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FOR THE WIDENING AND INTERCHANGES ON

UsS 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:

01ld Columbia Road Gales Lane

Alternate C-1 Alternate C-2 Modified
Hammond - Hillcrest 0l1d 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.
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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.

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.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.

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

R. Wayne Willey
Jack F. Ross

John D. Bruck
Cynthia D. Simpson
Charles G. Walsh
Randy Aldrich

I-1



Richard H. Trainor

Secretary
Maryland Department of lransportation Hal Kassoff
State Highway Administration Administrator
November 6, 1987 ‘
MEMORANDUM
TO: Mr. William I. Slacum, Secretary

State Roads Commission

FROM: - Neil J. Pedersen, Director Wg YJJW

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

SUBJECT: 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 informatfon:

o€ 67

Date Hal Kaksoff
Administrator

NJP/ih

Attachment

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

My telephone number is (301)

Teletypewritar for Impalred Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro -~ 1-800-492-5062 Statewlde Toil Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

[-2



it

Ll

4

\/”“\\ Maryland Department of Transportation | Wiliam K. Helimam
‘:'/ ,"I State Highway Administration . ;'::!:;:soﬂ
June 5, 1987 Administrator

MEMORANDUM

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

Project Development Division

FROM: Randy Aldrich Q
Project Manager 2%

SUBJECT: Contract No. Ho 606-101-770

U.S. Route 29

Q) VIOR),

Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40

P.D.M.S. No. 132046

RE: 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 - Administrator
Neil J. Pedersen MD SHA - OPPE - Director
Louis H. Ege, Jr. MD SHA - OPPE - Deputy Director
Charles G. Walsh MD SHA - PDD Chief, Project Management
Wayne R. Clingan MD SHA - District 7 - District Engineer
Randy Aldrich MD SHA - Project Development- Project
Manager :
James E. Dooley, Jr. MD SHA - Planning and Program
Development
Cynthia D. Simpson MD SHA - PDD Chief, Environmental
Management
Sharon Preller MD SHA - Project Development
- Environmental
Barbara Ostrom MD SHA - PDD Chief, Traffic
Forecasting
Bob Lambdin MD SHA - Project Development
- Traffic Forecasting
Mona Dave MD SHA - Project Development
John A. Logan, Sr. MD SHA - Bridge Development
Ralph P. Manna MD SHA - Bridge Development
- John Jordan MD SHA - Highway Development
Gregory J. Doyle FHWA
Elizabeth Calia Howard County - DPW

My telsphans number Is__333-1139

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech '
183.7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free

CA Qa, ~t= S e
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, o.

. : 7

June 5, 1987

Page 2

Paula O'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.

0l1d Columbia Road

1. Alternate C-1 was approved conditionally upon modifying
the southbound off ramp with a 150 foot radius forming
a T-intersection with 0ld 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.

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.

"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.

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

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.

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

01d Columbia Road

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

Pepple - Diamondback - Alternative C-3 was approved.

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.

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 Iane 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

I-5
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TABLE 1

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
U.S. ROUTE 29
HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND

/ 2~

SEGMENT VII 1
SEGMENT VI ALTERNATES i ALTERNATES SEGMENT VIII ALTERNATES SEGMENT_IX ALTERNATES
gggk;ns- R 1 01d Columbia beonte/
man ivers Rd/Wanderi eppl
01d Columbias Road Overpass Hemmond~Hillcrest Overpass £dge Road Gales Lane / ﬁ:yerlng oiamggd_eaack
C Concepts C Concepts_ C Concepts C Concepts Seneca Drive C Concepts € Concepts C_Concepts C Concents
BACH T 2 3 4 1 Z 3 1 ] B&C* 3 4| BACH 3 G| SA 58 SAModl 1 2| Bac* 1 2 1| 3
{
SELECTED ALTERNATES X (C X X X X X{(c X X (C X X X (C X X
only) only) only) only)
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 ENVIRONMENT IMPACTS ‘
Loss of Natural Habitat (acres) g 0 1.0 3.0 6.3 g a.5 a.4 8.1 4.7 ] 1.2 1.5 g 1.5 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.8 a 0.4 0 0 g.8 0.3 0.3
{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 fo ¢ no no no no no no
Stream Crossings 0 0 2 3 0 0 2 0 4 [} 1 3 3 0 1 2 2 3 2 o, 1 0 0 1 1 1
Wetland Areas Affected (acres) o 1} 1} 0 1} 1} 0.5 1] 1} 0 .005 0.2 0.2 1} 0.2 0.22 0.22 0.42 0.22 0; 0.1 ] 0 0.03 0.1 c.1
100-Year Floodplain Affectediacs)] O ] ] 0 0 0 0.8 0 ] ] .006 ] 0 ] ] 0 o 0 ] e 6.4 0.8 0 0 0 1}
Prime Farmland (acres) 1] g 4.5 2.0 )] g 0 )] g.9 0.7 0 )] 0 )] 0 )] 1] )] g o 0 0 1] g 0 0
Air Quality. Impacts ] g g 0 g g 0 ] 0 g ] 0 g ] 0 0 0 g g ] 0 g 0 ] a 0
SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS
Number of Families Relocated 0 0 0 0 0 0 g 0 3 3 g o 1 g 1 2 3 2 2 0. g 0 g 0 0 0
Business Displacements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 o | o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Required Right-of-Way i} .002 .117 .158 .005 .007 .018-§ .027 | 1.617 { 1.617 g .050 § .213 ] .187 . 647 511 <747 «553 0 .121 o g -068 0 o
Historic Sites Affected(acres) g 0 0 i} 0 i} i} 0 0 1 0 0 0 Q 0 i} ) 0 0! o 0 0 0 o 0
Consistent With lLand Use Plans no. yes. ves ves Yyes _|. ves ves | ves | vea | ves na. ves | _ves no 1 ves ves yes ves }. ves ves ves no_ ves ves. | yes |- ves
*Impacts in this column sre for lane widening of Alternste B and C, and therefore are in addition to those listed separately for the concepts. f
**No additional cost over that for lane widening.
I1-1




TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATES B AND C
BY NUMBER OF NOISE IMPACTED DWELL INGS
U.S. ROUTE 29
HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND

Noise
Sensitive | Noise Impacts* by Alternate
Area B C

——
O OWWMN N U
~

—~IIOHOMMOoOOom >

TOTAL 37 78

* A11 impacts represent an exceedence of
the FHWA Noise Abatement criteria of 67
dBA. Leq.
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ITI.  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 Tine to the U.S. Route 40 interchange (Figure .
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, Maryland 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 1is 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 Tlonger
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 01d 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 I-70 was
completed. Development of the new town of Columbia necessitated the
construction of dual Tlanes 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.

IT1-1
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! FIGURE 1
Project Location Map
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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 Plénning
and Zoning developed transportation goals that recommend the upgrading of U.S.
Route 29 to a controlled access highway with four or more travel lanes.
Interchanges were recommended 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
interchange at Maryland Route 108. Final design activities are underway, for new
interchanges at Maryland Route 216, the proposed Maryland Route 103 at St.
John's Lane, Broken 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. S

On February 8, 1986, an Alternates Workshop was held to present the State
Highway Administration's preliminary alternate proposals for the reconstruction
of U.S. Route 29. Those alternates were refined and presented at a combined
Tocation/design public hearing on February 17, 1987.

B. Alternates

1. Description

At the Alternates Public Workshop held February 8, 1986, at the Hammond High
School, three alternates were presented for each segment within this project.
The alternates were:

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.

Alternates A and B 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

Six of the Alternate C concepts were dropped from further consideration.
The concepts and the reasons they were deleted from further study are presented
as follows:

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

Rivers Edge Road would have remained 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.

I11-7 -
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This concept was dropped after the Alternates Public Workshop because
the concept included a right-on, right-off movement at 01d 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. The.
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 01d Columbia Road on the east side of U.S. Route 29.
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 01d
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 becaus
no access was provided for the developing properties on the west side of U.
Route 29.

VIII-C-2: OQverpass

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 traffic westbound.
Seneca 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.

A1l 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.S.
Route 29, and the Seneca Drive to northbound U.S. Route 29 movement was not
provided.

IT1-8



At Pepple Drive and Diamondback Driye (Segment IX)
IX-C-2: No. Access at Pepple or Diamondback

This concept proposed closing all access points to U.S. Route 29 at
Pepple Drive and Diamondback Orive. A17 Crossover movements would have been
made at adjacent interchanges.

At _Spring Valley Road (Segment X)
X-C-1: Right-on Only

This concépt would close the median crossover to U.S. Route 29 allowing
only a right-on movement.  Crossover traffic would use the proposed Maryland
Route 103 interchange.

b. No Build Alternate

Alternate A is the No Build option consisting of the maintenance of the
existing highway design. A11 existing at-grade intersections would remain. Key
points of the No Build Alternate are:

1.

2.
and traffic volumes increase.

3. No additignal right-of-way would be required.

1 ; .

5.

c. Build Alternates Cons idered

In additiogn to the No Builg Alternate, the Build Alternates, Alternates B
and C, were considered in each segment.  Two Alternate C concepts in Segment VI
were modified and three developed since the Alternates Public Workshop. In
Segment VII, one Alternate ¢ concept was developed Since the workshop. Two
concepts were modified and three developed for Alternate C in Segment VIII, and
one C concept in Segment IxX was modified since the workshop. Mapping of the
Alternates follows this section,

Alternate B
~llernate o

Alternate B is roadway-widening within the median With no control of access,
consisting of widening the corridor from 4 tg 6 lanes and leaving all existing
at-grade intersections and other access points intact except those planned for
future development. Mapping for this alternate is represented as widening only
on the Detailed Alternates Mapping. Key points of Alternate B include:

ITI-9
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VI-C-2: Extending Hammond Parkway -

A1l access to U.S. Route 29 would be severed at Hillcrest
Drive and Hammond Orive. 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. o

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) o

A1l access to U.S. Route 29 at Hillcrest Drive and Hammond l
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. S

2. Capacity and safety along U.S. Route 29 will be ?
increased. i

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. l
A loop ramp and an outer ramp would be provided for the northbound
movements. The relocated Hopkins/Gorman Road would tie into the
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 rcad would be L.
provided from Gorman Road to 0ld Columbia Road near the Middle

Patuxent River. Key points are:

L_Q.E

be

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.

I1I-12 B
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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 Hopk ins-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/01d
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 01d 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:

l.  Required right-of-way would be 2.94 acres.
2. Full access would be provided to Rivers Edge Road and
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3. Extensive earthwork would be required for the proposed
ramps to 01d Columbia Road.
4. FEstimated 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/Longview Road
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 0Old Columbia Road
traffic headed southbound on U.S. Route 29.

3. Extensive earthwork will be required for the proposed
ramps to 01d Columbia Road.

4. FEstimated cost is $2.669 million.

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

At Seneca Drive:
VITI-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.S.
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:

I11-14



25

Capacity and safety along U.S. Route 29 would be
increased.

2. Required right-of-way would be 4.08 acres.

3. Full access would be provided to developments and
4

[
.

properties on both sides of U.S. Route 29.
Local circulation would be improved with the connection
to Martin Road. :

5. Estimated cost is $5.654 million.

VIII-C-4: Relocation of Seneca Drive-Overpass

This concept would relocate Seneca Drive approximately 500
feet to the south of its present location. This relocation would

- This Seneca Drive overpass would allow the southbound U.S. Route

29 movements to occur via diamond ramps. Along with this partial
diamond, the proposed Seneca Drive overpass would make a direct
connection to Martin Road at Windsor Court.

This concept would leave the existing Seneca Drive open for
right-on, right-off movements only, and would provide a service
road for the parcels located in the northeast quadrant of Seneca
Drive and U.S. Route 29.

As with Concept VIII-C-3, the alignment of Seneca Drive
Extended was revised slightly from the alignment shown at the
Alternates Public Workshop in order to minimize the impacts to the
Dike Property. Key points for this alternate are:

1. Required right-of-way would be 3.26 acres.

2. Capacity and safety along U.S. Route 29 would be
increased.

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

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

5. Disruption of the existing traffic movement during
construction would be minimized by the relocation of
Seneca Drive.

6. Estimated cost is $5.997 million.

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

Concept VIII-C-5A is a concept developed since the Alternates
Public Workshop. This alternate would relocate Seneca Drive
approximately 350 feet to the south of its present location. This
location would allow the proper grades and alignment for the
proposed overpass. This Seneca Drive overpass would allow the
southbound U.S. Route 29 movements to occur via diamond ramps.
Along with this partial diamond, the proposed Seneca Drive
Extension would make a direct connection to Martin Road at Windsor
Court. As described, this alternate would be similar to Concept
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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 g
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. 01d
Columbia Road on the west side of Seneca Drive would form an at-
grade 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
increased.

3. Full access would be provided to developments 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 $4.337 million.

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

Alternate VIII-C-5B was developed since the Alternates Public
Workshop. The only difference between Concepts VIII-C-5A and
VIII-C-5B is that the radius on the curve on the connection of
Relocated Seneca Drive to Existing Seneca Drive was decreased,
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:

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. FEstimated 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
concept 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. This
alternate was developed after the environmental assessment and is
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T not included in the report. Impacts of the alternate have been

studied and the change of radius and addition of Toop ramps do not

. result in significant environmental impacts. Impacts have been
A 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.

e 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).
C-

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 01d Columbia Road and at Pepple Drive and Diamondback
Drive.

At 01d Columbia Road:
IX-C-1: Right-on, Right-off

Right-on, right-off traffic movement between northbound U.S.
Route 29 and 01d 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)

A1l access from 01d 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.  This
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, Right-off

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 ramp
improvements have been added to Alternate IX-C-1 since th.
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 million).

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

A1l 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.

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
/fs 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
hou;? 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

X1 North of Maryland Route 103

to U.S. Route 40

AVERAGE DAILY
TRAFFIC VOLUME

PEAK HOUR
TRAFFIC VOLUME

27,800
31,400
38,500
47,900
54,100
55,400

2,380
2,985
3,675
4,380
5,225
5,555

In accordance with the projected increases in land use in the study area,
year 2015 traffic volumes are anticipated
comparison to today's volumes.

to significantly increase

for each study segment in Howard County are shown on Table 4.

Year 2015 daily and peak-hour traffic volumes

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
X1 North of Maryland Route 103

to U.S. Route 40

AVERAGE DAILY
TRAFFIC VOLUME

PEAK HOUR
TRAFFIC VOLUME

50,100
51,800
78,500
92,100
104,400
119,700

4,995
4,955
6,675
6,835
9,005
9,120
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The existing truck usage comprises 5 percent of the average daily traffic
(ADT) and A.M. Tand P.M. peak-hour traffic and wil] remain the same percentage

for the design year of 2015.

In Table 5 are detailed results of the lev
and Alternat

existing condition and for Alternate A

intersection on U.S. Route 29 in Howard County.
theoretical volume-to-capacity ratig (v/c)
severity of the intersection breakdown. For example, if v/c=1.25
exceeded theoretically by 25 percent. Results of the traffic anal

Tisted to

el of service analysis for the
e B for 2015 for each
When a LOS F is shown, the
indicate the
» capacity is
ysis indicate

extremely congested conditions (LOS F) at many intersections by year 2015 with
Alternates A or B. These alternates would not meet future transportation demand

for the corridor.

