained without the 
additional property displacement. Another key change with this 
concep? lies west of Route 29. The southbound movements are 
achieved via loop ramps instead of diamond ramps. Both ramps are 
located in the northwest quadrant of the intersection. Th s 
alternate was developed after the environmental assessment and is 
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not included in the report. Impacts of the alternate have been 
studied and the change of radius and addition of loop ramps do not 
result in significant environmental impacts. Impacts have been 
summarized in Table 1 for this report. Key points are: 

1. Required right-of-way would be 8.28 acres. 
2. Capacity and safety along U.S. Route 29 would be 

increased. 
3. Full access would be provided to development and 

properties on both sides of U.S. Route 29. 
4. Local circulation would be improved with the connection 

to Martin Road. 
5. Estimated cost is $4,244 million. 

At Gales Lane: 
VIII-C-1: Right-on, Right-off 

Gales Lane would remain open as it is today, with the right- 
on, right-off traffic movements only. Key points are: 

1. No additional right-of-way required. 
2. Crossover traffic would use adjacent interchanges. 
3. Estimated cost is $293,000 (0.293 million). 

VIII-C-2: Service Road Connection (Selected) 

Gales Lane access to U.S. Route 29 will be severed. Access 
will be provided by extending Gales Lane south to Gales Lane in 
the River Meadows Subdivision. Key points are: 

1. Required right-of-way will be 0.89 acres. 
2. Local circulation will be improved. 
3. Estimated cost is $253,000.(0.253 million). 
4. Safety of U.S. Route 29 will be increased. 

Segment IX - Alternate C concepts are being considered at two 
locations-at Old Columbia Road and at Pepple Drive and Oiamondback 

At Old Columbia Road: 
IX-C-1: Right-on, Right-off 

D 4. Ro(?
ht"°n' ri9ht-off traffic movement between northbound U.S. 

Route 29 and Old Columbia Road would be maintained. The median 
crossover would be closed. Key points are: 

1. No additional right-of-way would be required. 
2. Crossover traffic would use adjacent interchanges. 
3. Estimated cost is $141,000 (0.141 million). 
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IX-C-2: Roadway to Twin Knolls Road (Selected) 

All access from Old Columbia Road onto U.S. Route 29 will be 
severed. To maintain access, a roadway that extends from Old, 
Columbia Road to Twin Knolls Road will be constructed. This 
proposed roadway will allow the properties affected by the access 
control to gain access to U.S. Route 29 via Maryland Route 175. 
The location of the roadway was changed slightly from the Concept 
IX-C-2 which was shown in the Environmental Assessment. ihis 
change was made because the Maryland Historical Trust opposed the 
originally proposed location because of possible proximity impacts 
to the Felicity historic site. The selected alternate will allow 
the retention of more vegetation in the vicinity of the site and 
will avoid impacts to the west and north sides of Felicity. The 
current alternate saves more trees near the historic site. Key 
points are: 

1. Required right-of-way will be 0.50 acres. 
2. Local circulation will be improved. 
3. Estimated cost is $323,000 (0.323 million). 

At Pepple Drive and Diamondback Drive: 
IX-C-1: Right-on, Kight-oTT 

Access to U.S. Route 29 at Pepple Drive would be severed. 
Diamondback Drive would remain open for the right-on, right-off 
traffic movement only. The curve on the entrance ramp from 
westbound Maryland Route 175 to northbound U.S. Route 29 would be 
flattened and lengthened to improve the design speed. These ram| 
improvements have been added to Alternate IX-C-1 since thj 
Alternates Public Workshop. Key points are: 

1.  No additional right-of-way would be required. 
2   Crossover traffic would use adjacent interchanges. 
3*  Improvements would be provided to the Maryland Route 175 

on-ramp in the form of a continuous weaving lane and the 
flattening of the radius. 

4.  Estimated cost is $280,000 (0.280 mill ion). 

IX-C-3: Improvements to Maryland Route 175 Ramp (Selected) 

All access points to U.S. Route 29 at Pepple Drive and 
Diamondback Drive will be severed. The curve on the entrance ramp 
from westbound Maryland Route 175 to northbound U.S. Route 29 will 
be flattened and lengthened to improve the design speed. Key 
points are: 

1. No additional right-of-way is required. 
2. Capacity and safety of U.S. Route 29 will be improved. 
3. Crossover traffic movements will be made at adjacent 

interchanges. ..,.„.. nc 
4. Improvements will be provided to the U.S. Route 175 ramp 
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/*> ramp by flattening the radius. 
/: 5. Estimated cost is $210,000 (0.210 million). 

6. Access to U.S. Route 29 would be via Maryland Routes 108 
/* and 175. 

Segment X -- An Alternate C concept is being considered at Spring Valley 
Road. 

X-C-2: No Access (Selected) 

This concept will sever all access to U.S. Route 29 at Spring 
Valley Road. Key points are; 

1. No additional right-of-way will be required. 
2. Capacity and safety of U.S. Route 29 will be increased. 
3. Possible adverse impacts to local circulation will 

occur. 
4. No additional cost over that for lane widening. 
5. Spring Valley Road has been closed due to Maryland Route 

103 interchange construction. Howard County will 
provide access at this location. 

Segment XI -- This segment of the U.S. Route 29 corridor exists today as a 
controlled access highway. No additional improvements are proposed. 

2.  Service Characteristics 

a.  Traffic Conditions 

U.S. Route 29 is among the more important primary highways in Howard County 
and is the only one serving Columbia's town center. The growth in traffic 
volumes over the past thirty-five years along U.S. Route 29 has generally 
paralleled the growth in households and employment. 

Current daily traffic volumes (vehicles per day) and hourly traffic volumes 
(vehicles per hour) are tabulated in Table 3 for the six segments of U.S. Route 
29 studied in Howard County. The peak hour directional distribution is 62 
percent A.M. southbound and 63 percent P.M. northbound. The A.M. and P.M. peak 
hours are 5.24 percent and 5.49 percent, respectively, of the average daily 
traffic. 
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TABLE 3 

1985 TRAFFIC DATA 

SEGMENT   • LOCATION ALONG U.S. ROUTE 29 

VI Howard County Line to North of 
Hopkins/Gorman Road 

VII North of Hopkins/Gorman Road to 
North of Maryland Route 32 

VIII North of Maryland Route 32 to 
Columbia's South Entrance 

IX Columbia's South Entrance to 
Maryland Route 108 

X Maryland Route 108 to North 
of Maryland Route 103 

XI North of Maryland Route 103 
to U.S. Route 40 

AVERAGE DAILY PEAK HOUR 
TRAFFIC VOLUME TRAFFIC VOLUME 

27,800 2,380 

31,400 2,985 

38,500 3,675 

47,900 4,380 

54,100 5,225 

55,400 5,555 

In accordance with the projected increases in land use in the study area, 
year 2015 traffic volumes are anticipated to significantly increase in 
comparison to today's volumes. Year 2015 daily and peak-hour traffic volumes 
for each study segment in Howard County are shown on Table 4. 

TABLE 4 

DESIGN YEAR 2015 TRAFFIC DATA 

SEGMENT   LOCATION ALONG U.S. ROUTE 29 

VI Howard County Line to North of 
Hopkins/Gorman Road 

VII North of Hopkins/Gorman Road to 
North of Maryland Route 32 

VIII North of Maryland Route 32 to 
Columbia's South Entrance 

IX Columbia's South Entrance to 
Maryland Route 108 

X Maryland Route 108 to North 
of Maryland Route 103 

XI North of Maryland Route 103 
to U.S. Route 40 

AVERAGE DAILY PEAK HOUR 
TRAFFIC VOLUME TRAFFIC VOLUME 

50,100 4,995 

51,800 4,955 

78,500 6,675 

92,100 6,835 

104,400 9,005 

119,700 9,120 
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TABLE  5 

HOWARD COUNTY  INTERSECTION LEVEL  OF  SERVICE 

LEVEL OF 

INTERSECTION 

U.S. 29 at Old Columbia Road 
(Sta. 657+) 
U.S. 29 at Hillcrest Drive 
U.S. 29 at Hammond Drive 
U.S. 29 at Johns Hopkins Road 

U.S. 29 at Old Columbia Road 
(Sta. 656+) 

U.S. 29 at Rivers Edge Road 
U.S. 29 at Seneca Drive 
U.S. 29 at South Entrance 
U.S. 29 at Gales Lane 

U.S. 29 at Pepple Drive 

U.S. 29 at Diamondback Drive 

 1985— 
EXISTING COND 

SERVICE (A.M./P.M. PEAK HOURS 1 
:;;- - 2015  
UION  ALTERNATE A   ALTERNATE B 

A/A 
A/A 
A/A 
C/D 

A/B 
B/A 
A/C 
C/E 
A/A 

C/D 

C/C 

Notes: Alternate A = No Build 
Alternate B = Lane Widening 
Level of Service Determination 
Analysis 
*Closed except for special events 

D/F (1.06) B/C 
C/E A/C 
D/E A/C 

F (1.25)/ F(1.17)/ 
F (1.38) F(1.17) 

B/F (1.06) B/C 
F (1.14)/D D/D 
C/F^(1.44) A/F £1.06) 

F (1.11)/ C/D 
F (1.12) 
F (1.21)/ D/E 
F (1.29) 
F (1.17)/ D/E 
F (1.23) 

Based on 1985 MD SHA Critical Lane 
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2. 

3. 

3^ 
The level of service for freeway segments, ramps intersections and weaves 

for two lanes on the mainline at the following locations: 

1 Northbound U.S. Route 29 south of Seneca Drive in Segment VIII, 

sSound'u'.S.5^^ no^th of Seneca Drive in Segment VII., 

Nrth'bound'u^.'Rou?; zT^  of Diamondback Drive in Segment IX, 

4.  SoSouni and Southbound U.S. Route 29 at Spring Valley Road in 
Segment X, Concept 2. 

Widening to three lanes alleviates this breakdown condition, and Alternate C 

presently includes this widening. 

southbound lanes during the A.M. peak period. 

At Old Columbia Road, concept segment VI, ramp LOS are as follows: 

Merge 

A.M. 

Divergi 

PEAK 
Ramp 

e  Proper Merge 

P.M. PEAK 

Diverge 
Ramp 

Proper 

Northbound U.S. 29 
Exit Ramp 

- A E - B E 

Northbound U.S. 29 
Entrance Ramp 
(Standard Acceleration 
Lane) 
(Auxiliary Lane) 

A 

A 

- C 

C 

B 

A 

- C 

C 

Southbound U.S. 29 
Exit Ramp 
(Standard Deceleration 
Lane) 
(Auxiliary Lane) 

- B 

A 

E 

E 

- A 

A 

E 

E 

Southbound U.S. 29 
Entrance Ramp 

A 

" 

C A C 
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At Seneca Drive, concept C-5A modified, ramp LOS are as follows: 

A.M. PEAK P.M. PEAK 

Merge Diverge 
Ramp 
Proper Merge Diverge 

Ramp 
Proper 

Northbound U.S. 29 
Exit Ramp 

- A E - A ' E 

Northbound U.S. 29 
Entrance Ramp 

A - E A "• E 

Southbound U.S. 29 
Exit Ramp 

\ 
A D " A D 

Southbound U.S. 29 
Entrance Ramp 

A - D A - D 

b.  Accident Si ummary 

U.S. Route 29, from the Patuxent River Bridge to U.S. Route 40 in Howard 
County, experienced 471 accidents during the three-year period of 1983 to 1985. 
This number resulted in an average accident rate of 106 accidents per 100 
million vehicles miles of travel (acc/lOOMVM), which is lower than the weighted 
statewide average accident rate of 149acc/100MVM. The corresponding accident 
cost to the motoring and general public as a result of these accidents is 
approximately $756,000/100MVM. 

As indicated in Table 6 the three-year accident rates by accident severity 
and collision type are consistent with the corresponding statewide average rates 
for this type of roadway. 

As shown, this segment of highway experienced two fatal accidents: 

o  A pedestrian was struck while walking in the right-turn lane of 
northbound U.S. Route 29 at Maryland 216. 

o   A driver, who had been drinking, drove his vehicle southbound in 
the northbound lane and struck a northbound vehicle. 

There were two sections and five intersections that met the criteria for 
High Accident Locations (HAL) from 1983 to 1985. These locations are listed in 
Table 7. 

At-grade intersections are experiencing the greatest number of conflicts and 
accidents. Of 471 accidents, 265 (or 56%) were intersection-related accidents. 
As traffic volumes increase, at-grade intersections will experience an increase 
in congestion, delay, and number of accidents. 

The roadway widening and removal of at-grade intersections, such as by 
interchange construction, proposed by recommended Alternate C concepts will 
reduce congestion and delays.  It also is projected to reduce the accident rate 
by 33% to 71 acc/100 MVM. 
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SEVERITY 

Fatal Accidents 
Injury Accidents 
Property Damage Only 
Total Accidents 

TABLE 6 
ACCIDENT RATES BY ACCIDENT SEVERITY, 

1983- -1985 

NUMBER 
OF ACCIDENTS RATE/IOOMVM 

2 0.5 
273 61.2 
196 44.0 
471 105.6 

STATEWIDE 
AVERAGE RATE 

1. .6 
83. ,8 
64. .0 

149, .0 

ACCIDENT RATES BY COLLISION TYPE, 
1983-1985 

NUMBER STATEWIDE 
COLLISION TYPE OF ACCIDENTS RATE/IOOMVM AVERAGE RATE 

Opposite Direction 7 1.6 2.1 
Rear End 205 46.0 48.1 
Left Turn 40 9.0 17.1 
Sideswipe 32 7.2 12.7 
Angle 70 15.7 24.7 
Pedestrian 5 1.1 2.5 
Fixed Object 42 6.4 19.1 
Parked Vehicle 4 0.9 2.3 
Other Collisions 66 14.8 20.2 

TABLE 7 
HIGH ACCIDENT LOCATIONS- HIGHWAY SECTIONS, 

1983-1985 

SECTION YEAR LISTED 

,12 mile south of Vista Road to .18 mile north of Maryland 32       1985 
,23 mile south of Owen Brown Road to .27 mile north of Owen Brown Road 1983 

HIGH ACCIDENT LOCATIONS-INTERSECTIONS 
1983-1985 

INTERSECTION 

U.S. Route 29 at Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Maryland 32 
U.S. Route 29 at Owen Brown Road 
U.S. Route 29 at Maryland 108 
U.S. Route 29 at Spur to Maryland Route 103 

1 - Interchange Proposed 
2 - Interchange Constructed 
3 - Interchange Under Construction 

YEARS LISTED 

1983, 19851 

1984, 19852 

1983,  1984,   19851 

1983,  1984,  19853 
1983,  1984,  19851 
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C.  Environmental Consequences of Recommended Alternate 

A detailed Environmental Analysis of the study area and the alternates under 
consideration was performed to determine the potential environmental 
consequences of the proposed project. The following summarizes the 
environmental impacts of the Selected Alternate. 

1.  Socioeconomic Impacts 

Socioeconomic impacts associated with the Selected Alternate and Alternate 
Concepts are described for the following impact areas: (1) land use and 
planning, (2) displacements and relocations, (3) neighborhoods, (4) community 
facilities and services, (5) historic and archeological resources, and (6) the 
economy. 

a. Land Use and Planning 

The Selected Alternate is consistent with land use and development planning 
for the corridor. It will provide both the safest and most efficient response 
to future travel demand, thus improving serviceability of U.S. Route 29. The 
improved serviceability will further increase the desirability of the corridor 
for additional development. 

b. Displacements and Relocations 

The Selected Alternate will require the displacement of six residences and 
one business. Three of the residences are located at Hopkins Gorman in Segment 
VI, two residences are located at Seneca Drive in Segment VIII and one at Rivers 
Edge Road in Segment VII. Additionally, no minorities, elderly, or handicapped 
persons will be affected. Sufficient comparable and affordable replacement 
housing is available in the project area. A roofing business would be displaced 
at Hopkins/Gorman Road. The business should be able to relocate in the area. 
In accordance, with the "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970," the State Highway Administration shall not 
proceed with any phase of a project causing relocation of any persons until it 
has furnished assurance that all displaced persons will be relocated 
satisfactorily to comparable, decent, safe, and sanitary housing. A lead time 
of 12 to 15 months is required to complete all relocations. 

Title VI Statement 

It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration to ensure 
compliance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and 
related civil rights law and regulations which prohibit discrimination on the 
grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, age, religion, physical or mental 
handicap in all State Highway Administration program projects funded in whole or 
in part by the Federal Highway Administration. The State Highway Administration 
will not discriminate in highway planning, highway design, highway construction, 
the acquisition of right-of-way, or the provision of relocation advisory 
assistance. This policy has been incorporated into all levels of the highway 
planning process in order that proper consideration may be given to the social, 
economic,  and  environmental  effects of all  highway projects.   Alleged 

111-25 



7& 
discriminatory actions should be addressed to the Equal Opportunity Section of 
the Maryland State Highway Administration for investigation. 

c.  Neighborhoods 

Alternate C will change the accessibility to and from some adjacent 
neighborhoods. Table 8 shows the effect of the Selected Alternate concepts on 
the neighborhood. 

TABLE 8 

SELECTED ALTERNATE CONCEPTS - EFFECTS ON NEIGHBORHOODS 

CONCEPT 

Segment VI - Concept 3 
Extending Crest Road 
from Hammond HilIs 

Segment VIII - Concept 5a 
Seneca Drive to Martin 
Road 

Segment VIII - Concept 2 
Gales Lane 

Segment IX - Concept 3 
Pepple Drive/Diamondback 
Drive 

AFFECTED NEIGHBORHOOD 

Hillcrest Heights 
Hammond Hills 
(proposed) 

Clemens Crossing 

Talbot Springs 
Stevens Forest 

Guilford Downs 

DESCRIPTION OF 
POTENTIAL EFFECT 

Encourages development 
Adds Traffic 

Adds traffic to 
neighborhood streets 

Adds traffic to 
neighborhood streets 

Reduces traffic to 
neighborhood streets 

Alternate C will reduce traffic congestion on Maryland Route 29, thus 
encouraging use of intersecting routes. As a result, the Selected Alternate 
will enhance the growth potential of existing neighborhoods (Hillcrest Heights, 
northwest of Maryland Route 108 in the Village of Dorsey Search, and south of 
Ellicott City) and will encourage development adjacent to Maryland Routes 216, 
108, and 103, and U.S. Route 40. 

The Selected Alternate will not bisect any existing or proposed residential 
neighborhoods nor present any barriers to neighborhood interaction. The 
Alternate will not impact community cohesion. Neither will it impact any social 
groups, such as, the elderly and physically handicapped who may be dependent 
upon public transportation. 
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Community Facilities and Services 
?7 

Community facilities and services include emergency services, 
transportation, health care, education, religious, and recreation facilities. 
The Selected Alternate will provide the following beneficial impacts for each 
facility or service: 

o Transportation - will meet all identified transportation goals and 
would meet projected transportation demand. In addition, the 
Selected Alternate will provide faster transit trips and quicker 
access to park-and-ride lots. 

o Emergency Services - will provide faster response time over 
current conditions to most areas. 

o   Health Care - will lessen travel time to facilities. 

o Educational - will improve safety to Clemen's Crossing Elementary, 
Clarksville Middle and Atholton High Schools from Rivers Edge 
Road, and to Clarksville Middle and Oakland Mills High Schools 
from Seneca Drive and Gales Lane, and to Hammond Elementary and 
Middle School and Atholton High Schools from Hopkins/Gorman Road. 

o Religious - will improve access to Locust United Methodist, Christ 
Memorial Presbyterian and Atholton Seventh Day Adventist Churches 
from Seneca Drive. 

Adverse community service and facility impacts will be minimal.  Impacts 
include the following: 

o Transportation - will limit pedestrian and bicycle crossing U.S. 
Route 29 to major interchanges; however, sidewalks will be 
provided on all bridge crossings, making access safer than current 
conditions. During construction there will be slowing as traffic 
patterns are changed; two lanes north and south will be opened at 
all times. 

o Emergency Services - response times will increase to facilities in 
certain neighborhoods in Segment VI at Old Columbia Road, Segment 
IX at Pepple Drive, Segment VIII at Gales Lane, Segment IX at Old 
Columbia Road, and Segment X at Spring Valley Road. 

o Educational - school bus travel times will be increased in segment 
VI for Hammond Elementary Clarksville Elementary, Hammond Middle 
and Clarksville Middle Schools at Old Columbia Road, in Segment IX 
for Oakland Mills Middle and Howard High Schools at Pepple Drive 
and Diamondback Drive, and in Segment X for Northfield Elementary, 
Dunloggin Middle, and Centennial High School at Spring Valley 
Road. 
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e.  Historic and Archeological Resources 

No property will be required from the historic sites identified as on or 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places by Alternate C. 

Scaggs Place is located in the southwest quadrant of the U.S. Route 29 and 
Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road intersection where two additional lanes will be 
constructed within the median as part of Alternate VI-C-2. The existing 
signalized intersection at Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road and U.S. Route 29 would be 
closed. An overpass will be constructed approximately 200 feet north of the 
existing intersection, and relocated Hopkins-Gorman Road will tie into existing 
Hopkins-Gorman approximately 700 feet east of Hammond Parkway. Access to 
southbound U.S. Route 29 would be via a diamond type ramp from relocated 
Hopkins-Gorman Road within the same quadrant as the historic site. None the 
less, the take-off point of the ramp will be approximately 400 feet north of 
Scaggs Place. The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has indicated that 
Scaggs Place may be affected, but not adversely (See letter in Correspondence 
Section dated March 4, 1987). 

Athol is located near the U.S. Route 29/Seneca Drive intersection in the 
vicinity of Alternate VIII C-5A-Modified. This alternate will relocate Seneca 
Drive approximately 350 feet south of its present location. This location will 
allow the proper grades and alignment for the overpass. Seneca Drive will be 
extended to connect to Martin Drive at Windsor Court, northwest of Athol. The 
southbound movement ramps are located north of Athol and the proposed Seneca 
Drive Extension. The SHPO has indicated that the site will be affected, but not 
adversely (See letter in Correspondence Section dated July 10, 1987). 

Kelly's Store House, the Gales-Gaither House and Felicity are located on Olc^^ 
Columbia Pike halfway between the U.S. Route 29/Maryland Route 108 intersectiorflP 
and the proposed U.S. Route 29/Broken Land Parkway intersection. All three are 
currently reached via a segment of the Old Columbia Pike which is parallel to 
and east of U.S. Route 29. 

U.S. Route 29 will be widened by 2 lanes within the median of the existing 
roadway as part of Alternate IX-C-2. All access from Old Columbia Road onto 
U.S. Route 29 will be severed. To maintain access, a roadway that extends from 
Old Columbia Road to Twin Knolls Road will be constructed. This proposed 
roadway will allow the properties affected by the access control to gain access 
to U.S. Route 29 via Maryland Route 175. 

The proposed access road will be located between the Gales-Gather House and 
Felicity. The roadway, located in an area of heavy vegetation, will be largely 
unseen from both sites. 

This alternate will affect all three of these sites, but not adversely. The 
SHPO agrees with this assessment in his July 10, 1987 letter which is included 
in the Correspondence Section. 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in their letter dated November 
3, 1987, supported the no adverse effect determination of this project upon 
Scagg's Place, Athol, Kelly's Store House, Gales-Gaither House, and Felicity. 
This letter is included in the Correspondence Section. 
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The Maryland Geological Survey, Division of Archeology, stated that an 

archeoligical survey was not required as the proposed improvements occur in 
existing medians or along road berms. The SHPO agrees with this finding (See 
letter in Correspondence Section). 

f.  Economic Impacts 

By increasing the highway capacity to meet future travel demand, the 
Selected Alternate will benefit the economic development of the project area. 
The construction of the Hopkins/Gorman interchange will enhance the development 
of the planned employment center northwest of the new interchange. By reducing 
hazardous conditions and alleviating traffic congestion, land values might be 
expected to increase adjacent to U.S. Route 29. 

2.  Natural Environment Impacts 

a.  Surface Water 

One stream relocation will be required by the Selected Alternate in the 
vicinity of Hopkins/Gorman Road (Sheet 3 of Alternate Mapping). Construction of 
the service road between Hopkins/Gorman Road and Old Columbia Road will require 
rechannelization of approximately 610 feet of an intermittent tributary of the 
Middle Patuxent River. The stream length of the relocated section will be 
maintained; and to the extent possible the existing slope and grade will be 
maintained. Because there will be no loss in stream length and because a 
natural stream channel will be used, no significant scouring is expected. After 
stabilization of the new channel, no long-term impacts will occur. 

In addition to the one stream relocation, the Selected Alternate will 
involve construction at 14 stream locations; 10 will be new crossings and 4 will 
be extensions of culverts or bridges. The 10 new crossings will be as follows: 
4 crossings of an intermittent tributary of the Middle Patuxent River at 
Hopkins/Gorman Road (Sheet 3), 3 crossings at a small tributary of the Middle 
Patuxent River at Rives Edge Road (Sheet 4), 1 new crossing of an intermittent 
tributary of Beaver Run at Seneca Drive (Sheet 5), 1 new crossing of a tributary 
of the Little Patuxent River at Gales Lane (Sheet 6), and 1 new crossing of a 
tributary of the Little Patuxent River at Twin Knolls Road (Sheet 7). All of 
the 10 new stream crossings will be accomplished by using culverts. The 4 
extensions of existing culverts or bridges will be as follows: extending the 
existing northbound piers at the main branch of the Middle Patuxent River to 
provide for bridge widening (Sheet 3), two extensions of the culvert at Beaver 
Run (east and west of U.S. Route 29) (Sheet 5), and extending the culvert at 
Maryland Route 175 for a tributary of the Little Patuxent River (Sheets 7 and 
8). 

Erosion and sediment control procedures developed during final design will 
be used to mitigate the impact of stream sedimentation. This will include 
"Standard Erosion and Sediment Control Procedures" as specified by Maryland SHA 
as well as MD DNR - Water Resources Administration's (WRA's) standards and 
specifications. In compliance with the "1983 Maryland Standards and 
Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control," an erosion and sediment 
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control plan will be followed.  A Waterway Construction Permit may be required 
during final design for each stream crossing. 

Stormwater runoff will be managed under DNR's Stormwater Managementi 
Regulations and will be in compliance with COMAR 05.08.05.05. Approval as per 
Section 8-11-05 and 8-11A-05 of the Natural Resources Article, Annotated Code of 
Maryland relative to sediment and erosion control and stormwater management will 
be obtained. All efforts will be made to comply with the objectives of the 
Patuxent River Policy Plan, regarding non-point pollution and integrity of 
streamside environment. 

b.  Wetlands 

Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, wetland areas 
within the project area were identified. National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps 
were initially reviewed to identify wetlands. Additionally, a field view was 
conducted in October, 1986 with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and various 
divisions within the Maryland Department of Natural Resources and September 15, 
1987 with the U.S. Corps of Engineers, to verify the location and classification 
of wetlands. Minutes of this meeting are in Section VI. A total of 20 wetlands 
were identified in the area; these were then classified in accordance with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service system (FWS/0BS-79/31). The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers has been asked to review the wetlands study and conduct a Field view 
if necessary. No tidal wetlands are located within the study area. 

Efforts were made to minimize impacts to- the non-tidal wetlands. However, 
due to construction of grade separations and service roads necessary to provide 
control of access along U.S. Route 29, avoidance of all wetlands was not 
feasible. Seven of the 20 area wetlands will be impacted by the Selected^ 
Alternate. The affected wetlands, their location, classification, dominani^p 
vegetation, approximate total size and area affected is given on Table 9. A 
total of approximately 0.756 acres of wetlands will be required by the Selected 
Alternate. 

No encroachments on Wetlands #1, #2, #3, #4, #7, #8, #9, #10, #14, #15, #16, 
#17, or #20 will occur with the Selected Alternate. The impacts on Wetlands #5, 
#6, #11, #12, #13, #18, and #19 are discussed below. 

Wetlands #5 is a palustrine scrub/shrub wetland associated with the 100-year 
floodplain of the Middle Patuxent River (See sheet 4 of Alternates mapping). In 
addition to scrub/shrub wetlands adjacent to the river, palustrine forested 
wetlands are also associated with this large wetland. The scrub/shrub area of 
this wetland that will be impacted is located under the existing U.S. Route 29 
bridge. Vegetation is this area includes sycamore, willow, slippery elm and 
ash. Deer tongue, poison ivy, jewelweed and grasses are also found along the 
banks of the river. The wetland area impacted function, mainly as shoreline 
anchoring. The Selected Alternate will require approximately 240 square feet 
(.006 acres) of this wetland to widen the bridge (extension of existing piers) 
over the Middle Patuxent River. Because Wetland #5 is a linear wetland that is 
perpendicular to the U.S. Route 29, it cannot be avoided by the proposed 
widening. Traffic characteristics render it infeasible to widen U.S. Route 29 
without widening this bridge. 
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WETLAND # 

#5 

#6 

#11 

~  #12 

#13 

#18 

#19' 

LOCATION 

Main crossing of Middle 
Patuxent River 
Station 795 

Tributary to Middle 
Patuxent River near 
Rivers Edge Road 
Station 815 

Beaver Run near 
Seneca Drive 
Station 880 

Beaver Run near 
Seneca Drive 
Station 880 

Tributary to Little 
Patuxent River near 
Gales Lane 
Station 965 

Tributary to Little 
Patuxent River near 
Twin Knols Road 
Station 1015 

Tributary to Little 
Patuxent River near 
MD 175 ramp 
Station 1035 

TABLE 9 

AFFECTED WETLANDS 

USFWS CLASSIFICATION 

Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, 
Broad-leaved Deciduous; 
temporary flooding 

Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, 
Broad-leaved Decisuous; 
temporary flooding 

Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, 
Broad-leaved Deciduous; 
temporary flooding 

Palustrine, Forested, 
Broad-leaved Deciduous; 
temporary flooding 

Palustrine, Forested, 
Broad-leaved Deciduous; 
temporary flooding 

Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, 
Broad-leaved Deciduous; 
temporary flooding/ 
Palustrine, Emergent, 
Narrow-leaved Persistent; 
temporary flooding 

Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, 
Broad-leaved Deciduous; 
temporary flooding/ 
Palustrine, Emergent, 

APPROX. TOTAL 
SIZE IN ACRES 

300+ 

0.5 

10+ 
(total of 
#11 & #12) 

10+ 
(total of 
#11 & #12) 

DOMINANT VEGETATION 

sycamore, willow, 
siippery elm, ash, 
grasses, deer tongue, 
poison ivy, jewel weed 

alder, willow, button- 
bush, red maple 

alder, willow, bristly 
locust, honesuckle 

red maple, blackwillow, 
river birch, black 
locust, boxelder, 
silver maple; 
understory: honey- 
suckle, foxgrape, 
dewberry, sweet 
cicely 

tulip poplar, black 
willow, river birch, 
black locust, boxelder, 
gray birch 

black willow trees and 
shrubs, red maple, box- 
elder, swamp rose, 
bristly locust, sedges, 
rushes, sweetflag 

willows (trees and shrubs), . 2+ 
box elder, bristly locust, 
wild garlic, sedges, rushes 

AREA AFFECTED 
BY REC0MMENDE 

ALTERNATE (ACR 

0.006 

2+ 

2+ 

0.2 

0.02 

0.22 

0.1 

0.03 

S 
.0.1 
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Wetland #6 is a palustrine, scrub/shrub wetland associated with a tributary 
to the Middle Patuxent River near Rivers Edge Road (See Sheet 4 of Alternates 
mapping). This wetland is dominated by alder, willow, buttonbush and red maple. 
This wetland functions mainly for sediment trapping. The Selected Alternate 
will require approximately 0.2 acre from this wetland for placement of a nev 
culvert to provide for a ramp from southbound U.S. Route 29 to the Rivers Edge 
underpass. A shift in the Rivers Edge underpass would avoid this wetland but 
would impact stormwater management facilities and approximately three residences 
in the southwest quadrant of this area. A shift to the north would impact a 
minimum of five residences in the northwest quadrant. 

Wetland #11 is a palustrine, scrub/shrub wetland associated with Beaver Run 
on the east side of U.S. Route 29 (See Sheet 5). This wetland area is dominated 
by alder, willow, bristly locust and honeysuckle, although little vegetation 
exists in the area that would be impacted. This wetland functions as fish 
habitat and sediment trapping. Approximately 0.02 acres of this wetland will be 
required by the Selected Alternate to extend the existing culvert to the east of 
U.S. Route 29. This culvert extension is required by concepts 4, 5a, 5b, and 
5a-Modified in this location to provide access along Shaker Drive (Old Columbia 
Road). Concept 3 would not have impacted the wetland but was not selected 
because it did not allow for the proper grades and alignment for the proposed 
overpass. 

Wetland #12 is a palustrine, forested wetland associated with Beaver Run on 
the west side of U.S. Route 29 (See Sheet 5). The dominant vegetation in this 
area include red maple, black willow, river birch, black locust and silver 
maple. The understory includes honeysuckle, fox grape, dewberry, and sweet 
cicely. Functions of this wetland are wildlife habitat, nutrient cycling, and 
sediment trapping. The Selected Alternate will require approximately 0.22 acre^^ 
from this wetland to extend the existing culvert on the west side of U.S. RoutfP 
29, to provide for relocated Seneca Drive and the southbound exit and entrance 
ramps for U.S. Route 29. The southbound entrance ramp crosses wetland #12 
twice. The design of this concept was required due to safety criteria. A shift 
to the north would impact at least one building and much of the developable land 
associated with the 7th Day Adventist facilities. 

Wetland #13 is a mature palustrine, forested wetland associated with a 
tributary to the Little Patuxent River near Gales Lane (See Sheet 6). The 
primary function of this wetland is nutrient cycling. Other functions include 
wildlife habitat, sediment trapping, and food chain support. Vegetation at this 
wetland includes tulip poplar, black willow, river birch, black locust, 
boxelder, and gray birch. Approximately 0.01 acres of this wetland will be 
required by the Selected Alternate to extend Gales Lane. Because access along 
U.S. Route 29 would be severed for those residences north of Gales Lane, a 
connection with Gales Lane is required. The Recommended Alternate is the only 
concept that meets the designated safety criteria of minimizing entrance on U.S. 
Route 29. 

Wetland #18 is a combination of palustrine scrub/shrub and palustrine 
emergent wetlands (See Sheet 7). This wetland is associated with a tributary of 
the Little Patuxent River in the vicinity of Twin Knolls Road. Dominant 
vegetation at this wetland includes black willow trees and shrubs, red maple, 
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and box elder, swamp rose, bristley locust, sedges, rushes and sweet flag are 
also present. This wetland functions as wildlife habitat and sediment trapping. 
The Selected Alternate will require approximately 0.03 acres from this wetland 
to provide for the roadway connection to Twin Knolls Road. If access to U.S. 
Route 29 from Old Columbia Road were provided in this location, the roadway to 
Twin Knolls would not be needed; however this would not meet the criteria of 
minimizing entrance onto the highway. A previous concept (old C-2) that was 
evaluated at this location would impact a larger area of this wetland (0.1 
acres) and would also take some of the trees that act as a buffer to Felicity, a 
historic resource. This concept was revised based on comments from Maryland 
Historical Trust and shifted southward to minimize impacts to Felicity. 

Wetland #19 is also a combination of palustrine scrub/shrub and palustrine 
emergent wetlands (See Sheets 7 and 8). This wetland is associated with a 
tributary to the Little Patuxent River near the Maryland Route 175 westbound 
ramp to U.S. Route 29 northbound. Vegetation at this area includes willow trees 
and shrubs, box elder, bristly locust, wild garlic, sedges and rushes. The 
affected wetland functions as a fishery and wildlife habitat, and for sediment 
trapping. Approximately 0.1 acre of this wetland would be required by the 
Selected Alternate to straighten and lengthen the Maryland Route 175 ramp. This 
ramp is being relocated because the present ramp does not meet the safety design 
criteria. Because the ramp is perpendicular to this wetland, it cannot be 
avoided. 

The 0.756 acres of wetlands cited represents a maximum area of wetland that 
could be impacted. All possible mitigation measures will be incorporated into 
project design to minimize wetland impacts, including erosion and sediment 
control procedures, minimizing the amount of fill by using slopes of li:l, and 
replacement of wetlands. 

The State Highway Administration will replace impacted wetlands on a 1:1 
basis where necessary, as determined by the Corps of Engineers. Replacement 
options on-site and off-site are being considered. 

Wetland Finding 

The Selected Alternate includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to 
wetlands. Suitable mitigation for wetlands taken will be developed during final 
design. Because the wetlands affected by the Selected Alternate are a 
relatively small part of the wetland resources (See Table 9) in the Middle 
Patuxent River and Little Patuxent River watersheds and wetlands will be 
replaced, no long-term adverse impacts are expected to result. 

c.  Floodplains 

The Selected Alternate will require 1.206 acres from the 100-year 
floodplain: .006 acres from the 100-year floodplain of the Middle Patuxent 
River, and 1.2 acres from the 100-year floodplain of the Little Patuxent River. 
Of the total 1.206 acres impacted, roadway widening will place fill in 
approximately 0.806 acres of the floodplain. The remaining 0.4 acres of 
floodplain will be filled for placement of a culvert to extend Gales Lane. 
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In accordance with Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, and FHPM 
6-7-3-2 each floodplain encroachment was evaluated to determine its' 
significance. Where practicable, longitudinal and significant encroachments in 
the 100-year floodplain should be avoided. Roadway widening within the median 
is considered a longitudinal encroachment. Because the existing roadway is 
within the floodplain, roadway widening cannot avoid impact in the floodplain. 
The transverse encroachment at Gales Lane is considered insignificant because it 
does not: (1) interrupt or terminate a community's only evacuation route, (2) 
significantly affect the natural and beneficial floodplain values, or (3) 
produce an increased risk associated with flooding such as property loss or 
hazard to life. Also the proposed encroachments will not support further 
development within the floodplain. 

The use of standard hydraulic design techniques for all waterway openings 
will incorporate structures to limit upstream flood level increases and 
approximate existing downstream flow rates. Use of state-of-the-art sediment 
and erosion control techniques and stormwater management controls will minimize 
risks and impacts to the beneficial floodplain values. 

Floodplain Finding 

Because the Selected Alternate will produce a longitudinal encroachment into 
the 100-year floodplain this floodplain finding is required. Roadway widening 
within the median of U.S. Route 29 is considered a longitudinal encroachment 
since it is more or less parallel to and within the floodplain. Widening U.S. 
Route 29 will encroach on the 100-year floodplains of the Middle Patuxent River 
and fhe Little Patuxent River. Approximately 0.006 acres within the Middle 
Patuxent River floodplain, and 0.8 acres within the Little Patuxent will be 
filled. m 

Because the existing roadway is within the 100-year floodplain, roadway^ 
widening cannot avoid impacting the floodplain. This is the only location in 
which the roadway can be widened, and therefore is the only practicable 
alternative that meets the needs of expanding and upgrading the present 
facility. Roadway widening is considered insignificant if it does not: 1) 
interrupt or terminate a community's only evacuation routes, 2) significantly 
affect the natural and beneficial floodplain values in the area, or 3) produce 
an increased risk associated with flooding such as property loss or hazard to 
life. Based on preliminary hydrology and hydrogeology studies conducted, the 
project would meet these criteria and thus would not be considered significant. 

Construction in the floodplain will be designed to conform with applicable 
state and local floodplain protection standards. During final design, 
additional hydrology and hydrogeology studies will be done in order to evaluate 
any significant encroachments. 

d.  Natural Habitat and Wildlife 

The Selected Alternate will require approximately 9.3 acres of natural 
habitat (abandoned field shrub and woodland). Coordination with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service has indicated that there are no federally listed or 
proposed threatened or endangered plant or animal species known to exist in the 
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area.  Coordination with the Department of Natural Resources also revealed no 
threatened or endangered wildlife species. 

The glassy darter (Ftheostoma vitreum), a fish species designated as rare by 
the Maryland Natural Heritage Program, is found in the Middle Patuxent River at 
the U.S. Route 29 crossing. Widening of the Middle Patuxent will disturb 
approximately a 240-square-foot area on the banks of the river. Erosion and 
sediment control procedures will mitigate potential impacts at this location. 
The nearest construction activities to the two rare amphipods (Stygobromust 
potomacus and Styqobromus pizzini) will be over two miles from where they are 
found near U.S. Route 40. 

e.  Prime Farmland 

The Selected Alternate will require acquisition of approximately 0.7 acres 
of prime farmland at Hopkins/Gorman Road. In accordance with the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act of 1981, a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (Form 
A-1006) was initially completed and processed for the project in coordination 
with the Soil Conservation Service. (See Appendix B) However, the only 
selected concept that will impact prime farmland was developed subsequent to 
this coordination with the SCS. Using the Howard County LESA system, the actual 
site assessment for this concept is 56 out of 160 points. Assuming the maximum 
100 points for the relative value of the farmland (would most likely be less), 
the total score would be 156 points. Because the total score is less than 160 
points, the impact on prime farmland is not considered significant as per the 
SCS process. 

3.  Air Quality 

An air quality analysis was performed to determine the air quality impacts 
of the proposed alternates in relationship to ambient air quality standards. 
Future air quality impacts for the project area were determined for the years 
1995 and 2015 for each Alternate in Segments VI through X. Table 10 presents 
the worst-case impacts among the various modeling sites for the Alternates A, B, 
and C. The analysis indicated that in all cases Alternate C would result in the 
least air quality impacts. Roadway widening will increase traffic speeds on 
U.S. Route 29, which will decrease CO emission rates. The access control 
improvements of Alternate C will further increase average speeds over Alternate 
B, and subsequently reduce emission rates and air quality impacts. There are no 
substantial difference in air quality impacts among the various Alternate C 
concepts within each segment. Therefore the Selected Alternate C concepts will 
not result in a violation of Air Quality Impacts. 
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TABLE 10 

PROJECTED WORST-CASE CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS (PPM) 

AIR QUALITY 
SENSITIVE 

AREA YEAR 

1995 
2015 

1-HOUR 

ALT A 

3.8 
10.2 

CO IMPA( 

ALT B 

3.7 
5.6 

IT (ppm) 

ALT C 

3.7 
3.6 

8-HOUR 

ALT A 

2.1 
4.0 

CO  IMPA( 

ALT B 

2.1 
2.6 

H"  (ppm) 

ALT C 

A 2.1 
2.0 

B 1995 
2015 

3.9 
14.2 

3.7 
7.4 

3.8 
3.6 

2.1 
5.2 

2.1 
3.1 

2.1 
2.0 

C 1995 
2015 

10.2 
13.6 

8.9 
13.4 

3.7 
4.2 

6.1 
7.9 

5.6 
8.0 

2.1 
2.4 

D 1995 
2015 

4.2 
14.2 

3.9 
12.2 

4.9* 
5.3* 

2.3 
6.5 

2.2 
5.6 

3.2* 
3.3* 

E 1995 
2015 

7.8 
10.1 

7.1 
10.2 

3.7 
3.6 

4.1 
5.1 

3.7 
5.1 

2.1 
2.0 

F 1995 
2015 

8.5 
12.7 

5.8 
11.0 

3.7 
3.6 

4.0 
5.6 

2.9 
5.0 

2.1 
2.0 

G 1995 
2015 

10.1 
16.0 

6.6 
14.2 

3.7 
3.7 

4.6 
6.2 

3.2 
5.4 

2.1 
2.0 

H 1995 
2015 

12.2 
18.3 

3.7 
3.6 

3.7 
3.6 

6.5 
10.1 

2.1 
2.0 

2.1 
2.0 

NOTE: The one-hour NAAQS is 30 ppm; the eight-hour NAAQS is 9 ppm. 
*The Alternate C concept which yielded the value was not modeled, but based on a 
similarly modeled concept, the impacts were estimated. 
Selected Alternate is in BOLD TYPE. 
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Noise 

^ 

A noise impact analysis was conducted within the study area. Nine noise 
sensitive areas (NSA) were identified within the project area and a 
representative noise measurement was taken for each noise sensitive area. The 
predicted future noise levels will increase a maximum of 6 dBA, Leq, over 
present noise levels. None of the NSA's would experience an increase of 10 dBA 
over present conditions, however, the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) of 67 
dBA, Leq, would be exceeded at 78 sites for the Build Alternate. A summary of 
existing noise levels, future noise levels and abatement analysis of impacts is 
presented in Table 11. 

D.  Summary of Public Involvement 

1. Alternates Public Workshop 

The Alternates Public Workshop was held on February 8, 1986. This served as 
the first formal contact with the public. The purpose of the public workshop 
was to: acquaint interested persons with the project planning process, present 
findings of the engineering, environmental, and socioeconomic studies, and 
provide an opportunity for public involvement in the project planning process. 
The workshop offered a large number of individuals and groups the opportunity to 
express their opinions and concerns. Photogrammetric mapping depicting the 
various alternates were on display, with representatives available to answer 
questions and record comments. A brochure which highlighted key information and 
provided brief descriptions, maps, and typical sections of the alternates 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 then held on April 3, 1986, to determine which of 
the study alternates should be carried forward to further study based on the 
results of the workshop. 

2. Positions Taken 

The preferences of the community associations at the Location/Design Hearing 
were as follows: 

Community Associations 

Holiday Hills Riverside Estates 

Hickory Ridge Village 

Hammond Village Citizens Associations 

Seabring Civic Association 

Atholton Manor Civic Association 

Alternate Preference 

VII-C-3 Rivers Edge Road 

VIII-C-5b Seneca Drive 

VI-C-3 Hopkins Gorman Overpass 
VI-C-2 Hammond-Hi 11 crest 

VIII-C-5 and 5b Seneca Drive 

No preference stated 
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TABLE   11 

NOISE  ABATEKENT  ANALYSIS SUHWRY 
U.S.  ROUTE 29 

HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Noise 
Senaitivi 

Area 

i 
CO 
00 

f or Homes 
w/Greater 
than 5 dBA 
Reduction & 
Greater Thai 
67 dBA 

1 

11 

15 

13 

7 

37 

26 

14 

TOTAL 124 

Noiae 
Model int 
Site 

A-l 

B-l 
B-2 
B-3 
B-4 
B-5 

C-l 
C-2 

C-3 
C-4 
C-5 
C-6 

D-l 
D-2 

E-l 

E-2 
E-3 
E-4 

F-l 
F-2 
F-3 
F-4 
F-5 
F-6 
F-7 
F-B 
F-9 
F-10 

G-l 
G-2 
G-3 
G-4 

H-l 
H-2 
H-3 
H-4 

1-1 

Description of Modelino Site 

Scaggs House, historical residence 

Residence south of Hillcreat Heights 
Residence south of Hillcreat Heights 
Residence, Hillcreat Heighta at Hammond Drive 
Hammond Village, west of Trela Court, reaidence 
Hillcreat Heights at Hillcrest Drive, residence 

Church of God State Headquarters, office 
Riverside Estates, south of Rivers Edge Road, 
residence 
Riverside Estates at Longview Road, reaidence 
Riverside Estates at Vista Road, residence 
Riverside Estates at Rivers Edge Road, reaidence 
Riverside Estates at Rivera Edge Road, residence 

Arrowhead at Flapjack Court, residence 
Arrowhead, north of Maryland Route 32, residence 

River Meadowa, south of River Meadows Drive, 
reaidence 
River Meadowa at Offshore Green, reaidence 
River Meadowa at Roainate Road, reaidence 
Reaidence at Gales Lane 

Apartments 
idence 
dence 
dence 

dence 

Guilford Downa at Pepple Road, reaidence 
Guilford Downa on Heat Pensfield Road, reaidence 
Guilford Downa at Diamondback Road, reaidence 
Dalton on Dalton, residence 

Columbia Hills at West Hills Road, reaidence 
Columbia Hills at Spring Valley Road, reaidence 
Columbia Hills at Spring Valley Road, residence 
Columbia Hills on Sybert Drive, residence 

Noiae Levels Range 

Existing 
Ambient 

_12) 

Village of Dorsey's Search, residence 

60 

57 
67 

63 

66 

68 

62 

60 

65 

64 

65 

57 

Calibra 
(Modeled 

(1) Ba 
(2) - reae 

62 

58 
67 

64 

65 

67 

No Builc 
(Design 
Year) 

60 

61 

65 

64 

66 

57 

66 

61-69 

60-67 

(Leg) 

61-66 

60-69 

60-68 

63-69 

59-67 

59 

Build 
(Deaiqt 
Year) 

71 

67-75 

65-72 

65-70 

65-73 

65-73 

Build w/ 
Barrier 
(Design 
Year) 

60 

60-65- 

58-64 

67-73 

64-72 

63 

57-61 

62-65 

55-63 

Barriers 

LengM 
(ft.) 

+1000 

+2600 

+3900 

64-72 

62-65 

+1500 

+2000 

+4800 

Height 
(ft.) 

16 

16-21 

16 

+3700 

+1870 

21370 

16 

21 

16-26 

Coat (1) 
($ til.) 

16-21 

16-21 

0.241 

1.430 

1.991 

0.648 

1.372 

2.830 

Coat Per 
Residence 
(t x 1000) 

2.329 

0.802 

11.643 

214.0 

130.0 

133.0 

50.0 

196.0 

76.5 

90.0 

57.0 

$27.00/8f 
•    to " TOT (' —latec" — 
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f.  Recommendations 

After a detailed advisement of engineering features, environmental 
consequences, agency remarks, public coordination and testimony, and public 
officials comments the following alternates were recommended by the Proiect 
Team. J 

Segment VI - Patuxent River to North of Hopkins-Gorman Road 

Widening 

Adding a fifth and sixth lane beginning at Maryland Route 2l6 is 
recommended. Also included is a truck climbing lane from the Patuxent River 
to Old Columbia Road. All of these lanes are to be constructed in the 
median of the existing roadway. None of this widening would be initiated 
until operating difficulties are experienced with traffic flow on the 
exiting four lane roadway. Widening will increase highway capacity and 
produce a limited reduction in the number of accidents. 

Access Control - Alternate C 

Old Columbia Road 

Concept 1 and Concept 4 were chosen. The first selection closes the median 
crossover and modifies the disjointed intersection with right-on, right-off 
ramps. These ramps will have a minimum radius of 150 feet and proper length 
acceleration and deceleration lanes. The second selection will extend 
Cherry Tree Lane approximately 200 feet to intersect Harding Road. Cherry 
Tree Lane is identified on the 1982 General Plan and is currently being 
constructed as part of Winchester Homes' Cherry Tree Farms Development. 
Funding for the first selection will be the responsibility of the State 
Highway Administration. The second selection will be the responsibility of 
Howard County and is being coordinated with the subdivision process for the 

Hammond Drive - Hi 11 crest Drive 

Concept 3 was chosen This concept closes the median crossover at Hammond 
Drive at northbound U.S. Route 29, provides a driveway to Hammond Parkway 
for the property northeast of Hammond Branch, and extends Crest Road to a 
section of Crest Road being constructed by developers. Hi 11 crest Drive and 

^c?" • H
1
"
6

. S!11 ^ Cl0Sed at U-S- Route 29 and cul-de-sacs will be constructed at these locations. 

Johns Hopkins Road - Gorman Road 

n^f* 2,WrS sele.cted- This is the concept proposed by the Brantly 
Development Corporation which has dual bridges over U.S. Route 29 This 
n?nCth«\-nSt contingent upon the developer's participation in the construction 
of the interchange and fulfillment of the commitment to modify the proposal 
^L0^3 th:e^le9 intersection on Montpelier Parkway, relocation of the 
intersection of the service road in the northeast quadrant to extension of 
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the service road to provide access to properties on the east side of U.S. 

Route 29. 

Segment VII - North of Hopkins - Gorman Road to Maryland Route 32 

Widening 

Adding a fifth and sixth lane extending through the limits of this segment 
is recommended. These lanes will be constructed within the median of the 
existing roadway. None of this widening will be initiated until operating 
difficulties are experienced with traffic flow on the existing four lane 
roadway. Widening will increase highway capacity and produce a limited 
reduction in the number of accidents. 

Access Control - Alternate C 

River Edge Road 

Concept 4 was chosen. This concept proposes extending Rivers Edge Road 
under U.S. Route 29 to Old Columbia Road, diamond type ramps on the west 
side of U.S. Route 29, on and off ramps to Old Columbia Road on the east 
side of U.S. Route 29, and reconstruction of Old Columbia Road on the east 
side of U.S. Route 29, between the ramp terminus and the underpass. Due to 
the proximity of Maryland Route 32, there will be continuous acceleration- 
deceleration lanes between the two interchanges. The underpass concept will 
accommodate pedestrian movement under safer conditions. 

Segment VIII - Maryland Route 32 to Columbia's South Entrance 

Widening 

Adding a fifth and sixth lane extending through the limits of this segment 
is recommended. These lanes will be constructed within the median of the 
existing roadway. None of this widening will be initiated until operating 
deficiencies are experienced with traffic flow on the existing four- ane 
roadway. Widening will increase highway capacity and produce a limited 
reduction in the number of accidents. 

Access Control - Alternate C 

Seneca Drive 

Concept 5A-Modified was chosen. This concept proposes extending Seneca 
Drive over U.S. Route 29 and intersecting with Martin Road. In the 
northwest quadrant of the proposed interchange, there will be a loop ramp to 
southbound U.S. Route 29, and an off ramp from southbound U.S. Route 29. 
Right-on, right-off ramps to an extension of Old Columbia Road - Shaker 
Drive will be provided on the east side of U.S. Route 29. The 
classification of Old Columbia Road - Shaker Drive extended will be 
downgraded from a major collector to minor collector. The Seneca Drive 
overpass will have sidewalks making pedestrian crossing easier and safer. 
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Gales Lane 
91 

Concept 2 was selected. This concept closes Gales Lane at northbound U.S. 
Route'29 and provides a connection from the Gales Lane which intersects with 
River Meadows Drive to Gales Lane. The previously proposed cul-de-sac from 
the existing Gales Lane has been deleted. This concept will add traffic to 
neighborhood streets at Talbott Springs and Stevens Forest. 

Segment IX - Columbia's South Entrance to Maryland Route 175 

Widening 

Adding a fifth and sixth lane extending through the limits of this segment 
is recommended. These lanes will be constructed within the median of the 
existing roadway. None of this widening will be initiated until operating 
difficulties are experienced with traffic flow on the existing four lane 
roadway. Widening will increase highway capacity and produce a limited 
reduction in the number of accidents. 

Access Control - Alternate C 

Old Columbia Road 

Concept 2 was chosen. This concept proposed closing the median crossover 
and the intersection between Old Columbia Road and U.S. Route 29. Access 
will be provided by the extension of a roadway from Twin Knolls Road to Old 
Columbia Road. The roadway will be in an area of available land between the 
Felicity House and Gales Gaither House in order to avoid an adverse impact 
on Felicity House. 

Pepple Drive - Diamondback Drive 

Concept 3 was selected. This concepts closes the median crossover at Pepple 
Drive and the intersection between both Pepple Drive and Diamondback Drive 
with northbound U.S. Route 29. In addition, the poor horizontal alignment 
of the ramp from westbound Maryland Route 175 to northbound U.S. Route 29 
will be improved. Concept 3 will reduce traffic to streets in Guilford 
Downs. 

Segment X - Maryland Route 175 to north of Maryland Route 108 

Widening 

Adding a fifth and sixth lane extending through the limits of this segment. 
These lanes will be constructed within the median of the existing roadway. 
None of this widening will be initiated until operating difficulties are 
experienced with traffic flow on the existing four lane roadway. Widening 
will increase highway capacity and produce a limited reduction in the number 
of accidents. 
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Access Control - Alternate C 

i 

Spring Valley Road 

No action is needed at this location. Upon completion of the ramp frorr^P ( 

northbound U.S. Route 29 to eastbound U.S. Route 100, all access to U.S. ? 
Route 29 at Spring Valley Road will be closed . l 

Segment XI - North of Maryland Route 108 to U.S. Route 40 

Widening 
f 

No action is needed for this segment.  The construction of the proposed   • 
interchange at Maryland Route 100 will provide the fifth and sixth lanes in 
this segment where they do not currently exist. 

Access Control 

There are no access control issues in this segment. 
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IV.  SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The Combined Location/Design Hearing was held on February 7, 1987, at 7:00 
p.m. at Hammond High School in Columbia, Maryland. The purpose of the Public 
Hearing was to present the results of the Project Planning Study and to receive 
public comments on the project. Twenty-one individuals made statements 
following the formal State Highway Administration presentation. 

The following is a summary of the statements made and responses provided by 
the State Highway Administration. A complete transcript of all comments made at 

^ the Public Hearing is available for review at the Project Development Division, 
State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, MD 21202. 
Written comments received subsequent to the Public Hearing are in the 
Correspondence Section. 

1. Steve Weber (7037 Longview Road, Representing Holiday Hills Riverside 
C/Concept 3 underpass. Additional concerns include: a traffic light 
at the intersection of Old Columbia and Rivers Edge Roads, lighting and 
adequate drainage in the underpass, a walkway for pedestrians and 
bicyclists, a small underpass to deter heavy truck usage, and adequate 
buffer for residents adjacent Route 29. 

SHA Response - An intersection analysis at the Rivers Edge Road - Old 
Columbia Road intersection shows level of service A with stop control. A 
traffic signal is not warranted at this location. 

2. Mr. lager (8564 Old Columbia Road) 

Supports Alternate C, Concept 1 in Segment VI because it has the least 
impact on the land he presently farms. He only retains 75 of the original 131 
acres due to condemnation by various State agencies. Specific questions by Mr. 
lager: 

a. If an overhead bridge is to replace all access at Old Columbia 
Road and Route 29 why does the roadway need to be realigned? 

SHA Response - To establish a better grade onto the bridge. 

b. How can a right-on, right-off be any more detrimental to a safety 
factor than a grade separation? 

SHA Response - The right-on, right-off concept was selected. The only 
reason an overpass concept would have been considered safer is that it would not 
have provided any entrance onto U.S. Route 29. 

3. Mr. Armiger (Ellicott City) 

He is a developer and his partnership owns a piece of land in Segment 
VII which may be impacted by an interchange. They have plans for a $5 million, 
fifty thousand square foot building on the land. Would like plans revised. 

IV-1 



(tf 

SHA Response - Ramps were revised to incorporate a shift and leave as 
large a plot of developable land as possible. 

4. James Lesch (6052 Sunny Spring, Columbia; Representing Hickory Ridge 
Village Board) 

The Village Board supports Alternate 5-B in Segment VIII. Feel this 
alternate will relieve congestion, will provide efficient access to the adjacent 
residential neighborhood, and has the least residential displacements. Also 
feel it is critical to have interim southbound access from Clemen's Crossing at 
the Seneca Drive Location. Appropriate pedestrian access should be provided in 
coordination with the County. 

SHA Response - The selected alternative, BA-Modified is almost identical to 5B 
east of U.S. Route 29. West of U.S. Route 29 the design has loop ramps instead 
of diamond ramps. Traffic patterns will remain as they exit today until 
completion of the Seneca Drive Overpass. The pedestrian issue mentioned is not 
within the scope of this job. 

5. Bruce Woodford (10613 John Hopkins Road, Laurel; Representing Hammond 
Village Citizens Association) 

The completion of Maryland 216 Interchange is an essential step toward 
decreasing traffic in Hammond Village. HVCA supports Concept 2 for the 
Hopkins-Gorman Road Interchange. Regarding access to the Hillcrest area the 
HVCA supports Concept 3, the extension of Crest Drive. HVCA recommends the 
following: (1) Rivers Corporate Park and new Industrial Park should have 
adequate access to U.S. 29 north and MD 32 south, (2) frontage road should have 
only the capacity to service homes along it, (3) shift intersection of the 
frontage road further west away from curve on Gorman/Johns Hopkins Road. 

SHA Response - 1) Existing access to these areas will remain unchanged 
within the scope of this work, 2) The frontage road will have only the capacity 
to service homes along it, 3) The selected alternate, revised Concept 2, 
responds to this concern. 

6. James  Cody  (6085  Covington  Road;  Representing  Seafaring  Civic 
Association) 

The Association supports all five concepts under Alternate C in Segment 
VIII because of their connection of Martin Road to Route 29 and the provision of 
ramps from southbound 29 to the Seneca Drive Extension and then from this 
extension back onto southbound 29. Specifically support Concept 5 or 5-B. 
Their most important need is alleviating the existing traffic at the west side 
of Owen Brown Road and Route 29. 

SHA Response - Minor modification at Cedar Lane is proposed for Spring 
1988. This wi11 provide some relief as an interim solution. 
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7.  Andy Brooks (9486 Wandering Way) 

•SHA should consider paving all the lanes with "popcorn aggregate" which 
on Interstate Route 495 it was reported to have reduced the noise impact by 10 
dBA. Concerned about lack of noise and air studies in Segment IX along the 
"driveway" from the Hilton to Rt. 175. 

SHA Response - The recommendation for pavement design is a final design 
element and the comment will be considered at that time.  In the modeling 
process representative areas are used to model the area.  It is felt the 

<•>.     locations chosen have adequately represented the area. 

8. Grace Roenqer (4434 Columbia Road) 

Owns a home in Segment X between Rt. 29 and Columbia Road. Feels the 
residents on Columbia Road are entitled to some barriers to reduce the impact. 

SHA Response - A noise analysis has been done for the area and those 
locations warranting barriers have been presented. 

9. Ms. Dyke (15554 Prince Frederick Way, Silver Spring) 

Against the road and bridge at Seneca Drive because it is a 
discrimination against that piece of land. Feels it would be cheaper to reopen 
the road from Maryland Route 32 to Shaker Lane for the people on the east side 
and reopen Freetown Road extension for the west side people. 

SHA Response - These alternates are not feasible because: 1) Shaker 
Lane already has access to Route 32 east of U.S. Route 29, 2) Freetown Road 
would be tying into a ramp which is unsafe. These alternates connect the 
developments east and west of U.S. Route 29 to Maryland Route 32. The Seneca 
Drive Overpass connects these developments to U.S. Route 29. 

10. Kenneth Milbaugh (8449 Old Columbia Road) 

Opposed to Concepts 3 and 4 in Segment VI because of the additional 
heavy traffic placed on Harding Road. Concept 3 will split their farm in half 
and take the barn. 

SHA Response - Concept 1 was selected. 

11. Arnold Bruckner (9491 Crisscross Court) 

a. Located in Segment IX, he is concerned about noise levels and that 
not enough houses have been targeted as being impacted by barriers thereby 
raising the cost per house to an unacceptable level. 

SHA Response - Only those houses which would experience a 5 to 7 
decibel reduction in noise by the building of a barrier are considered. 
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1°    , 
b.  Why were the tests made after the morning rush hours and nothing   , 

indicated takes into account the ambient noise at the time the tests are made. 

SHA Response - Tests were conducted in accordance with SHA policy. Th^fe 
time selected for monitoring was judged to be the noisiest time of day, whicl^^ \ 
occurs with LOS C traffic conditions. 'l 

12. Richard Ely (9221 Winding Way, Columbia) 

Would like to propose that 3 percent of all funds for highway 
construction be set aside for noise abatement and landscaping and to propose   , 
also the participation of representatives of affected communities in the 
spending of the funds. 

SHA Response - Comment noted. 

13. Richard Rant (9146 Wandering Way, Columbia Hills) 

In favor of the proposed project. Hopes the planners involved in the 
U.S. Rt. 29, Route 103/29 and Route 100 projects coordinate with the County as 
not to inadvertently preclude the construction of a second entrance into the 
Columbia Hills/Meadowbrook Farms community. 

SHA Response - The second access is being considered in conjunction 
with the Route 100 project studies. 

14. James Tordella (10353 Maypole Way, Hickory Ridge Village; Representing 
Howard County Bicycle ClubT 

Suggests that bridges be compatible with MD's State Highwaj 
Administration's current guidelines which allows bicycles and cars to share a 
roadway. Alternate C would close the only bicycle route in the County which 
runs southwest to northeast. No mention of this could be found in the FA. As a 
resident, he favors Alternate 5-B at Seneca Drive. The State should consider 
the maximum extent possible of noise barriers because all people are affected. 

SHA Response - Noise barriers are considered during the design phases. 
There are places where noise reduction benefits decrease greatly as you move 
further away from them. The bridge will be compatible with Maryland State 
Highway Administration's current guidelines which allow bicycles and cars to 
share a roadway. 

15. Allen Hobby (4256 Columbia Road, Fllicott City) 

Concerned that noise impact studies should have been coordinated with 
the studies from the Route 103 Interchange and the Route 100 extension projects. 
In addition, have the elevations of his home and the proposed ramp been 
considered? 

SHA Response - Air and noise evaluation for the proposed Route 103 and 
Route 100 traffic was done under a seperate study and coordinated with the Route 
29 study. In evaluation of the noise impacts to adjacent homes the new 
elevations of the ramps and elevations of the homes were used. 
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16. Robert Braxton (7051 '.ongview Road) 

Supports Segment VII, Alternate C, Concept 3. 

SHA Response - Comment noted. 

17. Jerome Svec (10522 Vista Road in Holiday Hills) 

Suggest that traffic hazards in the weave area of the cloverleafs be 
alleviated by the addition of deceleration lanes and acceleration lanes for the 
weave areas. 

SHA Response - All ramps will be provided with sufficient acceleration 
or deceleration lanes. No existing cloverleaf interchange will be affected by 
this project with the exception of the Maryland Route 175 interchange. The ramp 
from westbound Route 175 to northbound U.S. Route 29 will be modified to improve 
acceleration onto U.S. Route 29. Also, a continuous acceleration/deceleration 
lane will be provided between the Maryland Route 32 and the Rivers Edge Road 
interchanges due to their proximity. 

18. John Murphy 

a. Is SHA going to escrow funds if the noise models prove inaccurate 
and supplementary noise abatement is necessary? Does the level of noise 
abatement change with the amount of federal funding or the project's location? 
If so, it should be uniform. 

SHA Response - There are two types of noise wall programs: (1) noise 
wall consideration with an existing highway, and (2) noise wall consideration 
with new construction. The 67 dBA range applies to both. SHA will look at 
areas a second during detailed design studies. 

b. If the noise model is incorrect, would funds for the enhanced 
abatement be considered as part of the new construction funds or as part of a 
retrofit. 

SHA Response - If subsequent noise studies determine that the proposed 
construction would result in an impact, and a noise abatement is considered to 
be reasonable and feasible, the funding of the abatement measure will be 
eligible at the time of construction of the road improvements. 

19. Ms. Mortimer (10222 Westwood Drive; Representing Atholton Manor Civic 
Association) 

a. Could Seneca Drive go between the Dyke property and the Seventh 
Day Adventists Church and through the rental areas of Shady Grove or Walnut 
instead of its current location? 

SHA Response - The Seneca Drive Overpass was selected to tie-in across 
from Windsor Court to minimize impacts to the Seventh Day Adventist Church and 
to a proposed development at the Dyke Property. 
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b. Concerned about the noise impact on residences along Shell Drive. 

SHA Response - In the analysis of the impacts to this area, ^k 
consideration was given to the homes along Chell Drive, and it was determined ^^ 
that no barriers were warranted. 

c. Would like to see sidewalks on both sides of Martin Road. 

SHA Response - This is the responsibility of Howard County or Columbia 
Association. 

20. Jane Lankos (6110 Covington Road; Representing Hickory Village Board) 

Would like to see access to Route 29 from Martin Road. Could the road 
be moved over a street from Windsor Court? 

SHA Response - The Seneca Drive Overpass was selected to tie-in across 
from Windsor Court to minimize impacts to the Seventh Day Adventist Church and 
to a proposed development at the Dyke Property. 

21. Marty Pavloski (6602 Seneca Drive) 

Quickly determine the best alternative and concept of Seneca Drive and 
promptly inform the people whose homes are affected. 

SHA Response - When an alternate has been chosen at Seneca Drive and 
final design begins, affected property owners will be contacted by the State 
Highway Adminstration concerning necessary property acquisitions. 
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Section V 

Correspondence 



7</ 

A. Written Comments Received Subsequent to the 

Location/Design Public Hearing and Responses 



County Council of Jtofoarb County 
GEORGE HOWARD BUILDING 

3430 COURT HOUSE DRIVE 
EUJCOTT CrTY. MARYLAND 210«3-«392 

992 2001 

HCMMS- Wmmuk' 

p.bruicy  19,   1987 

«t.   Mil Pcdccaon,   Director 
Stat* Blghway  Adalniacration 
Maryland D«parta«nt of Tranaportatlon 
P.O.   Boi 717 
707  N.  Calvcrc  Street 
Baltimore.   Hvyland    21202 

I  received  the attached letter  concerning  l»prove»enta  to  OS  29.     I  would 
appreciate your  etaff revievln* the  coMente,   a*  they relate  to  tiie  propoaed 
iaproveMnta   In  the area of  Baaaond Village. 

ThanK  you  for  your  aaalatance  in  thie aatter. 

CVO:gt/ic-3376c 

Attachaent 

cc:     Scott  Dixon 

Sincerely, 

C.   Vvrnon  Gray 
Ch«Up«r»on 

'TMU 
DEAF TDD NUMBER - 992-2323 



o Maryland Department oflransportatwn 
Sui* Mignw*r Admimtuaiion 

m 27 1987 

WNiaK 
lm»l 
HtlKnuA 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Fatuxent River to 
U.S. Route 40 
POMS No. 132046 

The Honorable C. Vemon Gray 
Chalrperaon. Howard County Council 
George Howard Building '__'. 
3430 Courthouae Drive 
Elllcott City, Maryland 21043 

Dear Councilman Gray: 

Thank you for your recent letter conveyln* the concern, of 
Mr. Scott Dlxon about our project planning atudy on »•»•*»" 
29.  My ataff ha. reviewed hi. Interchange Propottl  toT  Hop""* 
Gorman Road.  While v. appr.cl.te hi. thought. -^ ««"^« •«" 
fort  there are a few probleaa aa.oclated with de.lgn characterl. 
till'of til  propS.al. PAn Interchange with dl»ond tjrp. r«.Pj, on 
the ea.t .Ide of U.S. Route 29 and cloverleaf type ra»pa on the 
lelt "III  not adequately acco-mod.te the projected turning -ove- 
«nt. It  thl. location, 'in addition, hi. propo.al would co.t 
approKloately 5500.000 Bore to con.truct.  Finally, the "e»y^"8 
llllllev  between the aucce.alve loop ramp, create, an unde.lr.ble 
traffic operating .ttuatlon. 

As 1 an .ure you are aware, the Brantly Development Corpora- 
tion hi. a^etd to participate In the funding of an Interchange at 
thl.  l".?lon? T^elr pl.ni for the H°ntP«ll«,R"e"ch^"^n«:. 
e.Mtt.t. the lnt.rch.Sg. to •"""^'"v^^liL?,"^?"^-!^ 
development.  The Adnlnlatratlon ha. worked clo.ely with »»"•" 
County .t.ff  representative, from Brantly. a. well a. repre.enta- 
tlv«Tfro» nilgh^rlng community ...ocl.tlon. In the -.-1^ ^ •" 
Interchanae which beat meet, the need, of all concerned partiea. 

feel thSt our interchange de.lgn. at thl. location, and In par- 
ticular incept Ho. 2. melt the traffic need, at thl. location In 
the mo.t coat-effectlve manner. 

My tritpteM mmUi li 311-1111 
T«ia1yp«wMt«r (of imp«ir*d Hearing of S(>««cn 

lairSSS B*umo: M.,,0 _ MKMJl DC  M..ro - ta»4M S0»a Sl«>»>fM Toll f'l 
PO Boa »I7 I 70' Nonti C«l«»n Si.. Bamnioft. Mwynno 21W3   0717 

The Honorable C.  Vemon Gray 

Page  Two 

MflD 9 7. 

I hope this provides you with Information to address Mr. 
Dixon'. propo.al.  Pleaae feel free to contact me If additional 
Information la needed. 

Sincerely. 

o^KiiS1*" 
HalTta.aoff 
Adnlnlatrator 

HK:tn 

cc:  Mr. Hell J. Pader.en 
Mr. Wayne R. Cllngan 
AT. Loul. H. Ege. Jr. 

* 



':':/ FEB , 5 .- 
Now Proposed My Propasal 

Scott Dixon 
8018 Aladdin Driva 
Laurel, MD 20707 
Feb. 9, 1987 

Mr. C. Vernon Gray 
Chairman, Howard Cty. Council 
County Building 
Elllcott City, MD 21043 

Dear Mr. Gray: 

I an writing in reaponse to the proposed Interchange at 
Route 29 and Johna Hopkina Road and the closing of Hillcreat 
Drive and Hannond Drive at U.S. 29.  I have been following 
articles in the Howard County Times and the Hammond Village 
Voice newsletter. 

I-, appears that the new design might reduce the traffic 
coming through the Gorman Road residential area.  This relief 
is badly needed.  During much of the day it is almost impossible 
to safely make a left turn onto Gorman Rd. from the streets in 
Hammond Village because of the volume and speed of traffic coupled 
with several intersections being obscured by shrubbery and curves. 
In order to catch a bus to Hammond High School in the morning, 
it often takes S minutes to cross Gorman Rd.  I'm sure the 
students going to Hammond Middle School face the same problem. 
Things are so bad that the elementary students residing in 
Harfield RangeO to 4 blocks from Hammond Elementary) ride a bus 
to school because of the traffic.  Isn't this a waste of tax 
money when you have to bus students who live only 4 blocks 
from school? 

With the volume of traffic coming from west of U.S. 29 on 
Johns Hopkins Rd., I am still concerned about all the left turns 
that need to be made, especially by school buses.  If these areas 
are not to be controlled by traffic lights, I think we are 
asking for a rise in the accident rate in this area.  Looking 
to the future, I think it would be more advantageous to make 
this a complete cloverleaf now while the property is available, 
or at least eliminate some of the left turns on the vest side 
of U.S. 29 (where most of the traffic is coming from) according 
to the following diagram: 

I i 

M 
With the proposed closing of Hillcreat Or. and Hauaond Dr. 

at U.S. 29 Hillcreat, a longtime part of the Hammond Village 
area needs to have access to the village via Hammond Pkwy 
extension.  This means more traffic from the east slda of 
U.S. 29 needing good access to high-speed 29.  A high-spaed 
road needs controlled access to make it safer.  I agree that 
closing these 2 roads is necessary, but I urge you to re- 
evaluate the design of the proposed interchange in light of 
this and the upgrading of U.S. 29 to six lanes. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Dixon 



OHounty Council of ^ofaarb County 
GEORGE HOWARD BUILDING 

3430 COURT HOUSE DRIVE 
ELUCOTT CfTY, MARYLAND 210434392 

9922001 

C. V«rMM Gnv. ChMpanon 

Omrim C. f-m 
OMRI 

RurtiKamn 
PeDruacy 23,   1987 

Hr.  N«il  p«d«rs«nr   Director 
Of fie* of  Planning 1 Prtllalnary  Engln«»rlnq 
Scat*  Highway Actelnlatratlon 
707 Hortn Calvart  SttMt 
BaltiK>r4,   Maryland    21202 

\W^ Dear  Hr 

I   received a  copy of  the attached  February  IS  letter  to you  froa Mra. 
Micnel  p.  Cledhill  of  the War field'a  Range Coaaunlty Aeaociation. 

Would you pleaee aend ae a  copy of  your  reaponae  to  thee* ooaaenta.     Thank 
you  for  your  aealatanc*  In  thla Better. 

CVC:ng/jc-3384c 

attach aent 

RECEIVED 
MAR   2   1987 

UiMi... « ,U I; 

sincvreiy,       ^-j 

C.   Vtrnon Gray 
Ch«irp«rson Y 

DEAF TDD NUMBER - 992-2323 



Q Maryland Department ofTranspoitation 

Slfti* Highway Admmislrallon 

WUUia K. HalMai 
lauDai 

Hi) IUIMO 

MAR 30 B87 

The Honorable C. Vernon Gray 
Chairperson, Howard County Council 
George Howard Building 
3430 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

Dear Counci] 

Thank you for your letter of February 23, conveying concerns 
of your constituents, Hrs. Michel P. Gledhill and the residents 
of Warfield's Range Community Association.  Mrs. Gledhill's 
letter addressed the level of traffic on Gorman Road between U.S. 
Route 29 and Leishear Road, as well as the impact that locating 
ah interchange on O.S. Route 29 at Hopkins-Gorman Road might have 
on this traffic level. 

We feel that both single-structure interchange proposals, 
so-called concept 1 and concept 1A, as well as the dual structure 
proposal, or concept 2, will limit the future volume of traffic 
on Gorman Road.  We also feel that concept 2 provides more direct 
access between the proposed Montpelier Research Park and U.S. 
Route 29.  For these reasons, the State Highway Administration, 
the County, and the developer prefer this alternative. 

The Warfield's Range Community Association is also concerned 
about the proposed frontage road on the east side of U.S. Route 
29, between Gorman Road and the Old Columbia Road, crossing of 
the Middle Patuxent River.  Since concept 2 at Hopkins-Gorman 
Road has been selected as a preferred alternative, we will look 
into relocating the intersection opposite Hammond Parkway.  The 
frontage road would be classified as a minor collector, the same 
classification as Gorman Road.  We do not envision this becoming 
a major thoroughfare. 

My Miphont numbir U_ 
T«l*1yp«wfil«r lor Impauad Htafing or Spaacn 

363<75SS Balhmora Malio — 56S-04S1 O.C. Malro — 1-800 492S062 Slaiawida Ton Fraa 

PO  Boa 'I" '07 Nonh Calvarl St.. Bammora. Maryland 21203   07M 

The Honorable Vernon Gray 

Page Two     MAK oO 887 

If the proposed interchange at Rivers Edge Road were to be 
constructed, it would provide convenient access between O.S. 
Route 29 and the developing industrial area adjacent to the 
Middle Patuxent River, through Old Columbia Road.  The proposed 
road going through the Middle Patuxent River floodplain will  by 
itself, limit the volume of traffic on the frontage road.  Our 
study anticipates no changes to this proposed structure. 

I have asked Mr. Louis Ege, Jr., Deputy Director of the 
Project Development division, to get back to you when a decision 
is made about relocating the intersection.  He advises me that we 
have not received the original letter from Mrs. Gledhill, but we 
will forward a copy of this letter to her for her information. 
If there are any other questions or we may be of further assis- 
tance, please don't hesitate to call rae, or Mr. Ege at 333-1130 

H4r Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK/tld 

Mr, 
Mr. 

Neil J. Pedersen 
Wayne R. Clingan y Mr.   Louis  H.   Ege,   Jr. 

Mrs.   Michel   P.   Gledhill 

^ 



i3f^§=» 

SUSAN R. BUSWCU. 

WMOMMCt C< OnCTS OOUKTHa 

HOUSE OF DELEGATES 

ANNAPOLIS.MARTLANO ai40i-i99i 

February  24,   1987 
»i • LOWC omci auuMva 
MLfMOM AMK* MI-IJOS 

^••-•>W PM TX^OTM 

Ms. Michel P. GledhUl -i 
President, Wirfield's Range Conraunity 
Association 

10525 Patuxent Ridge Way 
Laurel, Maryland 20707 

Dear Ms. GledhUl: 

p.annTedn:e^UUafrfr,e"rsnRa"gti?9 "^ " 0n the r0id -"•'•P—t 

^^nciw"''!,56 I,appy t0 work wUh /our Association to get full 
cons,deration by the State Highway Administration of Ulr  concerns. 

I assume you are also keeping close contact with the Howard 
County Government since I believe some of these roads will reo^ire 
County approval and participation. require 

Again, thank you for sharing your concerns. Please k 
I^K 

dK0f y0Ur res<,on« from Mr. Pedersen. If you or y 
Tn A    I"' Sny que$t1ons' P,ei,se don't hesitate to call 

rns:. ,,'eas« keep me 
your 

me 

Si ncerely, 

Susan R. Buswell 

County Executive Bobo 
Mr. Hal Kassoff, Administrator, State Highway"' 

Administration 

• 

February 18, 1987 

Mrs. Michel P. GledhUl 
10S2S Patuxent Ridge Way 
Laurel, Maryland  20707 (301) 792-9429 

The Honorable Susan R. Buswell 
Member - Maryland House of Delegates 
T. H. Lowe House Office Building 
6 Governor Bladen Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland  21401-1991 

Dear Delegate Buswell, 

I would like to take this opportunity to Introduce myself Mv 
name is Michel GledhUl and I am President of the Sarfleld's 
Range Community  Association.   I represent a community of flftv- 

• K,  ?K
S
 
Whl»h  Wl11  be  ln«""d  ^  ninety-nine homeowner, within the next year. 

Although we are a relatively new community, we have become 
actively Involved In several issues that have had an effect on 
our Immediate neighborhood. 

support that you can give us 

Please feel free to contact 
Information you may require. 

If I  can provide  any additional 

Sincerely, 

^^4&&*&zd 
Ml the 1   p.   GledhUl 
President 

t 
ENC. 



February 15, 1987 

Mrs. Michel P. Gledhlll, President 
Warfield'a Range Community Association 
10S2S Patuxcnt Ridge Vay 
Laurel, Maryland 20707 

Mr. Hell J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning 4 Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re: Issues To Be Addressed At The February 17, 1987 Meeting 
at Hammond High School 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

Varfleld's Range Is a new residential area that has, just in the 
past three years, become home to fifty-five families. Within the 
next twelve months, approximately forty-four homes will be built 
to complete our community. 

The residents of Varfleld's Range needs and wishes are no 
different than many others. We wish to have adequate access to 
the local roads to complete our dally tasks. Along with these 
desires, we must keep sight of the ramifications that these 
conveniences bring us. We do not want to jeopardize the safety 
of our children walking across Oorman Road to school; nor do we 
want the noise and congestion that would be generated by the 
traffic, particularly at rush hour. Our goal Is to find a 
solution that would satisfy all parties. 

The completion of Maryland Route 216 from U.S. Route 29 to east 
of Lelshear Road, as well as the Interchange, Is an essential 
step In the reduction of traffic from the Varfleld's 
Range/Hammond Village corridor. With the possibility of another 
Planned Employment Community at Interstate 95 and Route 216, the 
potential for future difficulties Is easily recognized. 