TABLE 5

HOWARD COUNTY INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

LEVEL OF SERVICE

(A.M./P.M. PEAK HOURS)

EXISTING CONDITION

ALTERNATE A

ALTERNATE B

INTERSECTION

U.S. 29 at 01d Columbia Road

(Sta. 657+) A/A
U.S. 29 at Hillcrest Drive A/A
U.S. 29 at Hammond Drive A/A
U.S. 29 at Johns Hopkins Road C/D
U.S. 29 at 01d Columbia Road

(Sta. 656+) A/B
U.S. 29 at Rivers Edge Road B/A
U.S. 29 at Seneca Drive A/C
U.S. 29 at South Entrance C/E
U.S. 29 at Gales Lane _ A/A .
U.S. 29 at Pepple Drive C/D
U.S. 29 at Diamondback Drive C/C

Notes: Alternate A = No Build
Alternate B = Lane Widening

Level of Service Determination Based on 1985

Analysis
*Closed except for special events

0/F (1.06)
C/E
D/E
F (1.25)/
F (1.38)

B/F (1.06)
F (1.14)/D
C/F (1.44)

I R vl s e s T s I o
= s o o oy
e e o s e

B/C

A/C

A/C
F(1.17)/
F(1.17)

B/C
D/0
A/F {1.06)
C/D
D/E

D/E

MD SHA Critical Lane
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The level of service for freeway segments, ramps, intersections and weaves
were calculated for the year 2015 for the Alternate C concepts. The traffic
studies included an analysis of number of lanes required to meet future traffi
demand within the corridor. Results clearly indicate a need for at least thre
lanes (in each direction). Levels of service F were projected in the study area
for two lanes on the mainline at the following locations:

1. Northbound U.S. Route 29 south of Seneca Drive in Segment VIII,
Concepts 3, 4, 5, 5a, and 5b.

2. Southbound U.S. Route 29 north of Seneca Drive in Segment VIII,
Concepts 3, 4, 5, 5a, and 5b.

3. Northbound U.S. Route 29 south of Diamondback Drive in Segment IX,
Concepts 1 and 3.

4. Northbound 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.

Results of the capacity analysis indicate Alternate C would result in
acceptable traffic flow conditions for future projected traffic volumes. At all
but two locations, the freeway mainline would operate at LOS C or better
conditions. LOS D would exist on the northbound lanes in Segment VIII south of
Seneca Drive during the P.M. peak period for Concepts 3, 4, 5, 5a, and 5b. In
Segment X, where projected traffic volumes are highest, LOS D is projected on
both the northbound and southbound lanes at Spring Valley Road during the P.M.
peak period for Concept 2. LOS E is projected at this location on the
southbound lanes during the A.M. peak period. ‘

At 01d Columbia Road, concept segment VI, ramp LOS are as follows:

A.M. PEAK P.M. PEAK
Ramp Ramp
Merge Diverge Proper Merge Diverge Proper
Northbound U.S. 29 - A 3 - B 3
Exit Ramp

Northbound U.S. 29
Entrance Ramp

(Standard Acceleration A - C B - C

Lane)

(Auxiliary Lane) A - C A - C
Southbound U.S. 29

Exit Ramp

(Standard Deceleration - B £ - A £

Lane)

(Auxiliary Lane) - A 3 - A £
Southbound U.S. 29 A - C A - C

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

A.M, PEAK P.M. PEAK
Ramp Ramp
Merge Diverge Proper Merge Diverge Proper
Northbound U.S. 29 - A 3 - A E
Exit Ramp
Northbound U.S. 29 A - 3 A - £
Entrance Ramp
Southbound U.S. 29 - A 0 - A D
Exit Ramp '
Southbound U.S. 29 A - D A - D

Entrance Ramp

b. Accident Summary

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/l100MVM), which is lower than the we ighted
statewide average accident rate of 149acc/100MVM.  The corresponding accident
cost to the motoring and general public as a result of these accidents s
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:

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

0 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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TABLE 6
ACCIDENT RATES BY ACCIDENT SEVERITY,

1983-1985 ®

NUMBER STATEWIDE
SEVERITY OF ACCIDENTS RATE /100MVM AVERAGE RATE
Fatal Accidents 2 0.5 1.6
Injury Accidents 273 61.2 83.8
Property Damage Only 196 44.0 64.0
Total Accidents 471 105.6 149.0
ACCIDENT RATES BY COLLISION TYPE,
1983-1985
NUMBER STATEWIDE
COLLISION TYPE OF ACCIDENTS RATE /100MVM 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 YEARS LISTED
U.S. Route 29 at Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road 1983, 19851
U.S. Route 29 at Maryland 32 1984, 19852
U.S. Route 29 at Owen Brown Road 1983, 1984, 19851
U.S. Route 29 at Maryland 108 1983, 1984, 19853
U.S. Route 29 at Spur to Maryland Route 103 1983, 1984, 19851

1 - Interchange Proposed
2 - Interchange Constructed
3 - Interchange Under Construction
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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. Socioceconomic 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
oroceed 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
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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
DESCRIPTION OF

CONCEPT AFFECTED NEIGHBORHOOD POTENTIAL EFFECT
Segment VI - Concept 3 Hillcrest Heights Encourages development
Extending Crest Road Hammond Hills Adds Traffic
from Hammond Hills (proposed)

Segment VIII - Concept 5a Clemens Crossing Adds traffic to

Seneca Drive to Martin neighborhood streets
Road

Segment VIII - Concept 2 Talbot Springs Adds traffic to

Gales Lane ' Stevens Forest neighborhood streets ‘
Segment IX - Concept 3 Guilford Downs Reduces traffic to
Pepple Drive/Diamondback neighborhood streets
Drive

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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d. Community Facilities and Services

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:

(0]

Adverse

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.

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

Health Care - will lessen travel time to facilities.

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.

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

community service and facility impacts will be minimal. Impacts

include the following:

(0]

Transportation - will 1imit 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.

Emergency Services - response times will increase to facilities in
certain neighborhoods in Segment VI at 0ld Columbia Road, Segment
IX at Pepple Drive, Segment VIII at Gales Lane, Segment IX at 01d
Columbia Road, and Segment X at Spring Valley Road.

Educational - school bus travel times will be increased in segment
VI for Hammond Elementary Clarksville Elementary, Hammond Middle
and Clarksville Middle Schools at 01d 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 1is 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 O]
Columbia Pike halfway between the U.S. Route 29/Maryland Route 108 intersectio
and the proposed U.S. Route 29/Broken Land Parkway intersection. A1l 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. A1l access from 01d Columbia Road onto
U.S. Route 29 will be severed. To maintain access, a roadway that extends from
01d 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 01d 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
Miry1and 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 ONR's Stormwater Management
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. A1l 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 Tocation 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 Jlocation, classification, dominam’.
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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TABLE 9

AFFECTED WETLANDS
AREA AFFECTED

APPROX. TOTAL BY RECOMMENDE

Te-111

WETLAND # LOCATION USFWS CLASSIFICATION DOMINANT VEGETATION SIZE IN ACRES ALTERNATE (ACR
#5 Main crossing of Middle Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, sycamore, willow, 300+ 0.006
Patuxent River Broad-leaved Deciduous; slippery elm, ash,
Station 795 temporary flooding grasses, deer tongue,
poison ivy, jewelweed
#6 Tributary to Middle Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, alder, willow, button- 0.5 0.2
Patuxent River near Broad-leaved Decisuous; bush, red maple
Rivers Edge Road temporary flooding
Station 815
#11 Beaver Run near Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, alder, willow, bristly 10+ 0.02
Seneca Drive Broad-leaved Deciduous; locust, honesuckle (total of
Station 880 temporary flooding #11 & #12)
#12 Beaver Run near Palustrine, Forested, red maple, blackwillow, 10+ 0.22
Seneca Drive Broad-leaved Deciduous; river birch, black (total of
Station 880 temporary flooding locust, boxelder, #11 & #12)
silver maple;
understory: honey-
suckle, foxgrape,
dewberry, sweet
cicely
#13 Tributary to Little Palustrine, Forested, tulip poplar, black 2+ 0.1
Patuxent River near Broad-leaved Deciduous; willow, river birch,
Gales Lane temporary flooding black locust, boxelder,
Station 965 ' gray birch
#18 Tributary to Little Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, black willow trees and 2+ 0.03
Patuxent River near Broad-leaved Deciduous; shrubs, red maple, box-
Twin Knols Road temporary flooding/ elder, swamp rose,
Station 1015 Palustrine, Emergent, bristly locust, sedges,
Narrow-leaved Persistent; rushes, sweetflag
temporary flooding
N
#19 Tributary to Little Palustrine, Scrub/Shrub, willows (trees and shrubs), . 2+ . .0.1

Patuxent River near
MD 175 ramp
Station 1035

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

MawvwmaAne TAasvund Dawvcictaont .

box elder, bristly locust,
wild garlic, sedges, rushes
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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 Alternat
will require approximately 0.2 acre from this wetland for placement of a ne
culvert to provide for a ramp from southbound U.S. Route 29 to the Rivers Etdge
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 1ittle 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 (01d 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 Tlocust 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. Rout
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 Tlocust,
boxelder, and gray birch. Approximately 0.0l 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 01d 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 possib]e mitigation measures will be incorporated into
project design to minimize wetland impacts, 1nc1ud1ng erosion and sediment
control procedures, minimizing the amount of fill by using slopes of 1%:1, 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.
0f 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 Tloss or
hazard to Tlife. 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 1imit 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.

Because the existing roadway is within the 100-year floodplain, roadwa_y‘
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 1local 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 (Etheostoma 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 Tocation.
The nearest construction activities to the two rare amphipods (Stygobromust
potomacus and Stygobromus 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 1-HOUR CO IMPACT (ppm)  8-HOUR CO IMPACT (ppm)
SENSITIVE
AREA YEAR ALT A ALTB ALTC ALTA ALTB ALTC
A 1995 3.8 3.7 3.7 2.1 2.1 2.1
2015  10.2 5.6 3.6 4.0 2.6 2.0
B 1995 3.9 3.7 3.8 2.1 2.1
2015  14.2 7.4 3.6 5.2 3.1 2.0
C 1995 10.2 8.9 3.7 6.1 5.6 2.1
2015 13.6  13.4 4.2 7.9 8.0 2.4
D 1995 4.2 3.9 4,9* 2.3 2.2 3.2+%
2015  14.2 12.2 5.3* 6.5 5.6 3.3*
E 1995 7.8 7.1 3.7 4.1 3.7 2.1
2015  10.1 10.2 3.6 5.1 5.1 2.0
F 1995 8.5 5.8 3.7 4.0 2.9 2.1
2015 12.7  11.0 3.6 5.6 5.0 2.0
G 1995 10.1 6.6 3.7 4.6 3.2 2.1
2015 16.0  14.2 3.7 6.2 5.4 2.0
H 1995 12.2 3.7 3.7 6.5 2.1 2.1
2015 18.3 3.6 3.6 10.1 2.0 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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4. 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 Apri] 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 Alternate Preference
Holiday Hills Riverside Estates VII-C-3 Rivers Edge Road
Hickory Ridge Village VIII-C-5b Seneca Drive
Hammond Village Citizens Associations VI-C-3 Hopkins Gorman Overpass

VI-C-2 Hammond-Hillcrest
Seabring Civic Association VIII-C-5 and 5b Seneca Drive
Atholton Manor Civic Association No preference stated
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TABLE

1

NOISE ABATEMENT ANALYSIS SUMMARY
U.S. ROUTE 29
HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND

¥ of Homea
w/Greater Noise Lavels Renge (Leq) 8srriera
then 5 dBA Build w
Noisa | Reduction &| Noias Exiating No 8uilq Build} Barrier ) Cosat Per
Senaitivd Greater Tharl Modaling Ambien CselibrsJ (Design| (Desigr] (Design Lengt? Height | Cost (1) | Residence
Ares 67 dBA Site | Description of Modeling Site (2) | (Modgled] Yesr Yesr Yasr (fFe. )] (fe.) | (8 mil )] ($ x 1000)
A 1 A-1 Scaggs House, historical reaidenca 60 62 66 71 60 +1000 16 0.241 214.0
B 11 B-1 Residence south of Hillcreat Haights 61-69 67-75] 60-65-| +2600}| 16-21 1.430 130.0
B-2 Rasidance south of Hillcreet Haighte
B-3 Reaidanca, Hillcrest Haighta at Hammond Drive
B-4 Hemmond Village, wast of Trals Court, reaidanca 57 58
8-5 Hillcrest Haights st Hillcraest Drive, reaidanca 67 67
C 15 c-1 Church of God State Headquartera, office 60-67 65-72| 58-64 | +3900 16 1.991 133.0
Cc-2 Riverside Estetes, south of Rivera Edge Road,
raaidenca
c-3 Riversids Estetes at Longview Roed, reaidence
C-4 Riverside Eetates at Viata Road, residencs
Cc-5 Riversids Eatetas at Rivers Edgas Roed, reeidance 63 64
C-6 Riversida Estetes st Rivers Edga Roed, residence
] 13 D-1 Arrowhaad st Flepjack Court, residence 61-66 65-70{ 57-61 { +1500 16 0.648 50.0
D-2 Arrowhead, north of Marylend Routa 32, residence 66 65
E 7 £-1 River Measdowa, aouth of River Mesdows Drive, 60-69 65-731 62-65 | +2000 21 1.372 196.0
reaidenca
E-2 Rivar Meadowa et Offshore Graen, residence 68 67
E-3 Rivar Meadowa at Rosinatae Roed, reeidenca
E-4 Residence at Gslaes Lane
F 37 F-1 Tor Apsrtments, north of Galaa Lane 62 60 60-68 65-73| 55-63 | +4800]{ 16-26 2.830 76.5
F-2 Tor Apertments
F-3 Autumn Creat Apsrtments
F-4 Autum Creet Apartments, north of Tor Apartments 60 61
F-5 Oaklend Milla, on Wendering Wey, reaidenca
F-6 Oeklend Milla, on Wandering Way, residence
F-7 Oaekland Milla, on Wsndering Way, reaidanca
F-8 Kelly'a Store Housa, historical/residenca 65 65
F-9 Felicity, historicsl/residence
F-10 | Autumn Creat Apsrtments
G 26 G-1 Guilford Downe at Pepple Rosd, reaidance 64 64 63-69 67-73] 64-72 | +3700| 16-21 2.329 90.0
G-2 Guilford Downa on Weat Penafield Road, rasidence
G-3 Guilford Downs at Dismondback Rosd, residanca
G-4 Delton on Dalton, reasidence
H 14 H-1 Columbie Hille st Wast Hills Rosd, rsaidenca 65 66 59-67 64-72| 62-65 | +1870} 16-21 0.802 57.0
H-2 Columbia Hille et Spring Vallay Road, reaidence
H-3 Columbia Hills st Spring Velley Road, residenca
H-4 Columbia Hills on Sybert Drive, residencs
1 - 1-1 Village of Dorsey's Search, residence 57 57 59 63 - - - - -
TOTAL 124 21370 11.643
(1) Bes’n $27.00/af
(2) - réSa e ™ ceat” sure for ¢ “--ated ----

A2/
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E. 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 Project
Team.

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

w1dening

Adding a fifth and sixth lane beginning at Maryland Route 216 is
recommended. Also included is a truck climbing lane from the Patuxent River
to 01d Columbia Road. A1l of these lanes are to be constructed in the
median of the existing roadway. None of this widening would be injtiated
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

01d 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
area.

Hammond Drive - Hillcrest 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. Hillcrest Drive and
Hammond Drive will be closed at U.S. Route 29 and cul-de-sacs will be
constructed at these locations.

Johns Hopkins Road - Gorman Road

Concept 2 was selected. This 1is the concept proposed by the Brantly
Development Corporation which has dual bridges over U.S. Route 29. This
concept is contingent upon the developer's participation in the construction
of the interchange and fulfillment of the commitment to modify the proposal
with only a three leg 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 01d Columbia Road, diamond type ramps on the west
side of U.S. Route 29, on and off ramps to 0ld Columbia Road on the east
side of U.S. Route 29, and reconstruction of 01d 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-lane
roadway. Widening will increase highway capacity and produce a limited

reduction in the number of accidents.

Access Control - Alternate C

Seneca Drive

Concept S5A-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 0ld Columbia Road - Shaker

Drive will be provided on the east side of U.S. Route 29.
classification of 01d Columbia Road - Shaker Drive extended will

The

be

downgraded from a major collector to minor collector. The Seneca Drive

overpass will have sidewalks making pedestrian crossing easier and safer.

[11-40
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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.

Gales Lane

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

01d Columbia Road

Concept 2 was chosen. This concept proposed closing the median crossover
and the intersection between 01d Columbia Road and U.S. Route 29. Access
will be provided by the extension of a roadway from Twin Knolls Road to 01d
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

Spring Valley Road

No action is needed at this location. Upon completion of the ramp from’ .

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 .

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

I11-42
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IV. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The Combined ..ocation/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 'ongview Road, Representing Holiday Hills Riverside
C/Concept 3 underpass. Additional concerns include: a traffic Tight
at the intersection of 01d 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 - 01d
Columbia Road intersection shows level of service A with stop control. A
traffic signal is not warranted at this location.

2. Mr. lager (8564 01d 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 01d 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
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SHA Response - Ramps were revised to incorporate a shift and leave as
large a plot of developable land as possible.

4. James 'esch (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 Orive Location. Appropriate pedestrian access should be provided in
coordination with the County.

SHA Response - The selected alternative, 5A-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 QOverpass. 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 Seabring 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 DOrive 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 'ane is proposed for Spring
1988. This will provide some relief as an interim solution.

IvV-2
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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 Roenger (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 01d 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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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
time selected for monitoring was judged to be the noisiest time of day, whic
occurs with LOS C traffic conditions.

12. Richard Ely (9221 Winding Way, Columbia)

Would 1like 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 Hi11s/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 Club)

Suggests that bridges be compatible with MD's State Highwa'
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 EA. 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, Ellicott 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.

Iv-4
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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 - A1l 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.

Iv-5
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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,
consideration was given to the homes along Chell Drive, and it was determined
that no barriers were warranted.