At a meeting held In our community 
opportunity to view the three propose 
Gorman Road intersection. To our 
were: a single lane bridge, str 
single bridge T Interchange; and 
Hopkins/Cor man. Road Interchange 
Development Corporation. It Is in th 
to support the dual bridge propo 
access to Route 29 somewhat more dl 
this plan will provide for us 
difficulties It may cause. 

November 20, 1986 we had the 
Is for the Johns Hopkins/ 
understanding, these options 
aight through Interchange; a 
Concept C-Alternate II of 
proposed by the Brantly 

e community's best Interest 
sal. Although It will make 
fflcult, the benefits that 
csrtainly over-shadows any 

Another area of concern Is the frontage road connecting Gorman 
Road and Old Columbia Pike near the Middle Patuxent River. This 
road has the potential of becoming a major route between the 
Rivers Corporate Park and the future Planned Employment Center at 
Interstate 95 and Route 216. Ve fully support the Hammond 
Village Citizens Association Roads Committee in their 
recommendation to: 

(1) Shift the Intersection of the frontage road (Old Columbia 
Pike) west away from the curve as shown In the proposed 
•Concept C, Alternate II of Hopkins-Gorman Road Interchange. 

(2) To ensure that the  industrial Park traffic has adequate 
access to U.S. Route 29, North and South and State Maryland 
Route 32. 

(3) Ensure that the the frontage road (Old Columbia Pike) has 
only the capacity needed to service the homes along the Old 
Columbia Pike. 

Although the Varfleld's Range Community Association Is a young 
one, I have found that we are comprised of people who care a 
great deal about their neighborhood and their community. Ve hope 
that our support of the aforementioned proposals will be 
considered In the final determination of the future of our 
community. 

Sincerely, 

^uAzt^^^M^ 
Michel P. Gledhlll 
President 

^ 



(This letter was re-typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing.) 

February 3, 1987 

To: Mr. Neil J. Pederson, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
Post Office Box 717 
Baltimore. Maryland  21203-0717 

The U.S. Route 29 (Columbia Pi.e) project from the Montgomery^ County^in^at 
the Patuxent River to U.S Route 40 direct J, »-pa£« »   Jd. TMs Und 
the aquisition of approximately 4.5 acres " °u^ ps   nt vi Alternate "C" 
right of way is indicated on your -P^ *tujj «uViZ.  this time request a 

SL"" '«£  ^^3:' • -iew^d the one at our Howard County 
Library and found it too extensive to copy. 

We of the iager Brothers Farm have »«» '-PJS^^^^tTh^-CafStfferent 
Highway Administration in the pas yea s  nc  950 j east ^ ^ ^  of 
occasions condemmg land of our farm in ine n* e M ^j^. The only concept 
Maryland. We feel it is time to draw a ha 1 at this t      ^ ^^^ taken 

fJS ^"-rririW 0?ir^ KlS-lSu, Assessment Study. 

The statement on page IV - 23 f .J^-^^tl^r'l.K'So'Sllt'.fNhe 
incorrect concerning «:5h

Kre*ir*{JIuM ha aiuiredfrom the lager Brothers' total land the State Highway administration has ague concerning 

„a as-: ai'irss ra.rs,r-sys sM"'"' "" 

within 25 feet of our front door  Pl"" exP' 'rj0ina, road over 100 feet to "proper grade" could be obtained by mo ing the orig.na. oa^   Rd now .n use 
the south. This does not make any logisince the cross Route   al 
is a direct straight crossover and the ew propose ^^  ^ vl 
a very sharp angle. The cost to »>e st«e^   <*            overpass concept at SI.731 
estimated per your figure S492,000 comparea to v K difference in cost 
million for construction alone. We ask you. Is 
to achieve the same safe traffic pattern? 

We reserve the right to speak at your February 17, 1987 Public Hearing 
7 p.m. at Hammond High School. 

In conclusion we feel the State of Maryland has worn out it's welcome for 
aquiring land from the lager Brothers Farm in the name of progress and should 
only consider the plan concept VI-C-1. Speaking for two families that have given 
enough. 

Sincerely, 

Original was signed by 

Howard L. lager 
8564 Old Columbia Rd. 

Laurel. MO 20707 



Q Maryland Department of Tnnsportatm 

March   18.   1987 111"'"? 

mmm X. HaHium 
Siai* rttgnway Mounislrahon 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent 
River to U.S. Route 40 
POMS No. 132046 

Mr. Howard L. lager 
8564 Old Columbia Road 
Laurel. Maryland  20707 

Dear Mr. lager: 

This letter Is In response to your correspondence of February 
3, 1987 regarding our Project Planning study underway on the U.S. 
Route 29 corridor In Howard County. 

Attached with this letter is a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment you requested which was compiled for this proiect.  It 
discusses in detail the Impacts for your property adjacent to Old 
Columbia Road near the Patuxent River.  These Impacts are associated 
with this project only. 

The overpass proposed In Alternate VI-C-2 was located south of 
the existing alignment of Old Columbia Road because this location's 
existing terrain was more suitable.  Also, this location allows the 
existing roadway to remain open during the construction phase.  Upon 
completion, the old roadway will provide access to the golf driving 
range facility.  The widening and realignment of the old roadway 
adjacent to your hone la necessary to provide desirable horizontal 
and vertical geometric design for the overpass. 

I want to thank you for your Interest In the highway develop- 
ment process as It relates to this project and. In particular, your 
endorsement of Alternate VI-C-1. Your concerns will be taken Into 
account during the decision making process for this study. Please 
feel free to contact me or the Project Manager, Mr. Randy Aldrich, 
telephone number 333-1139. If we can provide further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJPrtn 
Attachment 
cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My Mltpftont niimbir li 3 33-1110 
T«i*lyp«M>rii*r to* Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383 7555 Balllmora Melro - 565 0<5I OC   Melro - I 800 <92 5062 5lale«,ide Toll Free 

PO  Boi 'W I IW Norm Calvert Si . Saitimore. Maryland 21203   0717 



(This form was typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing). 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

NAME 

Contract   No.   HO  606-101-770 
PDHS   No.    132046 

Location - Design Public Hearing 
U.S. Route 29 

Patuxent   River   to  U.S.   Route   40 
Tuesday  February   17,    1967 

Hammond  High  School 
Original  Signed by 
David B. Haytowitz DATE. 

PLEASE                      2958 Schubert Drive 
PRINT        ADDRESS  

ciTY/TOWN_SiUeiL-Spring STATE. _MQ_ .ZIP CODE?0qQ4 

l/W» with to comm.nl or Inqulro »bout »»• lollowlnq i«p«cl» ol thUprolocl: 

At this time Route 29 is one ot the more attractive highways around, primarily 

because of one Urge median strip.    Do not widen the highway in the median and 

use one so called "Jersey" Barriers. They are best left in Jew Jersey, where 

,h,v fit in with IHP r»«t nf thP statp. Don't put thf " Maryland - They're 

uglyl —  

I—i  pieaso add my/oui namtlsl lo Iht MailinQ List* 

I—| pieass delele my/our namelsl Itom  lh« Mailing List. 

• Person":.  »ho have recei.ed a  copy  ol  Ih.s  Brochure  Ihrough  (he man are already 
on  the proiect  Mailing List. 

Q Maryland Department of Transportation 
Slate Hlgnway Admlnltlranon 

WIMia K. Httaum 
tacnwy 

Hi) Xmen 

March 10, X987 

RE:  ContracC No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent 
River Co U.S. Route 40 
PDMS No. 132046 

Mr. David B. Haytowitz 
2968 Schubert Drive 
Silver Spring. Maryland 20904 

Dear Mr. Haytowitz: 

This letter is In response Co your correspondence of February 25, 
1987 and pertains to our Project Planning study underway on the U.S. 
Route 29 corridor in Howard County. 

The widening of the roadway, as proposed in Alternatives B and C 
between Maryland Route 216 and U.S. Route 40, would be made within 
che existing median of the roadway.  The median is just wide enough 
for che lanes Co be added wichouc ereccing a double face "Jersey 
Type" barrier.  Upon completion, a scrip of grass will remain in 
che median. 

I wane co thank you for your interest in che highway development 
process as 1c relates to this study.  Contact me if you have addi- 
tional questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Developmenc Division 

by: 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE:RCA:bh 

cc:     Mr.   Wayne   R.   Clingan 

My Itltphon* numbar ii    333-1139  
Talelyp*wrii«r lor Impaired Hearing or Speecft 

MUM Balllmore Melro - 565-0451 DC Malro - I 800-4M-5082 Statewide Toll Free 

P O- BOR 'tr I 1Q1 Norm Calvert Si. Balttmora. Maryland 71203 - On? 

*0 



Oakland Mills Community Association. Inc. __ __, 

March 3, 1987 .   _   • 

State Highway Administration 
Office of Preliminary Planning and Engineering 
Box 717 
Baltimore M) 21203 -•:. 

Dear Sirs, 

The Village of Oakland Mills will be greatly inpacted by the widening of Route 29. 
Portions of Segments VIII and X, as well as all of segment IX are on the western 
border of Oakland Mills. We have specific concerns which we feel oust be addressed 
before any final decisions are made. 

Our most significant concern is the major increase in road noise which will be a 
result of the widening and increased traffic on Route 29. Many of our residents 
already are subject to dha levels which exceed noise quality oaxinuns. Your five 
noise monitor stations (E,F,G) verify that real silencing efforts must be made so 
that our villagers will not be forced to move. 

Please address the following: 

1. Popcorn surfacing should be used in our sound-sensitive areas if indeed not in 
the entire road. 

?. The $30,000 per home that is used as a guide for the building of sound blockers 
oust Include all iiipacted hones. If all affected homes at the 29/175 intersection 
are used as a base multiplier, innovative efforts could eliminate the excessive ' 
noise In that area. 

3. Have you sound monitored the many new townhouses that now exist on the old 
Allview Golfcourse? 

In addition to the noise concerns we have, there are three road outlets to Route 29 
whose closings will have some effect on Oakland Mills. We recommend that Gales Lane 
be closed (SEE VIII, ALT. C, OPT 2). We recommend the closing of Old Colunbia Road 
300 feet south of Route 175 Interchange (SEG IX, ALT. C, OPT 2). We do question why 
the cul-de-sac oust be placed at the end of this extended road. Signs indicating 
that private property was being crossed should prevent unwanted visitors. However, we 
do recommend that Oiamondback Drive as a right-in and right-out be left open. Oir 
residents have told us that they wish this Route 29 access to stay (SBG X, ALT C, OPT 2). 

We look forward to your response. 

tTn 144--'        RECEIVED 
Robert A. Berlett, Sr. MAR 1 I98< 
Chiar, Oakland Mills Village Board 

cisiciJ.;..,:.; :.• 
PLAKNIHG 1 Kll.:,-. -. t.:.':' if"".- 

cc: Delegate V. Thomas 

rhi.-0!htillJiii-OalldHdMilliV,ll^ti;enr<;( • •.BM Kobrtl Uliwi I'Uc- •. .lumb.j MuiYlaml ."UMS • . mil 7 III. u.ni v Othei 11* 



«? Maryland Department of Transportation 
Sou Highway Aamimttration 

April   3,   1987 

WUUta X. HMman 

Hil KJIMA 

He:  Cootract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuzeot River to 0.3. Route 40 
P.O. U.S. No. 132046 

Ur. Robert A. Berlett, ST.,   Cbalrmaa 
Oakland Mills Village Board 
The Other Barn 
Oakland lulls Village Center 
5851 Robert Oliver Place 
Columbia, Maryland  21045 

Dear Ur. Berlett: 

This letter Is In response to your correspondence of March 
3. 1987 and pertains to our Project Planning Study underway on 
the U.S. Route 29 Corridor In Howard County.  I can appreciate 
the concerns tbe Village of Oakland Mills may have regarding 
future noise levels being generated by traffic on U.S. Route 29. 
In addressing your three points, I offer the following: 

1. fe anticipate that upon addition of tbe eitra lanes, 
tbe remaining lanes will be resurfaced.  At this time. 
It is our policy to Include a popcorn surface on all 
roadways ID our primary system, as is tbe case wltb 
U.S. Route 20.  As you are no doubt aware of, popcorn 
surface provides a small reduction in noise levels. 

2. The cost effectiveness of the modeled noise barrier in 
Noise Sensitive Area P, which lies within tbe southeast 
quadrant of tbe U.S. Route 29 - Maryland Route 175 
interchange, only Includes residential structures that 
lie Immediately adjacent to U.S. Route 29 and those 
which would receive at least a 5 decibel reduction in 
noise levels if the wall were to be built.  Tbe 
calculations on Area P are based on a 4800 foot barrier 
costing approximately $2.7 million providing benefit 
for 18 residential structures.  This equates to a cost 
per residence of $143,000.  We are currently verifying 
this count as It appears some of these structures are 
multi-family dwellings in whlcb we count first level 
units.  This refined Information will be available in 
the final environmental document. 

My ttliptiom numtw li_ 333-1110 
T«ltlypiiM(il«r lor Impatrad Haanng or Spaacn 

383 7555 Ballimora Melro - 6650«5l DC  Malro - I «00-492 5M2 Slalawlda Toll Fraa 

PO   Boi ?I7 I J01 Norm Calven St . Ballimora. Maryland 21203    0717 

Mr.   Robert  A.   Berlett 
Page 2 

3.       The  townhouses  which  are  under  construction  on  tbe  old 
All view Golf  Course  are   not   Included   in   the  noise 
analysis,     (ben  our  noise  analysis  was  performed,   we 
were  unaware  of  tbe  exact  plans  that   Howard   Research 
and  Development  had   for  the  parcel.     Analysis  at   this 
location  will   be   Included   In  tbe  Plnal   Environmental 
Document. 

Regarding  the  effects  of   roadway  closures  with   U.S.   Route  29 
In   the  Oakland   Mills  area,   I  appreciate  your  endorsement  of 
Concept   C-2  at   Gales   Lane,   Concept   C-2 at   Old   Columbia   Road,   and 
Concept  C-l  at   Pepple/Dlamondback  Drives.     The  cul-de-sac  at   the 
end  of   tbe  extension of   Twin  Knolls   Road   to  Old   Columbia   Road   is 
a   Howard  County  requirement. 

I   want   to   thank  you   for   your   Interest   in   the  highway 
development   process   as   It   relates   to   this  study.      If   I  can 
provide  further  assistance,   contact  me,   or   the  Project  Manager, 
Mr.   Randy   Aldrlcb,   telephone   no.   (301)   333-1139. 

Very  truly   yours, 

Nell   J.   Pedersen,   Director 
Office   of   Planning  and 
Preliminary   Engineering 

NJP/lh 

Mr. Wayne R. Cllngan 
Mr. Qiarles B. Adams 
Mr.  Louis  H.   Sge,   Jr. 

5^ 



*? Maryland Department ofTransportation 
Slat* Highway AdmtmiifAtion 

April   8.   1987 

WMiaK 
utnan 
Nil KlIMtt 

.    .H h>, <;HA  in order  to be legible after printing. (This letter was re-typed by SHA in oraer  10 oe  •<:« 

RE:     Contract   No.   HO  606-101-770 
U.S.   Route   29   -   Patuxent 
River  to  U.S.   Route   40 
PDMS   No.   132046 

608S Covington Road 
Columbia. Maryland 21044 
March 20,   1987 

Maryland Dept.  of Transportation 
State Highway Authority 
Office of Planning and Preliminary 

Engineering 
Baltimore. M0 21203 

Dear Sirs: 

On February 17. 1987 .spoke at the ^"^^^"^^^"p^t^enj^f^he Sebring 
Location/Design held at Hammond High School, AS tne      Co,umbiaf located 
Civic Association (Sebrinj, ,jj . community of   f»n es AUernalJve c.Concept 5 
off Owen Brown Road west of Rt. Z9), i spo»e statement was 
or 58 at the Seneca Rd. Loc*t.on on^t M^ A «..« po "    »Sebrl  Rd .^ 
the existing congestion during the AM and m ««»        h , k of an aUer. 
Brown intersection  We a tribu e th, undu conge Uo ^ ^ ^ ^ 
native access/exit from the ",c<°r* "'d^ 29 via Martin Road. While we realize 
viated by providing access to and from Rt 29 v  M r n    ^^ ^ ^ 
that a Rt.29-Martin Road connection win oe prov e letter is to 
work is completed in the Seneca Drive area t e P«rpo*e of^th  le. ^ 
request that this access be Prided for with n a more ^      f  under the 

i:,^B5rs.tgis.t^iu,tJ r-s^rjr-r.-r^./bS ^^ ^ 
the need for a public hearing. 

, would appreciate your written reply as to the feasibility of such a project 

%'.°\ is !U:JI ^•opis.s'r.'cS-tr^.^ ^ u office. 
Sincerely, 

Original was signed by 

James Cody 
President,  Sebring Civic Association 

Mr.   Jamas Cody,   President 
Sebring Civic Aiaociation 
608S  Covington Road 
Columbia,   Maryland   21044 

Dear Mr.   Cody: 

Thif letter is in response to your correspondence of March 20, 
1987 regarding our Project Planning study underway on the U.S. 
Route 29 corridor in Howard County.  I appreciate your endorsement 
of Concept C-5B at Seneca Drive.  We have identified a connection 
between southbound U.S. Route 29 and Martin Road that would pro- 
vide alternative access to and from the Village of Hickory Ridge. 
At this time, we are investigating the practicality of stage con- 
structing Concept C-S (A or B) to provide this interim connection. 
As you suggested, this could possibly be completed as a Special 
Project administered by our District Office in Frederick.  When 
a decision has been made, we will be providing the community with 
details of the project and an anticipated schedule of completion. 

I appreciate your interest in the highway development process 
as It relates to this project.  If I can provide further assistance, 
contact me or the Project Manager, Mr. Randy Aldrlch, telephone 
no. 333-1139. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:bh 
cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Jerry L. White 

My Mltphont numbir li_ 333-1110 
T«i«iypawfit«t loi imptiitd Hatnng or SpMcn 

363 ?SSS Billimor* Metro - SfiVO'St OC  Mtiro — 1 800 492 506? Statawldo Toll FrM 

PO   Boi M7 I 70? Norm Cjueft Si . Ballimora. Maryuno 21203 • 0M7 



NAME Wayne and Sylvia New 

ADDRESS 6421 Chell Road 

City Columbia 

Comment: 

Date March k,   1967 

State Maryland Zip Code 21044 

As twenty year residents -^-taxpayers at this address, »e strongly 

urge the State Highway Adnlnstration to consider minimal personalproperty 

loss and the addition of noise barriers for those .like us, wTiose 

property is adjacent to Route 29. The growth of Howard County, we realize, 

makes such a highway expansion Inevitable. It is only fair that the needs of 

all County residents be considered, including ours. We also ask that the 

type of noise barrier be earthen. Thank you In advance for assistance in 

this matter. 

c/Cu J 

RECEIVED 

rUUMIM J NUilli-ACY [NCINirmitC 

Q Maryland Department ofTransportatwn 
Sun Highway Adminnifinon 

WWra K. HttMM 
fauMfV 

HX Kititfl April   8.   1987 

Re:     Contract  No.   BO 606-101-770 
U.S.    Route  29  -   Patuxent 
River   to  O.S.   Route  40 
P.O.U.S.   No.   132046 

Itr.   and   Mrs.   Wayne   Ne* 
6421   Chell   Road 
Columbia,   Maryland     21044 

Dear  Ur.   and   Itrs.   New : 

This   letter   Is   In   response   to   your  correspondence  of   March 
4,   1987,   regarding  our   Project  Planning  study   underway  on   the 
U.S.   Route  29  corridor   In   Howard   County.      Studies   to  determine 
the   impact  associated  with  existing  and   future  noise   levels  have 
been   performed   for   the   Chell   Road   portion   of   the  corridor. 

We  have determined   that   a   twelve   foot   high  barrier  spanning 
a   length of   2,300   feet  would   reduce   noise   levels   adjacent   to   your 
home.      Unfortunately,   this   proposed   barrier  does   not  benefit 
enough  dwellings   to   fall   within  our   cost   effectiveness   threshold. 
If   a   proposed  barrier  costs  approximately   $40,000   for   every 
dwelling   to  wfalcb   It   provides   benefit,   we   consider   it   cost 
effective.      In   the   Chell   Road   area,   the   proposed   wall   is  costing 
approximately   J58,000   for   every  dwelling   it   benefits.      Dwellings 
which  derive  a benefit   are   those   which   lie   immediately   adjacent 
to  the  roadway. 

If   I can   provide   further   assistance,   contact  me   or   the 
Project   Manager,   Mr.   Randy   Aldrlch,   telephone  no.   333-1139. 

Very   truly   yours , 

HiJ, J tjJjtMMv 

Nell J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP/ib 

Mr.   Wayne   R.   Cllngan 
Mr.   Louis   H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Mr.   Charles   B.   Adams 

My liltphont numbir it    333-1 110 
Ttlslypewniei lor Impjtfsd H«armg or 5p«acri 

J0:}/!>b& B4lt»nore Melro - S6S045I DC   Mclro -  I aoO<492 3062 Slaltwid* Toll Ftas 
PO   Ou. '17 r 101 North CJI.CH Si . Ballimor*. Maryitna 21203    0717 



(This letter was typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing) 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

NAME 

ADDRESS. 

Contract  No.   HO  £06-101-770 
PONS  No.   132046 

Location - Design Public Hearing 
U.S. Route 29 

Patuxent  River  to U.S.   Route  40 
Tuesday February  17,   1987 

Haauiond  High School 
Original Signed by 
Chris Workman 

6413 Chell Road 

2/22/87 
.DATE. 

CITY/TOWN. Columbia STATE HD .ZIP CODE. 
21044 

I/We wish lo commanl or Inquire about the following aapacls of Ihlaprolacl: 
 the environmental a»«5nient prndiiLKO fui   Um OHKII OI uwi/lliylwaj M 5tudy indi 

'       cated that noise levels in ray area are expected to double.    I understand that 

noise abatement for may area will be studied further.    I wish to state my con- 

cern that noise levels remain under federal  standards and,   if  that requires 

abatment measures,  that  such construction be  included  in the project.  

I     I  Please  add my/oui namalsl to tha Mailing List. 

I     I Pleasa   dalala my/our  namalsl Ifom  th* Mailing  List. 

*Persons   who have received  a   copy  ol  this  brochure  through  the  mail  are  already 
on   the   profect   Mailing   List. 

Maryland Department of Transportatjon 
Slate MiQhway Administration 

April   10,   1987 

WHUa K Httaun 
Sacmary 

Hal (aistlt 
Maaknur 

Re:  Contracr. No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
P.O.M.S. No. 132046 

Mr. Chris Workman 
6413 Chell Road 
Columbia, Maryland  21044 

Dear Mr. Workman: 

I
T
QI

S
 
letter is in response to your correspondence of February 

22, 1987  pertaining to our Project Planning study on the U.S. 
Route 29 corridor in Howard County. 

The noise analysis 
and addressed within th 
Brokenland Parkway Inte 
noisc levels will oxece 
Abatement Criteria. It 
be erected, it would co 
for which it provides a 
a benefit are all those 
barrier costs about $40 
we proceed with further 
ular case, since the co 
analysis of the barrier 

for the area where you live was performed 
ie Environmental /assessment for the proposed 
rchange.  This nn.ilysis shows th.it future 
<i   I'cJcrjl lltgltw.iy Aclrainistr.it i cm Non.i' 
also shows that if a barrier were to 

st approximately 558,000 for every dwelling 
benefit.  Those dwellings which receive 
adjacent to the roadway.  If a proposed 
000 for every dwelling that it benefits. 
analysis of the barrier.  In your partic- 

sts do not meet our threshold, no further 
will be performed. 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway develop- 
ment process as it relates to this study.  Please contact us 
again if you have additional questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: 
Randy  Aldrich 
Project   Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

i:c:      Mr.   W.iynt   R.   Clin.jjn 
Mr.   Charles   B.   Adams 

My lilapftone numtiir li       J J i - 1 I I 'J 
f»letirpawnier lor linpjuta HMnng o, Speecn 

JBJ 75SS U*lt,moi€ Meuo - 565 0«SI 0 C   M.tro -  I 800 492 5062 Sl.l.w.Oo loll 
PO  Bo, l\li 701 Noun CJIV«II 51 . ejil.moit. Mjtyianu 2I20J   0717 

• 
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o Maiyland Department ofTransportation 
Stall Highway Adminislulton 

WNUa K. H< 
SMTIIVI 

Hal Kltttfl 

(This letter was typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing). 

Thamas M. Coleman 
5668 Stevens Forest Road 
Columbia, HD 21045 

February 22, 1987 

Planning & Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
Post Office Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Gentlemen: 

Please place my name on the project mailing list for the Route 29 (between 
the Patuxent River and U.S. Route 40) widening project. 

Also please sent to me a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment. 

Sincerely 

Original signed by 

Thomas M. Coleman 
5668 Stevens Forest Road 

Columbia, MD 21045 

March 5, 1987 

RE:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
US Route 29 
Patuxent River to 
US Route 10 
PDUS No. 123046 

Ur. Thomas U. Coleman 
5668 Stevens Forest Road 
Columbia, UD 21045 

Dear Ur. Coleman: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of 
February 22, 1987 and pertains to our Project Planning study under- 
way on the US Route 29 corridor in Howard County.  As you have 
requested, your name has been added to our mailing list for this 
project.  Also, attached with this letter, I have provided you a 
copy of the Environmental Assessment prepared for the project. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to the project.  Contact me 
again if you have additional questions. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
"Project Development Division 

by: 
/ 

Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE:RCA:eg 
Attachment 
cc:  Wayne R. Clingan 

My Wtphonl numbli n      333-1 1-i'J 
raieiypewmet fuf Impjirad Haanng or Speacn 

J83 /«i Ujlt.moia Mel'u - 56!> Oail D C   Malio - 1 800 492 MJ62 Slalawida Ton F<aa 
PO  t»oi 'I'' '0/Nuttn CJIVCM Si . Uammoia: Mjipiano 21203   on/ 

NO 



(This letter was typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing). 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
POMS No. 132046 

Location - Design Public Hearing 
U.S. Route 29 

Patuxent   River   to  U.S.   Route   40 
Tuesday  February   17,   1987 

Hammond  High School 
Original  Signed by 
8urt I Jackie Heinrich 

NAME _DATE. 
3-3-87 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

6542 Beechuood Or. 
ADDRESS. 

CITY/TOWN. Columbia STATE. HD .ZIP CODE 21646_ 

l/Wr with 10 comm.nt or Inqulro .boul Ih. tollowlna «»poct» ol tM.proUct: 
 we wtsn to vuice uruiiy uppoMiiun iu AitHiiijimi; e, tuiimni i Seneta i>... 

Segment VIII. Specifically we oppose the manner in which Shaker Or. would be 

extended. To extend this road as proposed would not only vertically destroy the 

yards of those homes immediately adjacent to the road but would, on our opinion, 

do serious harm to the aesthetic and monitary value of all properties along 

Beechwood Dr. and Amherst Or. between Seneca Dr. and the church. In addition we 

think that there is already a safety problem with the "closeness" of the two 
IrilKtStiUlmn. ButflllWOUU/SmitfLa anil ihilail Senega. 

Me alsu uppuse CuiMipl 4 a> the pailial ulilily U. i.e (and iiiLU^Utu SHak«i Oi ) 

would force all arrowhead traffic into the development and turn a peaceful ~ 

neighborhood where children play into a high-traffic area. 

We therefore support concept 5 in same form not only for safety reasons but to 

preserve the quality of our homes and neighborhood by keeping traffic at/gn R%. 

29 - where it was when we bought this home. .  

Q Ma/yfamf Department of Transportation 
Sur< Highway Admimsualion 

feaK. 

Hal fetiad 

April 10, X987 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent 
River to U.S. Route 40 
P.O.M.S. No. 132046 

Mr. and Mrs. Heinrich 
6542 Beechwood Drive 
Columbia, Maryland  21046 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Heinrich: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of 
March 3, 1987 pertaining to our Project Planning study on 
the U.S. Route 29 corridor in Howard County.  I appreciate 
your comments pertaining to the three grade separation concepts 
for Seneca Drive, and your endorsement for Concept No. 5. 
We will use this information in our decision on a preferred 
concept at this location. 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this project. If we 
can provide further assistance, please contact us again. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

Randy Aldrich^    ' 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

I—|  piaasft add my/ouf ntm»U> lo tha Mailing Litl.* 

I     1 Please  delete my/our  namefsl liom  the Mailing  List. 

•Persons  -no nave nceived  • copy ol this  b«ochuc»  through  me mail  are already 
on  the proiect  Mailing  List. 

Ml teltpheni number n     J 3 3 - i 1 3 9 
T*i«i|rpa«»rii«, lor Impaired Hearing or Speecft 

JSJ 75S5 ealtimore Metro - S6S4}4St OC  Malro — 1-000-492 5062 Slalewlde Toll Free 

PO  Bo, '»' t 107 Norm Caivart Si . Bammore. Maryland 21203   0717 ^ 



RECEIVED 
FEB  18 1987 

O:..[JJ.I o.n:i oi 
AJUUIUIC t muui.,Aat Ejumuuw 

Mr. Franl: li. Fugate 
10927 Hillcrest Drive 
Laurel . Md.     «07i:i7 
Phone No.  (301) 792-4770 

Maryland Department of   Transportation 
State Highway Administration — 
Oflice of Planning and Preliminary  Engineering ^    ~ 
Bo.v 717 —    •";•.. 
Baltimore, Md.  21202 : 

Re: Contract No.: HQ 606-101-770, PDMS No. 132046 J 

To whom It May Concern: -: 

I am writing this letter in the hopes that I will be able to get 
the Department o*   Transportation, Highway Administration to buy my 
property when US RT 29 Section VI is improved.  I live on the northeast 
corner of   RT 29 and Hillcrest Drive, at 10927 Hillcrest Drive. 

I ask you to consider buying my property and making it a buffer 
area for our development.  I make this request for many reasons. 

The first, I am concerned about excessive noise.  I believe that 
the increase traffic load on Rt 29 would increase noise dramatically. 
This in turn would have adverse effects on my family.  I would be glad 
to part in a noise environmental impact study of people living along US 
RT 29. 

Second, I also believe that my home will not withstand the 
excessive vibrations that would be put on it by the increased vehicular 
traffic, especially heavy truck traffic.  I can already see some damage 
caused by vibrations that have taken place over the past years as the 
amount of traffic has increased.  In your report you mention a 
hydrology report, does it take into account the effect of vibrations 
on structures?  Please send me a copy of this hydrology report. 

Third, I believe that if you buy land now it would be cheaper in 
the long run if there is future expansion of Rt 29.  For example, on 
the north east side of Rt 29 between Rocky Gorge and new Rt 32, a 
distance of 6.S miles, there are only 5 homes.  Now would be the time 
to buy for future expansion not wait for explosive development after Rt 
29 is improved. 

Please add my name to the group of speakers at the meeting on 17 
February 19B7. 

I am looking forward to hearing from vou at the earliest passible time. 

Franl M. Fu^ate 

^JL^^^' 



Q Maryland Department of Transportation 
Stal* HiQnway Adminiilranon 

March   13,   1987 

mwum K. Hi 

Nil Kaiitff 
Mr. Prank M. Pugate 
March 13, 1987 
Page 2 

RE:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
POMS No. 132046 

Mr. Prank M. Pugate 
10927 Hillcrest Drive 
Laurel, Maryland 20707 

Dear Mr. Pugate: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence received 
on February 18, 1987 and pertains to our Project Planning study 
underway on the U.S. Route 29 corridor in Howard County.  Your 
property situated on the northeast corner of U.S. Route 29 and 
Hillcrest Drive lies outside of our existing right-of-way line 
and is not needed for any improvements proposed for this area of 
the corridor.  We do not purchase property unless required for an 
improvement.  Thus, purchase of your home is not possible. 

We have performed noise measurements adjacent to your home 
and have used this information to predict future noise levels 
associated with projected increases in traffic.  Our models indi- 
cate that the noise levels generated by traffic on U.S. Route 29 
within the next 30 years will exceed the Federal Highway Adminis- 
tration Noise Abatement Criteria.  Since the levels in the vicin- 
ity of your home will exceed 67 decibels, we have performed pre- 
liminary studies of methods to mitigate the Impact.  A decision 
on the reasonableness and feasibility of the barrier will be 
made during the development of the final engineering design. 

The hydrology report mentioned in the environmental document 
refers to rainfall characteristics and its dispersment.  This has 
no relation to the effect of roadway vibrations on your home.  A 
study has been made of the soil characteristics of the area and 
has determined they are adequate to allow widening of the roadway 
within the existing median.  We anticipate any future roadway 
vibrations will not have an adverse impact on your home. 

The design year of our study, 30 years into the future, is 
2015.  Our traffic forecasts show that by 2015, the traffic 
increases in the corridor south of Maryland Route 32 can be 
adequately accommodated by a six lane roadway.  At this time, we 
cannot Justify the additional expense associated with purchasing 
right-of-way for a future seventh and eight lanes. 

I would like to thank you for your Interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this project.  If we can be 
of further assistance, please contact me or the Project Manager, 
Mr. Randy Aldrich, telephone number (301) 333-1139. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:ds 
cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. Cynthia Simpson 

My HUphom numbir ii (30') 333-1110 
T«l«typewritflr lo( Impairad HMnng or Spaacn 

383-7&5S Bunmott Mauo - 5650451 0 C  Malro — 1 800-492-5062 Slatswid* Toll Fttt 
PO   Bo, HI I I0T Nairn OKOM SI . Bantmofe. Maryland 21203    07)1 £ 



(This letter was typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing). 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
POMS No. 132046 

Location - Design Public Hearing 
U.S. Route 29 

Patuxent  River   to U.S.   Route   40 
Tuesday February  17,   1987 

Hammond  High School 
Original  Signed by 
S.  Femrite 

NAME .DATE. 
2/5/87 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

4673  Stallion St.(Columbia Hills - Meadowbroke Farms) 
ADDRESS. 

CITV/TOWN. Elliott Ci&rATE. JIIL .ZIP CODE- ?inn 

l/We wish to comm.nl or Inqulr* aboul th» lollowlng aipaclt o) this prolact: 
—Obtiuuilji, Hi Hi tlm  iiiu \!d\,nil trjrflc. road!) fflUU be improved, widened, built, 

etc.  Our concern  is the noise,  pollution,  etc. which results.      We hope the 

Highway Administration will take all possible steps to alleviate these 

situations, one possible solution would be to begin NOW an extensive evergreen 

tree planting program on all  right-of-ways to help buffer the noise,  etc.     If 

the trees are planted now,  by the time the highway is completed,  a buffpr """'d 

be  in place and make our  living near these super hiqhwavi mprp tniorjhlp  

ff^ 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
Slat* Hignway Admimslralion 

WUtomK. 
S«cnMaiy 

Hal Kuittl 
March 16, 1987 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
P.O.M.S. No. 132046 

Mr. S. Femrite 
4673 Stallion Court 
Ellicott City, Maryland  21043 

Dear Mr. Femrite: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of February 
5, 1987 and pertains to our Project Planning Study underway 
on the U.S. Route 29 corridor in Howard County.  I want to 
thank you for your suggestion of planting a dense coverage 
of evergreen trees to mitigate future noise levels along this 
roadway.  Unfortunately, in many of the areas along the corridor, 
there is insufficient width to accommodate a wide enough grove 
of these trees to provide effective mitigation.  Nor can we 
be assured the trees will grow high enough to provide effective 
mitigaiton Cor the surrounding terrain. 

A preliminary noise analysis has been performed and the 
results are available for review in the Environmental Assetis- 
ment on display at the Howard County Library.  When the project 
moves into the final design phase, a more detailed analysis 
of noise and noise mitigation will be undertaken. 

1 want to thank you for your interest in the highway develop- 
ment process as it relates to this project.  Contact me if 
you have additional comments or questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: 

LHE/RCA/ ih 
cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

Mr. Charleii Adams 

Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

CD  Ple»s«  add  my/ouc  njmelsl 10  in* Mailing Lisl.* 

f    I Please  delete my/ouc  namelsl liom  Ihe Mailing  List. 

• Persons   »no ha.e received  a   copy  ol  Ihis   brochure  th.ough  Ihe man   are  already 
on   Ihe   proiecl   Mailing   List. 

My ttltpltona numbir is.. 3i3- I 1 39 

Taleirpo*"'1*' toi !nnpai(«a Htanng Of Spe«ch 
183 tttb GjltunorA Meito - tt* (mi U C   Mtiro — t 800 49? 5062 Sl«t«wl(]« Toll Fraa 

f O   Hoi MM IQT Hot in C^ivarl Si . Balhmor*. Maiyunu 21203    0717 
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(This letter was typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing). 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

NAME 

Contract  No.   HO  606-101-770 
POMS  No.   132046 

Location - Design Public Hearing 
U.S. Route 29 

Patuxent   River   to U.S.   Route   40 
Tuesday February  17,   1987 

Hamond High School 
Original  Signed by 
Hr. James F. Donnelly .DATE. 

2/18/87 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. 

10200 Westvood Drive 

CITV/TOWN. Columbia   STATE. JUL _ZIP CODE 2um_ 

I/We wi.h to comm.nt or Inqulr. about »h. Allowing a.pact* ol Ihtaprol.et: 
 we ai i Wigiiuor OH UltHI maa. panlHil  to HI ^ die very concerned about tne 

noise level generated now and the possible increase, due to the traffic as a 

result of Rt 29 future development.    It's been suggested by some to add a bern 

or  a barrier along the Chell  road property line to control   the noise factor.  

During peak  traffic we can feel  the road vibration as the heavy traffic  (trucks 

etc) proceed on Rt 29.    This even vibrates nur front window. _  

Then when the wind of EH  its just wonderful  

Wo ill  Enow thit vi'll   '"T-"""  •><>* hnrnmn iinhninhlo ao »orl» pi-ogreaoea. 

So plcoae cuntidu   plum  lu udd uithei   a leim ui   baniei   dUJdHiiit  lu uui   pi upei- 

ties before  it drives us to the nappy IMaicj rarm. 

I hank you 

James F. Donnelly 

CD  Pleiso  aad  my/our n»m«l5l 10  IH« Mailing Lisl.' 

f—I Plane   dolsle  my/oul   nani«lsl l(om   lh«  Milling   List 

.P.rsons  -no »..»» ..ce.-od  a  copy  ol  lh,s   o.ochur.  .h.ougl.  ihe mail  are  aK.ady 
on   the pioiacl  Mailing  List. 

0 Maiyland Department ofTransportation 
Stala Highway Admimairation 

WWaa K. H* 
S«ntK| 

Htl luiiafl 

March 13. 1987 

RE: Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent 
River to U.S. Route 40 
PDMS No. 132046 

Mr. James F. Donnelly 
10200 Westwood Drive 
Columbia, Maryland 21044 

Dear Mr. Donnelly: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of February 18. 
1987 regarding our Project Planning study underu 
corridor in Howard County. 

srway on the U.S. Route 29 

Preliminary studies have been made of existing and projected 
noise levels in the segment of the corridor adjacent to Chell Road 
Those studies indicate that the Noise Abatement Criteria standards 
established by the Federal Highway Administration will be exceeded 
in the vicinity of Chell Road.  When this project proceeds into the 
final design phase, further analysis on noise mitigation measures 
will be performed. 

At this time we have not made any conmitment to erect noise 
barriers.  A determination will be made as to whether noise barriers 
are reasonable or feasible. 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this study. Contact me if 
you have additional questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: 
Randy Aldrich 
Project   Manager 

LHE:RCA:bh 
cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

Mr. Charles B. Adams 

My lilapnoni numtur ll      J33- 1 139  
Imelypewnitti lot impaired H«4Mng 01 Sp««ch 

383 fill Bjinmox Mtil.o  - 561 0411 DC   Malio - I 800 «92 5062 Slala.id. Toll F... 

PO   Bo* '1/ » 70/ Norm Cal*«rl Si . Ballimort. Maryland 21203    07W 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
PDMS No. 132046 

Location - Design Public Hearing 
U.S. Route 29 

Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
Tuesday February 17, 1987 

Hammond High School 

NAME KaHilppn  anrt  ullllam OnrLpray .DATE     Marrh b,   ISR? 

PRINT"    AODHE3S_6421^!eU_Road_ 

CITY/TOWN Columbia CT.TC Maryland   rip r.nnp    ••• 

l/We  wl»h to comment or Inquire eboul tho  following ••p«ct» ol I hi* proiocl: 

As fifteen year residents and taxpayers at this address, we strongly  

urge   thp  hiflh»iay  artninUtraHnn     l-n  rnn°'Hpr  minimal   pprcnnal   prnpprfy 

 1093 end the addition of rmije Lianina  fui  LliUbH  ,  like ua, wlmac 

nrnnprrv     is art iarenf   tn Rnnfp 79     rhe nrowrh nf Hnward fpimfv   .-if  rpali7P. 

—maUoG ouch a highwoy OHponaian ineiitable.   It is only  fair that  

the needs nf all   fmir^y   rpcirtpnt^ hp rnntiflwrgfl   inrlnrlinQ nnrs  

—ThaiiK ;uu in aJvaiiLe fui yuui aiMildiiLC In Llils iiidlltfi.. 

we also request that the type of noise barrier be earthen. 

I     I  Pleas*  add my/our namalsl 10  lh« Mailing List* 

C3Pidase daials my/our  namals) from  lha Mailing  List. 

• Poisons   «no havu tecoived  a  copy  ol  mis  orocnuf*  inrougn  ma mail  are  already 
on   tne  proiact   Mailing  Lisl. 

^^ 
Maryland Department ofTrBnsportation 
Sute Highway Aumimslralion 

April   10,    1987 

WMia «. Mil 
Uamn 

Hal KuitA 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to 
U.S. Route 29 
P.D.M.S. No. 132046 

Mr. and Mrs. William Docheray 
6425 Che 11 Road 
Columbia, Maryland  21044 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Oockeray: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of 
March 4, 1987 pertaining to our Project Planning study on 
the U.S. Route 29 corridor in Howard County. 

The noise analysis for the area where you live was performed 
and addressed within the Environmental Assessment for the 
proposed Brokenland Parkway Interchange.  This analysis shows 
that future noise levels will exceed Federal ffighway Administra- 
tion Noise Abatement Criteria.  It also showoclthat if a barrier 
were to be erected, it would cost approximately $58,000 for 
every dwelling for which it provides a benefit.  Due to limited 
right-of-way availability at this location, our analysis investi- 
gated structural barriers only.  Earthen berms were not studied. 
Those dwellings which receive a benefit are all those adjacent 
to the roadway.  If a proposed barrier costs about $40,000 
for every dwelling that it benefits, we proceed with further 
analysis of the barrier.  In your particular case, since the 
costs do not meet our threshold, no further analysis of the 
barrier will be performed. 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development as it relates to this study.  Please contact us 
again if you have additional questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

[.III:/RCA/ ill 
':c" :      Mr.   Wtiyne   R. 

Mr.   Charles 

by: .-'      .1 
Cl i nqun 

B.   Ad a.us 

My liftphont number li_ 3 '3 3 - 1 1 3 9 

h.\ 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manaijer 

TMltttyptmntar lor impairsd Haanng or SpMcn 
3a3 7515 Bjitimor* Metro - 165.0451 0 C. Melro — 1 800-492 506? Suiawida Toll Free 

PO  Bo* 717 * 707 Norm CiWeri Si . B*Mimore. Maryuno 21203    0717 
5\ 



(This letter was typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing). 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS ANO/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
POMS No. 132046 

Location - Design Public Hearing 
U.S. Route 29 

Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
Tuesday February 17, 1987 

Hammond High School 
Original Signed by 
John 6. Brandenburg 2/5/87 

NAME .DATE. 

PLEASE 
5243 W.  Running Brook 301 

ADDRESS. 

CITY/TOWN. Columbia STATE M0 .ZIP CODE. 21044 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects ol this project: 
 TUB piujKLt   is needed and  ihauld proeted ASftP.  fnllnwing Altcynattve  "G1  i—Hy 

wife commtes daily on 29 toward Silver Spring.     In the past year,  traffic 

congestion has  increased HARKtDLY during rush hour, ana signals seem to noia 

things up greatly.    Alt  "C" should solve things for a long time to come. 

You should seriously examine noise atlenuation for existing residents along 29 

and major feeder routes.    We  live on  175 at Running Brook Road for 3 1/2 years. 

Noise levels have increased markedly as traffic  levels have increased.    This 

prnhipm win  fnrthpr  inrro/np,  affpr.tinp neoativelv both quality pf  life and 

prnpcrtv values.   

1     I  Pleasb  add  my/our  ntmels) 10  in« Mailing  tisl.* 

r    1 Please  delete my/ouf  namals) Irom  the Mailing List. 

'Persons   who have received  a  copy  of  this   brochure  through   ihe mail  are  already 
on   ihe pioiecl  Mailing List. 

&b^ 
Maiyfand Department ofTransportation 

VrtXln K. nttmtm 
Slate Highway Adminufraiton 

March  11,   1987 
Nil Kaiitlf 
JUaMimiaf 

RE: Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent 
River to U.S. Route 40 
POMS No. 132046 

Mr. John G. Brandenburg 
5243 West Running Brook 
Unit 301 
Columbia, Maryland 21044 

Dear Mr. Brandenburg: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of February 5 
1987 regarding our Project Planning study underway on the U.S. Route'29 
corridor in Howard County.  Your endorsement of Alternative C is 
appreciated. 

With regards to noise attenuation, preliminary studies have been 
made of existing and projected noise levels in the corridor.  The 
Noise Abatement Criteria Standards established by the Federal Highway 
Administration are exceeded in several areas.  As the study continues 
a decision will be made whether barriers are reasonable and feasible 
The decision will be made known in the final environmental document 
being prepared. 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway develop- 
ment process as it relates to this study.  Contact me if you have 
additional questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

LHE:RCA:bh 
cc-  Mr. Wayne R. 

Mr. Charles 

by:  .Ju^hllr, Id tut,. 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

^ffL, 

Clingan 
B. Adams 

My tiltphont ntimbar li_ 333-1139 S 
Tafatyp*writer for impairad Htanng or Sp**ch 

383-75SS Bimmort Metro - 565 0*51 DC  M»(ro — i 800 492 1062 Slai«wid« Toll Fra* 

P O   Boa 717 i /Of NoMh Calverl St . Ballimora. Maryland 21203    07l? 



COMUISSIONLKS 

Chairman 
Willuma. 

Vltm Ch«.» 
Tuli«lb*> 

man 

tK 111-nun 

it*** L   M aur* 

Hot>»l M futlat 

HutM-ti r WUI 

ltich*ril C, 
f.-rnt-ral M 

.  Hnc<-*af 

Sanitary   C.omm.ii.i.ion. 
J0I7 ItjiKilliin Slf«c • Hy.iil>».lk-   Ml) :07B1 • 301 f» -1000 

HY   277 2JH 

January  26,   1987 

— rnzx* —   ^r-o- 
c     — Tim 
-'     o 1.0 

ir 

Mr.  Louis H.   Ege,  Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Developement Division 
State Highway Administration 
Md.   Dept.  of Transportation 
P.O.  Box  717 
707 North Calvert Street —' 
Baltimore. Hd.  21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Ege; 

Me have had the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental 
Assessment entitled: "U.S. Rt. 29 Patuxent River Bridge to U.S Rt. 40" 
Howard County, Maryland and would like to provide the following comments: 

1. Please see our previous comments dated 2/10/86 and 2/26/86 concerning: 
emergency vehicle access to fire roads on WSSC watershed property, direct 
and indirect effects of construction on watershed property and reservoir 
water quality, access to emergency rescue boat launch ramp, traffic rerouting 
to Scotts Cove Recreation Area, and water quality effects of roadway runoff. 

These issues appear not to have been addresses in the Draft E.A. 

2. Page 1-31  144. Reference to WSSC property as "park" property may be 
misleading or inaccurate. This is forested watershed buffer protection property. 
Within your study area Segment VI, the only recreational access is limited to 
fishing by boat only (no shoreline fishing) on the T.H. Duckett (Rocky Gorge) 
Reservoir. 

3. Page IV-8 Item 6 "Parks". WSSC watershed property is not developed "park" 
property in the usual definition or sense. We cannot agree with the statement 
"No impacts on area parks would occur with the implementation of any of the 
project alternatives." Significant direct and indirect impacts on WSSC 
watershed property include:  runoff from construction at Old Columbia Pike 
intersection with Rt. 29, emergency vehicle access limitations to watershed fire 
access roads, emergency vehicle access limitations to watershed/reservoir boat 
launch ramps, and traffic rerouting to the Scotts Cove Recreation area. 

4. Page V-4 Statement "(Asked for more specific information on park boundaries 
and uses.  No response received as of January,, 1987.)"  is simply not true! 
We have had several telephone conversations with Ms. Sharon Preller (301-659-1184 
or 5) and have sent maps and other information. We understood that maps and 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, 
January 26, 1987 
Page 2 

Jr. 

plans would be sent to us to comment on, then we would send a letter stating 
our agreement or disagreement with stated impacts on our property. We have 
received nothing from the Maryland SHA as of 1/26/87. Our maps and additional 
information are again enclosed here. 

Sincerely, 

C;5^jyv^^. 

MJG:ssa 
Enclosures 

Michael   J.   Grear 
Watershed Manager 

* 



p MarylandDepartmentofTransportation 
Sill* Mignwuay AomtAi»t(alton 

WWUm K. Hrimi* 

Nil KaiiaN 

March   11,    1987 

RE:     Contract   No.   M  425-101-370  M 
U.S.   Route  29   Widening 
Howard   County  Line   to  U.3.   Route 40 

Mr.   Michael   T.   Grear 
Watershed   Manager 
Washington   Suburban   Sanitary   Commission 
4017  Hamilton   Street 
Hyattsvllle,   Maryland     20781 

Dear   Mr.   Grear: 

Thank   you   for   your   January   26,   1987   letter   regarding   the   En- 
vironmental   Assesanent   for  U.S.   Route  29   from   the   Patuxent   River 
Bridge   to   U.S.   Route  40   In   Howard   County. 

Inadvertently,    your  correspondence  of   February   2     1987   (we 
have   no   record   of   the   February   22,    1987   letter)   was   not   Included 
in   the   Environmental   Assessment   for   the   subject   project.      How- 
ever,   we   wish   to   take   this  opportunity   to   address   your   concerns 
regarding   the   Washington   Suburban   Sanitary   Commission   (WSSC) 
watershed   property   relative   to   the   proposed   Improvement  of U.S. 
Route  29   by   referring   to   your   letter of   January   26,   1987. 

1.        Emergency  vehicle   access   to   fire  roads  on   the  WSSC watershed 
property  would   be   fully   maintained   since   the  widening  of 
U.S.   Route  29   in   Howard   County  occurs   north  of   Maryland 
Route  216   (Scaggsvllle  Road)    not   south.      Emergency   vehicle 
access   from   U.S.   Route  29   northbound   to   Old   Colunbia   Road 
would   be  maintained   by   a   locked   gate.      Access   to   the west 
side of   U.S.    Route  29/Old   Colunbia   Road   would   be   provided 
via  Maryland   Route  216 westbound. 

Alternate  C,   Concepts  2,    3,    and  4  would   remove   all   access, 
exclusive  of   the   emergency   access described   above     to   U  S ' 
Route   29  at   Old   Columbia   Road.      Access   to   Scotts  Cove   Recre- 
ation   Area   would   be   provided   via   Plneway   Drive off of 
Scaggsvllle   Road. 

My itlaptioni numbit n iTI-l 1 77  
feiAtypewifiiei lui Imin.iea M«nng o» Spevtn 

383 TiSi B.ll.mo.e Mtlro - 565 <M51 0 C   Mewo -   I 800 492 506? Suio.aa loll F,,. 
P0   Bo.  n!i 101 NoimCji.tr,  Si     Bill.more   Mjry.jno ?U0]    0l\t 

Hr.   Michael   T.   Grear 
March   11,   1937 
Page   Two 

3. 

J^^t^-TsThrpr'^red^v^rp^^raL^0"   Q\1-"'   -" apt ra~izvnt?rrUB -r-i— •oduidrmigo„f
1f-! 

Concepts   2,   3,   and   4   JT? ^      Ho"ever.   Alternate  C, 
the   Patuxeit   lu"r   virservicTro^teral"eat   tributaries of 
»»<   14.   of   th.   Enviro^menMl   Lsef^nt^CHtl0a   IV'    paeeS   13 

gallon  of   these   lapacts. ^sesanent  addresses  the mitl- 

We   regret  our  oversight   in   ,..11 < 
We   will   use   the  correct   iden tl f Wr T^, Pr0perty   P^kland. 
mental   document.      H^ever     earfier   til     h   the   flnal   •»»tron- 
»ith   Ms.    Sharon   Preller   were   tJ?,   Jelephone   conversations 
property,   and  a  request  to   fir^rf"0"  S8e* 0f   "the   P"" 
aries"   to   Gannett   Fleming        ^ele   r»   Park   proPert>'  "ound- 
in   a   letter  by  Gannett   n^i„T?o  Mr^lLr^ S0•*112ed 
Acting   Water   Operation   Divl liL   L  ^'   frankl ln   Jamerson, 
14.    1986.      Hoi^er     „el^er   te      S^,0'   ''SSC'   dated   ^tober 
received   the   InformaUo^   r.q^-tS     nor'   "^  Gannett   FlemlnB 
the   misnomer. requested,   nor   were   they   alorte.l   to 

P^pe'rty* ^   ^'IS^JZ•^"^'*   ^m   the   WSSC 
See   #2. 

Pebrulry^/i^ SUS'l^ZS&^lr1:*•""   ««—   on 
all   questions  have been  aSdretsed  L?,,  .t"*  ProPerty.      We  hope 
ments  or  questions,   please  contact  me  or   t*"*  "*   further  c«^ 
Raody   Aldrich,   at   333-1139       'lt*ct  n,e  or   the   project  manager     Mr 

Very   truly   yours. 

Louis   H.    Rge,   jp. 
tteputy   Director 
Project   Development   Division 

LHE 
cc : 

CDS : 11 h 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Null   J.    Pederson 
Wayne   Cl Ingan 
Mike   Snyder 
Wayne   IVi 1 ley 
Randy   Aldrich 

-AJL 
CyithUDT-sTm^T-ehT^y- 
Envlronmental    Management 

^ 



t)4 49 Old Coluabia Road 
Laurel. Maryland 20707 
March 3, 1987 

:ir. Randy Aldrich, Project Manager ..''!;-3 
Maryland Departnent of Tranaportat ion «-'•  ""^^^ 
State Highway D«pari»ent ..    "^V 
Offic« of Planning fc Preli»inary Engineering --      i~r 
Box 717 ~    . •_ - 
Baltiaore, Maryland 21203 ^ 

Contract No. HO 606-101-770 e=. 
POMS No. 132046 

Dear Mr. Aldrich: 

I attended the De.ign Public Hearing held at Hammond High School 
on February 17. 1987. relative to propoaed alternatives for 
improving U.S. Route 29, and a. especially interested in ^e 
portion tdentified a. Segment VI fro- .he Patux.nt "iv-r « north 
of Hopkins-Gorman Road.  I a. co-owner and Secretary ot the 
corporation which operates the Rocky Gorge Driving Range. 
Miniature Golf, and Baseball/Softball Batting tacility located at 

eltnt"secii;n of U.S. Route 29 and Old Colu-bi. Road; o«n-r of 
approximately 70 acres of land which borders on U .S.   R°"" •   •* 
.nclude. the above described recreational fac. lit} . »^ w^|0

O^d 
Kenneth F. Novak, owner of 2 houses and a lot located at H4DU UIQ 
Columbia Road.  This letter is being written on behalf of the 
corporation as well as myself and my husband. 

•.> r-el that improvements are needed on V. S. Route 29 so that the 
r^d u   I  be ib?e to handle the projected -crease in trarfic.  In 
discussions with representatives of the State H»«h-.» 
Administration at the meeting, several issues ^re i.^ntin-d 
which are of concern to us.  They are. 

Alternate C. Concept 1 - This alternative -oul- ,dver..ly affect 
the accessibility of the recreational tmcilin   because it 
eliminates access to vehicles going south on I.». Ro«te .9^  » 
-han 50 o^rcent of our custoaers ..-ooe 110m the tolumbii.  Laur.i. 
_han 30 percent o^ and unless bet:er prov.sions 

'ri -de fir';c"t.!« iur proper.,-. ,n,s ooncept is unacceptaole 

to us . 

Alternate C. Concept 2 - ^his concept has .he i-.stharmful^mpact 

tor accessing our recreational facility »ni pr"P-  - 

Alternate C. Concept 3 - This c^-pt H^^"^^^ "' 
a number ... reason,. >- >*^{l

U Wr. clirren,.i?- ra.se beef ca.tlo 
• ivioe .ur larm in>'- two i-arcei-. _,.... ri.e .-attle across 

flow continuously year round and our farm pond is alwa 
bec.u.e the .tre.m. and pond are fed by •Prmf* • Con. 
the service road a. propoaed would close olf at least 
springs and alternative water supply source, would hav 
provided. The field west of the service road wou d be 
running water. The service road would cross the «rr g 
svstem for our recreational facility which was install 
^ "cost of about .80.000. The availability of water 
irrigation syste- would also be in jeopardy since the 
roa the far- pond. The Irrigation syste- would need 
replaced. Further-ore. the elevation "quired for the 
road, due to the exl.tlng topography would «r«.tl> di. 
valu; of the property for either agricultural or co--e 
ouroose.. Thi. concept wduld al.o put all of the trat 
Cu/r^.tlon.l facility on Harding Road a narrow 2- 
with a 90 degree turn at the inter.ection of Old Colu- 

;•;;;^;i; 'z^'ciuzt issri:.»::: "; 
our largest volu-e day. are on weekend, and holidays.. 

Alt.rn.tlv. C. Concept *   - It i. -'"i-i*.^^"^"'"^'- t,,lS 

propo.al because we are """^^ ^rTs not instructed a. joins Harding Road because Chrry^ane^i  ^^ ^       ily  a 

--ir-^r.f^r.^r^irbe^e^i-rrt vei on «.«.,.. 
Road   ?his alternative is totally unacceptable. 

Ail of .he different concept, provided under ^-'-^ ^, , ,y 

significant to us since the ease by wnicn  r 

int-:::rtn- ^^^ '^^^\:r^ P..- 
we appreciate having the opportunity to express our concerns on^ 

l^^rr^I-on^r^rand^h^s-pro.ect progresses. 

ys full 
truction of 
:i of these 
e to be 
without 

ation 
ed in 1986 
for the 

water come, 
to be 
service 

lini.h the 
rcial 
flc going to 
lane road 
ibi. Road and 
n 2,000 
ng the peak 
hat the 
ily. 
h I. ba.ed 
int out that 

S incerely1 

^^tUn •ct^e^tJ CXj^W^Tstt^n*-' 
Fr»nces E. Rooinson 



O Maryland Department of Transportation 
Sui« Highwar Admimilulion 

WlUbm K. HMmn 
\nrwt% 

Hil Kamfl 
MaWUmf 

March 16, 1987 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent 
River to U.S. Route 40 
P.D.M.S. No. 132046 

Ms. Frances E. Robinson 
8449 Old Columbia Road 
Laurel, Maryland  20707 

Dear Mrs. Robinson: 

•.   JJliS   letter is ln response to your correspondence of March 
3, 1987 regarding our Project Planning study underway on the 
U.S. Route 29 corridor in Howard County.  I appreciate your 
support for making traffic capacity improvements in the corridor 
The comments you have provided on the grade separation concepts 
at Old Columbia Road south of Maryland Route 216 are being 
taken into consideration as we make our recommendation to the 
Administrator on a preferred concept.  We are aware that some 
of the concepts would seriously hamper access to your recreational 
tacility and every reasonable effort will be taken to keep 
the potential impacts to a minimum. 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway develop- 
fM^KPrOCeSf aS Lt  relates to ^is project.  If I can provide 
further assistance, please contact me. 

by: 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

ich 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

My liliphoni numbir li      3 3 3-1139 
ralatypswnlar lo* Impairsd Haanng or Spaacn 

M3 7555 Bjllimor. Melro - 5650451 OC  M.1,0 - 1 600 «92 5062 Sl...»id. Toll F,.. 
PO   Bo« 717 I r07 Noun Cauarl Si . aallimorr Marylano 21203    0717 

> 



m5bol marylond association 
of bicycle organizatiOQl- 

reply to, 

3 March 1987 

James fl- Tordella 
Presidenti MABO 
10353 Maypole Way 
Columbia. MO 210] 

coo < 

MAR 5 

tittcio,;. c. 
Mr. Nell J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State HlghHov Administration 
Post Office Box 717 
Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. pedersen: 

SHA should certainly be commended on the fine Hork and detailed 
engineering on the recent study of US29 In HOMard County. This 
letter Is In response to your request far comments on that plan. 

As you knoM from our letter of 21 July 1985. MABO Is concerned 
with maintaining bicycle access to US29> since there Is no viable 
alternative for bicycling In a southHest-northeast direction In 
HOHard County.  Ue appreciate the time and effort token by Mr. 
Richard Davis. Bicycle Affairs Coordinator, Is sketching 
.alternate routes to US29.  Unfortunately, those routes do not 
/meet any of the Federal HlghHay Administration guidelines for 
comparative safety of expressways and alternate routes for •' 
bicyclists.  The guidelines are found In the FHA R&D handbook on 
bicycle mapping, in an appendix,  using US29 Is better than using 
circuitous side roads full of traffic conflicts, according to 
those guidelines. 

MABO realizes that It Is Illegal to bicycle on an expressHay In 
Maryland.  MABO Is also In favor of excellent transportation 
fact 1 ties for Howard County and the state.  MABO believes that 
providing full sldepaths Is nowhere near as cost effective as 
allowing bicycle access to mast expressways. 

Ue propose that the SHA and MABO cooperate on a Maryland law 
change to provide access to US29 and other roads.  We would 
prefer adherence to the federal guidelines in the bicycle mapping 
handbook.  Another approach we could discuss would be a bicycle 
operator's license for use of roads which would be otherwise 
forbidden. 

We also request that the design of bridges to be built over US29 
as a part of this project be reviewed for bicycle compatibility. 
These bridges will be used by the large population living on both 
sides of US29. and they should all have curb lanes which meet the 
SHA guidelines for shared use.  For the speed and traffic load of 
these bridges In general, the curb lanes should be about 14 feet. 

for better bicycling 

B87 

Li [•' 
'', m.am 

recrlauon.^exercrfe'ond^ol6^'016^' 0nd ^"thful method of 
relieve a not^nhff ^2 commuting.  Bicycle commuting could 
neiieve a noticeable amount of automobile traffic from n Q  M 

transportotion^y^rsK^r^n^^n^^^atlty^ 

Very truly yours. 

C^^^Ml— 
James M. Tordella 
President,  MABO 

cc: Ms. Liz Bobo, Howard County Executive 
nr. Robert Kittleman, House of Delegates 

0 

* 



3 March 1987 

Jamas H. Torda I la 
Govarnmantal RaprasantatIv« 
HoMard County BI eye la Club 
10353 Maypola Way 
Columbia! MO  21 (M* 

Mr. Nail J. Padarsan, Dtractor 

crflCV?f Pl«nnln8 "nd Pr.llmlnary Enoln.arlno 
Stata HIshMay Administration 
Post Offlca Box 717 
Baltlmora, MD  21203-0717 

Daar Mr. Padarsani 

Tha Honard County Blcycl. Club, a oroup of 40-50 bicyclists In 
Hon.rd County, nlshasto comm.nt on tha currant US29 plan   ul 
?ol r*.  * OV-r"n P'-" «« • oood on.. .ho«ln0 c.raful a^.nr.r- 
ino daslgn and con.Id.r.t 1 on..  U. .r. particularly Int.r.St^ 7n 

T* ":::VL z&v "—^^"^ of .nt.rch.n8.. .„d brrd^.:" 

^.WlShut0 •mph"," th"t »" brldoas should ba bicycle compat- 

particularly Important In Columbia and south of Columbia   Sanaca 

-alh". H an,-:"mP" 0f tHO 'ar0- 0rolJps of P"°P'- <°n- ^oup an aach .Id. of th. road) Mho Hill US. such bridoas.  Th. brldoas 
should b- bu.lt to our b.st daslgn crltarla.  W. ^..1^^.^" 
H.Iks on both .Ida. ar. also n.c.s.ary on thasa brldgas! It 
favor option 5B for Sanaca Drlva. 

Icc."Ct2dUS2rii*n"CC"* t0r
,JS2,•  W- " » ='"b b...av. that 

*1tU~   \ . ? "•C"s"f-V for raasonabla commuting and lono.r 
dlstanc. trava.  n Hon.rd County.  Ua would Ilk. to nork nTth th. 
SHA on po.slbl. I.HS to maka accas. to axpr.ss„av. 1 aoal   Th- 
nan US29 should not p.n.l.x. currant vaTlSroad u'-r^?  w. 
bicyclist, hav. not sold our rl0ht of accass. and", ;.li!v. that 
our tax dollars should not ba us.d to d.prlv: u. of accii* 

Vary truly yours, 

Jamas M. Tordalla 
Govarnmantal RaprasantatIva 
Howard County Bicycle Club 

MAR 5 198? 



V/-^:     Maryland Department of Transportauon 
<f/    I Siai* Highway Aomtntslraiion 

•M 10 887 

Mr. James E. Tordella 
10353 Maypole Way 
Columbia, Maryland 21044 

Dear Mr. Tordella: 

Thank you for your latter* of March 3, 1987 presenting the 
poeltlona of Maryland Aaaoclation Bicycle Organization* and the 
Howard County "Bicycling" Club regarding our US 29 Corridor Study. 
Your vtewa, aa well aa the reat of the public'a coaaenta, will be 
considered before a conprehenaive recoaaendatIon la presented to the 
Administrator. 

As you know, cycling will gradually become prohibited on US 29 
within Howard County as the roadway is upgraded to a full control of 
access highway.  Recognizing that some cyclists and many notorists 
will be inconvenienced to varying degrees by this necessary improve- 
ment to US 29, we are making an extensive effort to develop an 
integrated systen of local service roads and grade separated cross- 
roads to miniaize the amount of adverse travel.  Also, you should be 
aware that tha local service roads and many connections proposed 
within the US 29 corridor are being built for the County uaing their 
criteria, which in some caaes nay not be coapletely bicycle com- 
patible. 

State Highway 
freeways (expressways 
ther than high speed 
ise the primary safety 
limiting potential 
highway ailaage in 

1 it la not un- 
ss than S60 ailes of 
thoae few areaa of the 

we will work with you 

With regard to your secondary issue, the 
Administration cannot condone the use of our 
as defined by Maryland Law) for any purpose o 
motor vehicle travel. To do so would comproa 
and operational advantage of these highways - 
extraneous interferences. Only 2t of all the 
Maryland is prohibited to bicycle use. I fee 
reasonable to preclude a few cyclists from le 
freeways for the general public welfare. In 
State where no public road alternatives exist 
to develop pragmatic service options. 

My Kltphoni numDir li_ 
333-1110 

Ttttalvpewtilar loi Imptfifta Htanng or SpMCn 
J«3 7555 B«mmoi« Maiio - 165 0451 0C M.lio - I 800 492 50*2 Sm.wiO. toll fiM 

PO  Boi ''7 ' '07 Nnilfi Cjiv«rt SI . Bainmot*. Maryuno 21203 - 0M7 

Mr. James K. Tordella 

Page Two 

Please feel free to call me if I can be of any further assia- 

Very truly yours, 
"i 

Neil J. Pederaen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP/jp 

cci     Mr.   Louis   Ege 
Mr.   Richard  W.   Davis 

bcc: Mr. Jack   P.   Ross 
Mr. J.   L.   White 
Mr. J.   E.   Thompson 
Mr. J.   D.   Bruck    / 

Randy  Mrich/ Mr. 



10721 Goraan Road       m 
Uural, H<J. 20707 •-'• 2^5 
2 March 1987 -- .— c 

tf. Mil J. Padaraon, Dlractor 
Offloa or  Plannlnf and Prallalnary Enflnaarlng 
Stata Highway Adslnlatratlon 
TOT V. Calvart Straat 
Baltlaora, Maryland 21202 

Omar  M-. Padaraoni 

I aa wltlnt to axpraaa ay oonoarn with rajard to tha Kopklna- 
Oopman Road Intarohanja aa daplatad In Sagaant VI of tha Stata Highway 
idalnlatratlon'a publloatlon antltlad, "Coablnad Looatlon/Daalgn rubllo 
Haarlag U.S. lout* 24a, with rafaraooa to UU baarlng of rabruary IT. 1987 
and Idantlflad aa 'lltarnata C-Conoapt 1, Hopklna-Ooraan Road tntarahanga.* 

Thla particular daalgn puts a larga Intaraaotlon dlraetly In our 
front yard and would 6a axtraaaly undaslrabla and would hava a dlract 
ad*araa affect on tha atyla and ooafort of living which wa hare baan 
acouatoaad to avar alnoa aovlng Into our housa on Goraan Road In 1972. 
ilao, wa would turaly auffar a aubauntlal financial loas In tha daoraaaad 
valua of our proparty aa a raault of tha building of a 4-lana road that 
would Intarsaot with tha ailatlng Goraan Road In auch a aannar that lights 
of Tahlolaa would ba ahlnlng dlraotly Into two badrooaa and tha llTlngrooa 
of our houaa, not aora than 100 faat away, not to aantlon the nolaa and 
oongaatlon of auoh an Intaraaotlon. 

In a recent telephone oonveraatlon with Mr. Randy Aldrlch of the 
State Highway Adalnlatratlon, I learned that thla particular concept was 
developed to aoooandate the request of the Haaaond Village Cltlxena 
Aasoolatlon (HVCA) to have a •!• Intaraaotlon with stop signs to aake 
Goraan Road a leas desirable route for eaat-west traffic through the 
residential neighborhood of Haaaond Village.  I waa, and still aa, active 
on tha HVCA Roads Coaalttae which subalttsd the concept of tha "T" intar- 
seotlom however, our Idea of where the Intersection would best be located 
la not tha way It waa developed for thla ooncapt. Our original Idea would 
have put the Intersection at the ailatlng Intersection of Haaaond Parkway 
and Goraan Road or with the aooeaa road *01d Coluabla Plka". Pleaaa note 
that the HVCA doea not support the acceptance of Concept 1. On the other 
hand, the HVCA doea support the acoeptance of Concept 2 for the Hopklns- 
Goraan Road Interchange as expressed In writing and verbal tastlaony by 
Mr. Bruoa Woodford, Prealdent of the HVCA, at tha hearing held February 17, 
1987 at Haaaond High School. 

W   ? B87 

I would appreciate hearing froa you or any aeaber of your ataff 
any nawa or developaents regarding tha Intersection as it would be a big 
relief to know that Concept 1 Is not being considered a viable concept for 
this Interchange.  I oan be reached during tha day at ay work nuaber (202) 
537-8900 or during evening hours at (301) "198-1215. 

lour oooperatlon regarding thla aattar would be aoat appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

0rr/ 
Jerry A. Waggoner 

Mr. Randy Aldrlch. Project Manager 
Projaot Developaent Division 
Stata Highway Adalnlatratlon 
TOT I. Calvart Straat 
Baltlaora, Maryland 21202 



0 Marytand Department ofTransportatMt 
Sul* Hignwsir Aoministration 

March 24, 1987 

HalbtuH 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Rout* 29 
Patuzcnt River to 
U.S. Rout* 40 
PDHS No. 132046 

Mr. Jerry A. Waggoner 
10721 Cornan Road 
Laurel, Maryland 20707 

Dear Mr. Waggoner: 

Thla letter la In reaponae to your correspondence of March 2, 
1987 and pertain* to our Project Planning ttudy underway on the 
U.S. Route 29 corridor In Howard County.  I understand your con- 
cerns regarding the Impacts which Alternative VI-C-1 at Hopklns- 
Coman Road may have on your hose on Coraan Road.  At thla clue, 
we are proceeding on agreenent preparation* with the Brantly De- 
velopaent Corporation for an Interchange at this location.  The 
agreenent 1* based on the autual selection of Concept No. 2. 

I want to thank you for your Interest In the highway davelop- 
aent process aa It relates to the study.  If Randy Aldrlch or I 
can provide further assistance, please feel free Co contact either 
of ua again. 

Very truly yours, 

Nell J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prellalnary Engineering 

NJP:tn 

cc: Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Wayne  R.   Cllngan 
Loul*  H.   Ege,   Jr. 
John  D.   Bruck 

My t*ph.n. .umbti |,(301)   333-1111 
T«itiyp«writ»r lot Impaiiwl Hearing of SpMCh 

3A3-75&5 Ballimor* M«iro - 365-0-51 0 C. Matro - l-MCMU-MU Siaiawida Toll Fraa 
PO Bo> 7\11 707 Nortft Caivan Si, Sammora. Maryiana 21203   0717 

5N 



Jk. 

February 24,1987 

o 
m 

'-; •< — 

o-:p 

Mr. RudT AUhch ,_; 
Protect Minitrr —' 
Project Development Divisoo 
State Highway Administntioa 
707 North C*Nm Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. AWridt 

I wai proent at the February 17 heariof at Hammood High School, and although tempted, I dtoK 
oot to ipeak. My feelings about the propoied changes at Route 29 and Old Columbia Road (aectioo 
VI), while perhaps unorthodox, ire quite strong, and I would like this letter to be added to the 
official record of cooununity respooae. 

The night of the hearing, at about 6:30 pjn.. as I approached the top of my driveway, I noticed a 
car, engine running, with headlights beamed down the field that staada between my bouse and 
Harding Road. I didn^t know what they were doing, but I headed down my drive anyway. And then I 
saw—six or seven deer illuminated by the headlights. 

Ten minutes later I headed lack up the drive on my way to the bearing. The deer were uM there. 
They crossed the gnvd path in front of my car and fled into the woods that surround the Rocky 
Gorge Reservoir. 

I doubt I need to explain what a beautiful, lifting wprrirace it is to see these animals. That's why I 
purdused the property (13 acres) two yean ago. and why I built a log home that was just 
ampfeted b December. The previous owner had badly abused the land, pvticulariy by renting it to 
motcrcyde gangs who found it a cocmrient ate to strip siitnmnMrs. After many months of work, 
the land has been restored. 

I live at the mteraectian of Harding sod Old Columbia Roads. During the wanner mooths at the 
yesr, people often puO their cars off the road and, with Uda in tow. peer into the lager's hog lot 
that's st the comer. Harding Row! may be just off Route 29. but it's stiD a twisting, turning, sleepy 
country road. I'm often smated that I can drive the length of Harding Road over to Route 216 and 
oot encounter even one other vehicle. 

As you may know, much of the property to the east of Route 29. including my land, is zoned for 
half-acre residential development. When my neighbors first met me. and bad finished with the 
normal greetings, they all got around to the one question that filled them with trepidation: "Are you 
planning to subdivide?" Since they didn't know me, I'm not sure they truly believed me when I 
answered "no." They had no way of knowing that I looked at the land as a place to live and die and 
not as a place for tract housing. 

1500 Eckinqlon Place. ME.      •       Washington. DC  20002 (202) 52*5655 

And that brings me to Howard and Oaire lager, and their son snd daugbter-m-law Lanr and km* 
lager. The^Und. .. the toenectk. rf Route 29 and Old Columbu R^T£«^ta^i£? 
genenooo. of Ug« have tved „, ** B^ Howud w* born therei'^aTtT^ 

they on hold onto the hod. Tbs last weekend, they hid a site surveyed far a t^T^       ^* 

W n« been reduced to ibout 75. (Artiafly. I»^ oo . m^ Uny showri nHlo^to• 

^J^*- * •»• r* M. from the Uger-s penpective. if. been gom^oT^ * 
»»«n^.gov«^t^tl«r hnd.p.ying them my little f or it. and i«^»SeUhly 
^ ^"^•^"^"^ U •am,hon' •"• fc««~ 'f.uncc^sS^STfar'the 
ffSZX      A"*0"" to ^ *' ""^ "to»,• ««> <«ve these v^^t^^lt 

"fcuhJe thit a amnt be quahfied. ind therefare wH never be consideredmto. ywLtt,»L£ 
manager, can make it iwrt of TOUT net«oMl<WJ«n^.i^I    "-•ac• •»«" Tou, M propel 

l£t£Z ££ ""tL^iilf a,amwitf- L^ "*"«» *fcteriy residents who on't help 
them^« by ^wag their driveway, when it snows. ^ Joyce and Claire run err^or them 
"'^L^0^ '*"' ""^ ^ '*** chicken hinue|f- »»** u* doing STnrSw^or 

Uny. who tucIno treble getting out nth hi. 4-heel drive «hide. nevertheleS iwe?^L 
aU ^ -.TtoRouM129. When I.» dealing up my hod and hM^^SSr^ 

*££o tru^ ^ cher took a* wiffing. helpo, h^ T^K^H-fc^T 

1^L'^,^1WU "^f" ,"he "" 'Unr ••»«««« bridge over the Patu^nt was 

wt^er tbey ^ed the motorw. far their hdp becae knowing Howud md Imowa. Urrr 
%^££* - m -W *« bdpmg p^ple Us been .TEpS*,, n^^^^r 

Ttalige. m« bos. ud hiy. The lea hod they hive, the le* hiy they cm grew md u- fewer 
^ ^ c« ..p,^ 1^ h» . regul« job. but the entire tunily d^ ^^ "1^ 

S^^,^^-* "^ ,J^^ ^ ^ U^t,nn^ » ^'^ ^u^. To whom? It's 

Brwher deQded.toed on a pomt ^wem. that they were not vduabte? Und is to a fimi*^. 
buddmg . u, "office worker. It's obvious that the State Highway AdmS£ i a^SB 

buJdu*, but who make, the morel *dgmen, Uu, tt» building i/«« tap^STSSSS? 
. t amply U.eecoooauc ud ^ggmg the dog? Naturally, each time theX^e^LX^ 
of Uger land, the econonues of scale necessary to run a fam become skewed in a n^ti£ 
dncooo. If the SHA takes land this time, if, easy to see how the pomt system iffiTiheU-r 
property look even less valuable when it's time for the next land grab. maKejfcjager 



One qxaker it the Hwunood High School forum itatcd curtly that hi* development group hid i 
development project piuoed for i certiin mtenectiao and that the state would therefore hire to 
alter iu plan*. The lagen hive no developroeot oo the drawing board; instead, they hive hid i 
farm buriness at their mtenectiao far about 100 yean. A field of bay may not look like much, but 
last summer, during the drought, it was more important to a lot of fanners than a new office 
building. Somehow, somewhere, we have lost sight <d the value of the land and the people who 
nurture it. The land is much more than a speculative site for a shopping center, office building or 
subdivisioo with vinyl siding. 

0 do not intend to convey in inthbusmess attitude. As the founder and president d a SO-empioyee 
company, I think my feelings about the rights of Americans to mike i lawful living should be setf- 
evideuL) 

But let's get hack to roads. Concept 2, with iu overpass requiring the seising of substantial lager 
property, inrludfaig destntcboa of the hog lot at the comer of Old Coliimhia and Harding Roads, 
would be tragic for the many reasons I've already stated. More than anything else, Concept 2 
seems to be s means to funnel traffic to the golf driving range. It would not serve Harding Road 
residents very well, since there are only a dona or so houses on the western part of Harding that 
would choose to use that route, while those on the eastern side of Harding would probably go 
directly to 216 or take a short cut through Pineway Drive. 

Concept 3 is a road going to nowhere. It destroys the Robinson barn and cuts their farm in half. It 
dumps additional, unwanted traffic onto Harding Road. Concept 4, which extends a road within 
Cherry Tree Farms, does the same damage to the area in terms of traffic on Harding Road. 
Harding curves and twists, and to straighten it, or even to smooth it out a bit and nuke it suitable 
for heavier traffic means taking even more land ban the lagers and a lot of other people who now 
live oo iu edge. To what end? To serve the driving range? To provide for occupanU of bousing that 
has not even been built? Do you take someone's front yard or front porch to build a road to serve 
people who may never occupy housing that may never be built? Carving i road from 216 to Harding 
Road sends a message; Hardkg Road and iU adjacent lands are now open for full-scale development 
because there is good tnnsportataoo access. 

Let's be honest People who live along Harding Road don't want development, and certainly don't 
want the SHA making social policy by cutting new toads that have the effect of directly 
encouraging devdopment. We have a •'p<'*n"' hanrlirap already because of the half-acre zoning. 
Some of us with the means to do something about it are doing our best to acquire land and keep it 
out of the hands of developers. The battle • tough enough without the odda being stacked to a 
greater degree. Of course I'm biased, but it mikes sense to leave a small country road just as it is, 
and funnel traffic out to Route 216, with iu future intercbange and higher capacity. 

1 could say that by increasing access to Harding Road, one toaeases garbage, noise and pollutxo. 
That's sn argument against any road that's ever been built since man invented the wheel But I win 
legitimately argue that increased residential development along Harding Road, which would be 
encouraged by Concepts 3 or 4. will tend to cause cootaminjooo of the Rocky Gorge water supply, 
since the surrounding land is of much higher elevation than the reservoir itself. That in itself should 
be reason enough to limit access to Harding Road. Rocky Gorge is a unique resource. Can we spare 
the short piece of road that snakes around this beautiful land—spare it and the reservoir from the 
ravages that more people inevitably bring? 

Obvkwly. i,^.port caectft 1. Eve^e in the neighborhood that I've ulked toabo suwort. ihi. 