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

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

20. Jane l.ankos (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 Pavlioski (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



A.

Written Comments Received Subsequent to the

Location/Design Public Hearing and Responses
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Gounty Touncil of Hotward Tounty

GEORGE HOWARD BUILDING
3430 COURT HOUSE DRIVE
ELLICOTT CITY o MARMYILAND 210434392

Pabruary 19, 1987 H

Mr. Neil Pederaon, Director
State Bighway Adminjatcation
Macryland Department of Tranaportation
P.O. Box 717
707 M. Calvart Straet
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
Dear Rc . n:
1 ceceived tha attached latter concacrning improvementa to 0S 29. I would
appreciate your ataff reviewing the commants, aa they ralata to tha propoaed
improvementa in tha area of Hasmond Village.

Thank you for your aaaiatanca in thia matter.

Sincpraly,

C. Vernon Gray
Chaicperaon

CVG: 9t/ 3Ic-3376c
Attachment

cc: Scott Dixon

PR >
T DEAF TDD NUMBER - 992-2323
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Wilism K. Hollmenn

Stele Mighwey Adminisirenon

Hal Kassatt

ﬁ Maryland Department of Transportation
MAR 2 7 1987

_Re: Contrect No. HO 606-101-770
U.S. Route 29 L
Patuxent River to .
U.S. Route 40
PDMS No. 132046

The Honoreble C. Vermon Gray
Cheirperson, Howard County Council
George Howar8 Building

3430 Courthouse Drive -
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

TR

Deer Councilmen Gray:

Thenk you for your recent lecter conveying the concerns of
Mr. Scott Dixon about our project plenning study on U.S. Route
29. My staff has reviewed his {nterchenge proposal for Hopkins-
GCormen Roed. While we appreciate his thoughts and creative ef-
fort, there are a few problenms essociated with design charscteris-
tics of the proposal. An interchange with diamond type ramps on
the eest side of U.S. Route 29 end cloverleaf type ramps on the
west would not edequetely accommodate the projected turning move-
sents et this locetion. In addition, his proposal would cost
epproximately $500,000 more to construct. Finelly, the weeving
maneuver between the successive loop reaps creetes an undesireble
traffic opereting situation.

As |1 am sure you are aware, the Brently Development Corpore-
tion has agreed to participete in the funding of an interchange et
this location. Their plans for the Montpeller Research Psrk ne-
cessitete the interchange to accommodate treffic generated by the
development. The Administretion hes worked closely with Howerd
County scteff, reprengntntlvel from Brantly, es well es representa-
tives from neighboring community associations in the design of en
i{nterchange which best meets the needs of ell concerned parties.

1 feel thet our interchange designs at this location, and in par-
ticular Concept No. 2, meet the treffic needs at this location in
the most cost-effective manner.

My pers___133-1111

Teletypewriter fof impeired Heanng of Speech
383 7555 Baltimore Meiro — 5450451 D C Metro ~ 1-800-492-5002 Stetewide Toll Free
£ O Box 717 ¢ 707 Nonth Caiven Si., Betumore, Maryiend 21203 - O7V7

The Honorable C. Vernon Grey

Page Two

o
H

({5
-2

&

I hope this provides you with information to address Mr.

Dixon's proposal. Pleese feel free to contect me
information is needed.

Sincerely,

SIGNED BY:
ORIGI“AL SOFY
Hal ssoff
Adninistretor
HK:tn

ce: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Weyne R. Clingan
1“:. Louts H. Ege, Jr.

1f edditionel

9L
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Scott Dixon

8018 Alsddin Drive
Laureil, MD 20707
Feb. 9, 1987

Mr. C. Vernon Grsy

Chsirman, Hovsrd Cty. Council
County Building

Bllicott City, MD 21043

Dear Mr. Gray:

I am vriting in response to the proposed interchange at
Route 29 and Johns Hopkins Road snd the closing of Hillcrest
Drive and Hammond Drive st U.S5. 29. I have been followving
articles in the Howard County Times and the Hammond Village
Voice nevsletter.

I~ aopears that the nev design might reduce the traffic
coming through the Gormsn Road residential area. This relief
is badly needed. During much of the day it is slmost impossible
to ssfely make 3 left turn onto Gorman Rd. from the streets in
Hsommond Village because of the volume and speed of trsffic coupled
vith several intereectione being obscured by shrubbery snd curvee.
In order to catch a bue to Hsmmond High School in the morning,
it often takes S minutee to cross Gorman Rd. I'm eure the
etudents going to Hsmmond Middle School fsce the ssme problem.
Thingg are so bsd thst the elementsry students residing in
wWarfield Rsnge(3 to 4 blocks from Hsmmond Elementsry) ride s bus
to school becsuse Of the trsffic. Isn’t this s vaste of tax
money wvhen you have to bus students who 1ive only 4 blocks
from school?

With the volume of trsffic coming from vest of U.S. 29 on
Johns Hopkins Rd., I se still concerned about s11 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 ve are
asking for s rise in the accident rate in this area. Looking
to the future, I think it vould be more advantageous to make
this s complete cloverleaf nov vhile the property is svailable,
or at lesst eliminate some of the left turns on the vest side
of U.S5. 29 (vhere most of the traffic is coming from) sccording
to the folloving diagram:

1
|

-

BN

Nov Proposed

My Propasal

Ertead Bridge so
Foud goes vaderncura,

PN S

.

U

Joras ne,

?Z

With the proposed closing of Hilicrest Dr. end Hemmond Dr.
et U.S. 29 Hillcreet, a longtime part of the Hammond Villege
area needs to have access to the viliage via Hammond Pkvy
extension. This meane more traffic from the east side of
U.S. 29 needing good access to high-speed 29. A high-speed
road needs controlled access to make it ssfer. 1 agree thst
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 upgrsding of U.S. 29 to six lanes.

Sincerely,

SeodC Grone

Scott Dixon




Uounty Touncil of Hotward Gounty

GEORGE HOWARD BUILDING
3430 COURT HOUSE DRIVE
ELLICOTT CITY, MARYLAND 210434392
9922001

£ :
Aduemigratig Anmtts

Pebruery 23, 1987

Nr. Neil Padarasen, Diractor
Offics of Plsnning & Preliminsry Bnginaaring
Stats Bighwsy Adminiatration

707 North Calvart Straet

Baitimore, Warylsnd 21202

Dear Nr n:

1 received a copy of the attached Pebruary 15 letter to you from Ars.
Nicnel P. Gladhill of tha Warfiald's Range Comaunity Asaociation.

Would you plasse sand mas & coOpy of your rasponae to thess comments. Thenk
you for your asaiatance in this matter.

CVG:ng/jc-3384c

attachment

RELRRED

Bifiho., 0K 8
PLAAS § A0 BT

Sinceraly,
D Vo
C. Vernon Gray &\a/

Cheirperason

DEAF TDD NUMBER - 992-2323
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Willam K. Hellmana

’ S Maryland Department of Transportation waan

Stete Highwey Admimstretion Hal Kassolt

AR 30 887

The Honorable C. Vernon Gray
Chairperson, Howard County Council
George Howard Building

3430 Courthouse Drive

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

o~
Dear cOuneijnaﬂ’ﬁ;;ys VALI

Thank you for your letter of February 23, conveying concerns
of your constituents, Mrs. 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 0.S. Route 29 at Hopkina-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
clasaification as Gorman Road. We do not envision this becoming
a major thoroughfare.

My telsph bar is
Telotypewriiet tor impeired Heerng of Speech
383.755% Ballimore Mslro — 5650451 D.C. Melro — 1-800-492-5062 Ste1ewide Toll Free

P O Box 7171707 Nonh Catvert St.. Belimore, Maryiana 21203 0717

The Honorable Vernon Gray

Page Two max 50 987

If the proposed interchange at Rivers Edge Road were to be
constructed, it would provide convenient access between 0.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 atructure.

I have asked Mr. Louis Ege, Jr., Deputy Director of the
Project Developaent 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 nay be of further assis-
tance, please don't hesitate to call me, or Mr. Ege at 333-1130.

Kassoff
Administrator

HK/t1ld

€.: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mrs. Michel P. Gledhill

£L
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TDUCATION AND HUMAN RLSOURCLS

Ms. Michel P, Gledhill

President, Warfield's Range Community
Association

10525 Patuxent Ridge Way

Laurel, Maryland 20707

Dear Ms. Gledhill:

Thank you for communicating with me on the road development

planned near Harfieldfs Range.

I will be happy to work with your Association to get full

consideration by the State Highway Administration of your concerns,

I assume you are also keeping close contact with the Howard

County Government since I believe some of these roads will require

County approval and participation,

Again, thank you for sharing your concerns., Please keep me

informed of your response from Mr. Pedersen., If you or your
members have any questions, please don't hesitate to call me
in Annapolis.

Sincerely,

iane # Bl

usan R, Buswell

cc: County Executive Bobo
Mr. Hal Kassoff, Administrator, State Highway“/
Administration

February 18, 1987

Mrs. Michel P. Gledhill
10525 Patuxent Ridge Way
Laurei, Maryiand 20707 (301) 792-9429
The Honorable Susan R. Buswell

Member - Maryland House of Delegates

T. H. Lowe House Office Building

€ Governor Bladen Boulevard

Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991

Dear Delegate Buswell,

I would 1like to take this opportunity to introduce myself. My
name is Michel Gledhill and 1 am President of the VWarfield's
Range Community Assoclation. 1 represent a community of fifty-
flve homes which wiil be increased to ninety-nine homeowners
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.

Enclosed is a letter that has been sent to Mr. Neiil Pedersen,
Director of the Office of Planning and Preliminary Planning/State
Highway Administration. This letter deals with three road
projects that are of vital concern to our community. The letter
states our position on these projects and we would appreclate any
support that you can give us.

Please feel free to contact me {f I can provide any additional
information you may require.

Sincerely,

Hithel P. Gledhill
President

ENC.

0%



February 15, 1987

Mrs. Michel P. Gledhill, President
Varfleld's Range Community Assoclation
10525 Patuxent Ridge Way

Laurel, Maryland 20707

Mr. Nell J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineezing
State Highway Adninistration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Re: 1Issues To Be Addressed At The February 17, 1987 Heeting
at Hammond High School

Dear Hr. Pederson:

Varfield's Range {s 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 Warfleld's Range needs and wvishes are no
different than many others. Ve vish 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. Ve do not want to jeopardize the safety
of our children walking across Gorman Road to school; nor do we
want the noise and congestion that would be generated by the
traffic, particularly at rush hour. Our goal 1s to £ind a
solution that would satisfy all parties.

The completion of Maryland Route 216 from U.8. Route 29 to east’

of Lelshear Road, as well as the interchange, 1s an essentlal
step In the reduction of traffic from the Warfleld's
Range/Hammond Village corridor. With the possiblility of another
Planned Employment Community at Interstate %5 and Route 216, the
potential for future difficulties !s easlly recognized.

At a meeting held 1In our community November 20, 1986 we had the
opportunity to view the three proposals for the Johns Hopkins/

Gorman Road ({ntersection. To our understanding, these options
vere: a8 s8single lane bridge, straight through interchange; a
single bridge T interchange; and “Concept C"-Alternate II of

Hopkins/Gorman, Road Interchange oroposed by the Brantly

Development Corporation. It !s in the community's best interest
to support the dual bridge proposal. Although 1t will make
access to Route 29 somewhat more dilfiicult, the benefits that
this plan will provide for wus csertalinly over-shadovs any
difficulties it may cause.

Another area of concern s the frontage road connecting Gorman
Road and 014 Columbia Plke near the Hiddle Patuxent River. This
road has the potentlal of becoming a major route between the
Rivers Corporate Park and the future Planned Employment Center at
Interstate 95 and Route 216. We fully support the Hammond
Village Citizens Assoclation Roads Committee in thelr
tecommendation to:

(1) Shift the Intersection of the frontage road (014 Columbla
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 {industrlal Park traffic has adequate
access to U.5. Route 29, North and South and State Maryland
Route 32.

(3) Ensure that the the frontage road (014 Columbla Plke) has
only the capacity needed to service the homes along the 014
Columbia Pike.

Although the Warfield's Range Community Assoclation s a young
one, I have found that we are comprised of people who carze a
great deal about their neighborhood and thelr community. We hope
that our support of the aforementioned proposals will be
considered in the final determination of the future of our

community.
Sincerely, .

Michel P. Gledhil
President

/&



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

February 3, 1987

To: Mr. Neil J. Pederson, Oirector
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration
Post Office Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

The U.S. Route 29 (Columbia Pike) project from the Montgomery County Line at
the Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 directly impacts my farming operation with
the aquisition of approximately 4.5 acres of our prime farm land. This land
right of way is indicated on your impact study as Segment VI Alternate “Cc*
Concept 1 - 2 - 3 and 4 0ld Columbia Road. We would at this time request a
complete copy of your impact study. 1 reviewed the one at our Howard County
Library and found it too extensive to copy.

We of the lager Brothers Farm have been impacted by the Maryland State
Highway Administration in the past years since 1950 at least three (3) different
occasions condeming land of our farm in the name of progress for the State of
Maryland. We feel it is time to draw 3 halt at this time. The only concept
plan we would even consider without taking legal action would be vi-C-1, taken
from your January 18, 1987 Oraft on Environmental Assessment Study.

The statement on page IV - 23 of the Environmental Study Paragraph I is
incorrect concerning 4.5 acres aquisition. This is only a small amount of the
total land the State Highway administration has aquired from the lager Brothers'
farm over a period of years thus rendering the impact study useless concerning
Farmiand Protection Policy Act of 1981, using a so called Point system. You can
make a pencil do anything you wish to show or prove a point.

We could possibly keep on farming with the implementation of vi-C-1 alter-
native. Any other of your proposed plans would be totally unacceptable to us.

The right-on and right-off concept would give the same safe effect as a clo-
verleaf would on Route 23 with the medium strip crossovers removed.

We would appreciate an explanation of the State's position on aquiring more
land for your proposed vi-C-2 Overpass bridge. This 100 Feet of additional
right of way would heavily impact our farm residence with the road passing
within 25 feet of our front door. Please explain to us what you mean by the
“proper grade" could be obtained by moving the original road over 100 feet to
the south. This does not make any logic since tne 01d Columbia Rd. now in use
is a direct straight crossover and the new proposed road would cross Route 29 at
a very sharp angle. The cost to the state in aquisition between plan V1-C-1
estimated per your figure $492,000 compared to v1-C-2 overpass concept at $1.73}
million for construction alone. We ask you; Is it work the difference in cost
to achieve the same safe lraffic,pattern?

We reserve the right to speak at F i
your February 17, 1987
7 p.m. at Hammond High School. Y 387 Public Hearing

In conclusion we feel the State of Mar i
I yland has worn out it's welcome f
aquiring land from the lager Brothers Farm in the name of progress and shou?;

only consider t -C- i 13 X
eno:gh. er the plan concept V1-C-1. Speaking for two families that have given

Sincerely,
Original was signed by
Howard L. lager

8564 01d Columbia Rd.
Laurel, MO 20707



Secsotary

March 18, 1987 :flnxw

State Fighway AQmunistrahion

5 Maryland Department of Transportation Witiam K. Helmamm

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

Mr. Howard L. lager t
8564 0l1d 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 project. 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 conatruction phase. Upon
completion, the old roadway will provide access to the golf driving
range facility. The widenilng and realignment of the old roadway
adjacent to your home ia 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 Projedt Manager, Mr. Randy Aldrich,
telephone number 333-1139, {f we can provide further asaistance.

Very truly yours,
g ) Telorso
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:tn

Attachment

ce: Mr. Wayne R, Clingan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

My teleph berts.__ 333-1110

Tetelypewriter los Impaired Heering or Speech
383-7555 Balimore Melrc — 565 0451 D C Meiro — 1-800 492 5062 Statewide Toll Frae
PO Soa 7171707 Norih Calvert St . S8altimore, Maryi1ano 21203 0217




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

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. HO 606-101-770
PDMS No. 112046
Location - Design Public Mearing
U.S. Route 29
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40
Tuesday February 17, 1987
Hammond High School
Original Signed by
David 8. Haytowitz DATE

NAME

PLEASE 2958 Schubert Drive
PRINT _ ADDRESS

CITY/TOWN _Silyer Spring .~ STATE___ M) ZIP CODE2904

{/We wish 10 comment or Inquire sbout the following aspecta ol this project:
At this time Route 29 is one of the more attractive highways around, primarily

because of one large median strip. 0o not widen the highway in the median and

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

they fit_in with the rest of the state. Don’t put them in Maryland - They're

_ugl}ll

[ Pieass add my/our namel(s) to the Mailing List.®

[TJ Piease delele my/our namels) trom Ihe Mailing List.

sParsons who have received a copy ol this brochure Ihrough Ihe mait are ahheady
on Ine piroject Mating List,

Witiam K. Hellmana
Siete Highwey Adminisirsiion Secrwary

' ) Maryland Department of Transportation

Hal Kassoft
Adminiswoter

March 10, 1987

RE: Contract No. HO 606-101-770
U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent
River to 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 to 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
the existing median of the roadway. The median is just wide enough
for the lanes to be added without erecting a double face "Jersey
Type" barrier. Upon completion, a strip of grass will remain in
the median.