^by^tcS^u^^^at^^"*^^^'^^^ 
I know you must consider good tnnsportition policy as your prime goal and I realise that th«. .„ 

ij.^i«.m»,.i.„itnMdmM.i»^iM^i,lt>Jj,o,,r^jg';i^*"' 

Sincerely, 

PaulPaniu 
11497 Harding Road 
Laurel. Maryland 20707 
(301) 953-7485 H 
(202) 529-5655 0 

cc Mr. Neil J. Pedenoo 
Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 



Q Maryland Department ofTransportatwn 
Slat* Hignway Admmillrtlion 

WINIIB K. H 
KOMKT 

Hal Kjlltft 

March   23,   1987 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
P.O.M.S. No. 132046 

Mr. Paul Panitz 
11497 Harding Road 
Laurel, Maryland  20707 

Dear Mr. Panitz: 

This letter is in respons 
24, 1987 regarding our Project 
U.S. Route 29 in Howard County 
us with your thoughts pertain! 
at Old Columbia Road. As you 
it is inevitable that some day 
will become a controlled acces 
well as those of your neighbor 
process. Even after a select! 
we foresee no changes to the e 
deficiencies have been identif 

e to your correspondence of February 
Planning study underway on 

I appreciate your providing 
ng to the grade separation proposals 
stated at the end of your comments, 
in the future, U.S. Route 29 

s highway.  Your concerns, as 
s will be used in our selection 
on is made of a preferred concept, 
xisting intersection until operational 
led. 

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as It relates to this study.  Please contact 
us again if you have additional questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: filC (I L.Xd. 
Randy Aldrlch'" 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/ih 

cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

My uliphoru numbir n      333-1139 
Talaiyptwnicf lor Impairsa Haarmg or SpMch 

383-'555 Bammora Malro - 56SCXSI 0 C Matro - I BOO <92 5062 Sialaoida Toll Fraa 

PO Boa 1\11 707 Nonn Calvart SI . Ballimora. Manriand 21203 • 0717 

X 
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REC^I IVED 
MAR    5 

rncio.,. iii'i:i 01 
'LUhiu t p.r.i'iwusr [ismunit 

State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineerinq 
PO Box 717 
Baltimore Md 21203 

7357 Hopkins Way 
Clarksvllle Md 21029^ 
2 March 1987 

REF: Contract No. 606-101-770 
POMS No. 132046 
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent River to U.S. 40 

Sirs: 

I did not make the meeting you apparently held recently on the referenced project 
but I am looking at your proposals in the TRI-COUNTY FREE PRESS anent the grade 
separation where Johns Hopkins Road/Gorman Road meets Coluirtla Pike. U.S 29 
All the proposals ire puullng to me. 

I don't think 1 have ever seen a grade separation with so much busywork and so 
nuch confusion. Proposal C-2 even has an extra overpass. All this to avoid 
installing an ordinary cloverleaf. 

I don't mean to sound cynical. I truly don't. However, all three proposals give 
the appearance of having been carefully drawn to avoid intruding on the property 
of Someone Or Other aloni the south side of Johns Hopkins/Gorman, Experience 
Soo9 ^!at  n 1s' the f1!st n4inf thlt C0lnes t0 m1nd 1s th8t of  tit Columbia folks. 
HRD. The result, no mattar what the reason, seems chaotic. 

I don't ask much out of my highway taxes. I do ask that I be abli to: 

1. Leave my  house and be able to travel north on U.S. 29. 

2. Leave my house and be able to travel south on U.S. 29. 

3. Leave my house and be able to get across U.S. 29 to go to laurel. 

4. Be able to come back from those three places. 

And given that we are going to the expense, effort, and 2-year-lo»g disruption of 
a grade separation project, I also ask that I be able to do these things, once the 
construction Is complete, without having to put up with another traffic signal. 

The proposed alternatives do not appear to give me a lot. 

ALTERNATIVE C-l would, if 1 read It correctly, require me to cros» a ramp, 
make two left turns, and irobably put up with at least one stop sign to accomplish 
maneuver (1); have a double merge to accomplish maneuver (2); droii  a ramp and 
make a left turn to stay on my own street (maneuver [3]); and have a mix of 
right turns and ramp crossings to come back home. 

ALTERNATIVE C-la is a slight improvement, in that it would elimimte one left 
turn, I think. 

ALTERNATIVE C-2 would finally let me travel north (maneuver [1]), with no other 

really obvious Improvements, but it Introduces a new danger: the big entry scheme 
to the Llparlni Development off the ramp. It would be only a matter of time 
before some chap got himself hit, turning left into that development, and the 
cries would begin for a #$U# traffic signal. 

These designs were not Intended to benefit the motorist! They say benefit 
Llparini and HRD, or maybe someone with a house near the southeast comer (I haven't 
looked carefully). But It seems to me. who travels that Intersection twice dally 
and sometimes 10 times daily, that we could do this better. 

We will refer to this, for want of a better term, as Alternative C-3. 

I am neither a highway engineer or a graphic designer! Vour people can do better 
than this. Thing Is, theyjean also do better than the other alternatives. C-3 
provides: 

—full access all eight ways between Hopkins and U.S. 29; 
—full access to Liparl* from all four directions, plus escape; 
—separation of the Lipvini traffic from the APL traffic—sonathing you will 

wish, down the line, that mu  had done at the beginning; 
--two overpasses, same • C-2; 
--making Gorman the stuk street subject to the stop sign, ratlwr than making 

through traffic subject to it; 
--the possibility (-•••• line) of another access to Liparini direct from 

southbound U.S. 29 if the (tanners deem it wise; 
--fewer linear feet of paved ramps than Alternatives 1, la, or 2, 1 swear; 
--very little encroachment on the south side of Hopkins, no mfre than the SHA 

plans', 
\ 
O 



--markedly less confusion; 
—only one set of left turns, tlut it the service drive for Liparlnl; 
--through alignments for through traffic. 

Folks. I'm not intending to be flippant, but the published alternatives make no 
sense at ALL. 1 an rejecting Alternatives A and B out of hand as being Insufficient 
to meet the problem, as I am sure you recognize already. You are probably going 
to have to build Alternative B some day anyway, unless the various planners wake 
up to the fact that we don't need any more Rockvllle Pikes all over the state. 

Thank you for your consideration, etc. You must be aware, by the way, that it 
will be vital to bring Md. 216 out to U.S. 29 to avoid drowning the poor folks 
east of U.S. 29 on Hopkins/Gorman with Laparinl traffic. 

And you must absolutely stop granting any more people access to U.S. 29, such as 
the half-access signaliztd setups near Hd. 32. 

Sincerely, 

^ 



o Maryland Department ofTransportaVon 
Sin* Highway Admmuirtnon 

April  1.   1987 

WMlMK, 
Uotort 

Hil (Uiidt 

Re: Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to 
U.S. Route 40 
PDMS No. 132046 

Mr. George L. Hamlln 
7357 Hopkins Way 
Clarksville. Maryland 

Dear Mr. Hamlln: 

21029 

This letter la In response to your correspondence of March 2, 
1987 regarding our Project Planning study underway on the U.S. 
Route 29 corridor In Howard County. 

I appreciate your concerns regarding the proposed Interchange 
concepts at Hopkins-Gorman Roads.  These concepts have been care- 
fully developed; not to avoid Howard Research and Development 
property; but to discourage the usage of Gorman and Lelshear Roads 
by through traffic between Interstate Route 95 and the proposed 
Montpelier Research Park adjacent to U.S. Route 29.  Ue feel that 
without a scheduled program to construct the proposed Interchange 
between U.S. Route 29 and Maryland Route 216, the private con- 
struction of a standard Interchange at Hopkins-Gorman Roads by 
Montpeller's developer, the Brantly Development Group, would en- 
courage traffic to use these roads.  Recently, Howard County down- 
graded the classification of Gorman Road so as to Halt future 
traffic growth.  All of these proposed Interchange concepts pro- 
posed by Brantly are designed to discourage through traffic on 
Gorman and Lelshear Roads. 

Since this Interchange Involved private funding, the propo- 
sals were also developed to provide cost-effective adequate levels 
of future traffic service.  For this reason, a full cloverleaf 
type Interchange, as you have recommended, was not studied as an 
alternative solution.  A full cloverleaf Is expensive to build, 
expensive to maintain, requires more right-of-way, and has four 
undesirable weaving areas between successive loop ramps.  At this 
location, it also provides excess capacity on some of the move- 
ments.  Even if this interchange were to be entirely funded by the 
State, we would have ruled out consideration of a full cloverleaf 
for the same reasons. 

My iiliphoni numtur li       333-1110 
rtiatypawnitf lor Impurad Hairing or Spaacrt 

3B3 7555 Ballimon M«iro - 5650451 0 C Mtiro - 1 800-492 5082 Slll.wiO. Toll F(«« 
PO   Bo. M7 . JQt North Caivart Si . aaitlmorr Maryland 21203    0717 

% 

Mr. George L. Hamlln 
April 1, 1987 
Page Two 

I want to thank you for your intereur Ir, .-h. t.. u 
ment process as It relates t-n rhi.    a      ,Ehe ht*hw«y develop- 
further assistance, contact me or rSri"^' ll  "' can Provld« 
Aldrlch. telephonrnSmCer pSt) SSS-n^6" Mana«er- Mr- "-"dy 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:tn 

cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Cllngan 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

V 
* 



tlr. John A. tlarsch 
10928 Hillcrest Driv* 
Laurel, fid.     20707 
Pnon» No.  (301) ^9B-4175 
March 03, 19B7   =    r. 

Maryland Department o* Transportation —;  -- . 
State Highway Administration .^  _ 
0*fic« of Planning and Preliminary  Engineering "" 
Box 717 £_; 
Baltimore, Md.  21202 ^: 

Re: Contract No.i HO 606-101-770, PDnS No. 132046 

To Mhoin It May Concern< 

I am writing this letter to you after reviewing the environmental 
impact study you did for the US RT 29 expansion.  As I pointed out to a 
DOT representative at the 17 February 1987 meeting, the study 
map clearly showed my home as a noise measurement station and the 
corner of my property as a pollution measurement station.  I can assure 
you that in the past year there have not been any measuring devices on 
my property.  The only devices that have been on my property in the 
past year were some road barrier saw horses but nothing attached to 
them.  My wife who stays at home and my neighbors who work at night did 
not see anything or anybody doing measurements.  I do not at this stage 
believe that you have a valid environmental impact statement.  How many 
other areas have been missed?  I am really concerned about your flawed 
noise measurements because of the hearing damage that I already have 
due to excessive noise exposure. 

By your own estimates, which I question at this time, if you widen 
US RT 29 there will be a serious increase of noise due to the increase 
in vehicular traffic next to ay property.  A good part of that traffic 
will cause noise above my hearing damage threshold.  This increase in 
noise will cause more damage to my already poor hearing.  In order for 
my hearing to remain Intact, I can only see two options: one, the 
Highway Department build a costly and unsightly noise barrier along my 
property fronting the highway that will protect my hearing) and the 
other, is buy my property and have it for future expansion of US 29.  1 
believe it would be cheaper to buy my property. 

I am looking forward to hearing from you at the earliest passible 

REC ^hn   A.   Marsch 

man. OFIICI OI 

Mr. John A. Marsch 
10928 Hillcrest Drive 
Laurel, Md.     207O7 
Phone No.  (301) 4tO-417; 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Bo""?0' P,annin,3 and frml^inu-y     Engineering 

Baltimore, Md.  21202 

Re: Contract No.: HO 60 

To whom It May Concern: 

6-101-770, POMS No. 132046 

the DeparL^^V^por'taUon" T^^l   ^   ' WU' *'   *<»B 'o «-* 
property when US RT   29  Section Cl ?ighw*y *»»ini.tr«tion to buy my 
corner of RT 2, and ^if^r^t V! vi? ^^ Hl I ^ •r ^ ^"" 

area l^'L^aJtl^^   Tl^t  ^ "^^ *""  """*   '* * «»«"" 
medical being one Tthem thlS reqUeSt f°r   "^ •"...on.. 

uy     yuur     own    estimates    if    YOU    wirfon    IIQ    OT    '-'o    *.*_ 
ten-fold increase in the vehicular trljffc ne-t toV     "*" be * 
P*rt of that traffic will cause nml*  Ibove I2DB   ?^;r^tV- , f0"" 
cause more damage to my already poor hearing   In   oJder for   "l 
to remain intact, I can only see tun nnnn order for my hearing 
Department build a noise barr^r a^n! I      0ne' the Hi*»>"Y 
that will protect my h"r^; ^d the^other^i r^ 'r°ntin* »» "fl'-.y 
mak. it a buffer to our dev^opment   I   tlu.ll   it^ZS/?*^   ^ 
buy ray property. >»=»ii»ve it would be cheaper to 

no.se environmenta/impact s^dy or^t^^^^l^   '£*   - - 

traffic, especially heavy truck traffic   I   ^   ^  increased vehicular 
caused by excessive vibrations that hivi t'.fn nf  "^ "•• dami"3e 

vears aE the amount of traffic has increa^d   In "^   ***   Pa3t 

•nention a hvdrology report. I wouM u'll   ;npy   0/°^.    ^^^   ^ 

esst side of Ft 2° Between Foci, r.r-,,-- - -„-'    ~ »mpls. on the north 

-.l«. there are on.v ^LltV ^^^T^rT,   ^ ?/:'"•" ^ ^ 
.•=P.n..3„ not w..t for ..plo.,.. d.v.lopi.#nt X^Z   1%   ^.^o^^* 

Please add my name to the group of speakers at the meeting on 17 
February. ^ 

I em looking forward to hearing from you at the earliest possible 



o Maryland Department of Transportavon 
Suit Highway Admimiiiidion 

March  26.   1987 

WUUin K. HMImim 
UtnUrt 

Hil Kaiiotl 
Umuunm 

Mr. John A. Marsch 
March 26, 1987 
Page Two 

n-i..,.uu«ft:.ehjr:.j: ?:er?rreVcoaeco„vu?do ta*arii«« >• 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent 
River to U.S. Route 40 
PDMS No. 132046 

Mr. John A. Marsch 
10928 Hlllcrest Drive 
Laurel, Maryland  20707 

Dear Mr. Marsch: 

This letter Is in response to your correspondence of March 3, 
1987 regarding our project planning study underway on the U.S. 
Route 29 corridor In Howard County.  Our consultant performing 
this study made existing ambient noise measurements In Noise Sen- 
sitive Area B on May 8, 1986.  These measurements were made In the 
front yard area of the house In the northeast corner of the In- 
tersection at Hlllcrest Drive and U.S. Route 29.  The noonday 
period between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. was chosen for the mea- 
surements.  It Is Important for these ambient measurements to be 
made at a time of the day which permits maximum operating speeds. 
Vehicles operating at these speeds generate higher noise levels. 
It is unfortunate that your wife was not aware of our consultant's 
visit. 

Very truly yours, 

^ j) VueHw 
Nell J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP:tn 

Mr. Wayne R. 
Mr. Charles I 
Mr. Louis H. 

Cllngan 
I. Adams 
Ege. Jr. 

The existing ambient noise level at the monitored site on 
Hlllcrest Drive Is 71 decibels.  This exceeds the Federal Highway 
Administration's Noise Abatement Criteria by 4 decibels.  As you 
have pointed out, adding more lanes In the corridor will produce 
higher noise levels.  Under these circumstances, we model the 
effectiveness of a noise barrier.  In our modeling of the barrier, 
we determined there were not enough dwellings beneflttlng from Its 
erection to make It cost effective.  The maximum cost we can Jus- 
tify for a noise barrier Is $40,000 per dwelling or less.  There 
Is no provision In State or Federal law which allows us to pur- 
chase affected homes In lieu of erecting barriers. 

My laltphoni numbtr l>      333-1110 
Telsiyptwfilar lor Impaitad Hearing or Sp««ch 

3837555 Ballimore Meno — 5fi5-0451 DC. Milro — 1-0OO-492 5O62 StaUwida Toll Free 

PO  Boa 117 i 707 Norm Calverl Si . Ballimore. Meryiano 21203   0717 



(This letter was typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing.) 

We live in Hillcrest Sub-division (8016 Crest Rd) and have for the past 
thirty (30) years and would request the following considerations in the Rt 29 
plan. 

1. That Hillcrest Road and Hammond Drive remain with right turn options 
for egress and ingress as is presently existing from and to Rt 29. In using 
Hammond Drive to transverse to 8016 Crest Road requires navigating up two <2) 
hills, one after another with a 30X grade on both and two (2) sharp turns in 
inclement weather as snow, ice and rain. By coming up, Hillcrest Road, we are 
up one hill to flat ground for 100 yards before making entrance to the second 
hill for better movement and safety, and this would apply to Hammond Parkway if 
built. 

2. That Crest Road be extended to new Route 216 for egress and ingress (and 
no Hammond Parkway connection) to go south on Rt 216 to Route 29 to 
Burtonsville. Also that Rts 216 and 29 remain as a at grade crossing with 
traffic light which exists at present time. 

3. If Hammond Parkway road system was intiated, it would be the nust con- 
fusing interchange on Rt 29. Trying to make a left turn across traffic on John 
Hopkins Road to go south to Burtonsville on Rt 29 would be a severe and 
dangerous configuration where your life would be in constant danger. Coming 
south on Rt 29 from Columbia toward Hillcrest development would be very hard and 
confusing route for the residents of the community and as well as visitors. 

Please simplify the problem, not compound it. Construct small full 
coverleafs intersections, people can slow down for safety's sake. 

Thank you 

Original was signed by 

C. T. Diffendal 
Doris Diffendal 
8016 Crest Road 
Laurel MD 20707 



o Ma/yfand Department of Transportation 
Slal« HiQ^Mty AdmmltWAlion 

WlUUm K. HttmiM 
ItcnUfi 

Hil Kitietl 
ft'-'.'.. 1987 

HE:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 
PDHS No. 132046 

Mr. U  Mrs. C. T. Diffendal 
8016 Crest Road 
Laurel, Maryland 20707 

Dear Mr. t Mrs. Diffendal: 

This letter is in response to your correspondence of 
February 18, 1987 and pertains to our Project Planning study 
underway on the U.S. Route 29 corridor in Howard County.  I would 
like to comment on your numbered items: 

Hillcrest Drive with 
northbound U.S. Route 29 
ve section along 
en the two roadways.  One 
osed to correct this 
llcrest Drive was 
of Hillcrest Drive to the 
Maryland Route 216 to 
this time, we foresee no 
we identify operational 

ng them open. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Leaving both Hammond Drive and 
right-on, right-off access to 
will retain an undesirable wea 
northbound U.S. Route 29 betwe 
of the roadways needs to be cl 
deficiency.  The closure of Hi 
selected due to the proximity 
end of the proposed ramp from 
northbound U.S. Route 29.  At 
action on either closure until 
problems associated with leavi 

Upon completion of the proposed interchange between 
U.S. Route 29 and Maryland Route 216, the existing 
intersection at that location will be closed.  If 
Alternative C-3 is selected at Hammond-Hi Ucrest 
Drive, your access to and from U.S. Route 29 would be 
achieved via this interchange. 

The purpose of Alternative C-2 is to provide access to 
your community so that Hammond Drive and Hillcrest 
Drive can be cul-de-saced at U.S. Route 29.  Retaining 
local street access to an expressway type roadway is 
not a desirable alternative and is not consistent with 
effective land use planning.  I realize that your 
access may be more circuitous with this proposal. 
As I stated in No. I above, we do not anticipate any 
changes at this location until we identify operational 
problems with retaining access to U.S. Route 29. 

My ttltphont numtur It (301) 333-1110 
Tvlslypawrllar lor Impursd Hsiflng or Sp««ch 

383 7S55 Btltlmon M.lro - tti0451 DC M.uo - 1 800<92 5082 SKtmlda Toll FrM 

PO  Boi 71? I 707 North Cllvirl St. Baltimort. Manrlina 21203    0717 

Mr. b Mrs. C. T. Diffendal 

Page 2 

I would like to thank you for your interest in the highway 
development process as it relates to this project.  If I can 
provide further assistance, please contact me or the Project 
Manager, Mr. Randy Aldri'ch, telephone number 333-1139. 

Very truly yours, 

C!-V...;;:.'.L SIGNED BY; 

[gUJJPEftfift^n, Director 
Jffice of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
•8 

NJP:ds 
cc Mr/^W 

MT. L 
ayne R. 

Louis H. 
Clingan 
Ege, Jr. 



o Maiyland Department of Tmspoitation 
Slalt Hignway Admimtlitlion 

February 23. 1987 

MflNtaK. 

HdKnua 

(This letter was typed by SHA in order to be legible after printing). 

Rodney I Cecilia Fletcher 
9526 Pepple Drive 
Columbia, MO 21045 
(301) 730-0278 

January 30, 1987 

Mr. Neil J. Pederson, Director 
Office of Planning I Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MO .21202 

Reference:  Alternaties Pubic Workshop 
Draft Environment Assessment 
US Route 29 
Contract No. HO 606-101-770 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

I inspected a copy of the referenced report at our local library and its 
proposed Alternaties U-C-l (concept 1) and IX-C-3 (Concept 3) as to the impact 
on our property at 9526 Pepple Drive. 

According to the accompaning maps of IX-C-1 i> 3, they show an existing 
right-of-way through our home! Please say it ain't so! Please note on the 
enclosed copy of our property plot my marking in red ink as to what I think I 
saw as the right-of-way line shown by your map. 

There is no such right-of-way as so shown. 1 know that by letter of March 
18, 1971, we were advised of a proposed "taking of our property for the right of 
way sometime in the 20-year plan because of the closest Route 175 ramp. But, 
"no taking" nor acquisition of a right-of-way through our home has ever happened. 

Otherwise. I shall be happy to see access to 29 from Pepple Drive cease. It 
is a most dangerous intersection. 

Please advise regarding the map's (yours) depiction of a right-of-way through 
our home. 

Yours truly 

Original signed by 

Rodney Fletcher 

RE:     Cootnct  No.   HO 606-101-770 
U.S.   Route 29 
Patuxent  River  to  U.S.   Route 40 
PDHS   No.   132046 

Ur.   It  Mrs.   Rodney   Fletcher 
9526  Pepple Drive 
Columbia,   Maryland     21045 

Dear   Ur.   L   Mrs.   Fletcher: 

This   letter  Is  ID  response   to  your correspoudeace of   January 
30,   1987,   and  pertains  to our   Project  Planning  study  underway  on 
the   U.S.   Route 29  corridor   In   Howard   County.     The  map  you  sent  us 
of  your  property •1th a proposed  right-of-way  line  through your 
home   Is   Identical   to  the nap  you  saw   In our   Environmental 
Document on display at  the  Howard County Library.     The right-of- 
way  line  through  your home  is an error and  I  regret any discom- 
fort  It may have caused  you.     The line Is  from a  plat  prepared 
for  the  ramp  fron  Maryland  Route 175 which was never constructed 
as originally proposed.     This  is an oversight on our part.     At 
the  Public  Hearing held on   February  17,   1987,  our displays showed 
revised  right-of-way  lines.     Because our study  proposes the 
closure of   Pepple  Drive  at   U.S.   Route 29  and   the  reconstruction 
of  the  ramp from Maryland  Route  175,  we  will  need  approximately 
0.06 acres of   your property.     The shaded  area on  the enclosed  map 
shows  the needed  right-of-way. 

I   thank  you  for  your   Interest   In   the  highway  development 
process  as   It   relates   to  the   project.      If   we can   provide  further 
assistance,   please  contact  me  or   the  Project Manager,   Ur.   Randy 
Aldrlch,   at   333-1139. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Cfc2 b   taJUUti^ 

Nell   J.   Pedersen,   Director 
Office of   Planning  and 
Prel Imlnary   Engineering 

NJP:sh 
Enclosure 
cc:      Ur.   Wayne   R.   Cllngan 

Ur.   louls   H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Ur.   Richard   L.   Schlndel 

My Miphen aumbu It       333-1110 
Tal«lyp«wrt1«r for Imptirad Hairing or Sptacn 

Mil Hi Bainmora Malro - 5eH>4SI O C Matro - 1400482 SOM Stalaolda Toll Fraa 
PO. Bo, HI l TOT Norlh Cauari Si. Bainmora. Maryland 2120)   OTtr 

End:     a/s 
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rabruary 26, 1087 

Nr. Hall J. Padaraon 
Offica of PlaoolDf and Prallainarr Injin.erlnf 
Maryland Stata lifhway Adalnlatratlon 
707 H. Calvart (traat 
•altlaora, Maryland  21202 

Oaar Mr. Padaraon: 

Ba: Rout* 28 Ixpanaion 
Raport Ho. PHA-MD-IA-87-01-D 

Today I apoka with Da*a Hi Ilia of Oannatt riaalnf in 
•arrlaburg, Panaaylvania. I raquaatad • llet of tha alstaan 
(lltarnata R) or nlnataan (Altaraata C-l) racaptora In Araa P 
that Mould banaflt froa nolaa barriara par tha atndy aa llatad 
la Tabla 27 on pa(a ir-28 of tbo iDTlronaantal Aaaaaaaant datad 
January 12, 1987. la ladlcatad that ha la not ablo to ralaaaa 
Inforaatlon without authoriiation froa tha llchway 
Idalnlatratloa. Plaaaa provldo hla with that authorisation, or 
In tha altarnatlva, pro*lda tha Inforaatlon to ua diractly. 

In addition, wa Mould propoaa that tha cul-da-aac ahoMn In 
Altarnatlva C, Concept 2 ba aovad to either of tha araaa ahoMn 
In (roan on tha attached aap, or la the alternative, be Bade 
•nailer to be alaply • turn-around aa opposed to a cul-da-aac. 
Our concern la that we do not want thla araa opened to 
eddltlooal traffic aa It laaediately abuta our property and the 
building of the cul-de-sac in that araa would deetroy part of 
the natural barrier between our property and Route 29 aa wall aa 
aoaa of the Coluabla open apace. Pleaaa reapond aa to the 
feaalblllty of theae alteraatlva propoeala. 

I would appreciate the anawars to theae queatioaa aa soon 
as poaalble.  Thank you for your cooperetion. 

Rlncerely, 
Rruckfler A Rruck 

Ry: 
Ann Rruckner 

JAR/cjw 
cc: Honorable Thoaas M. Yeeger 

, Boaoreble Virfinls Thoaas 
Honorable Rlisabeth Robo 
C. Veroon Qrey 
n.ki.-rf u<ii. mil.«. •„.,.< 
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r«bru«ry   24,   1987 snmoifL. atcxn 

Mr.   Dave  WU11. 
aannett   rleaioc 
P.O.    1963 
Barriaburf, P.*.  17106 

Be:  Boute 29, Coluabla, Maryland 
InvlroDBantal Aaaeaaaaot of 
Jaauarjr 12, 1987 
iaport Ho. rnM-MO-BA-87-01-D 

Dear Nr. Mlllla: 

In accord with our coDveraetloo of today I ho»e eacloaed 
Ufure flfteea with our houae circled In greeo. I would 
appreciate  your lettlof ae hoow aa aooo aa poaalble whether  or 
not our houee waa Included In the alxteen (Alternate •) or 
nineteen (Alternate C-l) receptor* la Area T benefltlnfl froa 
nolae berrlera aa Hated In Table 27 on pafe IV-28. If our houae 
waa not Included, pleaae apeclfr the reaaon therefore. 

,   *     "ff'   "• "•  dl"c««««<*.  I  would appreciate  whatever 
inforaatlon  you al«ht  have aa whether  oolee barriera  would 
benefit  ua  aa our property la aoaewhat elevated and aa to  any 
aeaaurea other than nolae barriera available to property owner* 
I very auch appreciate your aaalatance In thla natter. 

Sincerely, 

• riMJlioiV   l   Iruckner,   P.A. 

^6x94  Ann  Bruckafr 

JAB/cjw 
Bncloaure 

y" 

%*< «  C  § 

o o « 
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Q Maryland Department of Transportation 
Stale Hignway Aammislrahon 

March   31,   1987 

WWUn K. HUnum 
fwrauif 

Hal Klltltl 
MaWOnuc 

Re:     Cootract  No.   HO 606-101-770 
U.S.   Route  29 
Pa tux en t  River  to 
U.S.   Route  40 
P.O.U.S.    No.    132046 

Us.   Joyce  Ann  Bruckner 
c/o   Bruckner  and   Bruckner,   P. A. 
6811   Kenllwortb  Avenue 
Suite 504 
Rlverdale,   Uaryland     20737 

Dear  (is.   Bruckner: 

This   letter   Is  In   response  to  your  correspondence of 
February  26,   1987  and  pertains  to our  Project   Planning   Study 
underway  on   the  U.S.   Route  29 corridor  In  Howard  County. 
Attached  is a map which  indicates the dwellings which were 
counted   as  benefiting   from   the  erection of   a  noise  barrier  In 
Noise   Sensitive   Area  P.     As our  analysis  In  this  area  requires 
revision,   the  Information will  appear in  the final  environmental 
document. 

Regarding   the  proposed  cul-de-sac  at   the end  of  the  exten- 
sion   from Twin  Knolls   Road   in  Concept  C-2  at  Old Columbia  Road, 
Howard   County  requires  a  turn  around  as  close  as  possible   to  the 
end   of   the   road   so   that  service  vehicles don' t  have   to  back  out 
of   the  area.     We  intend   to  turn  this  road  over  to   Howard   County 
upon  completion.     The  proposed  cul-de-sac  was  located  on  Cblumbla 
Association  property   to  avoid  environmental  complications 
associated  with   locating   It  on  any   of   the  adjoining  properties 
which  are  eligible   for  inclusion  on   the   National   Register of 
Historic  Places.     It   will   not  be  possible  to   relocate  the  cul- 
de-sac   as   you  have   requested.      We  will   Investigate   If   a different 
design  could  be  utilized   to  reduce  Impact  to   the  trees on   this 
parcel. 

I   would  like   to  further  add   that  the  proposed  concepts   for 
Old   Columbia  Road   constitute our   long  range  plans.     At   this  time, 
we   foresee  no   immediate change   to  Old   Columbia   Road.      In  the 
event   that   operational   problems   develop  at   this   location,   we   will 
consider  pursuing changes as  proposed   In our  study. 

My tilaphoM numbtr it    333-1110 
Ttlalyp«wrll«r lor Impalrad Haarlng of Spaacn 

mihii Balllmoia Malio - M5-CW5! DC  Malro - 1 80CH92 MM Slalawlda Toll Fiaa 

PO Boi 717 / 707 Noflh Calvarl St. Ballimoia. Maryland 21203 - 0717 

•3 

Us.   Joyce   Ann  Bruckner 
Page  2 

Very   truly   yours, 

Qt^j. J •flai**. 

NJP/lh 

Attachment 

Nell J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

cc:  Ur. Wayne R. Cllngan 
•*UT.   Louis H. Bge, Jr. 
Ur. Charles B. Adams 
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o Maryland Department of Transportation 
jlalc h.yhway AflninitSlfJI.on 

April 14. 1987 

WWbin K. HMM. 

HII Kiutn 
Mawilniat 

RE:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent River 
to U.S. Route 40 
PDMS No. 132046 

Mr. and Mrs. Arnold D. Bruckner 
9491 Crisscross Court 
Columbia, Maryland 21045 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Bruckner: 

IQOT 
ThiS i?"" is in response to your correspondence of March 4 

1*8/ regarding our Project Planning study on the U.S. Route 29 
corridor in Howard County.  Since many of the comments you made 
were included in a similar letter to Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, I have 
enclosed a copy of his response. 

In this letter, you asked that we consider restricting the 
speed of trucks on U.S. Route 29.  We do not consider this a safe 
alternative.  Limiting the speed of certain vehicles in a stream 
or tratfic increases the frequency of accidents and produces more 
traffic congestion. 

Your other request to resurface the existing roadway with 
Popcorn Aggregate" is being investigated.  While this may not be 

achieved in the near-term, we anticipate that when the additional 
lanes are constructed, joint repairs and resurfacing will be per- 
tormed on the existing lanes. 

As previously stated. I want to thank you for your interest 
in this study.  Please contact us again if you have additional 
questions. 

LHE:RCA:bh 
Attachment 
cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

by: 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

( :<  I: k{ 
Idrich•   \ Randy Aldrich 

Project Manager 

UC- 

My Ultphoni numbtr li     333-1139 
Tel<lrpe»fite> lot Impanftd Haanng 01 Sp«ecr> 

380 7bii Qiuunois Metis - 561 04', I I. r:  Mono -  I 800 492 S062 Sl.c.w.o. loll Ff«. 

PO   801 fit I Tor Ndflh C j>.    i Si . Galhinoie. Mjfytano 2:203    0717 

Wt: are located in Segnent IX juet behind the Gales/Kelly's Stone 
House properties. We strongly urge you to adopt alternative A the No 
build Alternative. In addition, we urge you to either eliainate truck 
traffic or iapose a lower apeed liait for trucka. aa ia done in aany 
European countriea. This will not only decrease the present noise 
level but will also encourage truck traffic and much of the other 
traffic to use north south routes other than Route 29 thus eliainating 
aoae of the increase in traffic and noiae levels. Certainly this 
would be the least costly alternative and allow great expenditures of 
•onies and energy toward the iaproveaent of other routes in less 
congested areas. 

We are strongly opposed to Alternative C as it would destroy part 
of the buffer between our home and Route 29, encourage developaent of 
Old Coluabia Road area, and greatly increase the noise level to a 
level unacceptable by Federal standards. The Environaental Assessaent 
dated January 12, 1987, indicates that due to the saall nuaber of 
hones considered as benefiting froa noise barriers, it would not be 
econoaically feasible to construct such barriers and we would then be 
left with a noise level of soae 73 dBA, far above the Federal Noise 
Abateaent Criteria. At the present noise level we aust sleep with a 
white noise aachine which even now does not begin to drown out the 
noise froa Route 29 which begins at approxiaately 5:30 every aorning. 
Should you plan to seriously consider Alternative C, we ask that the 
environaental assessaent study be redone to include aore than the 16 
residences presently included. As one travels Route 29, it ia easy to 
observe that the actual nuaber of residences that would benefit froa 
noise barriers is 5 to 6 tiaes that aaount. We also urge you to 
consider in addition to the use of noise barriers, the use of the 
paving surface known as Popcorn or Open Aggregate which we underatand 
decreases the noise level by soae 10 decibels. 

Should Alternative C be adopted rather than Alternatives A or B, 
we urge that you adopt Alternative C-l closing the cross over in the 
aedian strip but leaving open the access to Old Coluabia Road. It 
would be an alternative that would be less costly than Alternative C-2 
and would not encourage any developaent of the area on Old Coluabia 
Road. Those older hoaes and those threes are the only buffer between 
our property and Route 29. 

If Alternative C-2 is ultiaately chosen, we would propose that 
the cul-de-sac shown in Alternative C, Concept 2 be aoved to either of 
the areas shown in green on the attached map, or in the alternative, 
be aade saaller to be aiaply a turn-around aa opposed to a cul-de-sac. 
Our concern is that we do not want this area opened to additional 
traffic as it iaaediately abuts our property and the building of the 
cul-de-sac in that area would destroy part of the natural barrier 
between our property and Route 29 as well as soae of the Coluabia open 
space. Please respond as to the feasibility of these alternative 
proposals. 

$ 

? 



0 Maryland Department ofTransportation 
Sutft Highway Adminisltation 

iK. Hal 

HM KlIMfl 

April 15, 1987 

Re:  Contract No. HO SO6-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to 
U.S. Route 29 
P.D.M.S. No. 132046 

Mr. and Mrs. Ray Lane 
6598 Seneca Drive 
Columbia, Maryland  21046 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Lane: 

This letter is a follow-up to our visit on April 3, 
1987.  As Mr. Gil Gorsuch and I indicated at that visit, 
your home at 6598 Seneca Drive lies within the right-of- 
way proposed for our preferred grade separation concept 
for Seneca Drive.  This concept, labeled Alternative C-5A 
at Seneca Drive, was presented at a combined Location/Design 
Public Hearing at Hammond High School on February 17, 1987. 
It is unfortunate our hearing was held at about the same time 
you purchased this home and that the previous owner neglected 
to inform you of our study. 

We anticipate obtaining Location and Design approvals 
for this study in August, 1987.  We will notify you by letter 
when that occurs.  As Mr. Gorsuch stated in our meeting, 
with receipt of these approvals, we can proceed with advance 
acquisition of your home.  Until that time, please contact 
me or Mr. Gorsuch if you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: '. •• AH'I, 
Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

LHE/RCA/lh 

Mr. Wayne n. Clingjn 
Mr. Richard Schindel 
Mr. Gcorqe Hester 

0 Maiyland Department ofTtansportation 
Slat* Hignway Aainmiiifaiion 

April   22,   1987 

Re:  Contract No. HO 606-101-770 
U.S. Route 29 
Patuxent River to U.S. 
Route 40 
P.D.M.S. No. 132046 

Mr. Martin Pavlosky 
6602 Seneca Drive 
Columbia, Maryland  21046 

Dear Mr. Pavlosky: 

Last October, when we attended a meeting of the Allvicw- 
Arrowhead Civic Association at the Christ Memorial Presbyterian 
Church, you asked to be notified when our selection of a 
preferred grade separation concept of Seneca Drive was determined. 
Our Project Planning study of the U.S. Route 29 corridor 
in Howard County has progressed to that point.  Concept 5A 
has been recommended to the Administrator as the preferred 
concept at this location.  Later this year, the Administrator 
will make the final selection and seek concurrence from the 
Federal Highway Administration. 

The approval process will be documented in the Final 
Environmental document.  It will also investigate minor design 
changes to reduce the right-of-way requirements from your 
property at 6602 Seneca Drive. 

I would like 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 
Project Development Division 

by: •/(7.,A/r/„ 
LHE/RA/ih 
cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 

Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

Randy Aldrich 
Project Manager 

My lalaphona numbar is_ 331-113') 
Talotyptwntsr lof Impairta Heating or Spaach 

383 P55S Baltimore Melio — WWU5I DC  Metro - 1 800492 5062 Slatawlde Toll Free 

PO  8oi M" 707 Norm Calven Si . Balnmoio  Maryiano 21203   0717 

My tataphona numbar ls_ 333-1139 
Teletypewriter tor Impaireo Heenng or Speecn 

383 7545 Ualnmora Meiro - 565-0451 DC  Metro — I 800 49! 1002 Slaleoide Toll Free 

P0  fioi 7j7 i 707 Norlh Calvert St . Barlimore. Maryiano 21203 • 071| 
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B.  Agency Correspondence 

In accordance with implementation procedures of the National Environmental 
icy Act (NEPA), the following agencies wer 

or input in their particular discipline areas: 
Policy Act (NEPA), the following agencies were contacted to provide informatior^^ 

Howard County Office of Planning and Zoning, Department of Recreation 
and Parks 

Howard County Public School System 

Baltimore Regional Planning Council 

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 

Howard County Department of Public Works, Bureau of Environmental 
Services 

Maryland Historical Trust 

A summary of all responses received through the coordination process is^ 
provided on the following pages. Copies of correspondence are included at thdQp 
end of this section. 

V-50 
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AGENCY 

Howard County Office 
of Planning and Zoning, 
Department of Recreation 
and Parks 

Howard County Public 
School System 

Baltimore Regional 
Planning Commission 

RESPONSE 

Provided information on area parks. 

Provided information on schools with 
bus routes, attendance areas, and 
residence areas within the project 
corridor. Concern that limited 
access may impact bus routes of 
students along affected streets. 

Provided zonal mapping; and 
information on population, 
households, employment, auto 
ownership, age, race, and income. 

DATE OF 
RESPONSE 

May 26, 1986 

June 2, 1986 

April 29, 1986 

Howard County Fire Department 

Ellicott City Fire 
Company 2 

Savage Volunteer Fire 
Company 9 

Johns Hopkins 
Applied Physics 
Laboratory Fire 
Department 

Maryland Assoc. 
of Bicycle 
Organizations 

U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Soil 
Conservation Service 

U.S. Department of 
Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

Coordination letter was sent to 
local fire companies describing 
the project and requesting assistance 
in identifying potential project 
impacts and concerns. No responses 
have been received as of January, 1987. 

Expressed concern that improvements 
may limit bicycle access. 

Assisted in preparation of Farmland 
Conservation Impact Rating Form 
Results: total scores less than 
160; minimal consideration for 
protection. 

No federally listed threatened or 
endangered species. 

Wetlands field view. Provided input 
on significance of impact and 
mitigation suggestions. (Minutes 
located at end of this section.) 

July 21, 1986 

May 19, 1986 

Jan. 25, 1985 

Oct. 1 & 20, 1986 

Department of Natural 
Resources 

- Maryland Forest, 

Park and Wildlife 
Service 

No threatened or endangered species, 

V-J1 

Jan. 24, 1985 



AGENCY RESPONSE 

Department of Natural Resources (Cont'd) 

Capital Programs 
Administration 

Water Resources 
Administration 

/Z7 

No State or Federal endangered 
species. State-rare Walking 
Spleenwort found in Montgomery 
County. 

Waterway Construction Permit may 
be required for stream crossings. 
No in-stream work from: Oct-Apr for 
Class III streams. Mar-May for Class 
IV streams, Mar-June 15 for Class 
I streams. 

DATE OF 
RESPONSE 

Jan. 18, 1986 

May 27, 1986 

letter also contained concerns of: 

Maryland Forest, 
Park and Wildlife 
Service 

Tidewater Admini- 
stration, Coastal 
Resources Division 

Water Resources 
Administration 

Concerned with potential impact on 
riverine wetlands. 

Provided classification of wetlands 
in project area. Recommend subjects 
to be covered in the EA. 

May 28, 1986 

letter contained concerns of: 

Natural Heritage 
Program of Capital 
Programs 

Water Resources 
Administration 

Rare fish species found in Middle 
Patuxent. Two rare amphipods found 
in small streams adjacent to U.S. 
Route 29, south of U.S. Route 40. 
Recommends erosion control measures 
be strictly monitored to minimize 
impacts on wetlands. 

letter contained concerns of: 

June 20, 1986 

Tidewater 
stration. 
Division 

Admini- 
Fisheries 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 
5) 

Expansion of existing highway 
preferred over new alignments. 
Full and rigorous enforcement 
of erosion control measures. 
Proposed work produce zero 
degradation of stormwater 
management. 
Concerned with runoff pollutants, 
Specific concerns on streams in 
Montgomery County. 
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AGENCY RESPONSE 
DATE OF 
RESPONSE 

Department of Natural Resources (Cont'd) 

Tidewater 
Administration 

Tidewater 
Administration 

Tidewater 
Administration 

- Maryland 
Geological 
Survey 

- Maryland 
Geological 
Survey 

- Maryland 
Geological 
Survey 

- Water Resources 
Administration, 
Coastal Re- 
sources, Forest 
Parks and Wild- 
life Service, 
Fisheries Dept. 

Washington Suburban 
Sanitary Commission 

Conducted site inspection of Hammond  August 7, 1986 
Branch and provided data sheets on water 
quality and fish and macroinvertebrate 
composition. Found Hammond Branch 
insufficient to support self-sustaining 
trout population; therefore, they wish 
to prevent further degradation. 

Provided composition of macro- 
invertebrates and distribution 
of fish species by station for the 
Patuxent River watershed for 1980-1981. 

Provided fish distribution 
material for Patuxent River for 
1966, 1967, and 1977. Comment 
that the cumulative effects of 
urbanization are severe, and 
additional effects can be 
expected with increased regional 
transportation capacity. 

Provided areas of archeological 
potential in the new right-of-way. 

August 11, 1986 
(no letter 
provided.) 

Sept. 9, 1986 

Provided locations of two 
unconfirmed and one recorded 
archeological site for U.S. Route 

Nov. 13, 1985 

Oct. 21, 1985 

29, 

No archeological sites were identified Dec. 23, 1986 
in the Phase I survey. 

Wetlands field view. Provided input 
on significance of impact and 
mitigation suggestions. (Minutes 
located at the end of this section.) 

Oct 1 & 20, 1986 

Interested in project impacts on 
water quality and siltation in 
Rocky Gorge. Wish to review site 
plans and sediment control plans. 

(Asked for more specific information 
on park boundaries and uses. No 
response received as of January, 1987.) 

May 1, 1986 
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AGENCY RESPONSE 

Department of Natural Resources (Cont'd) 

Howard County Depart-   Provided information from 208 Plan, 
ment of Public Works, 
Bureau of Environmental 
Services 

Maryland Historical 
Trust 

Concurrence in possible National 
Register eligibility and boundaries 
of twelve properties. 

Determination of effect on 
eligible sites in Howard County. 

DATE OF 
RESPONSE 

July 21, 1986 
(no letter 
provided) 

Aug. 20, 1986 

March 4, 1987 

Advisory Council 
On Historic 
Preservation 

Determination of effect on Kelly 
Store, Gales-Gaither House, and 
Athol. 

Determination of effect on Scagg's 
Place, Athol, Kelly's Store House, 
Gales-Gaither House, and Felicity 

July 10, 1987 

Nov. 3, 1987 

V-54 



A MAJU  AJIKS rr r».A\JLS   \^\S\J11 A  A    A   %~/A*A-tA\*  U\*AA\S\*A~t U A LJ A M^IWM 

10910 Route 108 /36 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043-6198 

(301)992-0500 

June 2, 1986 
RECEIVr 

JUN   6 1986 

GFC & C, INC. 

Ms. Bettyann C. Bowers 
Environmental Manager 
Gannett Fleming 
Transportation Engineers, Inc. 
P. O. Box 1963 
Harrisburg, PA    17105 

Re:    U.S. Route 29 Improvements - Montgomery and Howard Counties 

Dear Ms. Bowers: 

Dr. John C. Murphy of the Board of Education asked me to respond to your recent 
letter concerning a request for input to the environmental study of the proposed 
improvements to U.S. Route 29 in Howard County. The answers to your questions and 
other related items are as follow: 

1. Schools whose bus routes currently access school facilities using a left turn 
movement off or onto U.S. Route 29 at locations other than MD Routes 216, 
32, 175, 108, 103, St. John's Lane, and Broken Land Parkway between MD 
Routes 32 and 175. 

The remaining schools and locations other than those you identified are as 
follow: 

School Location 

Hammond Elementary 
Atholton Elementary 
Clemens Crossing Elementary 
Hammond Middle 
Clarksville Middle 
Atholton High 
Hammond High 
Oakland Mills High 
Oakland Mills Middle 
Northfield Elementary 
Dunloggin Middle 
Centennial High 

Gorman Road 
Seneca Drive 
Owen Brown Road 
Gorman Road 
Seneca Drive and Owen Brown Road 
Gorman Road and Johns Hopkins Rd. 
Gorman Road and Johns Hopkins Rd. 
Seneca Drive 
Seneca Drive 
Spring Valley Road 
Spring Valley Road 
Spring Valley Road 

2.       Schools whose attendance areas include both sides of U.S. Route 29: 

Centennial High 
Mt. Hebron High 
Atholton High 
Patapsco Middle 
Dunloggin Middle 

Wilde Lake Middle 
Clarksville Middle 
St. John's Lane Elementary 
Northfield Elementary 
Thunder Hill Elementary 
(beginning 1986-87) 

Hearing Impaired Number: 
TDD/TTY 992-4942 



Ms. Bettyann C. Bowers -2- June 2, 1986 

Attached you will find a set of school attendance area maps for the current school 
year. You should keep in mind, however, that the attendance areas are subject to 
change on an annual basis. The maps should clarify your misinterpretation of 
"neighborhood schools." You might also be interested in knowing of the schools having 
pupils whose residences are actually located on U.S. Route 29. These schools are: 

Talbott Springs Elementary Hammond Middle 
Atholton Elementary Centennial High 
Hammond Elementary Oakland Mills High 
Dunloggin Middle Hammond High 
Clarksville Middle 

You also asked for our reaction to any adverse aspects relative to the proposed 
alternatives. If, in fact, access is only limited to the intersections noted, then the 
roads noted below will be without direct access. Students do, in fact, reside on these 
roads and adjacent streets, and while there may be alternate bus routes available, the 
alternate routes will be more expensive and time consuming. 

 Road   Side of U.S. Route 29  
Old Columbia Pike East and West 
Hillcrest Drive East 
Hammond Drive East 
Gorman Road East 
Johns Hopkins Road - West 
Rivers Edge Road West 
Seneca Drive East 
Allview Drive East 
River Meadow Drive East 
South Entrance Road West 
Columbia Road East 
Pepple Drive East 
Diamondback Road East 
Spring Valley Road East 
Columbia Road West (exit only) 

You will note that some areas may not have school bus route/stop access. We do 
have data concerning the exact number of students assigned to each school listed by 
home address. If you are interested in this information or if you need additional 
information, please feel free to contact Mr. Robert S. Lazarewicz, Director of 
Operations, at (301) 992-0500, extension 233. 

Thank you for providing an opportunity to respond to this proposed project. I 
would appreciate receiving additional information related to the progress of this 
project. 

Sincerely, 

/?; 

Charles I. Ecker 
Associate Superintendent 
Finanace and Operations 

CIE/RSL/sas 
Attachments 
cc:     Board Members 

Mr. Hartmann 
Dr. Hickey 
Mr. Lazarewicz 
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^^ I       Regional Planning Council 
P 2225 North Charles Street       Baltimore. Maryland 21218-5767       (301)554-5600 

^     ^^^ George F. Harrison. Jr.. Chairman       Alfred P. Gwynn. Executive Director 

April  29,   1986 

RECEIVEn 
Ms. Betty Bowers 
Environmental Manager (i^y i inpe 
Gannett Fleming Transportation 00 

Enterprises, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 1963 GFC & C, INC. 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 

Dear Ms. Bowers: 

Per your written request for zonal information along 
the Howard County portion of the U.S. 29 corridor, I have 
enclosed the following: 

0 transportation zone map, 

0 zonal population, households, employment, and 
auto ownership for 1980, and for the forecast 
years of 1990 and 2005, and 

0 age, race, income information from the 1980 
Census Urban Transportation Planning Package. 

Please note that our agency currently is in the process 
of preparing revised zonal demographic data forecasts. I 
hope that these data satisfy your information needs. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
call me at (301)383-5845. 

£X- 
Charles R. Goodman 
Assistant Director 
Transportation Division 

CRG:sw 
Enclosures 

Baltimore City     Anne Arundel County     Baltimore County     CarroH County     Hartord County     Howard County     State of Maryland 
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m^Ql  morylond association 
of bicycle organizations 

t3S 

reply to: James M-  Tordella 
Presidentf  MABO 
10353 Maypole Way 
Columbia, MD    21044 

21  July 1985 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen. Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Hlghway Adm i n i strat1on 
post Office Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. pedersen: 

RE 1 

DIRECTOR, mk 0. 
PIANHUG & PREUVIMARY ENSINf 

Is vitally interested in the proposed improvement of U-S- 
?oute 29 from 1-495 to U.S. Route 40, as advertised in the 
paper. Many bicyclists in our member organizations live or nork 
near U.S. 29- We all are concerned that the access we recently 
gained to U.S. 29 will be lost during some future upgrade of that 
road. 

The Baltimore-Washington corridor contains no other roads which 
permit safe, efficient bicycle transportation in the corridor. 
Currently, only U.S. 29 is hospitable and legal for bicycles. 

While a signed bike route does exist for part of the route, 
bicyclists require full access all along U.S. 29. South from MD 
Route 198, the bike path is usable, though often strewn with 
glass which must be periodically removed. The bike route crosses 
U.S. 29! this crossover capability must be maintained.  Full 
bicycle access must be continued from the southern end of the 
bike route to the study limit, 1-495. 

North of MD Route 198 all the way through to the study limit, 
there is no possibility of bicycle transportation without using 
U.S. 29-  We are concerned that at some future time bicyclists 
may be forbidden access to all or portions of this road, with no 
other alternative present.  Limited river crossings and simple 
lack of any even remotely parallel roads require that bicycle 
transportation be provided for in your plan. 

Interchanges constructed for U.S. 29 must also allow bicycle 
traffic to cross over U-S- 29 through wide curb lanes or separate 
structures conforming to AASHTO guidelines. 

Bicycling is a cheap, highly efficient, and healthful way to 
commute. Bicycle commuting could relieve a noticeable amount 
of automobile traffic from U-S- 29, if it were provided for. 

for better bicycling 
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JK 
Some are concerned for bieyelists* safety on the shoulders of 
divided highways. MABO notes that there have*been no bicyclist 
fatalities since the recent enabling legislation was passed.  I 
frequently ride dn and commute to work on U.S. 29 and the new MD 
Route 32f and believe that route Is vastly safer than old Md 32 
and U.S. Route 1. People are being killed on those roads. 

MABO believes that the Maryland Department of Transportation and 
the State Highway Administration have taken a large step forward 
In bicycle affairs through forming the MOOT Bicycle Advisory 
Committee.  We look forward to working with you In that forljm and 
In public hearings on U.S. 29. 

Very truly yours» 

James M. Tordella 
President,  MABO 

cc: Howard County .Council 
Columbia Council 
Michael Jac|cson. Bicycle Coordinator, D.C DOT 

:^V 

•#- 



V United States Soil 
Department of Conservation 
Agriculture Service 

10 W. College Terrace 
Room 230 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

/3r 

May  19,   1986 

RECEIVfDl 
MAY ?! 1986    - 

Ms. Betty Bowers 
Environmental Manager 
Gannett Fleming Transportation Engineers, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1963 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 

Re:  Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (AD-1006) for U.S. 
Improvements, Montgomery and Howard Counties, MD. 

GFC & C, INC. 
I 
i 

Rt. 29 

Dear Ms. Bowers: 

Attached are AD-1006 forms covering only those alternative segments of the 
project which contained lands that qualify as prime or statewide important 
under the guidelines of the FPPA act.  Separate forms were used for each 
county since our land evaluation systems are prepared on an individual 
county basis. Acreages of prime and statewide important soils are not 
precise due to difficulties in transferring soil mapping to the small 
scale plan maps provided in the package. 

For clarification purposes, I will point out that percentages in Part II 
are based on the total land area in the respective county, and in 
Part IV.D. percentage is based on total farmland as defined in FPPA. 

If I can be of further assistance, please contact me at 301 - 694-6822 in 
Frederick, Maryland. 

Sincerely, 

CARL E. ROBINETTE 
Area Soil Scientist 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Rick Brush, District Conservationist, SCS, Rockville, MD 
Jack Helm, District Conservationist, SCS, Ellicott City, MD 

A The Soil Conservation Service 
.•     •.    is an agency of the 
^^^   Department ol Agriculture 
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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 
4-i-*A                                                      .  

""W&ac 29 iMvro^-atM 
Federal Agency Involved 

ffrr*-- iHriw* AArfalatratlnn  
Proposed Land Us* 

Sc« attachwl 
County And State 

Hmmrd Cotmtr. 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).      £1      D 

Acres Irrigatec 1    Average Farm Size 

117 
Major Cropls) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:        ^ ,,*»               *  *A 

Amount Of Farmland As uetmeo in rrr« 

Acres    70r6fln                  % ** 
"""-TWfiie Of Land Evaluation System Used 

H0m.nl Co.    T-ZSA 

Name Of Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

5/16/86 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) Site A         | Site B                   Site C SiteC 

A.   Total Acres To Be Converted Directly                                                       «ta ««rlmnJ- 

B.    Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 0 

C.    Total Acres In Site                                                                                                4fi ma-r-fTmim 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Information !           i 
A.   Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 6 i 
B.    Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland n 1 
C.    Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted -OM .001 
D.    Pereemaga Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value M.I ftfi.fi 

PART V (To be completed by SCS) Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) T> •57 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) 

Maximum 
Points 

1 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 

2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use S*e   attJrh*H   fnr 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed Hnrwm-H  rlnnnf-v T.ES/l 

4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government Site Asa eMment 

5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area Criteria 
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 

12. Comoatibilitv With Existing Aqricultural 

Services 

Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 56 AS 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
1 

 i 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Pan V) 100 72 57 

1 
1 

I 
Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment) 

160 56 AS 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 128 105 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 

Was A Local Site Aaessment Used? 
Yes)SQ                   No   D 

Reason For Selection: 

* Site A - Vl-C-2; B - VI-C-3 

(See Inttructions on ramrtesidel 
FormAD-1006 (10-83) 



HOWARD COUNTY LESA 

Site Assessment Criteria 

/37 

B. 

Percent of Area in Agriculture 
Within One Mile 

Land in Agriculture Adjacent to 
Site 

C. Protected Land Contiguous to Site 

D. Size of Site 

E. Percent of Site That Can Be 
Economically Farmed 

F. Ownership and Operation 

G. Land Management 

H.  Capital Investment in Permanent 
Buildings and Land Improvements 

I.  Actual Land Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 

Maximum 
Points 

57 

ADJUSTED CATEGORY POINTS 
(Based on 200 points for Howard Co. LESA) 200 

ADJUSTED POINTS FOR FORM AD-1006 
(Based on 160 points) 

Site A 
VI-C-2 

1.25 

Site B 
VI-C-3 

1.25 

10 0 0 

10 0 0 

10 3.0 0 

5 5 5 

7 assume maximum * 
7 

-10 0 0 

5 0 0 

5 3.75 3.75 

160 

20 

70 

56 

17 

60 

A8 

*No basis for answer, therefore, maximum assumed, 
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HOWARD COUNTY LESA 

SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 
FOR 

CONCEPT VI-C-1 AT HOPKINS-GORMAN ROAD 
(ADDED AFTER COORDINATION WITH SCS) 

A. Percent of Area in Agriculture 
Within One Mile 

B. Land in Agriculture Adjacent to 
Site 

C. Protected Land Contiguous to Site 

D. Size of Site 

E. Percent of Site That Can Be 
Economically Farmed 

F. Ownership and Operation 

G. Land Management 

H. Capital Investment in Permanent 
Buildings and Land Improvements 

I. Actual Land Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 

ADJUSTED CATEGORY POINTS 
(Based on 200 points for Howard County LESA) 

ADJUSTED POINTS FOR FORM AD-1006 160 56 
(Based on 160 points) 

rNo basis for answer; therefore maximum assumed, 

Maximum 
Points 

V 
Hopki 

I-C-l at 
ns-Gorman Road 

5 1.25 

10 0 

10 0 

10 3 

5 5 

7 7* 

-10 0 

5 0 

5 3.75 

57 20 

200 60 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
DIVISION OF ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 

1825B VIRGINIA STREET 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

January 25, 1985 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Environmental Management 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
707 N. Calvert St. 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This responds to your January 8, 1985, request for information on the 
presence of Federally listed endangered or threatened species within the 
area of U.S. Route 29, from 1-495 in Montgomery County to U.S. Route 40 in 
Howard County, Maryland (P.D.M.S. No. 132046). 

Except for occasional transient individuals, no Federally listed or pro- 
posed endangered or threatened species are known to exist in the project 
impact area. Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 
Consultation is required with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS).  Should 
project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of 
listed or proposed species becomes available, this determination may be 
reconsidered. 

This response relates only to endangered species under our jurisdiction. 
It does not address other FWS concerns under the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act or other legislation. 

Thank you for your interest in endangered species.  If you have any 
questions or need further assistance, please contact Andy hoser of our 
Endangered Species staff at (301) 269-6324. 

Sincerely yours, 

K_ Glenn Kinser 
Supervisor 
Annapolis Field Office 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Maryland Forest, Park & Wildlife Service 

TORREV C. BROWN, M.O. TAWES OFFICE BUILDING DONALD E. MKLAUCHLAN 

SECRETARY ANNAPOUS, MARYLAND   21401 otRECTOR 

January 24,  1985 

Cynthia D.  Simpson 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P.O.   Box 717 
707  North Calvert Street 
Baltimore,   MD    21203-0717 „„       ^     .       ...       „_  Lr.,   1C1 __n RE:      Contract No.   HO-60o-151-770 

U.S.  Rt.  29 from 1-495 in 
Montgomery Co.  to U.S.  Rt.  40 
in  Howard Co.   P.D.M.S.No.132046 
Contract No.   AW 787-106-012 N 
Md.   Routes 194 and 26 Intersection 
Reconstruction 

Dear  Ms.   Simpson: 

Your request for any information we may have concerning threatened 
or endangered species was reviewed by Gary J.   Taylor. 

There are no known  populations of listed threatened or endangered 
species  within the areas of project influence for the proposed intersection 
reconstruction of MD routes 194 and 26  (Contract No.   AW 787-106-012 N); 
or the proposed improvements to U.S.   route    29 from 1-495 to U.S. 
route 40   (Contract No.   HO 606-151-770). 

Sincerely, 

U^\\ >n 
'   James  Burtis,  Jr. 
'    Assistant  Director 

JB :emp 

cc:     G.   Taylor 
C.   Brunori 

Telephone 269-3776  
TTY FOR DEAF: STATEWIDE 1-800-492-5062; BALTIMORE 269-2609 
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TORREY C. BROWN. M.O. STATE OF MARYLAND P"" <•. ESKEW 
ASSISTANT SKCKtTAf 
ton CAPITAL F*00»A» 

tccssTAiir DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES ASSISTANT s.cntTA. 

^TV",•;• CAPITAL PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND    21401 

January 18, 1985 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Subject:  Improvements to U.S. Route 29, from 1-495 in 
Montgomery County to U.S. Route 40 in Howard County 
Contract No. HO 606-151-770 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The Heritage Program has no record of any species presently included on the 
State or Federal Endangered Species lists occurring along this portion of U.S. 
Route 29. There is, however, a historic record for the state-rare Walking 
Spleenwort (Asplenosorus ebenoides), observed in 1937 on the "old highway 
bridge over Point Branch."  I recommend that this bridge be examined to 
determine if the Walking Spleenwort is still present, before improvements are 
implemented. If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Arnold W.  Norden 
Maryland Natural Heritage Program 

AWN:mle 

269-3656 
TELEPHONE:  

TTY FOR DEAF-BALTIMORE 269-2609. WASHINGTON METRO 585-0450 



TORREY  C.  BROWN.  MD. 
SECRETARY 

JOHN   R.  GRIFFIN 
OEPUTV  SECRETARY 

/^ 
JAMES  W.  PECK 

DIRECTOR 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

RECEIVED 
JUN   2 1986 

GFC & C, INC. 

May 27,   1986 

Ms. Betty Bowers 
Environmental Manager 
Gannett Fleming Transportation 

Engineers, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 1963 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 

Re: WRA File No. 86-PP-0900 
US Route 29 Improvements 
Montgomery and Howard 
Counties, Maryland 

Dear Ms . Bowers: 

The Administration has made a preliminary review of the submittal (your 
letter of April 18, 1986, location map and Water Resources map) for the above 
referenced project.  The aforementioned submittal has also been sent to other 
Agencies within the Department of Natural Resources for their review and 
comments.  The following is a summary of the comments from this office, the 
Maryland Forest, Park and Wildlife Service and the Coastal Resources Division 
of the Tidewater Administration: 

As you have indicated in your letter that US 29 crosses over three drainage 
sub-basins and will include 43 stream crossings, a Waterway Construction Permit 
must be obtained from this office for each one of the crossings to be affected 
by the proposed improvements and provided that any changes to the course, 
current, or cross-section of the channel or its floodplain exceeds 100 acres 
for the natural and recreational trout waters, or 400 acres for all other 
waters, except those areas delineated as having a special flood hazard by the 
Federal Insurance Administration. 

In addition, no in-stream work will be allowed from October through April, 
inclusive, for the streams classified as Class III Natural Trout Waters.  The 
in-stream work will be prohibited from March through May, inclusive, for Class 
IV Recreational Trout Waters and from March through June 15, inclusive, for all 
Class I Waters. 

The primary concerns of the Maryland Forest, Park and Wildlife Service 
(MFPWS) are the various river crossings associated with the subject improve- 
ments and their potential impact on riverine wetlands.  The MFPWS would like to 
be kept abreast of project planning and different stages as it progresses. 

Telephone:. (301)   269-2265 
TTY   FOR  DEAF-BALTIMORE   269-2609  WASHINGTON   METRO  565-0450 
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Ms. Betty Bowers 
May 27, 1986 
Page Two 

A general outline of the types of non-tidal wetlands that presently exist 
in the US 29 corridor is listed below.  Preliminary analysis of the National 
Wetland Inventory Maps by the Tidewater Administration's Coastal Resources 
Division revealed that there are more than 17 small wetlands in the project 
area: 

Kensington Quad 

R30WH - Upper perennial riverine, open water permanently 
flooded. 

POWZh - Palustrine open water, impounded, intermittently exposed 
and permanently flooded. 

Beltsville Quad 

R30WH - Upper perennial riverine, open water, permanently 
flooded. 

PF01A - Palustrine forested, temporarily flooded, broad-leaved 
deciduous vegetation. 

POWZh - Palustrine open water, impounded, intermittently exposed! 
and permanently flooded. 

Clarksville Quad 

PF01A - Palustrine forested temporarily flooded, broad-leaved 
deciduous vegetation. 

R20WH - Riverine, lower perennial, open water, permanently 
flooded. 

Savage Quad 

PF01A - Palustrine forested, temporarily flooded, broad-leaved 
deciduous vegetation. 

R20WH - Riverine, lower perennial, open water, permanently 
flooded. 

PEM5A - Palustrine, emergent, temporarily flooded, narrow-leaved 
persistent vegetation. 

P  A - Palustrine scrub/shrub (broad-leaved deciduous) - 
EMS   emergent (narrow-leaved persistent), 

temporarily flooded. 



tft 
Ms. Betty Bowers 
May 27, 1986 
Page Three 

Ellicott City Quad 

PF01A - Palustrine forested! temporarily flooded, broad-leaved 
deciduous vegetation. 

p ISIA - Palustrine scrub/shrub (broad-leaved deciduous) - 
EMS   emergent (narrow-leaved persistent), temporarily 

flooded. 

The Coastal Resources Division recommends the following information to be 
covered in the environmental assessment: 

1. Field - identified data on the vegetative species including 
dominant, understory, and herbaceous plant types; 

2. Soils characteristics of the wetlands, including hydrologic 
regime (e.g. temporary, saturated, seasonal, permanent, etc.) and 
drainage class (e.g. poorly drained, very poorly drained); 

3. Wetlands acreage impacted, by type; 

4. Aquatic and terrestrial wildlife in the project area; 

5. Benthic invertebrates inhabiting the streams or rivers; 

6. Details of proposed mitigation for wetland impacts; and 

7. Wetland boundary delineation performed in the field and flagged 
with bright plastic ribbon and provided on map of the project. 

Please keep in mind that additional comments are forthcoming from the 
Tidewater Administration's Fisheries Division and Capital Programs' Natural 
Heritage Section.  Their comments will be forwarded to you as they become 
available• 

If you have any questions regarding the above matters, please contact me at 
(301) 269-2265. 

hut ri— 

M. Q. Taherian 
Project Engineer 
Waterway Permits Division 

MQT:das 

cc:  C. Simpson, SHA 
R. Aldrich, SHA 



TORREY  C.  BROWN.  M.D. 
SECBETABY 

JOHN   R.  GRIFFIN 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

//*• 

JAMES  W.  PECK 
DIRECTOR g 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

RECEIVE 
^UN   ?. 1986 

GFC & C INC. 

May 28,   1986 

Ms. Betty Bowers 
Environmental Manager 
Gannett Fleming Transportation 

Engineers, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 1963 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 

Re: WRA File No. 86-PP-0900 
US Route 29 Improvements 
Montgomery and Howard 
Counties, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Bowers: 

As a follow-up to my letter dated May 27, 1986, providing you with a 
summary of review and recommendations of this office and other Agencies of the 
Department of Natural Resources, the following are the comments received this 
date from the Natural Heritage Program of Capital Programs on the project's 
impact on numerous wetlands and rare species: 

Etheostoma vitreum (Glassy Darter) 

This rare fish species is found in the middle Patuxent River at 
the Route 29 crossing. Any siltation or substrate alteration at 
this site would impact this population.  Additionally, the impact 
of any major bridge alteration at this site could be devastating 
to this population. 

Stygobromus t^. potomacus 
Stygobromus pizzinii rare invertebrates (amphipodidae) 

These rare amphipods are found in a few small streams adjacent to 
Route 29 just south of its intersection with Route 40, in the 
area between Rolling Acres and Greencastle Road (U.S.G.S. 
Beltsville Quad).  Stygobromus sp. are very sensitive to 
water quality changes, and would be impacted by runoff from 
highway construction. 

Telephone:. 
(301)   269-2265 

TTY   FOR  DEAF-BALTIMORE  269-2609  WASHINGTON   METRO  565-O4S0 
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Ms. Betty Bowers 
May 28, 1986 
Page Two 

In addition to the above areas, the Heritage Program recommends that 
erosion control measures be carefully applied and strictly monitored, 
maintained and enforced to minimize impact on wetlands adjacent to 
construction. Capital Programs would like to be kept up-to-date especially if 
there would be any changes on the planning or design. 

If you have any questions regarding the above matters, please contact me at 
(301) 269-2265. 

Sincerely, 

_^7T 1>1. v^n" fell ai v_. 
M. Q. Taherian 
Project Engineer 
Waterway Permits Division 

MQT:das 

cc:  C. Simpson, SHA 
R. Aldrich, SHA 



TORREY  C.  BROWN.  M.D. 
SECRETABY 

JOHN  R. GRIFFIN 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

/¥7 
JAMES  W.  PECK 

omecTon 

RECEIV^ 
STATE OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

JlfN23 1986 

GK & c, INC. 

June  20,   1986 

Ms. Betty Bowers 
Environmental Manager 
Gannett Fleming Transportation 

Engineers, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 1963 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 

Re: WRA File No. 86-PP-0900 
US Route 29 Improvements 
Montgomery and Howard" 
Counties, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Bowers: 

The following are the comments received on June 18, 1986 from the Tidewater 
Administration's Fisheries Division on the above referenced project: 

1. All the alternates being considered by SHA as part of its 
proposal involve improvements and expansion of an existing 
alignment.  Generally speaking, Fisheries Division believes that 
if expansion of transportation facilities must be achieved it is 
preferable to expand an existing highway rather than penetrating 
relatively undisturbed areas with new alignments. 

2. Full and rigorous implementation and enforcement of erosion and 
sediment control measures during the construction stage is 
assumed.  Appropriate standards and specifications are SHA's own 
"Standard Erosion and Sediment Control Procedures" as well as WRA 
standards and specifications. 

3. We are concerned about stormwater management and we expect full 
application of COMAR 05.08.05.05.  There will be increases in 
imperious surface and traffic-induced polluted runoff.  Fisheries 
Division insists that the proposed work, produce zero additional 
degradation from stormwater management operations. 

4. Improving 1-29 in the project area will facilitate and accelerate 
the already rapid rate of development and suburbanization.  This 
in turn will increase imperious surface, accelerate discharges of 

T^nhnnP-   (301) 269-2265  
TTY   FOR  DEAF-BALTIMORE  269-2609  WASHINGTON   METRO  565-0450 
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polluted runoff and increase the already serious problem of 
stream channel erosion and sedimentation.  Past Fisheries 
Division attempts to raise this problem of "secondary effects" 
have never drawn much SHA response.  Nevertheless, we continue to 
make the point for the record and for consistency. 

5. Aside from the broad aspects touched on in items (1) through (4) 
above, Fisheries Division's specific concerns center around the 
three stream crossings in the subject Route 1-29 highway 
segment.  These are Northwest Branch, Paint Branch and an unnamed 
tributary to Little Paint Branch, whose situations are discussed 
separately below. 

6. Northwest Branch Crossing:  Route 1-29 presently crosses 
Northwest Branch over a bridge that now accommodates six lanes of 
traffic - as much as is contemplated under any of the 
alternatives under consideration.  Based on the information made 
available to us (SHA brochure for March 1, 1986, Alternatives 
Public Workshop), there appear to be no plans to alter this 
stream crossing in any major way.  If this conclusion is in error 
we would like to be informed.  There could be serious fisheries 
habitat concerns.  Stormwater runoff (with its cargo of highway 
pollutants) enters directly into the stream at the bridge.  Any 
upgrading of the highway should address this situation. 
Northwest Branch is Class IV (recreational trout) water. 
Stocking of trout is conducted in Northwest Branch, mostly just 
below (and upstream of) the Randolph Road crossing.  Some of the 
stocked trout occasionally make their way down to the 1-29 
crossing, although this means traversing a concrete dam (with its 
fully-silted impoundment) located just upstream of 1-29. 

7. Paint Branch Crossing:  Route 1-29 crosses Paint Branch over 
a split, double bridge presently accommodating four lanes of 
traffic, as does most of 1-95 north of New Hampshire Avenue. 
While not spelled out in the material made available to us, it 
appears that the wide median strip would be ample to accommodate 
six lanes without widening the basic highway alignment.  However, 
the median strip does not get carried across the existing 
bridge.  Thus, expansion to six lanes would involve substantial 
alteration and reconstruction of the bridge with the possibility 
of significant disruption to the stream habitat below.  This 
problem will have to be addressed at the appropriate stage in the 
planning process.  Stormwater runoff (with its cargo of highway 
pollutants) enters directly into the stream in the general 
vicinity of the bridge.  Any upgrading of the highway or 
alteration of the existing bridge should address this problem - 
preferably by providing infiltration options for stormwater 
runoff from the highway. 
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Paint Branch is Class III (naturally reproducing) trout water and 
the overall ecosystem supports a naturally-reproducing brown 
trout fishery with no stocking.  Spawning has not been documented 
in the vicinity of the 1-29 bridge crossing; it tends to be 
concentrated in the extreme upper Paint Branch ecosystem, 
especially the Good Hope tributary. However, adult brown trout 
up to 14 inches in length are regularly found in the stream in 
the vicinity of the bridge, both by trout fishermen and by DNR 
electrofishing (per comm. Charles Gougeon, Coldwater Fisheries 
Program). Acutually adult brown trout have made their way down 
Paint Branch all the way to the 1-495 Beltway.  The Paint Branch 
crossing represents very valuable and very fragile fisheries 
habitat.  It warrants the utmost in protection by maximized BMP's 
to offset any possible disruption from highway upgrading. 

I trust the above comments will provide you with essential input in 
preparation of your preliminary engineering and environmental studies for the 
proposed improvements of US 29. 

If you should have any questions regarding the above matters, please 
contact me at (301) 269-2265. 

Sincerely, 

y 

M. Q. Taherian 
Project Engineer 
Waterway Permits Division 

MQTidas 
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TORRKY  C.  BROWN.  M.D. 
•BCRCTAIIT 

JOHN   R.  ORIFFIN 
OCPUTT  ••CRCTAIIT 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

TIDEWATER ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES  STATE  OFFICE  BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS    21401 

August 7, 1986 

Gannett-Fleming Company 
Attention Dave Willis 
P.O. Box 1963 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 

re:  fish survey data for streams along 
the Route 29 corridor in Howard and 
Montgomery Counties, Maryland. 

Dear Mr. Willis: 

I have searched my files for fish data on those streams that may be 
impacted by construction activities generated by the MD Route 29 widening 
project.  In addition, my associate Greg Golden and myself conducted site 
inspections on four streams where fish data was lacking, in order to access 
their trout fishery potential. Our site inspections were conducted on July 
25, 1986, on the following streams:  1) Hammond Branch; 2) Red Hill Branch; 
3) Tiber Branch; and 4) Hudson Branch.  It should be noted that these streams 
were investigated in the past by Coldwater Fisheries personnel, and all were 
dismissed as potential candidates for self-sustaining trout populations. 

Generally, the same conclusions were made of these streams following 
our site inspections.  Data sheets with data/comments have been included 
for Hammond Branch and Red Hill Branch.  The other streams were judged to 
be poor for trout survival based on habitat, water temperature, watershed 
characteristics and degree of sedimentation.  In site of our findings that 
all four streams are insufficient to support self-sustaining trout populations, 
it is our responsibility to prevent further degradation of the waters of the 
state whenever possible. 

Notes and references to Northwest Branch and Paint Branch are as follows: 

Northwest Branch - According to our records. Northwest Branch has received 
annual stockings of hatchery reared trout since the spring of 1977 as part 
of the state's programs designed to provide recreational trout fishing to 
residents of the Washington-Metro area. The State of Maryland, Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) currently plans to continue this trout stocking 
practice each spring between the months of March and the middle of May, 
downstream of Route 29 at the following locations:  l)Adelphi Mill bike path 
(Route 212, Riggs Road) and 2) immediately upstream and downstream of Univer- 

Boulevard (Route 193). 

TTY  FOR  DEAF  -   BALTIMORE 268-2609. WASHINGTON  METRO  369-0450 
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Fisheries will recommend that all construction activities be planned 
around the non-construction dates for Northwest Branch (Class IV streams        * 

JSITS0?!1 HT  Wf "s)
1
as

J
dete•ined ^ the Water Resources AdminisNation 

(.WKA; of the State of Maryland. 

Paint Branch - 

(v  •P1^aSe find enclosed a coPy of our most recent Federal Aid report * 
(F-36-R). Paint Branch is our most sensitive stream segment with respect * 
to the proposed Route 29 construction as it holds the only self-sustaining 
trout population in all of Montgomery County. * 

Fisheries will recommend that all construction activities be planned 
around the non-construction dates for Paint Branch (Class III stream. Natural 
Trout waters) as determined by WRA. 

A self-sustaining brown trout population has been documneted in Paint 
Branch from its headwaters downstream to the capital beltway Route 495 
All precautions must be taken to prevent further degredation/impact to"the 
fishery downstream of the Route 29 bridge during the construction phase. 

If you should need, any additional information, please feel free to 
contact me at my office at Phone:  301 854-6060 or 301 442-2080. 

Sincerely, 

Charles R. Gougeon 
DNR Biologist 
Tidewater Administration 

17400 Annapolis Rock Rd. 
Woodbine, MD 21797 

ajh 
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TORREY  C.  BROWN.   M.D. 
SICRCTARY 

JOHN   R.  GRIFFIN 
DCPUTY   SCCBITABr 

STATE OF  MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

TIDEWATER ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES   STATE  OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS    21401 

September 9, 1986 

Gannett Fleming 
PO Box 1963 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 
Attention: Nancy Eagle 

17105 

Dear Ms. Eagle, 

Enclosed is fish distribution material which you requested for the 
Patapsco and Patuxent Rivers in connection with the environmental statements 
for the upgrading of U.S. Rt. 29.  I regret that I have been unable to find 
the expected material for the upper Anacostia, however, it should be similar, 
with the caveat that the Paint Branch tributary contains reproducing brown 
trout.  Other portions of the upper Anacostia have been degraded somwhat due 
to urbanization; otherwise they would exhibit a normal piedmont fish fauna. 

I would strongly suggest that your firm commission a survey of the areas 
in question, as urbanization related cumulative effects are severe throughout 
the three drainages and should be discussed in the environmental assessments, 
with evaluations of the additional effects to be expected with increased regional 
transportation capacity. 

Sine 

enclosures 

WRC/cp 

TTY   FOR   DEAF  -   BALTIMORE  269-2609.  WASHINGTON   METRO  565-0450 
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MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
THE ROTUNDA 
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13 November 1985 
Division of Archeology 

Ms. Rita Suffness 
Snvironmental Management Office 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
Room 31k 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Dear Rita: 

Re: US 29 (1-^95 to Howard Co., 

I have indicated in red on the attached maps those portions of 
the subject project requiring new right-of-way that possess moderate to 
high archeological potential.  They are all centered near the Maryland 
Route 198/U.S. Route 29 intersection, where a number of flats overlook 
headwater tributaries.  These settings are similar to that of site 18MC47, 
a large multi-component site spanning the period from circa 63OO BC to 
AD 1600 (see my 1977 report on MD 198). 

The remainder of the new right-of-way areas are considered to 
have moderate to low (mostly low) archeological potential.  This is due 
primarily to suburbanization, prior disturbance, slope, and the limited 
extent of new right-of-way required. 

If I can be of further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 

t 

Dennis C. Curry 
Archeologist 

TELEPHONE    301   338-7066 
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STATE OF  MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
THE  ROTUNDA 

711 W. 40TH STREET. SUITE 440 
BALTIMORE.  MARYLAND 21211 

KENNETH   N    WEAVES 
OiBECOO 

MAPVLANC GEOLOGICAL SLOV£ 

EMERY   T    CLEAVES 
OEeyv oiREC'fCO 

21 October 1985 
Division of Archeology 

Rita Suffness 
Environmental Management Office 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
Room 314 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Md 21202 

Re:  US. Route 29 

MD Route 358 Extended N 

Dear Rita: 

I have reviewed our sites files for the two subject projects. 
There are no sites recorded in or near the Maryland Route 358 (Extended) 
project in Somerset County. 

For the II.S- Route 29 project, I have attached two maps showing 
the locations of two reported sites (unconfirmed) and one recorded site 
(18H079).  There are no descriptions of the two reported sites, although 
they are probably prehistoric lithio scatters based on the name of the 
person who reported them.  Site 18H079 is a late l8«i-20tt century site 
and possibly corresponds to MHT inventory #H087. 

Let me know if I can be of further assistance. 

>nnis C. Curry 
Archeologist 

TELEPHONE    301-338-7066 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
2300 ST. PAUL STREET 

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21218 

KENNETH N. WEAVER 
OIREC'OR 

MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVI 

EMERY T. CLEAVES i 
OEPIJTY DIRECTOR 

Division of Archeology 
(301) 554-5530 

23 December 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Division of Project Development 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

RE: U.S. Route 29 
From 1495, Montgomery County to 
U.S. 40, Howard County 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

I recently conducted a Phase I archeological reconnaissance of those 
areas currently considered for improvements of the Route 29 corridor in 
Montgomery and Howard counties. Most of 21.6 miles study involved proposed 
lane additions within narrow linear portions of already disturbed medians or 
along road berms. These areas did not require archeological survey. 
Consequently, the current survey consisted of areas proposed for interchanges, 
access roads and a relocation of U.S. Route 29 in the rvicinity of Maryland 
Route 198. 

The work consisted of background research and field reconnaissance. The 
background research included examining historic maps, site reports, and site 
files. Early structures were noted using the historic maps as a reference. 
Site reports were utilized to indicate portions of the project which had been 
surveyed previously. Site files provided information regarding known sites 
which had been recorded in the project area. 

A total of 20 test loci were surveyed in the field over a course of 
several days (see attached map). Loci were selected on the basis of 
experience with site prediction models, and information gleaned from 
background research. Areas with good ground visibility were surface 
collected; otherwise shovel test pits were placed at 20-meter intervals in 
grass-covered or wooded areas. Given the rapid rate of development along U.S. 

TELEPHONE:  301-554-5500 
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29 there were a number of areas not chosen for testing because of evident 
disturbances or lack of topographic integrity from construction-related 
activities. The following is a summary of what was accomplished: 

Test Locus 1: (Lockwood Drive - Partial Interchange) 

This locus appeared to be an undisturbed wooded hilltop on recent 
topographic maps. However, at the time of survey, it was being bulldozed for 
a proposed office building. Cleared ground was surface collected and trenches 
exposing stratigraphic layers were examined for cultural material. No 
archeological sites were located in this area. 