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

Very truly yours,
Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director
Project Development Division

by: /ax[m/ ( C /‘\’(.((%« n)L

Randy Aldrich
Project Manager

LHE:RCA:bh

cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan

My islaphona number 15 _ 333-1139

Teleiypewriier for Impatred Heering of Speech
3837555 Bellimore Melfo — 5650451 O C. Mefro — 1-800-492-5082 Stefewide Tall Free
P O. Box 7171 707 Nonh Calvert Si, Baliimore, Marylend 21203 - 0717

E



Oakland Mills Community Association. Inc.
March 3, 1987

State Highway Administration -
Office of Preliminary Planning and Engineering i
Box 717
Baltimore MD 21203 T

Dear Sirs, -

The Village of Oakland Mills will be greatly impacted 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 Qakland Mills. We have specific concerns which we feel must be addressed
before any final decisions are made.

Our most significant concern is the major increase in road noise vhich will be a
result of the widening and increased traffic on Route 29. Many of our residents
already are subject to dba levels which exceed noise quality maximms. 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.

2. The $30,000 per home that is used as a guide for the building of sound blockers
must include all impacted homes. 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 (SEG VIII, ALT. C, OPT 2). We recommend the closing of Old Columbia Road
300 feet south of Route 175 Interchange (SEG IX, ALT. C, OPT 2). We do question why
the cul-de-sac must 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 Diamondback Drive as a right-in and right-out be left open. Our

residents have told us that they wish this Route 29 access to stay (SEG X, ALT C, OPT 2).

We look forward to your response.

sy, 4 RECEIVED
R BBerlelss. EEYA
Robert A. Berlett, Sr. MAR 5 1887
Chiar, Oakland Mills Village Board

CialZi

FLARNING & 0L

cc: Delégate V. Thomas

The O'II' Barn * Oubland Mills Yillage Center * 9851 Rubxert Uhvet Place » Columbng Morylam b 2005 ¢ Q01 THY- St e o260 w040

S8
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’ Maryland Department of Transportation Wikiam X, Holmam
Stale Highway Administration Secrotary
. Hal Kasselt
April 3, 1987 Adminksy e

Re: Coontract No. HO 606-101-770
0.8. Route 29
Patuxent River to 0.8. Route 40
P.D.M. 8. No. 132046

Mr. Robert A. Berlett, Sr., Chairman
Oakland Mills Village Board

The Other Barn

Oakland Mills Village Center

5851 Robert Oliver Place

Columbia, Maryland 21045

Dear Mr. Berlett:

This letter is in respoase 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 coancerns the Village of Oukland Mills may have regarding
future noise levels being generated by traffic oo U.S. Route 29.
In addressing your three points, I offer the following:

1. ¥We anticipate that upon addition of the extra lanes,
the remaining lanes will he resurfaced. At this time,
it 18 our policy to include a popcorn surface oo all
roadways -in our primary system, as is the case with
U.8. Route 28. As you are no douht aware of, popcorn
surface provides a small reduction in noise levels.

2. The cost effectiveness of the modeled noise harrier in
Noise Sensitive Area P, which lies within the southeast
quadrant of the 0U.S. Route 29 - Maryland Route 175
inoterchange, only includes residential structures that
116 immediately adjacent to U.S. Route 29 and those
which would receive at least a 5 decihel reduction tn
noise levels if the wall were to be huilt. The
calculations on Area F are hased on a 4800 foot barrier
costing approximately $2.7 million providing henmefit
for 18 residential structures. This equates to & cost
per residence of $143,000. We are currently verifyiog
this count as it appears some of these structures are
pulti-family dwellings in which we count first level
units. This refined information will he available in
the final eavirommental document.

My telaph bar i3 333-1110

Tetatypewriiar lor Impaired Hearing or Speeach
1837555 Balimore Metro — 5650451 D.C. Matro — 1-800-492.5082 Statewide Toll Free

PO Boa 217 707 Nortn Calvenn St , Baltimore, Marylana 21203 - 0717

Mr. Rohert A. Berlett
Page 2

3. The townhouses which are uonder construction on the old
Allview Golf Course are oot included in the noise
aoalysis. When our noise analysis was performed, we
were unaware of the exact plans that Howard Research
and Development had for the parcel. Analysis at this
location will be included in the Final Bavironmental
Document.

Regarding the effects of roadway clusures with U.S. Route 29
in the Oakland Mills area, I appreciate your endorsemeant of
Concept C~2 at Gales lane, Concept C-2 at Old Columbia Road, and
Concept C-1 at Pepple/Diamondhack Drives. The cul-de-sac at the
end of the extemsion of Twin Knolls Road to Old Columhia Road is
a Howard County requirement.

I want to thank you for your interest in the highway
development process aa it relatss to this study. If I can
provide further assistance, contact me, or the Project Manager,
Mr. Randy Aldrich, telephone no. (301) 333-1139.

Very truly yours,
Mg § Pedtan
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planoing and
Prel iminary Engloeering

NJP/1ih
cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan

Mr. Charles B. Adams
Mr. louis H. Bge, Jr.

<



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

6085 Covington Road
Columbia, Maryland 21044
March 20, 1987

Maryland Dept. of Tr§n5portation

State Highway Authority o

Office of Planning and Preliminary
Engineering

Baltimore, MD 21203

Dear Sirs:

i i the US Rt. 29
17, 1987 I spoke at the public hearing on . )
E:czt?;:;B:sig; neld at Hammond High School; 7?sfth$‘¢;§s;:e2;‘3;b§2e ?g?:::g
¢ > g, R - . am .

Civic Association (Sebring is 3 community of / s locatel o

1 spoke in favor of Alternalive p
of f Owen Brown Road west of Rt. 29), 3 0 jve C-loncep

i Rt. 29. A main point of my stateme
or 58 at the Seneca Rd. Location on mt. e owen
isti i i AM and PM rush hours at the >ebring RC.
the existing congestion during the AM ours 3t the otk of an alter-
n intersection. We attribute thlg undue congestio !
ﬁ;g:ve access/exit from the Hickgry Rldgt a;;a—? p;g?:?ﬂ ;2:; co:;?lgewzllgalile
i by providing access to and from Rt. via t . 1
:;::eg R{.gg-nartig Road connection will be p;ovlded in s?m:h::s?éggegngg tge
i i i the purpose O
work is completed in the Seneca erve area, th oF his N rame. It
i ded for within a more immediate e .

e Mierstanding tha > ot s i 1d be provided for under the
i derstanding that just such a connection cou e p f e
;3sggze:nof a Specigl Projects funding request and could be accomplished without

the need for a public hearing.
| vouta sppreciate your weitten reply 2t 10 U0e [8S 00 gt o this
::g{o: 7::; ;;r:;ll t: gpe:ing up a cooperative dialogue with your office.
Sincerely,
Original was signed by

James Cody o
President, Sebring Civic Association

)

Maryland Department of Transportation

Wiiizm K. Hellmann
Stale Highway Admenisiralion Sacreary

April 8, 1987 N Kassot

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

Mr. James Cody, President
Sebring Civic Association
6085 Covington Road
Columbia, Maryland 21044

Dear Mr. Cody:

This 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-SB 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-5 (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 Aldrich, telephone
no. 333-1139.

Very truly yours,
o .! 9 ’p {
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 bar 1y 333-1110

Teletypewiiler lor impaired Heanng or Spsech m
383 7555 Baitimora Metra — $650451 O C Meiro — 1 800-492.5062 Siatewlda Tal Free
PO Bos 7171707 Nonn Caivert S1 . Ballimore, Maryrang 21203 - 0717 \‘

s - gt



- .
T M ’ Maryland Department of Transportation Witer X, Homae
NAME Wayne and Sylvia New Date March 4, 1987 - T State Highway Agmimisiration :“:"
April 8, 1987 al Xasson
ADDRESS 6421 Chell Road Re: Coantract No. HO 606-101-770
e U.S. Route 29 ~ Patuxent

. River to U.S. Route 40

City Columbia State Maryiand Zip Code 21044 . P.D.M.S. No. 132046

. Mr. and Mrs. Wayne New
Comment : 6421 Cneii Road
Coiumbia, Maryiand 21044

As twenty year residents —--taxpayers at this address, we strongly Dear Mr. and Mrs. New: '

urge the State Highway Adminstration to consider minimal personalproperty
This letter 1s in response to your correspondence of March

ioss and the addition of noise barriers for those ,iike us, whose 4, 1987, regarding our Project Planning study underway oa the
U.S8. Route 29 corridor i1in Howard County. Studies to determine
property is adjacent to Route 29. The growth of Howard County, we reaiize, the impact associated with existing and future nolse levels have

been performed for the Chell Road portion of the corridor.

makes such a highway expansion inevitable. It is oniy fair that the needs of )
¥e have determined that a twelve foot high barrier spanning

aii County residents be considered, inciuding ours. We aiso ask that the a length of 2,300 feet wouid reduce noise levels adjacent to your
home. Unfortunately, this proposed barrier does not benefit

type of noise barrier be earthen. Thank you in advance for assistance in enough dweliings to fall within our cost effectiveness threshold.
It a proposed barrier costs approximately $40,000 for every

this matter. dwelling to which it provides benefit, we consider it cost

effective. In the Cheli Road area, the proposed wall 18 costing
approximately $58,000 for every dweiling 1t benefits. Dweliings
which derive a benefit are those which ile immediately adjacent
to the roadway.

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

Smcerely.‘ﬁ S -, . Very truly yours,
7{“//?1/&-) Mg | Prdeace

0 e Neil J. Pedersen, Director
U}’u <. J Jok e Office of Planning and
= . Preiiminary Engineering

NJP/ih

cc: Mr. Wayne R. Cliggan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. Charles B. Adams

RECEIVED
7 Lo

Didtid0s. Oerdik O . V\
PLANNING & PRELIMinARY ENGINEENING _ : _ ‘ My telep per s 333-1110
Telatypewnier lor Impaad Hearng of Spaach w
383 7555 Baitrnore Melio — 5650451 D C Malio — 1 800 492 5062 Sialewide Tolt Frae
PO Bous 717+ 707 Nonh Caivert $1, Balumora, Maryiana 21203 6717




(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
PDMS No. 1132046
Location - Design Public Hearing
U.S. Route 29
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40
Tuesday February 17, 1987
lu-.onc; lslggh ds !;ool
Original Signe
Chris Workman DATE 2/22/81

NAME
6413 Chell Road

PLEASE
PRINT = ADORESS
21044

CITY/TOWN Columbia 8 TATE M0 zip cooe

1/We wiah to comment or inquire about the following u-pocu-.ol this project: .

e envirommental a

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

noise abatement for may area will be studied further. 1 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.

[C] Please add my/our nema(s) to the Meiling List.®

[C] Pleese detete my/our nemeis) trom the Malling List.

*Persons who have teceived a copy of this brochure thiough the meil ere etieady
on the pioject Meiing List.

Maryland Department of Transportation

Stale Mighway Administralion Secraary

April 10, 1987 “"“:.‘;"

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

Mr. Chris Workman
6413 Chell Road
Columbia, Maryland 21044

Dear Mr. Workman:

This 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 for the area where you live was performed
and addressed within the Environmental assessment for the proposed
Brokenland Parkway Interchange. This analysis shows that futurc
norse levels will exceed Federal NHighway Administracion Nob e
Abatement Criteria. It also shows that 1f a barricr were to
be erected, it would cost approximately $58,000 for every dwelling
for which it provides a benefit. Thosc dwcllings which receive

a benefit are all those adjacent to the roadway. If a proposed
barrier costs about $40,000 for every dwclling that it bencfits,
we proceed with further analysis of the barrier. In your partic-

ular 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 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: e L
Randy Aldrich -
Project Manager
LHE/RCA/ih
vc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Charles B. Adams
My Isleph berig_ 333-11139

Tatetypewnier lor inpaireo Heanng or Speecn
383 7555 Banunore Melro — 5650451 D C Melro ~ 1 800 492 5062 Sialewige Totl
PO Box 7171707 Noin Caiven S1. Belhmore, Marylang 21203 0717 ‘

Wilam K. Hettmann

N



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

Thamas M. Coleman
5668 Stevens Forest Road
Columbia, MD 21045
February 22, 1987
Planning & Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration
Post Office Box 717
Baltimore, MD 21203-D717
Gent lemen:

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
Driginal signed by
Thomas M. Coleman

5668 Stevens Forest Road
Columbia, MD 21045

3

Maryland Department of Transportation Wikiem K. H
State Mighway Admimsiration Secrvary
Hal Kasaoft
Adminisrater

March 5, 1987

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

Mr. Thomas M. Coleman
5668 Stevens Forest Road
Columbia, MD 21045

Dear Mr. 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, 1 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

oy ‘o
by: NP TN G !
Randy Aldrich !

Project Manager

LHE:RCA:eg
Attachment
¢c: Wayne R. Clingan

My lal beris,_ 333-1139
Tetetypawriter tor impairad Heanng of Speech
383 7955 Baiimore Metru — 5650451 D C Metio — 1 800 492 5082 Statewids Toll Fiss

PO HBos /171707 Nunn Caivert St Baimors: Marylang 21203 o717

?6



(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 h School
Original §§gnef by
Burt & Jackie Heinrich 3-3-87
NAME DATE

6542 8Beechwood Or.
PLEASE

PRINT _ ADDRESS

CITY/TOWN Columbia gTATE MD__21p cope__ 21646
1/We wish to comment or Inquire sboul the following aspects of thisprojeci:
* *»

Segment VIII. Specifically we oppose the manner in which Shaker Dr. 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

Beéchuood 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

a.

: 3 P
PR P s $ +
“e BlSD UDDUSE eUIICED( qdas tne parcval grrToy arrve tainu TACOMpTELE ™ JITdRET

Br)

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/on Rt

29 - where it was when we bought this home.

) Pleass add my/our nameis) 10 1ha Mailing Lis).®

[ Pleasa dsiels my/our nama(s) lrom 1ha Malling Lis1.

sPursons who have racsived 8 copy of 1his brochurs through 1ha mail ara already
on ihe projecl Mailing Lisl.

3

Maryland Department of Transportation

Sisla Highway Adminisireiion

Hat Kassolt
Admisiorstes

April 10, 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. 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 i1nformation 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

Y
by: ‘- .’ |'( l/ ['QQ1.~L

Randy Aldrich
Project Manager

LHE/RCA/ih

cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan

My teloph beris_ 333-1139

Teleiypawriier tor Impaired Hearing or Spasch
483 7555 Baivmore Metro — 5650451 0 C Metro — 1.800-492-5082 Sislewids Toll Free

PO Box 717/ 707 Nortn Caivart Si . Bartimore. Maryiand 21203 0717

Wilka K. Heliasan
Secratery

/6
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RECEIVED

0
FEB 18‘\987
AR R Mr. Frank M. Fugate
01632, BOHE OF f
- | 10927 Hillcrest Drive
PUAKKING & PRELIMILARY EXCINEERING Laurel. Md. 07

Fhone No. (301) 792-4770

HMaryland Department of Transportation

State Highway Administration

Dffice of Flanning and Preliminary Engineering
Bax 717

Baltimore, Md. s1202

Uld],

R

Re: Contract No.: HO &04-101-770, PDMS No. 132046

PR A

To whom 1t May Concern:

1 am writing this letter in the hopas that | will be able to Qet
the Department of Transportation, Highway Administration to buy my
property when US RT 29 Section VI 1s improved. | live on the nartheast
corner of RT 29 and Hillcrest Drive, at 10927 Hillcrest Drive.

1 ask you to consider buying my prope@rty and making 1t a buffer
area for our development. 1 make th1s request for many reasons.

The first, 1 am concerned about excessilve nolse. 1 believe that
the increase traffic load on Rt 29 would increase noise dramatically.
This 1n turn would have adverse effects on my family. 1 would be glad
to part in a noise environmental impact study of people living along US
RY 29.

Second, 1 also beliave that my home will not withstand the
excessive vibrations that would be put on it by the increased vehicular
traffic, especially heavy truck traffic. 1 can already see some damage
caused by vibrations that have taken place over tha 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, 1 believe that if you buy land now it would be cheaper 1n
the long run if there is future expansion of Rt 29. For example, on
the north east side of Rt 29 betwean Rocky Borge and new Rt 32, a
distance of 4.5 miles, there are only 5 homes. Now would be the time
to buy for future expansion not wait for explosive development after Rt

29 1s 1mproved.

Please add my name to the group of spealers at the meeting on 17
February 1987.

I am looking forward to hearing fraom vou at the earliest possible time.

Frani M. Fugate

SIS

P 2~

99
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Maryland Department of Transportation Wiiam K. Helmaam
Socretary

Hal Kassolt
[YPR

Stale Highwey Admimistration

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. Frank M. Fugate
10927 Hillcrest Drive
Laurel, Maryland 20707

Dear Mr. Fugate:

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.

My 1o per is_(301) 333-1110

Telstypewsniter tor impaired Hearing or Speach
383-7555 Balimore Metro — 5650451 D C Metro — ) 800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Fres

. PO Bos 7171 707 Nonth Caivert St . Baltumore. Maryiana 21203 0717

Mr. Frank M. Fugate
March 13, 1987
Page 2

The design yesar 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. 1f we can be
of further assistance, please contact me or the Project Manager,
Mr. Randy Aldrich, telephone number (301) 333-1139.

Very truly yours,
Mt § Podwn-
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

>~ T Y - TUrems = B o 1



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

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
— e e ——————

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
Original Signed by
NAME S. Femrite DATE 2/5/87

4673 Stallion St.(Columbia Hills - Meadowbroke Farms)

PLEASE
PRINT ~ ADDRESS

ENliott CidYATE MD ZIP CODE__21041

CITY/TOWN

1/We wish to comment or lnquire ebout the following sspects of thisproject:
1 T i U3C Bé mproved, 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 evergqreen

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 by
be in place and make our living near these Super highways more tolerable .

() Pleass add my/our namels) to the Maihng List.*

(] Pleass dalete my/our namaets) lrom tha Mailing List.

ePersons who hava raceivad a copy of this brochure thiough the mai aie already
on the projeci Maiing Lest.

‘ ; Maryland Department of Transportation Wilam K. Holmsr
Secraary

Slate Highway Aammesiralon

Hal Kasueft
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

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 wlll grow high enough to provide effective
mitigaiton for the surrounding terrain.

A preliminary nolse analysis has buen performed and the
results are available for review 1n the Environmental Assess-
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

A

by: . /. \
Randy Aldrich
Project Manager
LHE/RCA/ih
cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Charles Adans
My teloph ber 13 333-11139

Teletypowrnier 107 IMpaire0 Hearng or Speech
383 7555 Balimore Metra -- 5650451 U C Melro — 1800 492 5062 Statewide Toll Fres
£ O Hoa /171707 Norin Caivert St , Baiimore. Maryiand 21203 0717

Sb



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

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
—_——— e

Contract No. HO 606-101-770
PDMS No. 132046 .
Location - Design Public Hearing
0.S. Route 29
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40
Tuesday Pebruary 17, 1987
Hammond High School
Original Signed by

Mr. James F. Donnelly OATE 2/18/87

NAME -
10200 Westwood Drive

PLEASE
PRINT ~ ADDRESS
i 21044

CITY/TOWN Columbia svave_____ MD ___ZIP CODE

U1~ 1L
: t:
w ing aspects of this profec
Inquire about the follow
1/We wish to comment or Inq Bkl L it ,

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 berm

or a barrier along the Chell road property line to tontrol the noise fattor. -
During peak traffic we tan feel the road vibration as the heavy traffic (trucks

. etc) proceed on Rt 29, This even vibrates our front window.

Then when the wind of EW its just wonderful

O abl n v -
Wo all know. thic witl—incresse—and-bacome—vabearableas—vork—progresses

<

: Ak . " 4 ter d
y¥cu.a!. consider p:ull) to—add—erther—a verm ur 0arT ter duj
>0

Yies before 1L drives us to the happy (Flak) Farm.

Thank you

James F. Oonnelly

) Ploase add my/ousr name{s) 1o the Maiing Lisl.®

[TJ Please delete iny/oul namels) tiom 1he Mailing Lisl.

< < [ a

. n ho have received a copy of this brochure lhrough the mail are alie y
Pessons w | d
on 1he project Masling List.

? |

Maryland Department of Transportation

State Hhghway Administration

Wiiam K. Helmenn
Sacratary

Hal Kessott
Admiaksyna
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 underway on the U.S. Route 29
corridor in Howard County.

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 pvoceeds into the

final design phase, further analysis on noise mitigation measures
will be performed.

At this time we have not made any commitment 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

_— .
o .
by: _°S : /~(~[.
Randy Aldrich
Project Manager

LHE:RCA:bh
¢c: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Charles B. Adams

My talaph w_333-1119
Telotypewniter lor impared Heanng or Speech
382 7555 Halimore Metro — 5650451 DC Metro — 1 800 492 5062 Statewide Toll Free

PO Boa 7171 707 Nortn Catvert St , Bailimore, Maryiend 21203 0717 C
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

»

Maryland Department of Transportation

Witam X. Hellmonn
-z ) Stale Highway AOMministration Secrvtary
Contract No. HO 606-101-770 . [} . Hal Kassol
PDMS No. 132046 o April 10, 1987 Ay
Location _U DsesxsonULPeubzlgxc Itear1ng . ) Re: Contract No. HO 606-101-770
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 gf Ro:tRe'ZB
Tuesday February 17, 1987 Uasux::utel;;r to
H d High School .S.
ammon 19 P.D.M.S. No. 132046
NAME ___Kathleen and William Dockeray — DATE __March 4, 1987 . Mr. and Mrs. William Docheray
6425 Chell Road
:;f:ﬁf ADDRESS__ 6425 Chell Road ' Columbia, Maryland 21044
ciTysTown _Columbla STATE Maryland z)p copE__"" C ) Dear Mr. and Mrs. Dockeray:
1/We wish to comment or inquire about the foliowing aspects of thisprojeci: This letter is in response to your correspondence of
March 4, 1987 pertaining to our Project Planning study on

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

— _ urge the highway administration to consider minimal personal property — The noise analysis for the area where you live was performed

and addressed within the Environmental Assessment for the

—————]e93-and—the-additiomof-notse—berriers—for those  IikeUsywose proposed Brokenland Parkway Interchange. This analysis shows

that future noise levels will exceed Federal Highway Administra-

the U.S. Route 29 corridor in Howard County.

) tion Noise Abatement Criteria. It also showadthat if a barrier
i e oro [_Hi : ' were to be erected, it would cost approximately $58,000 for
i every dwelling for which it provides a benefit. Due to limited
0 such—a—highway—enpension—irevitepie—Ht—ts—onty foir—that right-of-way availability at this location, our analysis investi-
_____ __the neegds of all County residents he consider@d.including—ouss- gated struct}ural b‘?rriers gnly. Earthen berms were not ;tudied.
R Those dwellings which receive a benefit are all those adjacent

. & fstance—tmtrts—matter: 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

we also request that the type of nolse barrier be earthen. " costs do not meet our threshold, no further analysis of the
barrier will be performed.

- ) |

~- o 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,

- v .
Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director
Project Development Division
N .
S G )
: — Loty
i i d d ~ M
) Pilease add mylour namels) to the Mailling List.® LIUE/ARCA/ th ::‘:g]zclt\l":;:;&er
[T Please delste my/our namels) lrom the Maihng List. CC: Mp. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Charles B. Adams

ePersons who have feceived a copy of Ihis brocnure through the marl are alrsady

on the project Maiing List. . My tolep ber I3 333-11139 \O

Tetetypewter lor Impaire0 Heeting or Speech
383 7555 Banimore Melro — 965.0451 O C. Melro — 1 800-492.5062 Stalewide Toil Free

PO Bos 717+ 707 Nonin Caivent Si, Ballimore, Maryiano 21201 0717



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

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION : _ } Maryland Department of Transportation Weam K. Hetmamn
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS %

Stete Highwey Adminisiration

Hal Kanastt
March 11, 1987 Administraias
Contract No. HO 606-101-770 .
PDKS No. 132046 . RE: Contract No. HO 606-101-770
Location - Design Public Hearing U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent
U.S. Route 29 River to U.S. Route 40
Patuxent River to U.S. Route 40 PDMS No. 132046
Tuesday February 17, 1987
igh hool
aim';? glgneds%y 2/5/87
John G. Brandenburg Mr. John G. Brandenburg
NAME - DATE 5243 West Running Brook
5243 W. Running Brook 301 Unic 301
;:E¢PE ADDRESS Columbia, Maryland 21044
CITY/TOWN Columbia gyavE M0 ZIP CODE 21044 Dear Mr. 8randenburg:
-of this project: 1 ia i d f Feb 5
h to comment or (nquire 'boui|hol0“°'ﬂﬂ¢"'DP°"le M A This letter ia in response to your correspondence of Fe ruary S,
e e ded—and—showtd-proceedASAR —foHowingAHternativetElr—¥y 1987 regarding our Project Planning study underway on the U.S. Route 29
T pTOERT T TR corridor in Howard County Your endorsement of Alternative C is
- : i Tn the past year, traffic :
wife commutes daily on 29 toward Silver Spring. In the p year, appreciated.
congestion has increased MARKEDLY during rush four, and signals seem to hold Wich regards to noise attenuation, preliminary studies have been
- - made of existing and projected noise levels in the corridor. The
things up greatly. AIt “C* should solve things for a long time to come. Noise Abatement Criteria Standards established by the Federal Highway
Administration are exceeded in several areas. As the study continues,

i i jon for existing residents along 29
You should seriously examine nofse at lenuation 77 : a decision will be made whether barriers are reasonable and feasible.

- ; i Road for 3 1/2 years. The .decision will be made known in the final environmental document
and major feeder routes. We live on 175 at Running Brook Road fo — being prepared.
is

Noise levels have increased markedly as traffic levels have increased.

] I want to thank you for your interest in the highway develop-
ity of life and ment process as it relatea to this study. Contact me if you have
addicional questiona.

aroperty yalues,

Very truly yours,

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

by: e Ellon White, -n

Randy Aldrich 2
Project Manager

LHE: RCA:bh
cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Charles B. Adams

) Please add my/our namaeis) to the Maihing List.®

[C) Please delete my/our namets) {rom the Mailing List. My taleph bar 18 333-1139

- Tatatypewriter for iImpaired Heanng or Spaasch
3827555 Beltimore Matio ~ 565.0451 OC Mairo — 1-800-492-5062 Startawide Toll Frae

. P O Boa 717+ 707 Norih Calveri St , Batlimores. Marylang 21203 0717 I

ePursons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are alieady
on the pioject Maiing List.
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Robart M Potter
Nobess £ Wil

Richard G. lnerver
tirarinl Manadre

January 26, 1987
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Mr. touis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Project Developement Division
State Highway Administration
Md. Dept. of Transportation
P.D. Box 717

707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Md. 21203-0717

103roy4

18, RV tn O

Dear Mr. Ege;

We have had the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
Assessment entitled: "U.S. Rt. 29 Patuxent River Bridge to U.S Rt. 4D”
Howard County, Maryland and would like to provide the following comments:

1. Please see our previous comments dated 2/1D/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 #44, Reference to WSSC property as "park"” property may be
misteading or inaccurate. This is forested watershed buffer protection property.
Within your study area Segment V1, 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 ltem 6 "Parks". WSSC watershed property fs 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 indfrect fmpacts on WSSC
watershed property include: runoff from construction at D1d 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. ‘e understood that maps and

i '.I. 4

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

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

(eceived_nothing from the Maryland SHA as of 1/26/87. Dur maps and additional
information are again enclosed here.

Sincerely,
" Michael J. Grear

Watershed Manager
MJG:ssa

Enclosures

p74



3

Maryland Department of Transportation Willam K. Holmamm
Secrotary
Stale Highway Aamruatration Hal Kagsol
Adminisirates

March 11, 1987

RE: Coatract No. M 425-101-370 N
U.S. Route 29 Widening
Howard County Line to U.S3., Route 40

Mr. Hdichael T. Grear
Watershed Manager

Washington Suburban Sasitary Commission
4017 Hamilton Street

Hyattsville, Maryland 20781

Dear Mr. Grear:

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

inadvertently, your correspondence of Pebruary 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 coacerns
regarding the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (¥ssC)
vatershed property relative to tbe proposed improvement of U.S.
Route 29 by referring to your letter of January 26, 1987.

1. Emergency vehicle access to fire roads oa the WSSC watershed

property would be fully maintained since the widening of
U.S. Route 29 in Howard County occurs north of lhryland_
Route 216 (Scaggsville Road) not south. Emergency vehicle
access from U.S. Route 29 northbound to Old Columbta Road
would be maintatned by a locked gate. Access to the west
side of U.S. Route 29/0ld Columbia 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.
NMoute 29 at Old Columbia Road. Access to Scotts Cove Recre-
ation Area would be provided via Ptneway Drive off of
Scaggsvtille Road.

My telephone number 1 }3-1177 —
Teletypewrites tui Impaied Heaiing of Spewch
381 7555 Batimore Metro — 5650451 DC Metro — 1 800 492 5062 Statew:ae Toll Fres

PO Box 7171707 Nortn Caivert St Balumore Maryiano 21203 0717

¥r. Michael T. Grear
March 11, 1987
Page 1Two

The only improvement at the U.S. Route 29/0

intersection 1s tpe proposed overpass 1nd/r;:o$:;u;:“:h:°ad

median crossover. These improvements would not signifi~

cantly {acrease water runoff. However, Al ternate C

Concepts 2, 3, and 4 would cross intermittent :rlbut'arles of

::: f:tux:nthem;er via service roads. Section IV pages 13
of ¢t )

gation.or e z;:zrtu;?ntal Assessment addresses the miti-

mental document. However, earlier telephone coaversations
with Ms. Sharon Preller were focused on uses of "the park
prope.l:ty“, and a request to forward "park property bound-
aries” to Gaanett Pleming. These requests were formal{ zed
ia a letter by Gannett Pleming to wur. Frankl in Jamerson
Acting Water Operation Division Head of WSSC, dated Octt;ber
::é 11923 However, neither Ms. Preller nor Gannett Fleming
theem\;snogzillnformation requested, nor were they alerted to

3. See #1 & 2 No right-of-wa
. ~vay would be requtred t 3
Property for the pro posed improvements. 9 rom the ussc

9. See #2,

We do thank you for the mapping and inf
ormation received
Pel;ruary 2, 1987 regarding the WSSC watersbed property. we ho::
all questions bave been addressed and 1f tbere are further com~

ments or questions, pleasge contact me or th
Randy Aldrich, at 333-1139, ° Prolect manager, ur

Very truly yours,

Louts H. Fge, Jr.
Deputy Director
Project Development Division

. N -
By : ' AU -64 22D
Cydthia D, Simpsahn, Chiet

Environmental Minagement

LHE:CDS:t1h

ce: gr. Neal oJ. Peder sen
Mr. Wayne Clingan
Mr. Mike Snyder
Mr. Wayne Wil ley
Mr. Randy Aldrich

44



8449 0ld Columbia Road
Laurel, Maryland 20707
March 3, 1987

‘ir. Randy Aldrich, Project Manager E 3

Maryland Department of Transportation SR
State Highway Department ’::::
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 2=
Box 717 S

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

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

TR AR

Desr Mr. Aldrich:

{ attended the Design Public Hearing held at Hamaond High School
on February 17, 1987, relative to proposed alternatives for
improving U.S. Route 29, and aa especially interested -in the
portion identifled as Segment Vvl from the Patuxent River to north
of Hopkins-Gorman Road. I am co-owner and Secretary of the
corporation which operates the Rocky Gorge Driving kange,
Miniature Golf, and Baseball/Softball Batting racility located at
the intersection of U.S. Route 29 and Old Columbia Road; owner of
approximately 70 acres of land vhich borders on .S. Route 29 and
1ncludes the above described recreational fscility; and vife of
Kenneth F. Novak, owner of 2 houses and a lot located at 84530 Old
Columbia Road. This letter is being written on behalf of the
corporation as well as ayself snd my husband.

“e foel that isprovements are needed on U.S. Route 29 so that the
road will be able to handle the projected increase in traffic. In
discussinns with representatives of the State Highway’
\dministration at the meeting, several issues were rientified
which are of concern to us. They are.

Alternate C, Concept I - This alternative woula adversely atffect
the sccessibility of the recreatinnal facility hecause 1f.
eliminates access to vehicles going south on LU.5. Route 29. lore
rhan 30 percent of our customers come from ithe Columbia, Laurel,
Eiticor: Citv, and Baltiamore areas and unless betser provisions
ar~ made {or accessing our properry. LS Qoncept 1 unaccepraole
to us.

Alternate C, Concept 2 - This cuncept has rthe i~ast harmful impact
tor acressing our recreatinnal faciiirty ana propeacry: howsvar, it
would be more i1nconvenient than it is now. It would also take a
porciun of our property Loenrad ar #4530 Dd1d Jolumuia Joad.