Test Loci 2 (18M0271) and 3 (Stewart Lane - Partial Interchange) 

Test Locus 2 was located in a level wooded area of the Dow Jones Chemical 
complex. Surface collection (no shovel test pits permitted) yielded 11 window 
glass fragments, 3 unidentified bottle glass fragments (1 etched), 1 bottle 
lip, 1 cut glass fragment, 1 whiteware sherd, 2 large quartzite flakes, and 1 
small worked quartz flake. The historic component of this site may represent 
a dwelling noted on the 1879 atlas of Montgomery County as the Thomas Conley 
residences located on the opposite side of the present highway. The quartzite 
flakes may represent a portion of a small prehistoric encampment truncated by 
the construction of the Dow Jones Chemical parking lot, based on the locations 
of the representative artifacts. 

Recommendations - Neither component of this site (18M0271) is recommended 
for additional work based on types, and locations of artifacts. The Conley 
house is either under the present highway or on the opposite side of the road 
and has been destroyed. The few prehistoric artifacts do not appear to be 
significant enough to warrant further testing. 

No archeological material was found in any of the 4 shovel test pits 
placed along a level hilltop at Test Locus 3. 

Test Locus 4 (Old Columbia Pike/Industrial Parkway turning bay) 

Twenty-four shovel test pits placed across an expansive level grass- 
covered field located no cultural material, either prehistoric or historic. 

Test Loci 5 (18M0272) and 6 (18M0273) (Interchanges at Randolph, Musgrove and 

Fairland Roads) 

Shovel tests and surface collection at both loci located small 
prehistoric sites, representing small temporary camps. Surface collections at 
Test Locus 5 yielded 1 worked quartz chunk, 2 quartz flakes, 1 rhyolite 
secondary flake, and 1 oyster shell fragment, all located on a hilltop 
overlooking Route 29. No artifacts were found in 4 shovel tests placed on a 
grass-covered portion of the hilltop away from the highway. Test Locus 6 
yielded 1 quartzite point fragment and 1 quartz chip on a large level ground 
exposed (40%) vegetable garden. 
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Recommendations - Neither site is recommended for addition work. Site 
18M0272 was probably truncated by U.S. 29 and 18M0273 yielded a sparse amount 
of material. Thus, further investigation is not warranted. 

Test Loci 7, 8 (18M0274), and 9 (Greencastle Road Interchange) 

One prehistoric site (18M0274) located in a backyard vegetable garden of 
the Donna Newton residence at Test Locus 8 yielded 3 quartz biface fragments, 
1 quartz biface, 9 quartz chunks, 2 quartz shatter, and 2 quartz secondary 
flakes as well as 1 rhyolite chunk in surface collection. Nine shovel test 
pits placed in a level wooded area at Test Locus 9 and surface collection of 
ground exposed areas of Test Locus 7 yielded no cultural material. 

Recommendations - Because of the large amount of material found in a 
small area, site 18M0274 located at Test Locus 8 is recommended for additional 
work to determine site use, extent, cultural affiliation, integrity and its 
potential for inclusion to the National Register of Historic Places. 

Test Loci 10 and 11 (Blackburn Road Full Interchange) 

Surface collection in ground exposed areas (visibility 50-100%) yielded 
no cultural material either prehistoric or historic. 

Test Loci 12. 13, and 14 (Realignment of U.S. 29 from Maryland Route 198 to 
Dustin Road) 

Surface collection in a previously cultivated expansive level field 
covered in com crop waste along with 7 shovel tests located no archeological 
material at Test Locus 13. Test Locus 12 was surface collected where it had 
been graded for development. No cultural material was found at this locus. 
Test Locus 14, a small hilltop located within SHA property boundaries was 
shovel tested to locate a possible historic site based on the presence of 
large trees and a driveway located near the hilltop. However, no cultural 
material was found in 7 shovel test pits. 

Test Loci 15, 16. and 17 (Relocation of Old Columbia Road and Service Road A) 

Four shovel test pits placed on a hilltop (Test Locus 15) proposed for 
access road A yielded no cultural material; seven shovel tests in an expansive 
level field along Route 29 proposed for median crossover (Test Locus 16) 
yielded no cultural material; as well, 4 shovel test pits along a small 
hilltop adjacent to the west side of U.S. 29 (Test_ Locus 17) yielded no 
cultural material. 

Test Locus 18 (Service Road from Maryland 216) 

Surface collection in an elongated field of corn crop waste along with 7 
shovel test pits did not locate any archeological remains. 
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Test Locus 19 (18H0142) (Rivers Edge Road Underpass) 

This test locus was shovel tested for prehistoric sites the entire length 
of a level wooded hilltop overlooking the Middle Patuxent River. Seven shovel 
test pits yielded no cultural material, either prehistoric or historic. 
However, a complex of foundation remains was located along with access roads 
leading to the complex from Old Columbia Road and U.S. 29. The foundations 
(3) appear to be of fairly recent construction (early ZO• century) 
(cinderblock and stone). One shovel test pit placed near the stone foundation 
indicates that the area was used for a dump based on recent trash in the pit 
which consisted of glass bottle fragments oxidized metal fragments and ceramic 
sherds dating to the early to middle 20th century. 

Recommendations - No additional work is recommended based on the late 
time period associated with this site. 

Test Locus 20 (Service Road B at Gale Road) 

Five shovel test pits placed in a small level wooded floodplain of an 
unnamed tributary failed to locate any archeological material. 

As the result of the current survey, five archeological sites were 
located: 1 historic site (18H0142), 3 prehistoric (18M0272, 18M0273, and 
18M0274) and 1 site (18M027) with a prehistoric and a historic component. 

Site 18M0274 is recommended for additional investigations to determine its 
eligibility for inclusion to the National Register. A study of the site may 
provide information regarding settlement patterns in the area and aboriginal 
subsistence. The remaining areas proposed for corridor improvements will not 
need additional work in their present design because of previous disturbance 
as the result of development. 

A comprehensive report will follow shortly. In the meantime, if I can be 
of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Hettie L. Ballweber 
Archeologist 

£ t- -*. c  ^ t c. 

HLB:lw 

cc: Rita Suffness 
Cynthia D. Simpson 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

Maryland Geological Survey 
2300 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 
Telephone:   (301)  554-5500 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

Division of Archeology 
(301) 554-5530 

Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Secretary 

Kenneth N. Weaver 
Director 

Emery T. Cleaves 
Deputy Director 

9 March 1987 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Division of Project Development 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203-0717 

O 
rn 
-c - 

RE:  U.S. Route 29 from Interstate Route 495 to rp- 
U.S. 40 Howard and Montgomery Counties ""^ 
(Extension from Interstate Route 495 to £3 
Slego Creek Parkway) 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

I have reviewed the above-referenced project with regard to archeological 
resources.  There are no known or recorded archeological sites in the project 
area.  A review of archival maps indicates that occupation in the area was 
scattered until the early 20th century when a spate of development took place, 
It has lasted up to the present time.  Thus, the potential for prehistoric as 
well as historic sites is considered only poor to moderate because of the 
development.  If sites existed in the area they have probably been destroyed. 

If I can be of further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to 
call me. 

Sincerely, 

Hettie L. Ballweber 
Archeologist 

6-^ 

HLB:Iw 

cc:  Cynthia D. Simpson 
Rita Suffness 
Joseph Hopkins, III 

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683 
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Chairman 
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tl/l/ailiLngton <Sutu%fjan 

<Sanitaxij  cLommi±6.ion 
4017 Hamilton Street • Hyattsville, MD 20781 • 301 699-4000 

May  1,   1986 ••"^V     ?. 

GFC & C, UiC. 

Dear Ms Bowers; 

Thank you for alerting us to the proposed work on Route 29 in the 

Burtonsville area.  Our greatest interest in the project will be how it impacts 

water quality and siltation in our Rocky Gorge raw water supply reservoir. 

We would appreciate the opportunity to review the site plans and sediment 

control plans for any area to be disturbed within our watershed in the vacinity 

of Route 29 Bridge over our reservoir. 

Please forward the above information to Mr. John Corless, Water 

Operations Division Head, 6101 Sandy Spring Road, Laurel, MD 20707. 

Yours truly. 

O \jt>vV-'V^ 
Franklin E. JamersV 
Acting Water Operations 
Division Head 

FEJ/bre 

cc:   Bill Kennedy 
Mike Grear 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

August 20,  1986 
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Ms.  Cynthia Simpson, Chief 
Environmental  Management 
Maryland Dept. of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.  0.  Box 717 
707 N.  Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland    21203-0717 

RE:    Contract HO 606-151-770 
U.S.  Rt. 29 
from Sliqo Cr.  Pkwy.  to U.S. 40 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

In response to your letter of June 6, 1986, our office concurs in 
ible NR eligibility and the proposed boundaries for the following 
erties: 

poss 
properties 

the 

M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 

32/2 
34/10 
34/9 
34/8 
15/62 
269 
37 
154 
155 
430 
28 
87 

Tax Parcel 
Tax Parcel 
Setting Outlined 
Tax Parcel 
Tax Parcel 
Setting Outlined 
Tax Parcel 
Tax Parcel 
Tax Parcel 
Tax Parcel 
Setting Outlined 
Tax Parcel. 

We thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

JRL/AHL/mmc 
CC:    Mrs.  Mary Louise Gramkow 

Mr.   Ed Shull 
Ms.  Mary Ann Kephart 

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401    (301) 269-2212 
Department of Economic and Community Development Admin. 

J. Rodney Little 
Director State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

Ms. Roberta Hahn 
Mr. Mark Walston, MNCPPC 
Ms. Rita Suffness 

269-2438, 
S&P 

269-2850 
TPS 
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March A.  1987 

Maryland Historical Trust 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

r* ^2. 
,:1 

Re: Contract No. HO 606-151-770 
U.S. Route 29 from Montgomery/ 
Howard County Line to U.S. 
Route 40 
PDMS No. 132046 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Thank you for your letter of December 18, 1986 concerning the above 
referenced project which was received by our office on January 2, 1987. 

Our responses to your proposed determinations of effect for seven 
eligible sites in Howard County are as follows: 

Property Alternate MHT Determination 

Scaggs Place B Agree - No effect 
Scaggs Place C Agree - No adverse effect 
Athol B Agree - No adverse effect 
Athol C (6) - Agree - No adverse effect 
Athol C (7) Agree - No adverse effect 
Athol C (5) *Disagree - Adverse effect 
Kelly's Store B *Disagree - No adverse effect 
Kelly's Store C (1) *Disagree - No adverse effect 
Kelly's Store C (2) Agree - No adverse effect 
Gales-Gaither B *Disagree - No adverse effect 
Gales-Gaither C (1) •Disagree - No adverse effect 
Gales-Gaither C (2) Agree - No adverse effect 
Felicity B •Disagree - No adverse effect 
Felicity C (1) •Disagree - No adverse effect 
Felicity C (2) •Disagree - Adverse effect 
Dorsey Hall B Agree - No effect 
Long Reach B Agree - No effect 

In the case of Felicity C (2) we feel that the general setting would be 
too drastically altered, while in the case of Athol C (5) the alternate would 
involve a "taking" and a changed access. 

law House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis. Maryland 21401    (301) 269-2212.    269-2438,   269-2850 
apartment of Economic and Community Development Admin. S & P TPS 
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Ms. Cynthia Simpson \ 
March A, 1987 
Page 2 

Our office thanks you for your cooperation. Should you have any further 
questions or comments feel free to contact Al Luckenbach at 974-44*50. 

Sincerely, 

Rodney Little 
Director 

JRL:AHL:lcb 

cc:  Ms. Rita Suffness 
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 
Mrs. Mary Louis Gramkow 
Mr. Ed Shull 
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July 10, 1987 
3^- 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 111 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203-0717 

RE:  Contract No. HO 606-151-770 
U.S. Route 29 from Montgomery/ 
Howard County Line to U.S. 
Route 40 
PDMS No. 132046 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This letter is intended to augment our reply of March 4, 1987 concerning the 
above-referenced project, in response to the information and maps provided with 
your letter of June 17, 1987. 

For Concept 2 (at Old Columbia Rd.) we agree that the proposed will not 
adversely effect Felicity.  We also believe that the Kelly Store and Gales-Gaither 
House will be affected, but not adversely. 

For Concept 5 at Seneca Drive (old Concept 7) we disagree with your no effect 
determination.  As in our March 4th letter we consider Athol to be affected, but not 
adversely. 

We appreciate your cooperation in this matter.  If you have any further 
questions or comments, please contact Al Luckenbach at 974-4450. 

Sincerely, 

George J. Andreve 
Project Review and 

Compliance Administrator 
Office of Preservation Services 

GJA/AHL/mmc 
cc:  Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 

Ms. Rita Suffness 
Mr. Charles Keenan 
Mr. Charles 

of Exonomic 'and Community Dev 

Montgemyt^• 2I S,ate Circlc* '^P01'5- Maryland 21401 (301) 974-4450. 757-9000 
Temporarv .Address! Arnold Village Professional Center. 1517 Ritchie Highway. Arnold. Marylan. 

Department ( velopment 

^21012 



Advisory ' ^jf 
Council On 
Historic 
Preservation 

The Old Post Office Building 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, #809 
Washington, DC 20004 

NOV    3 1987 

Mr. Emil Elinsky 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda - Suite 2 20 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, MD  21211-2187 

REF:  Proposed Improvements to U.S. 29 
Howard County, Maryland 

Dear 

On October  30,   1987,   the Council  received  the   additional 
information we   requested  in   support  of  your  determination  that 
the  referenced project  would have  no  adverse  effect  upon Scagg's 
Place,   Athol,   Kelly's  Store  House,   Gales-Gaither House,   and 
Felicity,   properties  which  are  eligible   for   the National Register 
of  Historic  Places.     Vfe  have   reviewed your   supporting 
documentation and we  agree  with your   determination. 

This   letter  confirms   that   the   requirements  of Section 106 of   the 
National  Historic  Preservation Act  and the Council's   regulations 
have  been met   for   this  project.     Both  this   letter  and your 
supporting  documentation   should be  retained  in  your  environmental 
or  project   files. 

Thank you  for  your  cooperation. 

S^icerely, 

Don L. Klima ^^      ^;. 
Ch^ef, Eastern Division S^~     /^J^ 

Project Review 
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OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE 

201 WEST PAESTON STREET • BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 11201 • AREA CODE 301 • m 225-5270 

AMI. wituck. n.N.. U.S.. Swratwy 

TTY FOR DEAF: Balto. ATM 3M-7S55 
D:C M.lro US4MS1 

William M. ElentMum. Aiilitint SMrtlify 

February 17, 1987 

Ms. Cynthia D. Sinpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Project Development Division 
707 North Calvert Street, Room 310 
Baltiirore, Maryland 21202 

EW: Contract No. HO 606-151-770 
U.S. Route 29 from Montgomery/ 
Howard County Line to U.S. Route 40 

Dear Ms. Sinpson: 

I have reviewed the air inpact analysis performed for the 
widening of the east segment of U.S. Route 29 from the Montgomery/ 
Howard County line to U.S. Route 40 and concur with its conclusions. 

Given the expected increase in traffic predicted for the region, 
the Department believes that alternate Plan C will yield the best 
air quality for the area. 

The proposed project is cosistent with the transportation control 
portion of the State Iitplenentation Plan for the Metropolitan Washington 
Interstate Air Qualtiy Control Region. Furthermore, adherence with the 
provisions of COMAR 10.18.06.03D will ensure that the inpact from the 
construction phase of this project will be minimal. 

Thank you for' the opportunity to review this analysis. 

Sincerely, 

Mario E. Jolquera 
Division of Air Qualtiy Planning 
and Data Systems 

Air Management Administration 

No response required. 

MJ:dsd 
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ANNAPOLIS     11401 ^ 
February 27, 1987 £/ 

Response      to      the     Tidewater      Administration's 
Fisheries Division: 

Response to the Fisheries Division Comments: 

1. Comment  is noted. 

2. Comment is noted. 

MEMORANDUM 
4, 

TO:       M.Q. Taherian 
Waterways Permit Division, WRA 

FROM:     W.P. Jensen, DiraH 
Fisheries Divisiwv, 

SUBJECT:  Environmental Asses: 
to US Rte. 40, How, 

'*/- 

:nt (EA) for US Rte. 29 - Patuxent River Bridge 
County, VD.   (86-PP-0900). 

'*A 

I 

Fisheries Division has revieued the subject EA for Permit application 
(86-PP-0900) and has the following cements which were prepared by Bob Schueler 
of our Environmental Assessment Program. On June 13, 1986 Fisheries Division 
submitted cenments to you for that portion of the US Rte. 29 expansion from 
I 495 to the Howard County line (Patuxent River Bridge). We also participated 
in the joint field reviews of Oct. 1 and Oct. 20, 1986. 

1. The general thrust of cenments (1) through (4) in Fisheries Division's 
report of June 13, 1986 is also applicable to the subject segment of Rte. 29. 
The proposed work involves expansion of an existing alignment, with additional 
lanes being created out of the median strip. 

2. This segment of Rte. 29 traverses the headwaters of the Little Patuxent, 
Middle Patuxent and Hamrond Branch watersheds. The key role played by these 
smaller, usually wooded, headwater streams in maintaining the quality of the 
downstream ecosystem has been well documented (Carter, 1986, attached). TTiese 
contributions are vulnerable to modifications and alterations that decrease 
infiltration and evapotranspiration capacity and increase overland run-off. 
These effects, in addition to decreasing the allochthonous material fall-in 
which controls stream trophic webs, act to degrade the entire stream-river 
continium, from headwaters to higher order stream sections. Observations made 
during the joint field reviews confirmed the picture of a small stream network 
currently of good quality and fairly diverse aquatic life. 

TTT fOm OtA*   -   aALriMOOC  2..-2.0.    waSHlwOTON  MtT.O 3.50490 
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I 

3. The direct effects of the proposed work consists of: 

(a) Increased erosion and sedijnent generation during the construction 
phases of the adJitional lanes and access facilities. This can be 
controlled by rigorous inplementation of Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) for erosion and sediment control during these phases. This 
inpliea the strictest of monitoring and enforcement, however! a situation 
that does not normally fully prevail. It has been estimated that 
the effectiveness of these BMPs in actual practice is of the order 
of 70 percent (Shaver, 1986 - personal ccmnunication). 

(b) Modification of access arrangements will involve alterations 
to access roads and lengthening of existing culverts. Scno of the 
existing culvert situations represent at least a partial barrier to 
fish mwements (as noted during the field reviews). Fisheries Division 
uould like to see all new culverts depressed at least one foot below 
stream invert to facilitate fish passage. Existing culverts should 
be retrofitted to facilitate fish passage either by culvert lowering 
or by cutting out a low flow channel in the base of the culvert wherever, 

possible. 

(c) At present stomwater discharges from the existing irpervious 
highway surface flow directly into the streams or into ditches emptying 
into the streams. Besides increased streaitbank erosion and sedimentation 
triggered by this acclerated run-off, there will be increased pollution 
inputs to the stream. Run-off from road surfaces containing heavy 
metals, chlorides, PCBs, grease and oil etc. can be deleterious to 
the quality of surface waters and consequently to the fish species 
involved (Shaheen, 1975). As part of the proposed fcork. Fisheries 
Division would like to see serious consideration of stormwater management 
retrofitting as part of the highway expansion to bring stormwater 
management measures into full conformity with COMAR .05.08.05.05. This 
would involve incorporation of measures for infiltration and flow 
attentuation (e.g. infiltration pits, etc.) rather than the current 
direct shunting of run-off into stream systems or into ditches emptying 
directly into stream systems. 

4. The question of "indirect" or "secondary" effects was raised in the 
June 13, 1986 ccnments of Fisheries Division. By this is meant the degree 
to which development and suburbanization (with consequent impacts on aquatic 
habits) are related to, and caused (or at least facilitated) by the 1-29 expansion. 
Fran the standpoint of aquatic resources and habitat this is the basic inpact 
that underlies all the other changes. The EA does not satisfactorily address 
this problem; it is possible that SHA believes such a discussion is beyond 
the scope of an EA. Therefore, Fisheries Division concludes that preparation 
of a full-scale EIS is indicated. 

5. Fisheries Division concurs with the concensus decisions relating to 
wetlands as outlined in the summaries of the Oct. 1 and Oct. 20, 1986 field 
reviews, which have been incorporated in the EA. 

Response      to      the     Tidewater     Administration's 
Fisheries Division:    (con't) 

3.  (a)   Comment   noted.     Best  Management  Practices 
(BMPs) sediment control will  be employed. 

(b) All culverts designed for stream crossings 
in this project will be lowered at least one 
foot below stream invert. 

4. 

(c) As  discussed 
will      be 
Management 
compliance 
management 

in the EA, stormwater runoff 
managed under DNR's Stormwater 

Regulations and will be in 
with COMAR 05.08.05.05. Stormwater 
procedures will be incorporated for 

those areas directly affected by the project. 
Infiltration techniques for stormwater 
management will be investigated to control the 
quantity and quality of outfall from the 
roadway. As a minimum, this will address the 
additional surface area of the added lanes, and 
where possible, will address the surface area 
of the existing lanes. 

The secondary impact of 
improvements is discussed 
Planning Impacts of the 
states that Alternate C 
desirability      of      the 

the U.S. Route 29 
under Land Use and 
EA. This section 
would increase the 

area      and      enhance 
development potential. However, this impact is 
consistent with land use and development 
planning for the area. While it is realized 
that secondary impacts of development and 
suburbanization may have a corresponding impact 
on aquatic resources, the appropriate Class of 
Action for this project has been determined to 
be an EA. This decision was reached with the 
FHWA. As EIS is required when an action has a 
significant impact on natural or ecological 
resources, significant displacements, 
significant impact on air quality or noise, 
etc. 

5.    nen tec 
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6. In SLimary, Fisheries Division concludes: 

a. From the standpoint of fisheries resources and habitat Alternate A 
(No Build) is preferable, followed by Alternate B (widening but leaving 
all at-grade intersections intact). Alternate C (widening plus 
implementing access control by separating grades and/or installing 
service roads) is the least preferable, being the the most disruptive 
to existing aquatic life habitat as well as the most likely to facilitate 
secondary effects (additional development with consequent increases 
in inpervious surface and non-point source pollution). 

b. If Alternate C is chosen, the decision should be conditional on 
the following: 

(1) rigorous inplementation of erosion and sediment control 
BMPs during all construction stages in accordance with guidelines 
and specifications cited on pages IV-13 and IV-14 of the EA — 
supported by adequate inspection and enforcement. 

(2) as part of 1-29 expansion the existing inadequate stomwater 
management system (i.e. direct discharge of polluted run-off 
to streams or ditches leading directly to streams) be retrofitted. 
Such retrofitting to enphasize infiltration measures eliminating 

6       direct discharge of polluted run-off from inpervious highway 
surfaces. 

(3) utilization of bridges in preference to culverts wherever 
possible. 

(4) depression of all new culverts at least one foot below stream 
invert. 

(5) retrofitting of existing culverts as necessary to facilitate 
fish passage either by depressing culverts at least one foot 
below stream invert or incorporating a low flow channel in the 
base of the existing culvert. 

(6) provision of a "green belt" buffer at least 100' in width 
on each side of all stream. 

c. The EA should be followed by production of a full DEIS, with 
particular attention to the problem of "secondary effects" as 
discussed in item 4. above. 

WPJ/RS/cp 

Response      to      the     Tidewater 
Fisheries Division:    (con't) 

Administration's 

6. a. Alternate C, roadway widening with control 
of access, has been chosen as the recommended 
alternate. 

b. (1) Erosion and sediment control BMPs will 
be rigorously implemented and supported by 
adequate inspection and enforcement. 

(2) See response to 3-c. 

(3) The determination of the usage of 
bridges in lieu of culverts will not be 
evaluated until the project advances to the 
final design stage. Detailed hydrologic and 
hydraulic studies completed in this stage are 
used to determine the practicality of type of 
stream crossing selected. 

(4) See response to 3-b. 

(5) SHA will investigate the feasibility of 
lowering the existing culvert at least one-foot 
below stream invert or incorporating a low flow 
channel in the base of the existing culvert 
during the final  design stage of this project. 

(6) SHA will investigate the availability of 
providing a "green belt" buffer during the 
final  design stage of this project. 

c. See response to #4. 
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TOANCY  C.  •BOWM.  M.O. 

RECEIVED 
APR 21 Mi 

WATERWAY PERMITS DIVISION 
WATER RESOURCES ADMINWIWV-HOrM 

»f»UTV  tCeitCTAM1 

»TAT« Of MA«»!ANO 
OIPAIiralNT 0» HATUHAt »IfOU»Ct« 

TIOCWATEH AOMINISTHATION 
TAMM  »TAT« Ot'lCt iUHOlNO 

ANNAPOLIS    11401 

Harch  5,   1987 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: M.  Q.  TahirUn,iWit«rw»y  Pernlti  Dl«lilon 

CRD VIA:  Elder ChtglTre 

FROM:  Mlk« SUtfflW^ CRD 

SUBJECT:  Environmental Au.ssment, U.S. Rout. 29. P.tuxene River Bridge 

CO U.S. Route 40. Howard County, Maryland 

This Is In response to your memorandum dated February 3. 1987 requesting 

comments subsequent to our review of the Environmental Assessment.  Having re- 

viewed the document, the Coastal Resources Division has the following comments 

Co offer: 

I 
I 

Several of the wetlands Identified In the EA are cla.slticd as palustr.ne. 

scrub-shrub wetland, with an A. or temporarily flooded  water regime. 

A condition of Innundatlon for a more extended period of time is often 

necessary to support scrub-shrub type w.clands. We would appredace 
documentation of field verification of wetlands classifications and modifiers. 

Based on contours and Intermittent waterways Indicated on U.S.C.S. Quad 

maps. w. believe chat non-tidal wetland, that have not been t<ie"clf'«d 

may exist at certain points along the alignment (see attachment).  We request 

that their existence or non-existence be verified in Che field. 

Projects, such as the U.S. Route 29 Improvements project, are evaluated 

only in cerms of Che Immedlace Impacts wlch which they are associated. 

Cumulaclvo Impacts sustained by the natural environment extend beyond 

the construction limits of Che project.  A more comprehensive *PP""* 

to assessing Impact, associated with such work would more •«•«<"" Jj*""" 
the concern, and effort, associated wich the Chesapeake Bay «"«J"l»"- 
More specifically, we are concerned about the downstream tmpaccs Co water 

quality and aquatic resoureel both on short term and long term »"'e^ 
There are also a number of other hijhwjy projoccs proximal  to this water 

shed which share che same impaccs. 

I 
-1- 

i OCA' - SAwriMoac it*-a«ot  V»ASMIN«TON MgraO  9«9>0«90 

Responses     to     the     Tidewater     Administration's 
Coastal  Resources Division: 

1. The classifications of wetlands were obtained 
from NWI maps for the area. On October 1 and 
October 20, 1986, a wetlands field view was 
conducted with the USFWS and DNR and included 
representatives   from Waterway Permit  Division, 

. Fisheries Division, Coastal Resources Division, 
and Forest Park and Wildlife Service. (See 
minutes of Wetlands Field View in Section VI.) 
At this time, verification of wetlands presence 
and classification were obtained. Booklets 
were provided at the field view, listing 
location and classification of wetlands. The 
presence of three wetland areas was disputed 
and thus changed; but no dispute of the 
remaining wetlands' classification was voiced. 

2. The areas identified in the vicinity of Rivers 
Edge Road were field viewed with the USFWS and 
DNR and determined not to be wetlands. The 
other wetland areas identified are not within 
the area included in the U.S. Route 29 Study. 
(See areas excluded from study area of Figure 2 
of EA.) Roadway widening in these areas was 
covered under the Broken Land Parkway Study and 
the MD Route 103 Study. 

3. While it is agreed that cumulative impacts may 
be sustained due to implementation of several 
projects, the purpose of this study was only to 
address the impacts from implementation of the 
U.S.  Route 29 improvements. 

4. Vegetation associated with the wetlands is 
provided in Section I.C of the EA, Description 
of Existing Environment. The functions of the 
impacted wetlands, including fish and wildlife 
habitat, are provided on page IV-17 of the EA. 
Overall    impacts    of    aquatic    communities    and 

"^ 

* 
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3/5/87 
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M. Q. Tahitiin 

I 
floral and fauna 1 conpoilclon, bioclc comnunltlat, wlldllfa populaclona, 
and habtcac valuai.  Thli Information, along «Uh a quancttaclve and 
technical trtatmenc of spaclflc Impacti that might b« expected to result 
from auch construction should be included in a fair assessment of projected 
environmental Impacts. 

MS/sme 

wildlife habitat (including those associated 
with wetlands) are discussed in the Surface 
water impacts section and the Wildlife impacts 
section, respectively. Because the amount of 
wetlands area disturbed would be small, impacts 
on vegetation and wildlife are expected to be 
minor. Construction impacts on wetlands and 
mitigation measures are discussed on page IV-18 
of the EA. 

08 
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OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING OP HOWARD COUNTY 
OCONCC HOWABO BUILOINO 

S430 COURT HOUSC OMIVC CLUCOTT CITY. MABTLANO 1104] 4JI> 

DIVISION OF COMPRCHCNSIVI AND 
TBANSPORTATION m.ANNINO 

*M«A •  BANOCl. CMIir 

March 5,1987 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

AMAR S. BANDEL, Chief 
Division of Cooprehenaive 
t Transportation Planning 

CARL BALSER 
Division otf comprehensive 
t Transportation Planning 

D.S.  29 FROM MOMTGCMErer OOUNW LINE TO U.S.  40 .^V„I»„ 
EWIRONMEMTAL ASSESSMENT AND LOCATION/DESIO) PUBLIC HEARING BROCHURE 

Response  to Office of Planning & Zoning of Howard 
County: 

1. The location of "Columbia Company 7" fire 
station has been changed on the figure. 

2. The changes to the existing land use and 
proposed development tables and figures have 
been noted. 

I 

Reference is made to the 1/23/87 memorandum from Thcras G. Harris, Jr. to you 
requesting that this office prepare review, ccranents regarding the above 
referenced documents. 

This office has coordinated with the Department of Public Works in preparing 
cenmentary on both the Environmental Assessment and the Location/Design Public 
Hearing Brochure. Where there is a known divergence of opinion b«*««tM» 
office and the Department of Public Works, that item h" **" »« ~te^; 
Subsequent to internal review, a formal set of canments by the Department of 
Public Works will be transmitted to you under separate cover. 

The ccmnents presented below generally follow the sequence of the text of the 
Environmental Assessment and have been subdivided by chapter. 

I.   Description of Proposed Action 

I Page 1-7—The fire company 'Columbia Ccnpany V is not west of 
Coluntoia but is near the center of the New Town. 

Page I-B, Table 1—This table and the following Figure 3 map mix 
existing land use and proposed developnent. For example, S*^8"^ 
VI and VII include Montpelier Research Park which is not nn 
existing use, whereas, the existing golf driving range at Old 
Coluntoia Road and Rivers Corporate Park are not shown. I ^ 

^ 
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Figure 3 also shows 'Coluntoia Corporate Units. * Coluirbia is not 
incorporated. However, the line shown is generally correct for the 
boundary of the New Town District. 

Page 1-14, Table 2—Howard County totals match source. Corridor 
data are slightly different than our 1992 estimates by TZ for 
1980. SB* total is 66,858; whereas, CK 1960 total for these zones 
is 72,948. 

Page 1-15, Figure 4—This map does not show all areas shewn for 
change on the General Plan. For exanple. Cherry Tree Paras and 
Hontpeller Research Park should be included. 

Page 1-21, Table 3—The average household size shown for the 
corridor is not correct. It should natch Table 4 and be 2.77. 

Page 1-21, Table 4—Iheae are corridor data front Round II forecasts 
prepared in 1982. Current forecasts of population and households 
are available, but labor force forecasts have not been revised. 

Page 1-23, Figure 6 again shows Colunbia Corporate limit. Also, 
many non-New Town subdivisions are included, such as Xllview 
Estates and Colunbia Bills. 

Page 1-31, 152—delete 'water* 
#56—children's zoo is gone 

Page 1-35, Historic Sites—HO 269 and HO 87 are primary sites, not 
key sites. The nap showing historic sites in Section III does not 
extend far beyond the road, but sheet 8 does include HO 47 and HO 
144, both key sites. 

Page 1-40, Table 6—Date and source of these data should be 
provided. 

Page 1-44—Lake Kittamaqundl is not fed by the Little Patuxent 
River. It is fed by the tributary that emerges from Wilde Lake. 

Page 1-49—The agency in question is the 'Federal Bnergency 
Management Agency" not the 'Feder&l Bnergency Agency." 

II.  Need for the project 

14 I 
IS | 

Page 11-3—The stated AM and PM peak hour percentages of 5.24 
percent and 5.49 percent respectively of the ADT seem inordinately 
low for this facility. Furthermore, these percentages are not 
substantiated by the data shown in Table 14 from which this office 
has calculated that the existing peak hour traffic ranges from 9.1 
percent to 10 percent of the ADT. 

Page II-4, Table 14—The peak hour volume for Segment VI appears to 
be a typographical error. 

Response to Office of Planning & Zoning of Howard 
County: (con't) 

3. "Corporate" in "Columbia Corporate Limits," in 
this case, refers to the Corporation which 
developed Columbia; however, recognizing that 
this is misleading with the designation for 
incorporated places, the change is noted for 
both Figures 3 and 6. 

4. The data presented in the Environmental 
Assessment was collected from Charles Goodman 
of the Regional Planning Council, April 29, 
1986. At this time Mr. Goodman informed us 
that the Planning Council was currently in the 
process of preparing revised zonal demographic 
data forecasts. Conflicts in the estimates may 
have occurred depending on differences between 
zonal.boundaries used by OPZ and SHA or changes 
made with prior revisions. In either case, the 
added 6,090 persons, living within the study 
area, do not affect the environmental analysis. 

5. The inadvertent deletion of some areas shown on 
the General Plan has been changed. 

6. The average household 
typographic error, and 
as noted. 

size on Table 
the change will 

3 is a 
be made 

At the time of the preparation of the technical 
basis report and the Environmental Assessment, 
the most current forecasts were not available. 
Current conditions on U.S. Route 29 warrant 
improvements suggested in these documents; any 
growth of the corridor would cause existing 
hazardous and congested conditions to worsen. 
Although we appreciate the timeliness of these 
new data, the incorporation of them into the 
report would not significantly change the 
socioeconomic analysis 



8. Allview Estates and Columbia Hills have been 
noted as being non-New Town subdivisions. 

9. The two deletions have been made as noted. 

10. HO 269 and HO 87 are primary sites, not key 
sites. Nowhere are these terms used in the 
document. HO 47 and HO 144 are part of the 
Maryland Route 103 Interchange study and are 
not included in this project. 

11. The data presented on Table 6: Commuter 
Patterns from U.S. Route 29 Corridor is based 
on 1983 census data generated from Baltimore 
Regional Planning Council in Urban 
Transportation Planning Package (UTPP) zones. 

12. Lake Kittamaqundi is fed by the outlet stream 
of Wilde Lake. 

13. The agency in question is the "Federal 
Emergency Management Agency" not the "Federal 
Emergency Agency" as was printed. 

14. The AM and PM peak hour percentages are 
approximate, average, one-way percentages. 
The two-way percentages for the AM and PM 
peaks are approximately 8.6% and 8.8%, 
respectively, in the southern part of the 
County; 9.1% and 9.8%, respectively, in the 
central part of the County, and 7.9% and 9.9%, 
respectively, in the northern part of the 
County. 

15. The 1985 peak hour traffic volume in Table 14 
for Segment VI should be 2,380 vehicles per 
hour. 

« 
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Page 11-4, Table 15—Projected year 201S traffic volumes in most 
locations are inconsistent with those generated by this office for 
year 2005, as well with SHA year 2015 projections developed for the 
U.S. 29 Mainline Study. The following State and County forecasts 
are noted: 

Sequent VI: 50,100 
GPZ Tear 2005 sooth of KD 216: 55,000 to (0,000 
CPZ Year 2005 north of KD 216: 67,250 

Sequent VII: 51,800 
CPZ Vear 2005: 67,520 south of MD 32 

Segment VIII: 78,500 
CPZ Year 2005: 63,338 south of Broken Land Parkway 

Segment IX: 92,100 
CPZ Year 2005: 60,550 south of MD 175 
9tt Year 2015: 63,000 south of HD 175 (fron MD 100 Corridor 

Study) 

16     -CPZ Year 2005: 67,120 north of MD 175 
SHA Year 2015: 89,000 north of MD 175 (fron MD 100 Corridor 

Study) 

Se^nent X: 104,400 
-  CPZ Year 2005: 77,083 north of MD 108 

SHA Year 2015: 104,000 north of MD 108 (from MD 100 Corridor 
Study) 

Segment XI: 119,700 
SHA Year 2015: 120,000 north of HD 103 (fron MD 100 Corridor 

Study) 

It should also be noted that many of these same forecasting 
concerns were raised by the County in a meeting held on July 24, 
1985 at SHA. Those in attendance were Barbara Ostrom, Robert 
Lantidin, Joe Pinkie, Randy Aldrich, Joe Langley, Matt Wolniak and 
Roger Jorss of SHA; Charles GoodNU) and Brian Betlyon of RFC; and 
Edward Stollof and George Phillips of Howard County Office of 
Planning and Zoning. Surnary minutes from this meeting can be 
transmitted upon request. 

Alternates Considered 

For each segment of the study area, three types of liiprovanents were 
presented. Alternate A, the No Build option, and Alternate B, widening 
within the median but no access control, are not acceptable to this 
office. Alternates A and B are inconsistent with the Howard County 
General Plan and would provide insufficient carrying capacity to 
acccmodate anticipated future traffic volumes. Ttie follcwing coments, 
therefore, focus on specific suboptions under Alternate C which consists 
of widening within the median plus access controls: 

Response   to   Office   of 
Howard County:  (con't) 

Planning    and   Zoning   of 

16. The projected year 2015 traffic volumes shown 
in Table 15 were issued by the MD SHA Bureau 
of Highway Statistics on November 25, 1985. 
Oescrepancies between this set of data and 
others may exist because the MD Route 100 
interchange with U.S. Route 29 was not 
included in the November 1985 traffic 
distribution used for this study. 

17. All comments on the alternates were reviewed 
and considered in the selection process with 
the exception of Segment VIII at Seneca Drive. 
In this case, the Seneca Drive concepts were 
modified after the date your agency commented 
on them. Analyzation of revised traffic 
studies indicates no adverse impacts for 
residents. Intersection geometries were 
revised both east and west of Route 29 to 
upgrade levels of service and reduce impacts 
on local circulation at Seneca Drive. 
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Segment VI Howard County line to north of Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road 

At Columbia Road 

This office supports Alternate VI-C-4 extending Cherry Lane from 
the Cherry Tree Farms subdivision to connect to Harding Road. In 
addition. It will be necessary to extend Service Road A on the east 
side of U.S.' 29 to provide access to existing residences. This 
alternate results in the least disruption of existing land uses, 
requires no displacements and is the least cost option, 

i 

At Hairmond Drive and Hlllcrest Drive 

This office supports Alternate VI-C-3 extending Crest Drive to 
Hammond Hills and the severing of access to U.S. 29 at Hammond 
Drive and Hlllcrest Drive. This alternate is consistent with the 
General Plan, providing improved local circulation and efficient 
access to U.S. 29 via MD 216. The Department of Public Works 
supports coordinating this alternate with Alternate VI-C-2 which 
calls for extending Haimond Parkway across the Haimond Branch in 
order to provide a connection between KD 216 and Gorman Road. 
Alternate VI-C-2 is inconsistent with the General Plan as well as 
with the expressed desires of the local residents. Consequently, 
this office is opposed to Alternate VI-C-2. 

At Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road 

This office supports the need for an Interchange with U.S. 29 at 
this location. However, we believe that this study is not the 
appropriate forum for cementing upon alternate designs for this 
location as extensive discussions have already taken place between 
the County, the State and the developer contributing to this 
project. On the other hand, since a discussion of the interchange 
is included in both the Environmental Assessment and in the 
Location/Design Public Hearing brochure, this office believes that 
all alternative Interchange designs currently under consideration 
should be displayed and discussed in detail. 

Segment VII North of Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road to north of MD 32 

At Rivers Edge Road 

This office supports Alternate VII-C-4 providing full access at 
this location via an underpass of U.S. 29 at Rivers Edge Road to 
connect to Old Columbia Road plus right on, right off ramps on the 
east side of U.S. 29 and diamond type ranps on the west side of 
U.S. 29. In spite of the abjections of seme area residents and the 
required displacement of one home, this alternate is favored due to 
the better traffic service provided (especially for southbound to 
eastbound and westbound to southbound movements) and for improved 
safety conditions on the west side of U.S. 29 (longer weaving 
section on Rivers Edge Road approach to Longview Road). Of 
particular concern is the fact that Alternate VTI-C-3 would attract 

>fe 
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D-Turns within the Riverside Estates camunity. It is also noted 
that the environmental inpacts of. Alternatives vn-C-3 and vn-C-4 
are conparable. 