Alternate C, Concept 3 - This concept 1s tofaliy wnacceptable for
w pumber ol reasons.  Lanstractioan ot the secvice road could
1y asie wur Farm iuto two parcels. We currently raise beef rattle

and some provision wouid need tn be made Lo move The ccatrle across
or under the service road. Currently the streams on our property

i

flow continuously year round and our farm pond is always full
because the streams and pond are fed by springs. Construction of
the service road as proposed would close ol'f at least 3 of these
springs and alternative water supply sources would have to be
provided. The field west of the service road would be without
running water. The service road would cross the irrigation

system for our regreational facility which uas installed in 1986
at a cost of about $80,000. The avallability of water for the
irrigation system would also be in jeopardy since the water cnmes
from the farm pond. The Irrigatlon system would need to be
replaced. Furthermore, the elevatlon required for the service
road, due to the existing topography would greatly diminish the
value of the property for either agricultural or commercial
purposes. This concept wSuld also put all of the treaffic going to
our recreational facility on Harding Road, & narrow 2-lane road
vith a 90 degree turn at the Intersection of Old Columbia Road and
Hardlng Road. This road coiild not handle the more than 2,000
vehicles that travel to our facillty almost daily during the peak
aonths of May, June, July, and August. We were told that the
traffic volume on Old Columbia Road is 400 vehicles daily,
nowever, this is slgnificantly lower than our data which ls based
on the volume of business ve have. bWe also wish to point out that
our largest volume days are on weekends and holidays.

Alternative C, Concept 4 - It is difficult to even comment orn thls
proposal because we are unable to determine where Cherry Lane
joins Hardlng Road because Cherry Lane is not constructed af
present. It appears, however, that this concept is primarily a
cnncession to the developer of Cherry Tree Farms Housing
pevelopment. This concept should be avoided becauae of the large
volume of traffic that would be required tn travel on Harding
Road. This alternative is totally unacceptable.

Ail of the different concepts provided under Alternative C are
significant to us gince the ease by which or reereational facifiwny
is accessed is diminished or eliminated. we urge vou to rake our
interests into consideration when determining final plans.

we appreciate having the opportunity to express our concerns on
these alternatives and concepts. We trust that you «ill keep us
informeé as decisions are made and this project progresses.
Sincerely,
<:::2$:t44<bbl<f§z:;;;;;zléal4powl,

fFrances E. Rcoinson
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Maryland Department of Transportation

Willlam K. Hellmann
State Highway Administration Secrniary

Hal Xasseff
Admisistroa

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 0Old Columbia Road
Laurel, Maryland 20707

Dear Mrs. Robinson:

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. 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 tu the
Administrator on a preferred concept. We are aware that some
of the concepts would seriously hamper access to your recreational
facility 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-
ment process as it relates to this project. If I can provide
further assistance, please contact me.

Very truly yours,
Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director
Project Development Division

by:
andy Aldrich
Project Manager
LHE/RCA/ih
¢c: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
My taleph beris___333-1139

Telalypawritar tor impairao Hearing or Speech
3837555 Balimare Mairo — 565-0451 O C Melro — 1 BDO-492.5062 Ststewide Tol Frae

PO Box 717/ 707 Nortn Calvert St , Baliimore, Marytsna 21203 0717




mdool mMaryland association
" I-:. of bicycle organizations

reply to, Jomes M. Tordella
Presldent, MABO
10353 Maypole uWay, )

Columbla, MD 210RE§PIVEL
Sl gm

BIRECTD.., C..0f &
PLARNING & PREUINLLE, L) EERY

I} “ Om
Iroyd

J

3 March 1987

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Plonnlng and Preliminary Engineerlng
Stote Highway Administration

Post Office Box 717

Boltimores, MD 21203~-0717

Deor Mr. Pedersen:

SHA should certainly be commended on the fine work and detolled
engineering on the recent study of US29 in Howard County. This
letter 1s In response to your request for comments on thot pion.

AS vou know from our ietter of 21 July 1985, MABO 1s concerned
with molntoining bicycle occess to US29, since there 1s no Vvioble
oiternotive for bicycling In o southwest~northeost directlon 1in
Howord County. We oppreciote the time ond effort token by Mr.
Richord Dovls, Bicycle Affolirs Coordinotor, is sketching

. olternote routes to US29. Unfortunotely, those routes do not
‘meet ony of the Federal Highwoy Administrotion guidelines for
comporotive safety of expressways ond olternote routes for
bicyciists. Thae guidelines ore found in the FHA R&D hondbook on
bicycle moeplng, 1n an oppendix. Using US29 is better than using
circultous slde roods full of trafflc conflicts, occordlng to
those guidellnes.

MABO reoiizes thot it 1s 1liegal to bicycle on on expresswoy In
Moryiond. MABO is o0iso In fovor of excellent tronsportotion
facilties for Howord County ond the state. MABO bellieves that
providing full sidepoths 1s nowhere neor as cost effective as
ollowing bicycie access to MOSt expresswWays.

We propose that the SHA ond MABO cooeerote on a Morylond low
chonge to provide occess to US29 ond other roods. We would
prefer odherence to the federal guldelines ln the blcycle mopping
handbook. Another approoch we could dlscuss would be a bicycle
operotor's llcense for use of roods which would be otherwlse
forbldden.

We 0lso request thot the design of bridges to be bullt over US29
as o port of this project be reviewed for blcycle compotibliiity.
These bridges wili be used by the lorge populotion 1iving on both
sides of US29, ond they should oll hove curb iones which meet the
SHA gulidellnes for shored use. for the speed ond trofflc load of
thes# bridges in general, the curb lones should be obout 14 feet.

for better bicycling

Lo
.

gégzgéé?gnls g cheor, highly efficlent, ondg healthful method of
et aor1o ;ogxerclse ond commuting. Bicycle commuting could
lceoble omount of outomobile traffic from U.s. 29
- - ’

1 it are ovided or. Y n ver br h
f wers pProv for ic
B cling ove idges g ould olso be

Qur
iy ld molntain and enhonce that Quailty of

Very truly yours,

APt —

Jomes M. Tordetilo
President, MABO

€c: Ms. L1z Bobo, Howord County Execu
tlve
Mr. Robert Klttleman, House of Delegotes
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James M. Tordalla
Govaernmantal Rapraesentativa
Howard County Blcycla Club
10353 Maypole Way

Columbla, MD 21044

3 March 1987

Mr. Nell J. Pedarsan, Diractor

Dfflce of Planning and Praliminary Enginaaring
State Highway Adminlistration

Post Dfflce Box 717

Baltimora, MD 21203-0717

Dear Mr. Padersant

The Howard County Blceyclae Club, a group of 40-%0 blcyclists In
Howard County, wishas ‘to commant on tha current US29 plan. We
balleve the ovaral) plan Is a Qood ona, showing careful anginear~
Ing dasign and consliderations. We ara Particularly Intarastad In
two aspactst blcycla compatibllity of Intarchangas and bridgas,
and accass to US29.

We wish to amphasize that all bridges should bae blcycle compat-
Ible. Wa requast that all bridge curb lanaes ba 14° wida. This is
Particularly Important In Columbla and south of Columbla. Seneca
Driva 1s an axampla of two large groups of peopla (one @roup on
each side of tha road) who will usa such bridges. Tha bridges
should be bullt to cur best design criteria. We balleve sidae-
walks on both sides are also Nacessary on thesae bridges. Wa

favor option 56 for Senaca Drive.

Tha sacond araa s access to US29. Wa as a club bellava that
accass to US29 1s nacassary for reasonable commuting and ltongar
distanca traval In Howard County. We would )ika to work with the
SHA on possibla laws to make accass to exprassways lagal. The
naw US29 should not penallza currant valld road users. We
blcyclists have not sold our right of accaess, and we bel lave that
our tax dollars should not be usad to deprlive us of accass.

Very truly yours,

James M. Tordalla
Governmantal Rapraesentativa
Howard County Bicycle Club

RECEIVED
MAR }g ° 081

[ S T T,

PG R Y, g
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-\i_.; ~ Maryland Department of Transportation . Mr. James E. Tordella
) ‘&D Stete Highway Aaminisiration Secromey Page Two
AR 30 987
- | Please feel free to call me if I can be of any further assis-

- - tance.

Mr. James E. Tordella .
10353 Maypole Way g Very truly yours,
Columbia, Maryland 21044 CEIL 5.ty o !

: 3 PEDERSE

Dear Mr. Tordella:
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Thank you for your letters of March 3, 1987 presenting the Office of Planning and
positions of Maryland Association Bicycle Organizations and the Preliminary Engineering
Howard County‘ilcycling Club regarding our US 29 Corridor Study. NIP/3p
Your views, as well as the rest of the public'e comments, will be
coneidered before a compreheneive recommendation {s presented to the cc:  Mr. louis Ege
Adnministrator. Mr. Richard W. Davis

As you know, cycling will gradually become prohibited on US 29 bcc: Mr. Jack F. Ross
within Howard County as the roadway is upgraded to a full control of Mr. J. L. White
access highway. Recognizing that some cyclists and many motorists Mr. J. E. Thompson
will be inconvenienced to varying degrees by this necessary improve- Mr. J. D. BrucE
ment to US 29, we are making an extensive effort to develop an Mr. Randy Alric

integrated syetem of local service roade and grade separated crose-
roade to minimize the amount of adverse travel. Also, you should be
aware that ths local service roads and many connections proposed
within the US 29 corridor are bsing built for the County usaing their
criteria, which in some casea may not be completely bicycle com-
patible.

With regard to your secondary issue, the State Highway
Administration cannot condone the use of our freeways (expressways
as defined by Maryland Law) for any purpose other than high speed
motor vehicle travel. To do so would compromise the primary safety
and operational advantage of these highways - limiting potential
extraneous interferences. Only 2% of all the highway mileage in
Maryland is prohibited to bicycle use. I feel it is not un-
reaeonable to preclude a few cycliets from less than 560 miles of
freeways for the general public welfare. In those few areas of the
State where no public road alternativee exiat, we will work with you
to develop pragmatic service options.

Wy tolp sty 333-1110

Tutstypuwaier lar impaired Heenng of Speecn
383 7555 Sallimora Melra — 5650451 O C Melro — 1-800-492-5082 Siatewi0e Tall Free

PO Bos 7171707 Nouth Cavert S1 . Baimare, Maryiang 21203 - 0717

Ao/
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10721 Gorman Roed E "2_0
Laurel, Md. 20707 « D5 g
2 March 1987 <o
£ T«
e 23
s, =%=
M. Neil J. Pederson, Director s_ f
Office of Planning and Preliainery Engineering )

Stete Mighwey Adsinietretion
T0T ¥. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Marylend 21202

Desar Mr. Pederson:

I am writing to expreee amy oonoern with regerd to the Mopkins-
Cormsan Road interchange as depicted in Segment VI of the Stete Highwey
Adainistretion’e publication sntitled, "Combined Locetion/Design Pudlic
Neariag U.3. Bouts 29°, with referenocs to tie hearing of Pedruary 17, 1987
and identified as "Alternate C-Conoept 1, Hopkins-Gorman Road Interohange.®

This particuler design puts e lerge interesction directly in our
front yerd and would be extremely undeeirable and would have e direct
edverse effect on the etyle and ocafort of living which we hevs been
ecoustomed to svsr einos moving into our house on Gorsan Roed in 1972,
Aleo, we would surely euffsr e eubstantiel financisl lose in the deorsesed
value of our property as e result of tha building of e ¥-lane road that
would interseot with ths existing Corman Roed in euch ¢ manner that lights
of vehicles would de ashining directly into two bedrooms and the livingrooa
of our house, not sore than 100 feet ewey, not to mention the noiee and
congeetion of euch an interesotion,

In e recent telephone convsrsetion with Mr. Randy Aldrich of the
Stete Highwey Adminietretion, I learned thet thie partioular concept wee
developed to dete the requeet of the Hammond Village Citizene
Asecoietion (HVCA) to heve @ *T* {ntersection with stop signs to meke
Gorman Road ¢ lees deeiredle route for eeet-west treffio through the
reeidentiel neighdorhood of Hammond Village. I wae, end etill am, ective
on the HVCA Roads Comaittee which subsitted the concept of the *T" inter-
eeotion; however, our ides of where the intersection would best be loceted
is not the way it was developed for this oonoept. Our original idee would
have put the intereection et the exieting intersection of Mammond Parkwey
and Gorman Road or with the ecoees rosd "0ld Coluabie Pike®. Pleese nots
that the HVCA dose not support the ecceptance of Concept 1. On the other
hand, the HVCA doee support the acoeptence of Concept 2 for the Hopkina-
Gorsan Roed interchange es expreesed in writing and verbel testimony by
Mr. Bruoe Woodford, Preeident of the HVCA, et the hearing held Fadbruary 17,
1987 ot Hammond High School.

1 would eppreciete heering fros you or any aeaber of your eteff
any newve or developmente regarding the intersection ee it would be o big
relief to know that Concept 1 ie not being considered e viable concept for
thie interchange. I ocen be reeched during the dey et ay work number (202)
537-8900 or during evening hours et (301} 498-1215,

Your oooperation regarding thie metter would de most epprecieted.
Sinoerely,

&

Jerry A. Waggoner

00: Mr. Randy Aldrioh, Project Manegsr
Projeot Development Division
Stete Mighwey Adainietretion
707 M. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202




Siele Highwey Acmunistreiion

G -Muﬂandﬂcpuﬂnant of Transportaton

March 24, 1987

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

Mr. Jerry A. Waggoner
10721 Gorman Road
Laurel, Maryland 20707

Desr Mr. Weggoner:

This letter is in response to your correspondence of March 2,

1987 and perteins to our Project Plsnning study underway on the
U.S. Route 29 corridor in Howard County. I understand your con-
cerns regarding the fmpacts which Alternative VI-C-1 at Hopkins-
Gorman Road may have on your home on Gorman Road. At this tiwe,
we are proceeding on agreement preparations with the Brantly De-
velopment Corporetion gor en interchange at this locaction. The
agreement is besed on the mutual selection of Concept No. 2.

1 want to thank you for your interest in the highway develop-
ment process as it relates to the study. If Randy Aldrich or I
can provide further assistence, please feel free to contact efther
of us again.

Very truly yours,
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and
Prelininary Engineering

NJP:tn

cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. John D. Bruck

My (301} 333-1111

Tetstypewriier lor Impeired MHearing or Speech
3837555 Ballimore Meiro — 3850451 D €. Metro — 1-800-402-5082 Sisiewide Toil Free
PO 8ox 7171707 North Caiven Si , Bailimore, Maryiana 2120 - 0737
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Colvinig

Febeuary 24, 1987
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Divis

707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

lmmuuheFehmqnhaﬁnguHammHighSchod.mddthwahthlm
no(tospukMyledingsabmnthepmpoceddnnguatkm”mdouwumbhkmd(aecﬁm
VD), while perhaps unorthodox, are quite strong, and 1 would like this letter to be added to the
official record of community response.

Tbenightdt.hehearing.atlboutS:SOp.m..ullppmcbedthetapdmydﬁvmy,lnodceda
car, engine running, with headlights beamed down the field that stands between my bouse and
Ha.rdi.ngkoad.ldidn'tlnovwhttbcyvmdoing.hnlhudeddownmydriveanmy.Andthenl
sAw—six or seven deer illuminated by the headlights.

Tenmhutuhwlhudedhdmthedﬁvemmynyto!hehaﬁng.Thebuwmm]lthue.
Maund&emvdw&h&mdmwﬂuhmmemmtmmmewy
Gorge Reservorr.

Idmhtlmedtouphin'htaum%‘wniwmmmmﬁml
punhuedlheM(lSlﬂu)mmnuo,md'hylm:hghamthnmm
Mhm.mmmuwmmmmnwmum
mmmwi.mmmwmmmmmmam
the land has been restored.

lha:uhmmawmwmmmgm-mmmdm
m.mmmwmd&ewmm%hmw.pwm&ehﬂahqh
mat'latth:m.ﬂudingkmdmybehudkaum29,hnit'lm’nltvining.nnb¢.deepy
cmmtrymad.l'mdtanmuedthatlundxive!helmg!hdﬂudingkoadovumkmzlﬁmd
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 had finished with the
normal greetings, they all got arcund 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 whea |
answered “no.” They had no way of knowing that [ looked at the land as 2 place 1o live and die, and
not as a place for tract housing.

'500 Eckinaton Place. N.E. o Washington, DC 20002 e  (202) 529-5655

Jui3Ald
1.03rad

'
Y

Lo

Am'l!hatmmwwm%hm.mwmwdawm-b-hmlﬂumdm
lager. anmemumzsmoummmnmnmmm
mmdh&uhnwmmimﬂmdmmm&emhhwm

hmmm&y.hnhnymdkyee,mmﬁnhamﬂsmthem.ﬂ
Mmbﬂmummuw.mm.mwham bope

Ywmymﬂ&nhrytaﬁdnmemtwwwhwlwmhlm
hdmmeadeﬁJAmnny,hledMImhmlMﬁm.iwwm
Mlhynutdvhhl“nu)hdmukmhm;lwmmukmby
m.mdhmmxmuwam,mmm

mhgmuememtadthemmmity.m"bdueuedyr&damwom'tbdp
d\emsdvabyplow’mglheirdrinnyn'bmkmu.mdjoycedehiremnmmluthun
l'veseenHowud.wbo'acuuinlymspringchickenhﬁnul.mowhgmddoingothernrdwuilu
mmmmmmwmmmwmc&mm«umwm
hny;whohdmm&geuhgauvhhhh&wheddﬁvevehkk.umhdmmmew
ﬂhnywkm”.%lm&mmmywmmgmymwhdpm
mnqmuuummmmmmmywhmwdum
mmmmmmmmmmmuwww

is it simply the economic tail wagging the dog? Naturally, each time the state takes another chunk
of lager land, the economies of scale necessary to run a farm become skewed in a negative
direction. If the SHA takes land this time, it's €asy to see how the point system will make lager
property look even less valuable when it's time for the next land grab, ‘

co/



One speaker at the Hammond High School forum stated curtly that his development group had a
development project planned for a certain intersection and that the state would therefare have to
alter its plans. The lagers have no development an the drawing board; instead, they have had a
farm business at their intersection for sbout 100 years. A field of hay may not ook like much, but
last summer, during the drought, it was more important to a lot of farmers than a new office
building. Somebow, somewhere, we have lost sight of the value of the land and the people who
ourture it. The land is much more than a speculative site for a shopping cester, office building or
subdivision with vinyl siding.

(I do oot intend to convey an anti-business attitude. As the founder and president of 3 50-employee
company, [ think my feelings about the rights of Americans to make a lawful living should be self-
evident.)

But let’s get back to roads. Concept 2, with its overpass requiring the seizing of substantial lager
property, including destruction of the hog lot at the corner of Old Columbia and Harding Roads,
would be tragic for the many reasons ['ve already stated. More than anything else, Concept 2
secms to be a means to funnel traffic to the golf driving range. It would not serve Harding Road
residents very well, since there are only a dosen or 30 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 make it suitable
-for beavier traffic means taking even more land from the lagers and a lot of other people who now
live an its edge. To what end? To serve the driving range? To provide for occupants of bousing that
has oot even been built? Do you take somecne’s front yard oc front porch to build a road to serve
people who may never occupy housing that may never be built? Carving a road from 216 to Harding
Road sends a message: Harding Road and its adjacent lands are now open for full-scale development
because there is good transportation access.

Let's be honest. People who live along Harding Road don't want development, and certainly doa't
want the SHA making soca! policy by cutting new roads that have the effect of directly
encounaging development. We have a significant handicap 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 is tough enough without the odds being stacked to a
greater degree. Of course 'm biased, but it makes sense to leave a small country road just as it is,
and funnel traffic out to Route 216, with its future interchange and higher capacity.

I could say that by increasing access to Harding Road, one increases garbage, noise and poilution.
That's an argument against any road that'a ever been built since man invented the wheel. But [ will
legitimately argue that increased resideatial development along Harding Road, which would be
encouraged by Concepts 3 or 4, will tend to cause contamination 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?

mdnymmdnghmuuwhhhgwhhmim:mdnnmmha:t
But
havelostenough.Upvmmmhnm,h'lmmaﬂlhkmmehww::m

Almustcverymeaeceputhei!viubﬂitydkwunulimiu i

. , ; access hj , and

that'tvuebpnmm. is coming. But with e 1.mum,amm£m¢.m"mw

z rmmﬁmrod.mmmmdwﬂuﬁngkmd.medea.mewood;md'
vater can maintain themselves a3 a needed oasis in the midst of frenzied development.

Sincerely,

11497 Harding Road
Laurel, Maryland 20707
(301) 953-7485 H

(202) 529-5655 O

cc: Mr. Neil J. Pederson
Mr. Wayne R Clingan

39/
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Maryland Department of Transportation

Wiklam X. Hollmans
Stele Highwey Adminisiralion Secrory

Hal Kagastt
Admiokyoter

March 23, 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. Paul Panitz
11497 Harding Road
Laurel, Maryland 20707

Dear Mr. Panjitz:

This letter is in response to your correspondence of February
24, 1987 regarding our Project Planning study underway on
U.S5. Route 29 in Howard County. 1 appreciate your providing
us with your thoughts pertaining to the grade separation proposals
at 01d Columbia Road. As you stated at the end of your comments,
it is inevitable that some day in the future, U.S. Route 29
will become a controlled access highway. Your concerns, as
weil as those of your neighbors will be used in our selection
process. Even after a selection is made of a preferred concept,
we foresee no changes to the existing intersection until operational
deficiencies have been identified.

1 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

N

- | ] o) A

by: //\,.u..(,(( (-1'\(.’1: ~ L
Randy Aldrich HEAY 4
Project Manager

LHE/RCA/ ih

cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan

My telephane numbaer ts__333-1139

Teleiypswriter for Impairea Heenng or Speech
383-7555 Beittmore Meiro — 5650451 D.C Metro — 1.800-492-5062 Sistewide Toll Free

‘ PO Boz 7171 707 North Calvert SI . Balimors. Merviend 21203 - 0717
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7357 Hopkins Way B

Clarksville Md 21029.  _

PIECHD., Qeilll B
: 2 March 1987

JLANMIMG & P PUNARY ENSINLERITR

State Highway Administration

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering ..
PO Box 717 S.
Baltimore Md 21203 -

REF: Contract No. 606-101-770
PDMS 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 Columbia Pike, U.S. 29.

ANl the proposals are puzzling to me.

I don't think I have ever seen a grade separation with so much busywork and so
much 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 along the south side of Johns Hopkins/Gorman, Experience
being what it is, the fi;st name that comes to mind is that of tﬂp Columbia folks,
HRO. The result, no matfar what the reason, seems chaotic.

I don't ask much out of my highway taxes. I do ask that I be ablg to:

I. 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. Lleave 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-lomg 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-I would, if 1 read it correctly, require me to cross a ramp,
make two left turns, and probably put up with at least one stop sfgn to accomplish
maneuver (1); have a double merge to accomplish maneuver (2); doross 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 eliminate one left
turn, [ think. ’

ALTERNATIVE C-2 would finally let me travel north (maneuver [1]); with no other

Iy

.2-

really obvious improvements, but it introduces a new danger: the big entry scheme
to the Liparini Development off the ramp. [t 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 #$%¢# traffic signal.

These designs were not intended to benefit the motorist! They may benefit ,
Liparini and HRD, or maybe someone with a house near the southeast corner (I haven't
looked carefully). But it seems to me, who travels that iIntersection twice daily
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.

b~

(otvmpy,y K€

——c= ™ 3F cterO»

sosc e .,_'“..,.L

I am neither a highway engfneer or a graphic designer! Your people can do better
than this. Thing is, they:can also do better than the other alternatives. (-3
provides:

--full access all eight ways between Hopkins and U.S. 29;

--full access to Liparim from all four directions, plus escape;

--separation of the Lipmrini traffic from the APL traffic--something you will
wish, down the line, that mwu had done at the beginning;

--two overpasses, same a8 (-2,

--making Gorman the stub street subject to the stop sign, rather than making
through traffic subject to1t; . )

--the possibility (se--.e line) of another access to Liparini @drect from
southbound U.S. 29 if the splanners deem it wise;

--fewer linear feet of paved ramps than Alternatives_l. la, or 2, 1 swear;

--very little encroachment on the south side of Hopkins, no mgre than the SHA

plans;

Q//
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--markedly less confusion;
--only one set of left turns, that at the service drive for Liparini;

--through alignments for through traffic.

Folks, I'm not intending to be flippant, but the published alternatives make no
sense at ALL. I am rejecting Alternatives A and B out of hand as being insufficient
to meet the problem, as | 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 Rockville 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 Laparini traffic.

And you must absolutely stop granting any more people access to U.S. 29, such as
the half-access signalized setups near Md. 32. '

Sincerely,

GEORGE L HAMLIN

V24



A Maryland Department of Transportation Wiiom X, Hedmams
) Siale Highway Adminisiranon Secrvtary

Hal Kassolt
April 1, 1987 Administrater

Re: Contract No. HO 606-101-270
U.S. Route 29
Patuxent River to
U.S. Route 40
PDMS No. 132046

Mr. George L. Hamlin
7357 Hopkins Way
Clarksville, Maryland 21029

Dear Mr. Hamlin:

This letter is in response to your correspondence of March 2,
1987 regarding our Projact Planning study underway on the U.S.
Route 29 corridor in Howard County.

I appreciate your concerns regarding the proposad interchange
concepts at Hopkins-Gorman Roads. Theae 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 Interstata Route 95 and the proposed
Montpelier Research Park adjacent to U.S. Route 29. We 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 & standard interchange at Hopkins-Gorman Roads by
Montpelier's developer, the Brantly Development Group, would en-
courage traffic to use these roads. Recently, Howard County down-
graded the claseification of Gorman Road so as to limit future
traffic growth. All of thesa proposed interchange concepts pro-
posed by Brantly are designed to discourage through traffic on
Gorman and Leishear Roads.

Since this interchange involved private funding, the propo-
sals were also developed to provide cost-effectiva adequate levels
of futrure traffic service. or this reason, a full cloverleaf
type interchange, as you hava recommanded, was not studiad as an
alternative solution. A full cloverlaaf is expensive to build,
expensive to maintain, requires more right-of-way, and has four
undesirable weaving areas betwaen successive loop rsmps. At this
location, it also provides excess capacity on soma 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 number i3, 333-1110
Tersiypewsnier lof impeired Heertng of Speech
383-7555 Beltimore Metro — 5650451 O C Maetro — 1-800-492-5062 Stetewioe Toll Free
PO Bos 717 707 North Caivert S, Baitimore. Marvieno 21203 - 0717

Mr. George L. Hamli
April 1, 1987 "

Page Two

I want to thank you for your {
nt
ment process as it relates toythla prgjzzg.ln Eue sinvay Stustep-

furcther asgistance, contact nme I£ we can Provide
’ the P
Aldrich, telephone number (301)0533.f|3;?ject Manager, Mr. Randy

Very truly yours,
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:tn

cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

z//



Mr. John A. Marsch

10928 HMallcrest Drive
Laurel, Md. Z0707
-417%

Phone No. (301
March 03, 1987

Maryland Department of Transportation

State Highway Adainistration

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
Box 717

Baltimore, Md. 21202

Re: Contract No.1 HO &06-101-770, PDMS No. 132046

To whom 1t May Concern:

1 am writing this letter to you after reviewing th.Aaniranmcntal
impact study you did for the US RT 29 e@xpansion. As 1| pointed out to a
DOT representative at the 17 February 1987 meeting, the study
map clearly showed my home as & noise measurement sta;non 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 dgvnces oan
my property. The only devices that have been on my property in the
past year were some road barrier saw horscg but nothing attacheq to
them, My wife who stays at home and my neighbors who work at night did
not see anything or anybody doing measurements. 1 do not at this stage
believe that you have a valid environmental impact statement. How many
other areas have besn missed? | am really concerned about your flawed
noise measurements because of the hearing damage that | already have
due to excessive noise exposure.

By your own estimates, which 1 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 Qood part of that traffic
will cause noise above my hearing damage threshold. _Thil increase in
noise will cause more damage to ay already poor hcarnnq. In order for
my hearing to remain intact, I can only see two op;nons: one, the
Highway Department build a costly and unsightly noise b;rrxcr along my
property fronting the highway that will protect my hcar,ng: and t2¢
other, is buy my property and have it for future expansion of US 29. 1
believe it would be cCheaper to buy my property.

1 am looking forward to hearing from you at the earliest possible

. A e

RESAEISYED on . Marscn

-y 1987

DICECTOR. DEFICE OF
PANKIXG & PRELIMINARY EARINEERUR

Mr. John A. Marsch

10928 Hillcrest Drive
Laurel, Md. 20707
Fhone Ng. ol 4?944175

Maryland Depart@ent of Transportation

State Mighway Administration T
Office of Flanning and Preliminary Engineering T~

Bo:: 717 ’ -
Baltimore, Md. 21207 o

Re: Contract No.: HO &04—-101-770, FDMS Na. 122044

To whom 1t May Concern:

1 am wrating this letter in the hopes that | will be able to get
the Department of Transportatian, Highway Administration to buy my
Property when US RT 29 Section VI is improved. I lave on the northeast
corner of RT 29 and Millcrest Drive, at 10978 Hillcrest Driva.

1 ask you to consider buying my Property and making it a buf fer
area for our devel opment. 1 maie thas request for many reasons.
medical being one of them.

First, 1 have a hear:ng loss which was caused by e:cessive noise
esposure. This problem is aggravated by any noise above 8IDBs. My

noi1se e:posure. I am not allowed to be @xposed to any ncise above
92DEs. By your own estimates 1f you widen US RT 29 there will be a
ten-fold increase 1n the vehicular traffic next to My property. Some
Part of that traffic will Cause noise above 82DFE. This 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 noise barrier along my property fronting the highway
that will protect my hearing; and the other, is buy my property and

make it a buffer to our devel opment. I believe it would be cheaper to
buy my property.

1¥ you need documentation concerning my hearing problems, I would
be glad to provide you with it, I would also be 9lad to take part in a
noi1se environmental impact study of people living along US RT 29.

Second, 1 also believe that my home will not withstand the
@:icessive vibrations that would be put on 1t by the i1ncreased vehicul ar
traffac, especially heavy truck traffic. I can already see damage
Caused by e:cessive vibratiuns that have talen place over the past
vears &g the amount of traff;c has :ncreased. In vour report vau
mention a hvdrology raport. | wauld late a zopy of i,

Thara, | bzliave that 1f vou buy, 1zna NCw 1t woulad pe chesper in
the 1209 ran for future 2-p3ns1on or Rt 29, For z:ampls. 3N the north
233t s1de of Ft 29 between Foch . Gorgye and new Rt =7 & di1stance of

. <
&.S
Mmiles, thera ars only S homes. NCw wauld be the time €2 buy far tuturas
2EPANSION NGt wert for enplosive devzlopment arter Ft -9 1S 1mpro.ed

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

I am looking forward to hearing from you at the earliest possible

VYN Wu’

> . -
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Willlam K. Hellmana
Secratary

- Hat K ]
March 26, 1987 A:-u::::v

Stale Highway Administialion

’ ) Maryland Department of Transportation

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 Hillcrest Drive
Laurel, Maryland 20707

Dear Mr. Marsch:

This lecter 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 conaultant performing
this study made existing ambient noise measurements in Noise Sen-
sictive Aresa 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 Hillcrest 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.

The existing ambient noise level at the monfitored site on
Hillcrest 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 nofse 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 benefitting from its
erection to make ft 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 telephone number 1s___333-1110

Teletypewnier lor Impaired Heanng of Speech
383-7555 Saiimore Melo — 5650451 D C. Meiro — 1-800-492-5062 Siatewide Toll Free
PO Soa 717+ 707 North Caivert S1, Salnimore. Maryiang 21203 0717

Mr. John A. Marsch

March 26, 1987
Page Two

! am sorry there is not mo
re that we can do ¢
noise situation. Please feel free to contact we o:g:;:lggoggg:

Manager, Mr. Randy A
further questlons¥ ldrich, telephone 33341139, {f you have

Very truly yours,
neg 9 Yﬂ‘b‘uﬂ
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:en

cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Charles B. Adams
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

7/



(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 Orive remain with right turn options
for _eqress and ingress as is presently existing from and to Rt 29. In using
Hammond Drive to transverse to BOI6 Crest Road requires navigating up tws (2)
hills, one after another with a 30% 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 egqress and ingress {(and
ng Hammond Parkway connection] to qo south on Rt 216 to Route 29 to
Burtonsvilie. 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 most 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
Driginal was signed by
C. T. Diffendal
Doris Diffendal

8016 Crest Road
Laurel MO 20707
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Maryland Department of Transportation

Willam K. Hellmaon
Bocretary

Stete Highwey Admunisifrenion

Mr. & Mrs.