Segment VIII North of HD 32 to South Bitrance Road 

At Seneca Drive 

The Department of Public Works does not believe that an interchange 
is warranted or pafe at this location due to the proximity of the 
HD 32 and proposed Broken Land Parkway interchanges, plus other 
anticipated design problems. This office is supportive of 
providing connections to/frcro the camunitles en the east of U.S. 
29. However, we believe that substantially more analysis Is 
required before this office can take a position on any of the 
alternates presented, especially as they relate to the area west of 
U.S. 29. Of particular concern ace the following: 

This office believes that the traffic projections for the 
Seneca Drive extension west of U.S. 29 (as presented in the 
Preliminary Traffic Report by Gannett Fleming dated Septenber 
1986) are low and do not reflect the significant attraction 
the proposed interchange would have, especially from 
developing ccnrunitles north of Owen Brown Road along the 
future extension of Martin Road. In addition, this 
interchange is likely to attract seme traffic from the Cedar 
Lane corridor. 

Sirularly traffic inpacts on Martin Road are not indicated in 
this study, especially north of Seneca Drive extended and at 
the Seneca Drive/Martin Road intersection. This office does 
not believe that residents in the area are fully aware of the 
potential dramatic rise in traffic which this interchange will 
likely precipitate at this location. 

Under all interchange options, various ranps and weaving areas 
are predicted by SHA to operate at unacceptable levels of 
service. SHA should attempt design revisions to mitigate 
these conditions before selecting a preferred alternate. 

Intersection geometries on the east side of U.S. 29 at various 
locations depending upon the alternate under consideration 
would appear to have significant inpacts on local circulation 
and would also have severely adverse visual inpacts on the 
ccnminity. 

nils office feels that additional meetings are necessary between 
the State, the County and local citizens on both sides of U.S. 29 
in order to clarify the inpacts of these proposals and to discuss 
potential means for mitigating those impacts. 4 
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At Gales Lane 

This office supports Alternate vni-C-2 mder which access to U.S. 
29 would be severed and substitute access provided via a service 
road extension from Gales Lane in the River Meadows subdivision. 

Segment IX South Entrance Road to MD 108 

At Old Coluntola Road 

This office siipports Alternate IX-C-2 to provide a driveway 
connection front the existing terminus of Old Coluntola Road to Twin 
Knolls Road in order to provide access to residential properties 
which presently access U.S. 29. 

At Pepple Road and Dlamondback Drive 

This office supports Alternate 1X-C-3 under which access to U.S. 29 
would be severed at the two locations and improvements would be 
made to the westbound to northbound ramp frcn HD 175 to U.S. 29. 

Segment X HO 108 to HD 103 

Ttiis office supports Alternate X-C-2 for the closure of access to 
Spring Valley Road. In addition, this office has repeatedly stated 
its belief that the State Highway Administration should be 
responsible for providing the analysis and construction of a second 
access route for the Coluntola Hills conmnity. 

Segment XI MD 108 to U.S. 40 

This office concurs with SHA that no further improvements are 
necessary within this segment as per the scope of this study. It 
should be noted that this office is awaiting the results of SHA's 
analysis of the U.S. 29/U.S. 40 interchange area as per our 
previous discussions. 

IV.  Environmental Impacts 

The study does not adequately address the long-term, 
post-construction impacts of Route 29 improvements on water 

• quality. Page IV-4 cites measures that 'may* be used to mitigate 
the effects of increased storm water run-off due to increased 
pavement areas. This office believes this report ought to be more 
specific about what measures shall be taken, e.g., to maintain 
existing peak flows and prevent"accilerated erosions of stream beds. 

The report divides up the various environmental issues by topics, 
e.g., wetlands, floodplains, etc. This fragments the environment 

• which is the sum of its parts. While this is acceptable for 
focussing on a particular issue, there is no attenpt to sumnarize 
the cumnulatlve effects of the proposed construction on specific 
environments, e.g., Hanrond Branch. This office believes this 
report should be amended to at least include a chart or table to 

Response    to   Office   of 
Howard County: (con't) 

Planning and Zoning of 

18. At this point in the engineering design phase, 
it is not feasible to identify the specific 
mitigation measures which will be implemented 
in the final engineering design. A list of 
possible measures to minimize impact is 
provided to represent that SHA is aware of 
numerous means of mitigation. This Agency 
realizes this list is not all inclusive of 
stormwater management practices. 

19. The Environmental Assessment is prepared in 
accordance with the guidelines set forth by 
the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration's "Guidance Material 
for the Preparation of Environmental 
Documents" dated February 24, 1982. These 
guidelines prescribed the discussion and 
presentation of each "element" of the natural 
environment. 

§ 
^ 
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list all detrimental iinpacts on the stream crossing areas that will 
be affected, ttie amended report should list together inpacts on 
floodplaln, wetlands, vegetation, storm water volume, etc. This 
will be a nor* naaningful assessment of the impacts of the proposal 
en the overall quality of areas of concern. 

In general, the document makes no reference to the Patuxent River 
Policy Plan or to the issue of non-point pollution. 

If you have any question^ concerning the above, please contact me at your 
convenience. 

201 

'jhvi -AJW- t alaer 

CB/sl 

Elizabeth A. Calla 
Joseph W. Butter, Jr. 
David Holden 
Piles, TR 2 (aa) and TC 87 
3187B 

L-f-w---- 

Response to Office of 
Howard County: (con't) 

Planning and Zoning of 

20. Information on the Patuxent River Policy Plan 
was obtained, after completion of the EA, from 
Mr. David Holden of your staff. Although not 
cited in the EA, all efforts will be made to 
follow the guidelines and objectives set forth 
in the Plan, especially as they relate to the 
two main issues: non-point pollution and 
integrity of stream-site environment. Highway 
runoff and sedimentation from construction 
activities are types of non-point pollution 
and are discussed in the document. Full and 
rigorous implementation and enforcement of 
erosion and sediment control measures, and 
stormwater management regulations will be 
conducted. These also are discussed in the 
EA. All efforts will be taken to maintain the 
integrity of stream-site environment, 
including stability of banks and limiting 
removal of vegetation. 



Q Maiyland Department of Transportation 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO» 

WIIIUni K. ItHrnam 

Hal Xisiofl 
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O 
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-.;"-/ 

Mr. Louis H. Ego, Jr., Deputy Director 
Division of Project Development 

FROM i 

SUBJECTi 
^ 

J. L. White, P.E., Chief 
Bureau of Planning and 
Program Development 

Howard County 
US Route 29 
Environmental Aasesament 

I 
I 
I 

Thia office haa reviewed the subject Environmental 
Assessment and offers the following comments for consideration. 

Page 1-1 of the document provides a list of Interchanges 
developed as individual projects.  The Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road 
Interchange should be added, indicating that preliminary studies 

are underway. 

A list of recommendations begins on page 1-22 and is 
continued on page 1-32, separated by several maps.  This creates 
confusion for the reader, especially since another listing, 
identifying community facilities Is provided on page 1-31. 

The second complete paragraph on Page II-2 mentions various 
improvements that provide additional capacity on US Route 29. 
Omitted from these improvements are the preliminary studies tor 
the US Route 29/Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road interchange. 

The last paragraph on page II-2 references the inclusion of 
improvements, at the US Route 29/Maryland Route 103 Interchange, 
in the 1982 Highway Needs Inventory (HNI).  It should be 
mentioned that these Improvements are Included in the revised 
1984 HNI.  Reference of these interchange improvement s inclusion 
in the 1984-1989 Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) is 
made at the top of page II-3.  The construction of a new 
interchange at US Route 29/Maryland Route 103 is Included in the 
1987-1992 CTP, with construction scheduled to begin in Fiscal 

Year 1989. 

My tiliphani Mimtw It. 1127 

T«lalyp«wHI«r lor Impiirsd Hawing or Speach 
383-7555 Ballimo.a Mal.o - 5«5-0«! DC. Malro - I WMM 5062 SUlawida Toll F.aa 

PO. Bo« 717 / 707 Norm Calvarl SI.. Ballimora. Marylino 21203 • 0717 

Response   to   the   Bureau   of   Planning   and   Program 
Development: 

1. Hopkins/Gorman js^ -an individual project, and we 
are only presenting it in the environmental 
document. The inadvertent deletion of this 
interchange from the list of interchanges 
developed as individual projects has been 
noted. 

2. The confusion caused by separating the list of 
recommendations with several maps has been 
noted. 

3. The omission of the preliminary studies for 
U.S. Route 29/John Hopkins/Gorman Road 
interchange from the list of improvements that 
provide additional  capacity has been noted. 

4. The updated Highway Needs Inventory (HNI) and 
Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) 
information has been noted. 



Mr. rx>uls H. Ege, Jr. 

Page 2 

I 

I 

Under Alternate VIII-C-2 on page III-2 inprovements are 
Identified at Pepple Drive.  In the next paragraph reference is 
made to Pepple Road.  Pepple Road is again referenced several 
times on pages 111-10 and III-ll. 

A description of alternates is provided in section III.  On 
page III-4 in the description of Alternate VI-C-1 Service Road 
'A' is not nentionsd.  At the Design Public Hearing (February 17, 
1987) it was Indicated that under this alternate Service Road 'A' 
would extend south froa Maryland Route 216 on the east side of US 
Route 29. 

In the description of Alternate VIII-C-2 (page 111-10) under 
key points it should be mentioned that this alternate requires 
the crossing of a minor tributary. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.  If 
you have any questions regarding our commenta, please contact 
John Bruck or Dennis Yoder on extension 1127. 

cci  Mr. John D. Bruck 
Mr. Randy Aldrich / 

Response   to   the   Bureau   of 
Development:   (con't) 

Planning   and   Program 

5. All references to Pepple Road should be changed 
to Pepple Drive and the road is referenced in 
concept  IX-C-2 not VIII-C-2. 

6. The unintenionial deletion of Service Road "A" 
in the description of Alternate VI-C-1 has been 
noted. 

7. The addition of the crossing of a minor 
tributary as a key point in Alternate VIII-C-2 
has been made. 

u 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
AITIMORC DISTNICT.  CONPS OF  KNOINKCRS -*         ^ 

P.O. uon 1718 *      ^"S. • ALTIMOHK. MANVLANO 21 SOS -^   - '"^2. <?      -JV-O 
.J "V3^ 
cff     -      -. C 

•&   •':-•• 
10  March   1987 ^   '-» 

«s Plannfnq Division 

Mr. l.ouls H. Eqe, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Room 3 10) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Cat vert Street 
Baltimore. Maryland  21202 

Dear Mr. Eqe: 

Reference Nell Pedersen's letter of 20 January 1987. 
regardlnq the review of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 
U.S. Route 29 Patuxent River Bridqe to U.S. Route 40 in Howard 
County. Maryland.  The comnents provided below address the Corps 
of Engineers areas of concern, including (Mrect and Indirect 
impacts on Corps of Engineers existing and/or proposed projects, 
flood control hazard potentials, and permit requirements under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

There are no existing or proposed Corps of Engineers 
protects that would be affected by the work described in the EA. 

According to the subiect report, portions of the proposed 
ore lect will be located in the 100-vear flood plain of various 
itr.-Mms presently crossing U.S. Route 29.  The report should 
include documentation of the effects of the proposed oroi»ct on 
the flood plain.  Efforts to minimize Impacts should comply with 
Federal, state, and local flood plain management reoulations. as 
•jppropr i ate . 

Federal and federally assisted activities must comply 
with Executive Order 11988. Flood Plain Management, dated 
2J May 1977.  The obiectives of the Order are to avoid the adverse 
effects of occupying and modifying the flood plain and to avoid 
•lirect jnd indirect support of development In the flood plain. 
Th» Order requires that activities not he located in the flood 
nlain unless it is the only practicable alternative.  Activities 
which must be lorated In the flood plain must incorporate 
measures to:  <ll reduce the hazard and risk associated with^ 
floods: i2) minimize the adverse effects on human health, safety, 
jnri welfare; and (3) restore jnd preserve the natural and 

Itieneficial values of the flood plain. 

Response    to    the   Department    of   Army,    Corps   of 
Engineers: 

1. Section IV.G.4., Floodplains, of the EA 
discusses impacts to the 100-year floodplain, 
including acreage within the floodplain, 
specific construction at each area impacted 
(i.e., roadway widening, pier extension, 
culvert extension, etc.), type of encroachment, 
and significance of each encroachment. 
Paragraph 4 on page IV-20 states that if 
Alternate B or C is chosen, detailed surface 
hydrology studies will be conducted during 
final design to quantify the amounts of fill 
and resultant impacts. Also the last paragraph 
on page IV-20 discusses the possible loss of 
floodplain capacity at Hammond Branch and the 
requirement that water surface elevation not be 
increased by more then one foot. Efforts to 
minimize impacts on floodplains will comply 
with federal, state, and local floodplain 
management regulations. Mitigation measures 
are discussed on page IV-21 of the EA. 

2. Compliance with E.O. 11988, Floodplain 
Management, will be met. As described in the 
following, the activities in the floodplain are 
the only practicable alternative. Because the 
existing roadway is already within the 
floodplain, roadway widening cannot avoid 
impact within the floodplain. the only 
recommended C concept that encroaches on the 
floodplain is due to a service road 
construction. This service road is required 
for local access due to access control along 
U.S. Route 29. Measures will be incorporated 
to reduce hazard and risk; minimize effects on 
health, safety, and welfare; and restore and 
preserve the natural and beneficial floodplain 
values. The use of design measures to reduce 
impact and mitigative measures during 
construction are discussed in the EA on pages 
IV-20 and   IV-21. 
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Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Department of the 
Armv authorization will be required prior to anv discharge of 
dredged or fill material Into waters of the United States. 
Includlna wetlands, as proposed In Alternatives A. B. and C.  Anv 
application would have to Include all wetlands within the project 
.torrldor (the P.atuxent River to U.S. Route 40).  Anv -etlaods to 
be impacted as a result of filling or other Impairment must be 
delineated and typed bv the Maryland State Highway Administration 
prior to application.  Additionally, compllance with Executive 
Order I 1000, Protection of Wetlands, dated 24 May 1977. as well 
as compliance with EPA's Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230) 
should be provided.  If vou have any questions pertaining to 
Army permits, please contact Ms.  Linda Mllchling in the 
Baltimore District. Regulatory Branch at (301) 962-4253. 

If vou have any other questions on this matter, please 
feel Free to call me or my action officer, Mr. Larry Lower, at 
(301 I 9*2-4110. 

Sincere I v. 

(- 

fJMi/>..l)tfW 
lames F . Johnson 
Chief, Planning Division 

Response   to   the   Department 
Engineers:   (con't) 

of   Army,    Corps   of 

3. A Section 404 permit will be obtained for the 
project (page IV-21 of EA). Wetlands impacted 
were typed and delineated in the EA (pages 1-46 
to 1-48 and IV-15 to IV-17). Additionally, a 
field view with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and various divisions within MD DNR was 
conducted to verify the location and 
classification of wetlands. Compliance with 
E.O 11990 and EPA's Section 404 guidelines will 
be met. 



S" •'••*,    UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
f   ^k   '•i REGION III 

lS2^ 
v. V 641 Chastnut Building 

Pttlladalphla. Pennsylvania 19107 

Cynthia  D.   Simpson,  Chief 
Environmental  Management 
Project   Development  Division (Rm.   310) 
MD State   Highway  Administration 
707 North  Calvert Street 
Baltimore,   MD.     21202 

MAR 1 7 19822    2-3 
•~ r-o 

en T?m 

1.    ^.v.^ 

Re: MD Rt   29  Improvement  Study 
Air  Quality  Analysis 

Dear Ms.   Simpson, 

In  accordance  with the  responsibilities delegated   to  EPA under  Section 
309 ot  the  Clean  Air  Act  and   the   National   Environmental   Policy  Act,   EPA 
Region   III has  reviewed   the above referenced document.     We  are  satisfied 
with  the approach outlined   for analyzing  the air quality  impacts of  the 
project and  offer no objections to completing   this  portion of  the 
environmental  study. 

Thank you  for   including   EPA in  the coordination  process.     Should 
you have any questions, or  if  we can be of  additional  assistance,   please 
contact me at  215/597-9302. 

Sincerely, 

H^1A(£^^ 
\jd4buy M 

NEPA  Con 
Alper,  Chief 

PA Compliance   Section 

No response required. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

DlvUloo of Ecologclal Sarvlca* 
1825 Virginia Straet 

Aanapolla, Maryland  21401 

April 7, 1987 
^  ... ^- 

CO, Mr. Loula H. Ega, Jr. 
Deputy Dlraetor 
Project Devalopaant Dlvlaloa 
State Highway Adalnlaeratlon 
707 N. Calvart Street, Booa 310 
Baltlaora, Maryland  21202 

Dear Mr. Egei 

Ue ha»e reviewed the aubjeet document with reapect to project lapacta upon 
fl«h and wildlife raeourcea and thalr habitat*, and offer theaa coaaante 
for your conaldaratloo. Although there are lapacta aeaodatad with the two 
build alternatlvaa praaaatad, AltarnatlTaa B and C, It appaara that the 
cuaulatlve lapecta eeaoclatad with project* propoaed, completed, or under 
conatructlon within th* Route 29 corridor, will have far greater lapacta 
upon fl*h and wildlife reaourcea than thl* elngla project.  For ezaaple, 
the propoaed Brokenland Parkway/Route 29 Interchange will fragaent. If not 
completely ellalnata, a viable portion of the Little Fetuxent River 
floodplaln. Thl* river ayetea le already atraeeed due to upetreaa and 
adjacent urbanization.  The propoeed Brokenland Parkway/Route 29 
Interchange will further elter the Little Petuxent River floodplaln'a 
ability to buffer Increealng upatreaa and adjacent land uae perturbation* 
upon downatreaa aquatic raeourcea. 

We reallxe thet the Stete Highway Adalnlatratlon doaa not dictate land ua* 
zoning. However, th* lapreaalon given In thla docuaent la that Howard 
County official* will have the aaaterplan road ayatea built to acconaodata 
future growth, regardlaee of envlronaantal co*ta.  Th* unforutnate reality 
1* that •hort-alghted land uaa declalon* upetreaa adveraly affect 
dowmtreaa reaourcee. Therefore, we cennot Ignore the fact that thla 
project, coablned with the Interchangee propoeed, built, or under 
conatructlon, will adveraly Impact fl*h and wildlife reiource* within th* 
project area a* well a* downatreaa. The envlronaental a*a***aent for the 
propoaed project laolatea the lapacta of this project and la therefore 
Inadequate. For exaaple. Inclusion of a dlscuealon of th* Little Patuxent 
River weterahed'* water quality, particularly thoa* *r**a draining 
immediately upatreaa and downatreaa of the project corridor, would provide 
a mote objective deecrlptlon of the envlronaental health of the river 
• yatea.  Although It 1* atated In th* EA that Implementation of storawater 

Response to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: 

1. The Environmental Assessment states that the 
following interchanges with U.S. Route 29 were 
previously studied under separate projects and 
environmental documents were prepared for these 
areas: Maryland Route 216, Maryland Route 32, 
Broken Land Parkway, Maryland Route 175, 
Maryland Route 108, and Maryland Route 103. 
Impacts of these projects were not included in 
the Howard County document because they had 
been addressed in separate, project-specific 
documents. In addition, the construction of 
interchanges and the implementation of 
improvements on the mainline will not occur in 
the same relative time frame which would make 
cumulative, short-term impact assessment nearly 
impossible. 



aanageaene aa«iur«( will occur, such •Cataaent'i do llttla te clarify tha 
relattonahlp and nead of atorawater aanageaene aaaaurea for thla project 
and exlatlng uacar quality degradation. Juatlfytng tha building of larger 
and aore efficient roadwaya In order to accoaaodata future growth, planned 
or otherwlae, obacurea the fact that paat, and even preaent, land use 
declalone are reeponalble for the degraded condltlone found within the 
Little Patuxent River ayatea. lapleaentlng atorawater aanagaaent aeaaurea 
at randoa iotarale In lieu of a coaprehenalva itorawatar aanagaaent plan 
for the waterahed, doaa little to abate the continued decline of laportant 
coaaerclal and recreational reaourcea. 

SPECIFIC COHMEHTS 

2m   Section II, K.  Purpoae, page II-l, paragraph ooat  Pleaae define the 
| difference between aervlca and acceea with reepect to Route 29'e function. 

Section IV, G.3. Wetlanda, pege IV-18, peragraph onei To alnlalae lapacta 
on exlatlng wetlanda. It la atated that ateepenlng the repleceaent wetland 
alopee to 1 1/2:1 le recoaaended. Thla atateaent la alao aade In Section 
V, page V-39, flrat aantence, referring to Service recoaaendatlone. Ue 
recoaaandad during the October 6,1986, field review thet ateepenlng the 
road'a fill elopae to 1 1/2)1 will alnlalce encroachaant Into exlatlng 
wetlanda.  Both raferencee need correcting. 

Thank you for providing ua the opportunity to coaaent nn thla project. 

Sincerely youra 

Ice 

Response 
(con't) 

to    U.S.    Fish    and    Wildlife    Service: 

2. The primary function of the highway is service, 
which means the movement of people through the 
U.S. Route 29 corridor. Access, or the 
provision of ingress/egress to and from the 
communities adjoining the highway, is not the 
main purpose of the proposed  improvements. 

3. As your letter stated, the references to 1J:1 
slopes on pages IV-18 and V-39 should refer to 
the Services's recommendations for the 
placement of fill into existing wetlands to 
minimize wetland encroachment. 



STATE OF MARYLANO 

DEPARTMENT OF NATUBAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE SUILOINQ 

ANNAPOLIS.  MARYLAND 21401 

April 23, 1987 

Hr. Loul* H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Devalopaent Dlvlalon 
State Highway Admlnlatratlon 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltlnore, MD 21202 

Re:  WRA No. 86-PP-0900 
SHA No. HO-606-101-770 
Envlronaental Aaaesament for US 29 
Patuxent River Bridge to US 40 
Howard County 

Dear Hr. Ege: 

The Envlronaental Aaaeianent docuaent for the above referenced project haa 
received neceaaary review by the Water Reaourcea Adalnlatratlon'a Waterway 
Peralte Dlvlalon and the Reaourca Protection Prograa. The Tidewater 
Adalnletratlon. the Poreat. Park and Wildlife Service and the Capital Prograaa 
Adalnlatratlon of the Departaent of Natural Reaourcea were also provided with a 
copy of the aubjeet docuaent for their review and coaaents. Aa a reault of the 
above review, the Adalnlatratlon has the following coaaentsi 

1.  In accordance with COMAR 08.05.03.01 to 08.05.03.13, "Rulee and 
Regulation Governing Construction on Non-Tidal Watera and 
Floodplalna", Waterway Conatructlon Permits are required for the 
propoaed work where the courae, current, or croas-sectlon of the 
streaaa or their aasoclated 100-year floodplaln limits are to be 
lapacted. More specifically, the aaln US 29 crossing of the 
Middle Patuxent River which requlrea new conatructlon, the 
widening of the bridge over the Middle Patuxent River for 
Alternate B and C, and the tributaries which will be lapacted by 
extenalon of the existing culverts and/or placement of new 
culverts to allow the conatructlon of ramps or service roads 
require Waterway Construction Permits froa this office.  Soae of 
the tributaries with Halted drainage areaa may be exempt from 
the requlreaents of a permit froa the Adalnlatratlon under COMAR 

08.05.03B. 

(101) 974-^265 

r-rv ro* Of Ar-«*LTiMom a«*-i«ot WASHINGTON MCTWO S«S-043O 

Response   to   the  Water   Resources   Administration's 
Waterway Permits Division: 

1. Waterway Construction Permits will be obtained 
for construction at the main crossing of the 
Middle Patuxent River and the tributaries that 
will be impacted by extension of culverts or 
placement of new culverts. Note that the only 
construction at the main crossing of the Middle 
Patuxent would be the filling of approximately 
240 square feet for extension of existing 
piers. 



Mr. Loula H. Ege, Jr. 
April 23, 1987 
Page Two 

I 
3    I 

4. 

The proposed relocation of one of the etreens »t Hopkln«-CorB«n 
Road oust be the last alternative considered. Moreover, our 
peralt process will require advertisement of the Notice of 
Opportunity for Public Hearing provided that the subject 
relocation does not fall under the penalt exemptions. 

The Administration recommenda the least Impacted alternative to 
be considered In the selection of the final alternate. 

In accordance with Section 8-1105 and 8-11A-05 of the Natural 
Reaourcea Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, the project will 
require approval relative to sediment and erosion control and 
stormwater management requirements. 

The Resource Protection Program found the project not to be 
inconsistent with their Program. 

Enclosed Is a copy of the comments received from the Tidewater 
Administration's Fisheries Division and the Coastal Resources Division on the 
subject Environmental Assessment. 

Thank you for allowing us to comment on your project. 

Sincerely, 

r 
Stan Wong J 

Chief, Waterway Permits Division 

SU:MQT:das 

Enclosures 

Response   to   the  Water   Resources  Administration's 
Waterway Permits Division:    (con't) 

2. Alternate C, roadway widening with control of 
access, is the recommended alternate. Any C- 
concept chosen at Hopkins-Gorman Road and Old 
Columbia Road to provide for local access since 
all access points along U.S. Route 29 in this 
area would be severed. The access road would 
necessitate rechannelization of the 
intermittent tributary of the Middle Patuxent 
at this location. If the stream relocation 
does not fall under permit exemptions, the 
necessary permit will be obtained and a Notice 
of Opportunity for Public Hearing will be 
advertised. 

3. The C-concepts chosen as the recommended 
alternate were chosen in light of their 
environmental  impacts. 

4. Approval as per Section 8-1105 and 8-11A-05 of 
the Natural Resources Article, Annotated Code 
of Maryland, relative to sediment and erosion 
control and stormwater management will be 
obtained. 

NO 
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Section VI 

Summaries of Wetlands Field Views 
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WETLANDS FIELD VIEW 

U.S. ROUTE 29 IMPROVEMENT STUDY 

DATE: October 1, 1986 

ATTENDEES: 
Diane Eckles — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
M.Q. (Cas) Taherian — MD DNR, Water Resources Administration 
Mike Hoi 1 ins — MD DNR, Coastal Resources 
Jonathan McKnight — MD DNR, Forest Parks and Wildlife Service 
Bob Schueler ~ MD DNR, Fisheries 
Sharon Preller — MD SHA 
Wayne Willey — Gannett Fleming 
Dave Willis — Gannett Fleming 
Nancy Eagle — Gannett Fleming 

The purpose of the wetlands field view was to gain the USFWS and DNR input on 
the significance of impact on wetlands, and determine the need for replacement of 
impacted wetlands. Other mitigation suggestions from these agencies were also 
solicited. 

Gannett Fleming provided a handout to be used as a guide during the field view. 
The handout included: mapping showing the location of wetlands, a table sum- 
marizing the nature of impacts created by each concept; and a sheet for each 
wetland where mitigation and other comments could be noted. 

At each site a description of impacts (of each concept) was given, and USFWS and 
DNR provided suggestions on mitigation. 

It was emphasized that not all of the alternates or concepts (within alternates) 
being studied would impact wetlands. Only those concepts noted on the impact 
sumnary page (for each county) of the handout would impact wetlands. 

USFWS feels every impact on wetlands is significant, and all takings of wetlands 
would require 1:1 replacement. At first, it was stated that the replacement 
should be on site; but after noting the difficulty in accomplishing this (i.e., 
limited area), USFWS stated one large wetland could possibly be used to replace 
all takings of wetlands. The USFWS will make this determination after they have 
viewed all wetlands. 

Six of the twelve wetlands in Howard County were viewed on this date.  It was 
agreed that we would meet again on the earliest available date to finish Howard 
County. Then we would meet again to cover Montgomery County. 

The following surmiarizes the mitigation suggestions and other comments received 
at each of the six wetlands: 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #1 

Little patuxent tributary at MD175 ramp (n.b. to U.S. 29) 
pSSl 

NWI Classification: IM!) 

It was noted that the culvert would be extended a maximum of ten feet for 
Concept C-2. 



St3 
USFWS suggested slopes of replacement wetlands be H:l 

Fisheries Department noted it was a fairly good quality stream. Some minnows 
were seen. No anadremous fish. 

Small animal tracks were noted in the culvert. 

Replacement site adjacent to impacted wetland was considered, but this may not 
be possible due to limited available area. The other side of the ramp (south 
side) was also discussed. It was at this point that the possibility of one large 
wetland to collectively replace all impacts was suggested. USFWS and DNR would 
make this determination after looking at all wetlands. 

WRA noted that during construction at ramp, silt fences or temporary berm also 
be used on opposite side of ramp (southside) to protect wetlands at this loca- 
tion. 

It was noted by Fisheries Department that the existing box culvert was slightly 
higher than the water level and thus may act as a barrier to the fish. They 
suggest channels in culverts for low flow passage. 

WRA suggested that all new culverts be dropped one foot below low flow. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #2 

Little Patuxent tributary at Gales Lane 

NWI Classification:  PF01A 

Concept C-2 would extend roadway to complete connection of Gales Lane. This 
concept would go through stream bed. 

The stream bed was dry; rather deep (4 feet) in some areas. 

The area was an old growth forest, containing many large trees (38 inch 
diameter poplars, etc.) 

There was much detrital material; therefore, one of the functions is nutrient 

cycling. 

USFWS position is to avoid this wetland, since you cannot really replace a 
mature palustrine, forested wetland. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #3A 

Beaver Run at Seneca Drive, east of U.S. Route 29 
psslA 

NWI Classification: none, believed to be EH5 

Concepts C-4 and C-5 require extending this existing culvert about 10 feet 

Some stream relocation may be required for extending, since the stream bends at 

culvert. 

Mayflies, stonefly, caddisfly, and minnows noted. 
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Fisheries Department noted that it was a viable stream with fairly good 
water quality. No anadromous fish. There was no impediment to fish movement 
through the culvert; natural stream bottom through culvert. 

Fisheries is not too concerned about added length of culvert (i.e. believe fish 
get through existing culvert under U.S. 29) as long as stream bottom remains the 
same through the culvert. 

It was suggested that erosion and sediment control measures be maximized and 
vegetation along banks be kept. 

USFWS recommends 1±:1 slopes and retaining wall. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #3B 

Beaver Run at Seneca Drive, west of U.S. Route 29 

NWI Classification: none, believed to be PF01A 

Concepts C-3 and C-4 require a new culvert approximately 150 feet upstream on 
Beaver Run. C-5 would require extending the existing culvert at Beaver Run. 

USFWS prefers the tight ramps (C-5) — extending the culvert. 

USFWS recommends minimizing slopes and replacing loss. Would consider replacing 
in the field west of the stream. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #4 

Three ponds east of U.S. Route 29 near Seneca Drive 

NWI Classifications: POWZh, POWFh, POWZh 

It was stated there is no direct impact on the ponds. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #5A 

Middle Patuxent tributary east of U.S Route 29, south of Rivers Edge Road 

Concepts C-3 and C-4 would place ramp through this area, culvert required. 

USFWS and DNR, Coastal Resources, determined this area was not a wetland. This 
was based on vegetation and confirmed through auger samples. 

The area was identified as a "mesic cove". 

USFWS recommended that the shoulder of the roadway be kept as narrow as 
possible. They also recommended minimal clearing and making the side slopes 
li to 1. 

No replacement is required. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #5B 

Middle Patuxent tributary east of U.S. Route 29, across from Rivers Edge Road 

Concepts C-3 and C-4 require extending Rivers'Edge road over this stream 
(culvert) 



USFWS and DNR, Coastal Resources, determined this area was not a wetland. 

Yellowboy was noted in the stream between 5A and 5B. 

USFWS recommended taking out the existing concrete channel and restoring the 
riffle:pool ratio to that of upstream. 

No replacement required. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #6 

Middle Patuxent tributary at Rivers Edge Road 

NWI Classification: none, believed to be PSS1A 

Concepts C-3 and C-4 would require filling portions of this wetland and use of a 
long culvert and stream relocation. 

It was determined this area was a wetland. 

The stream is very degraded, containing yellowboy and concrete. The stream 
comes off a stormwater management area. 

There is no room for mitigation on site. 

DNR, Coastal Resources, said they would not argue if this area was filled and 
replaced elsewhere. 

Other mitigation suggested was stream enhancement including adding limestone for 
acid drainage. 

It was also suggested bridging stream (possibly wooden bridge) for ramps 
construction instead of using culverts. 

We believe these minutes accurately reflect what transpired at the field view 
However, we will appreciate comments involving a different understanding of what 
occurred. 

NKE/rw "TZp-*-2-^ V^T^B. ^a- 
cc: Attendees  f4— -p-f— 

C. Simpson, SHA u      U 
R. Aldrich, SHA 
B. Bowers, GFTE 
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WETLANDS FIELD VIEW 
U.S. ROUTE 29 IMPROVEMENT STUDY 

HOWARD COUNTY (CONT'D) 

DATE: October 20, 1986 

ATTENDEES: Diane Eckles — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
M.Q. (Cas) Taherian — MD DNR, Water Resources Administration 
Bob Schueler — MD DNR, Fisheries 
Sharon Preller — MD SHA 
Randy Aldrich — MD SHA 
Nancy Eagle — Gannett Fleming 

The field view of wetlands in Howard County was continued from where it was 
ended on October 1, 1986. 

The following sumnarizes the mitigation suggestions and other comments 
received on the remaining six wetlands. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #7 

Middle Patuxent River (main branch) at U.S. Route 29 

NWI Classification:  P20WA & RF014; however area impacted under bridge is 
PSS1A 

The two existing piers would be extended by all B and C Alternates to widen 
the bridge over the River for addition of a third northbound lane. 

Approximately 240 SF of scrub/shrub wetlands on banks of River would be 
lost. 

USFWS determined that replacement wetlands are not necessary. Vegetation 
will return if rip-rap is provided behind piers. 

Other mitigation suggested was to place good size rip-rap behind piers for 
erosion control and confine construction, (ie, with sheet piling, for pier 
construction). 

Erosion and sediment control should be strictly adhered to especially if the 
glassy darter is present in this area. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #8 

Middle Patuxent tributary south of main branch 

NWI Classification: PF01A 

All C concepts would require relocation of about 600 feet of this stream for 
construction of Service Road. 

USFWS determined this area is not a wetland; it is a mesic cove. 

USFWS voiced opposition to disturbing this area for access for 5 or 6 
driveways. It was stated that other alternatives should be considered to 
avoid this area, or justification must be strong for disturbance. 



WETLANDS REFERENCE #9A 

Hammond Branch between Hammond Drive and Hammond Parkway. 

NWI Classification: PF01A 

USFWS noted that an emergent area is also present on the north side of 
Hammond Branch. 

Concept C-2 would extend Hammond Drive to Hammond Parkway over Hammond 
Branch by means of a box culvert. Approximately 0.4 acres of wetlands would 
be taken. 

USFWS and DNR would like to see a bottomless culvert used at this location 
because it is a good quality stream. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #9B 

Wetland area northwest of 9A, off of Hammond Parkway 

NWI Classification: PF01A 

This area may be impacted by C-2 if new driveway at this location is not 
kept tight against back yards of home on Gavin Way. 

Vegetation and soils indicate this area is a wetland. 

USFWS recommended building a driveway as close to property line, which would 
significantly reduce impacts on wetlands. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #10 

Hammond Branch tributary at Crest Road. 

This area will not be impacted by our project. The connection at the 
southern end of Crest Road (near MD 216) is part of a county project. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #11 

Patuxent River tributary east of U.S Route 29 near Old Columbia Road. 

NWI Classification: PF01A 

USFWS determined that this area is not a wetland from soils and vegetation 
at this site. 

USFWS favors an alternative that avoids this area, because of stream and 
floodplain, even though wetlands are not present. 

WETLANDS REFERENCE #12 

Patuxent River tributary north of Harding Road, near Golf Driving Range and 
farm. 

NWI Classification: none, believed to be PF01A 
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USFWS determined this are is not a wetland.  It is a small drainage area 
through a farming operation. 

NKE/rw 

;ubmitted gpNa^ Eagle 
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WETLANDS FIELD VIEW 

US ROUTE 29, HOWARD COUNTY 

DATE:     September 15, 1987 

ATTENDEES: Abbie Hopkins, Corps of Engineers 
Sharon Preller, MD SHA 
Mona Dave, MD SHA 
Nancy Eagle, Gannett Fleming 

The purpose of this wetlands field view was to show the Corps of Engineers 
the wetland areas that would be impacted by the selected alternative, and 
receive input from the Corps regarding these wetlands. (The US Fish and 
Wildlife Service and various divisions with DNR viewed the wetlands previously ). 

In preparation for this field view, Gannett Fleming flagged the wetland 
areas that would be impacted. 

Wetland mapping 
the impacted   
wetland, its 
unit, vegetati 

Each of the eight wetland areas was viewed and the representative from the 
Corps of Engineers generally concurred with the extent of the wetlands, and the 
areas that would be impacted. 

At Rivers Edge Road, the representative from the Corps felt that based on 
vegetation, soil conditions, and water present, the area south of existing 
Rivers Edge Road should also be considered a wetland. This wetland area is 
approximately as wide as that north of Rivers Edge Road; and approximately the 
same acreage (0.1 acre) would be impacted since the ramps are similar on both 
the north and south of the road. This change is reflected on the attached 
table. 

The areas east of US 29 at Rivers Edge Road were also field viewed. The 
Corps agreed that these areas were not wetlands. 

It is believed these minutes accurately reflect what transpired at the field 
view. However, any comments would be appreciated involving a different opinion 
or understanding of what occured. 

submitted by: 
tfancy ^glecy 

NKE/rw 
cc: Attendees 

C. Simpson, SHA 
R." Aldrich, SHA 
W. Willey, GFTE 
B. Bowers, GFTE 
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/ US ROUTE 29—HOWARD COUNTY WETLANDS 

I WETLAND SHE NUMBER! CLASSIFICATION I HYDROLOGY "SffTT VEGETATION 1MPACIED ACRTAGT 

#3- At Hanvnond 
Drive 

PFOIA and PEM5A Hammond 
Branch 

*Co--Codorus 
silt loam and 

EkD2--Eliok 
silt loam 

tulip poplar (FACU) 
red maple (FAC) 
sycamore (FACW-) 
sensitive fern (FACW) 

SPI. fnn. nu  n arrp 
Concept 1= 0 acre 
Concept 2=0.5 acre 

#5—US 29 at Middle 
Patuxent River 
(main crossing) 

PSS1A Middle 
Patuxent 
River 

Cs —Comus 
loam 

Ha--Hatboro 
silt loam 

silt 

#6--Rivers Edge 
Road 

^v.- 4 - north 

PSS1A tributary 
to Middle 
Patuxent 
River 

Ha--Hatboro 
silt loam 

)!I11--Seneca Drive 
east of US 29 

PSS1A Beaver Run Ha--Hatboro 
silt loam 

sycamore (FACW-) 
black willow (FACW+) 
siippery elm (FAC) 
deergrass (OBL) 
jewelweed (FACW) 

jewelweed (FACW) 
black willow (FACW+) 

jewelweed (FACW) 
black willow (FACW+) 
bristly locust 

All  alternatives 
included selftclzA: 

n.DOfi rtlTP 

 ?_z 
Sel .   Con.   (4)=»frrt-acre 
Concept  3=»dTt" acre 

SPI.   Con,   ffflwn.n?  acrt 
Concept 4,  5A,  & BA 

mod= 0.02 acre 
Concept  3=0 acre 
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US ROUTE 29- -HOWARO COUNTY WETLANDS 

CONTINUED 

"WETLAND Silt NUHBtk CLASSIUCAIION HYDROLOGY SOIL VtGtIAFION IMPACTED ACREAGE 

#12 —Seneca Drive 
west of US 29 

PF01A Beaver Run Ha--Hatboro 
silt loam 

red maple (FAC) 
black willow (FACW+) 
river birch (FACW) 
silver maple (FACW) 
black locust 

Sel. Con. (5B)=0.4 acre 
Concept 3, 4, 5A, & 

5A mod=0.2 acre 

#13—Gales Lane PFOIA tributary 
to Little 
Patuxent 
River 

61B2—Glenelg 
loam 
Ba—Baile silt 
loam 

tulip poplar (FACU) 
black willow (FACW+) 
river birch (FACW) 
sycamore (FACW-) 
gray birch (FAC) 

Sel. Con. (2)=0.1 acre 
Concept 1=0 acre 

#18—Twin Knolls Rd. PFOIA tributary 
to Little 
Patuxent 
River 

*Co—Codorus 
silt loam 

tulip poplar (FACU) 
pin oak (FACW) 
sycamore (FACW-) 
striped maple 
jewelweed (FACW) 
black locust 

Sel. Con. m=0.03 acre 
Concept 1=0 acre 

#19-MD 175 Ramp pSSlA 
EMS 

tributary 
to Little 
Patuxent 
River 

*GnB2—GlenvilU 
silt loam 

jewelweed (FACW) 
swamp rose (OBL) 
weeping willow (FACW-) 
bristly locust 

Sel. Con. (3)=0.1 acre 
Concept 1=0.1 acre 

*Hydric Soils 
^ote: The Selected Concept involving Wetland #12 is ^modified; 5B was inadvertently identified as the Selecled Group ;cLed 