Hal Ksssoft
May 9 '987 Admisistrater

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

C. T. Diffendal

8016 Crest Road
Laurel, Maryland 20707

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Diffendal:

This
February 1

letter is in response to your correspondence of
8, 1987 and pertains to our Project Planning study

underway on the U.S. Route 28 corridor in Howard County. I would
like to comment on your numbered items:

1)

2)

3)

Leaving both Hammond Drive and Hillcrest Drive with
right-on, right-off access to northbound U.S. Route 29
will retain an undesirable weave section along
northbound U.S. Route 29 between the two roadways. One
of the roadways needs to be closed to correct this
deficiency. The closure of Hillcrest Drive was
selected due to the proximity of Hillcrest Drive to the
end of the proposed ramp from Maryland Route 216 to
northbound U.S. Route 29. At this time, we foresee no
action on either closure until we identify operational
problems associated with leaving them open.

Upon completion of the proposed interchange between
U.S. Route 29 and Maryland Route 216, the existing
intersection at that location will be closed. 1f
Alternative C-3 is selected at Hammond-Hillcrest
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. 1 realize that your
access may be more circuitous with this proposal.

As | stated in No. 1 above, we do not anticipate any
changes at this location until we identify operational
problems with retaining access to U.S. Route 29.

My talaph ver ls__(301) 333-1110

Teletypewriter lor impaired Heering or Spesch
3837555 Belitmore Meiro — 565.0451 D.C. Meiro — 1-800-492.5062 Stetewide Tolt Free

PO Box 717 1 707 Norh Catvert St . Baltimora. Meryteng 21203 - 0717

Mry & Mrs. C. T. Diffendal

Page 2

1 would like to thank you for

your interest in the hi
deve!opment process as it relates to this project. If I cﬁzwny
provide further assistance, please contact me or the Project
Manager, Mr. Randy Aldrich, telephone number 333-1139.

Very truly yours,

Ch.uiiinb SIGNED BY:
rgsqummﬁﬂswn, Director

fftice of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:ds

cc:  Mr ayne R. Clingan
. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

7//



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

Rodney & Cecilia Fletcher
9526 Pepple Orive
Columbia, MO 21045

(301) 730-0278

January 30, 1987

Mr. Neil J. Pederson, Director

Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MO .21202

Alternaties Pubic Workshop
Oraft Environment Assessment
US Route 29

Contract No. HO 606-101-770

Reference:

Dear Mr. Pederson:

I inspected a copy of the referenced report at our local library and jts
proposed Alternaties 1X-C-1 (concept 1) and I1X-C-3 (Concept 3) as to the impact
on our property at 9526 Pepple Drive.

According to the accompaning maps of IX-C-1 & 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. I 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, | shall be happy to see access to 29 from Pepple Orive 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

Encl: a/s

(s

Maryland Department of Transportation

Stalz Highway Adminisiralion

Hol Kassolt
February 23, 1987

RE: Coontract No. HO 6806-101-770
U.8. Route 29
Patuxeat River to 0.8. Route 40
PDMS No. 132048

Mr. & Mrs. Rodaoey Pletcher
9526 Pepple Drive
Columhia, Maryland 21045

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Fletcher:

This letter 18 io response to your correspondence of Jaoguary
30, 1987, and pertains to our Project Planning study underway on
the U.3. Route 29 corridor in Howard County. The map you sent us
of your property with a proposed right-of-way line through your
bome is identical to the map you saw io our Eoviroomental
Documeat on display at the Howard County Library. The right-of-
way line through your home 18 an error and I regret any discom-
fort it may bave caused you. The line is from a plat prepared
for the ramp fram Maryland Route 175 whicb was never constructed
as originally proposed. Thie ie an oversight on our part. At
the Puhlic Hearing held on Pehruary 17, 1987, our displays showed
revised right-of-way linee. Because our study propoees the
closure of Pepple Drive at 0U.S8. Route 29 and the recoanstruction
of the ramp from Maryland Route 175, we will need approximately
0.06 acres of your property. The shaded area on the encloeed map
shovs the needed right-of-way.

I thaok you for your ioterest in the highway development
process as 1t relates to the project. If we can provide further
assistance, please contact me or the Project Manager, Mr. Raandy
Aldrich, at 333-1139.

Very truly yours,
eu»?:uu«w

Nei1l J. Pedersen, Director
Office of Planning and
Prel iminary Eogineering

NJP:sh

Enclosure

cc: Mr. ¥Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. Richard L. Schindel

My toleph beris___333-1110
Talatypewritar for Impaired Haering of Speech
3837555 Beilimore Me110 — 5850451 0.C. Meiro — 1800 492-5062 Stelawide Tol) Free
P O. Bos 717/ 707 Norih Caivert St , Balimore, Meryiena 21203 - 0717

L/
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Mr. Neil J. Pederson £ -
Office of Plenning end Preliminery Engineering = —~

Narylend Stete Eighwey Administration
707 M. Celvert Street
Baltimore, Merylend 21202

Re: BRoute 28 Expension
Report No. FRAWA-ND-B4A-87-01-D

Deer MNr. Pederson:

Todey 1 epoke with Dave Willia of Qennett Fleming in
Herrishurg, Pennsylvenie. I requested a liat of the sixnteen
(Alternete B3) or nineteen (Alternete C-1) receptors in Aree I
thet would benefit from noiee harriers per the etndy es 1listed
ia Teble 27 on pege IV-28 of the Enviroemente) Assessment deted
Jenuary 12, 1987. He iadiceted thet he is not shle to relesees
informetion without apthorisetion from the Highwey
Adainistration. Please provide him with thet authorieetion, or
in the elternative, provide the informetion to ns directly.
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In addition, we would propose thet the cul-de-eec shown in
Alternative C, Coecept 2 he moved to either of the erees shown
in gresn on the etteched mep, or ie the elternetive, be mede
smeller to ha aimply a turn-eround ae opposed to & cul-de-eec.
Onr concern is thet we do not went this eree opened to
edditionel traffic es it immedistely ehuta onr property end the
boilding of the cul-de-ssc in thst eree would deetroy pert of
the netnrel herrier hetween our property end Route 29 es well ee
some of the Columhie open spece. Pleese raspond es to the
feesibility of these elternative propoaela.

I wonld eppreciets the enswere to theae questiona es soon
es possible. Thank yon for your cooperetion.

Sinceraly,
lrnckﬂi{ & druckner, P.4A.
]
3y: é;g,ﬂz ////// -
Jay Ann Druckner

JAB/ciw

cc: Homorshle Thomea N. Yeeger
Honorehle Virginie Thoaea
Honorehle Eligabeth Bobo

C. Vernon Gresy
Nabland Mitla Villava Bnaed

v

A/
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BRUCKNER & BRUCKNER, P.A. €8 27 i567
6811 KENL WORTH AVENLE
SUNTE %04
RIVERDALE, MARYLAND 20737

ARNOLEDY I MRLXXNER® 1301) 7794700

Humard Conanty Otfce
FOYUE ANN MUCKNER

10520 Livie Puruser Packwey
S MZ

W TIMOTHY PARLETT oo Marviond 21044

1] 9849

AMae Ackenmad w D C of Conmed
Februery 24, 1987 STEPHEN A. BECXER

Mr. Dave Willis

Jennett Fleming

P.0. 1963

Barrisburg, P.A. 17106

Be: BRoute 28, Columbie, Maryland
Eoviroomental Assesemant of
Jaouary 12, 1987
Report No. TEWA-MD-BA-87-01-D

Dear Mr. Willis:

In eccord with our converastion of todey I have anclosed
figura fiftean with our bousa circled in graen. I would
eppreciate your letting ma know es sooc as possible whether or
Bot our bhouae wes includad in the sixteen (Altarnate B) or
ninetaen (Alternete C-1) receptors in Aree F henefitiang from
voisa harriars es liatad in Tabla 27 on pege 1V-28. If our housa
was not includad, pleese spacify tha raason therefora.

Also, o8 wa diecussed, I would epprecieta whetevar
informetion you might heve es whether nolae bherriarse would
banafit us as our property is eomewhet elavated end es to any
measures other than noise herriers availsble to property owners.
I vary much apprecieta your assistence in thie mettar.

8incaraly,

br na} & lruckna;. P.A. -~ '

dy: “/f"'-iz’/élm//. ‘/7L

//}6}9‘ Ano Bruckasr

JAB/ciw
Roclosure

Noise and Air Quality
Sensitive Area F

FIGURE 15

P NOISE MODELING SITES
s NOISE MONITORING SITES

LEGEND
® AN MODELING SITES
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’ Maryland Department of Transportation

Stale Highway Aominssiralion

Wiliiam K. Helimamn
Socratary
Hal Kassatt

March 31, 1987 Maiairusin

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

¥s. Joyce Ann Bruckner

c/o Bruckner and Bruckner, P.A.
6811 Kenilworth Avenue

Suite 504

Riverdale, Maryland 20737

Dear Ms. Bruckaner:

This letter ie in responee to your correepondence of
Pebruary 26, 1987 and pertaine to our Project Planning Study
undsrvay on ths U.S. Routs 28 corridor in Howard County.
Attached 15 a map which indicatss ths dwsllings which were
countsd ae henefiting from the erection of a noies harrier in
Nolee Seneitivs Area F. As our analysie in thie arsa requiree
rgvision, ths information will appear in ths final snvironmental
document.

Regarding ths propoeed cul-de-sac at the end of the exten-
sion from Twin Knolls Road in Concept C-2 at Old Columbia Road,
Howard County requirse a turn around as close as poseihle to the
end of the road so that eervice vshiclss don't have to back out
of the area. Ws intsnd to turn this road over to Howard Couaty
upon completion. The proposéd cul-de-sac was locatsd on Columhia
Aesociation property to avoid environmental complicatioans
assoclated with locating it on any of the adjoining properties
vhich are eligible for inclusion on the National Reglster of
Historic Places. It will not he possible to relocate the cul-
de-sac as you have requeeted. We will iaovestigats if a different
design could he utilized to reducs impact to the trees on this
parcel.

I would 1ike to further add that the proposed concepts for
Old Columhia Road conetitute our long range plans. At this time,
ve foresee no immediate change to Old Columbia Road. In the
event that operational prohlems develop at thie location, we will
consider pursuling changes ae proposed in our study.

My 1ol beris_ 333-1110
Tatslypawriiar for Impaired Haaring or Spsach
3837555 Balllmore Maeiro — 5850451 D C. Malro — 1-800-492-5082 Sislawida Tolt Fras
P O Box 7171707 Norlh Calvart Si, Bailvmnoras, Maryisno 21203 - 0717

Ms. Joycs Ann Brucknsr
Pags 2

I vant to thank you for your intersst in ths highway"

z:ztigpminttgrocees as it relates to thie etudy.
e further assistance, contact me or the Pr
Mr. Randy Aldrich, TsISphoée elect Manager

NJP/1ih
Attachment
cc: j(Mr. Wayne R. Clingan

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. Charlss B. Adams

No. 333-1139.

It I can

Very truly yours,
Wg Tedvaus
Neil J. Pedsrssn, Director

Offics of Planning and
Preliminary Enginesring

pz/
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Maryland Department of Transportation Wiam K
m K. Heltmann

State Highway Admimsiranon Seciotry

. Hsl Kasaoft
April 14, 1987 Administraier

We are located in Sejnent IX just behind the Gales/Kelly's Store

RE: Contract No. HO 606- -
606-101-770 House properties. We strongly urge you to adopt alternative A--the No

U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent River

to U.S. Route &40 Build Alternative. In addition, we urge yvu to either eliminate truck

PDMS No. 132046 traffic our impuse a lower speed limit for trucks, ss is done in wmany

European countries. This will not only decrease the present noise

Mr. and.Mrs. Arnold D. Bruckner level but will slso encourage truck trsffic and much of the other
9491 C{lsscross Court traffic to use north south routes other than Route 29 thus eliminsting
Columbia, Maryland 21045 some of the incresse in traffic and noise levels. Certainly this
would be the least costly alternative and allow great expenditures of

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Bruckner: monies and energy toward the improvement of other routes in less

congested areas.

This letter is in response to your corresponden
1987.rega§d1ng our Project Planningystudy on tge U.S?ekggt:a;;h “
corrx@or in Hoyard 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. '

We are strongly opposed to Alternative C as it would destroy part
of the buffer between our home and Route 29, encourage development of
0ld Columbia Road ares, and grestly increase the noise level to a
level unacceptable by Federsl standards. The Environmental Assessament
dated January 12, 1987, indicstes that due to the small number of
In this letter, : homes considered as benefiting from noise barriers, it would not be
speed of trucks on U'g?“kzzt:dzg?atw:edEOZZ:dzgnzgzzrigg%ng the economically feasible to construct such barriers and we would then be
alternative. Limiting the speed of certain vehicle r this a safe left with a noise level of some 73 dBA, far above the Federal Noise
of traffic increases the frequency of accid ds in a stream Abatement Criteris. At the present noise level we must sleep with a
traffic congestion. b4 ents and produces more white noise wmachine which even now does not begin to drown out the

noise from Route 29 which begins at approximstely 5:30 every morning.
Should you plan to seriously consider Alternative C, we ask that the

Your other request to resu isti i
"Popcorn Aggregateﬂ is being §n5£:§: :::dCX1;;;?g rzgdway with environmental assessment study be redone to include more thsn the 16
achieved in the near-term, we anticigate éhat whe t ;s m:y.not be residences presently included. As one travels Route 29, it is easy to
lanes are constructed 'oint repai P d en t e a ditional observe that the sctual number of residences that would benefit from
3 palrs and resurfacing will be per- noise barriers is 5 to 6 times that smount. We also urge you to

formed on the existing lane
s.
& consider in addition to the use of noise barriers, the use of the

paving surface known ss Popcorn or Open Aggregate which we understand

As previously stated, I want to thank you for your interest decresses the noise level by some 10 decibels.

;get:§s study. Please contact us again if you have additional
stions.
Should Alternative C be adopted rather than Alternatives A or B,

v we urge that you adopt Altermstive C-1 clon}n( the cross over in the
ery truly yours, median satrip but leaving open the access to Old Columbia Road. It
Louis H. Ege, Jr would be sn alternative that would be less coatly than Alternative C-2
Deputy Direcéor ) and would not encourage any development of the area on 0ld Columbia
Project Development Division 2::d;rOP:::;e‘:;d;:u?:l;; and those threes are the only buffer between

by: A the cul-de-sac shown in Alternative C, csncept 2 be -o:ed t? either of

P i the areas shown in green on tbe attached map, or in the alternative,

LHE:RCA: bh g:g?zctlﬂgézher A be made amaller to be simply a !urn--rouyd as opposed to a cul-éefuac.
Atta : & Our concern is that we do not want this area opened to additional
achment traffic as it immediately abuts our property and the building of the
cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan cul-de-sac in that ares would destroy part of the natural barrier
between our property and Route 29 as well as some of the Columbia open

space. Please respond as to the fessibility of these slternstive

propossls.

N ( . ( \ ( ’ If Alternative C-2 is ultimately chosen, we would propose that
- ( A Ot

My teleph beris__333-1139

Telstypewniter tor \impairso Heanng or Speech \
3837555 Baimore Metra -+ 565 0451 1117 Metro — 1 800 492 $062 Slalewids Toll Frae N
PO Box 7171707 Noth s 1 St Banvnore, Maryiano 21203 0717 §



a Maryland Department of Transportation

Siete Highwaey Adminisiretion

Wiiam K. Hollmenn
Secrsmry

Hal Kassolt
Adaleicrue

. April 15, 1987

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. 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 corbined 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

N, s \ /. (

by: e . L A / l’.;‘p :
Randy Aldrich \ M
Project Manager

LHE/RCA/1h

¢C: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Richaro Schindel
Ar. Gecorqge Hester

My telaph peris_ 333-1139

P

Telotypawniter lor Impared Heenng of Speecn
3837555 Betimore Metro — 5650451 DC Metro — 1.800-432 5062 Sietewide Toll Free

. P O Box 7171 707 Noith Catvert St , Balumoic Maeryiend 21203 0717

ﬁ Marﬂandﬂapamnentolmnsponatlm

Siate Highway Administranon

April 22, 1987 ema—

Re: Contract No. HO 606-101-770
U.S5. 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 Allview-
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 detcrmined.
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 Seneaca 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

I? / N /l . {
by: A et AL ( Vi ok
Randy Aldrich
Project Manager

LHE/RA/ih
cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Wayne R. Clingan

My tateph s 333-1139

Tetetypawriier lof Impewea Hearing or Speech \
1837555 Hattimore Metro — 5650451 DC Melio — 1.800-492 5082 Stetawide Toll Fiee @

P Q Bos 717/ 707 Noinh Cetvert S1 . Beitimore. Marylang 21203 - 07!'
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B. Agency Correspondence

In accordance with implementation procedures of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), the following agencies were contacted to provide informatior‘
or input in their particular discipline areas: g

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 th
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.

Howard County Fire Department

El1licott 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

Department of Natural
Resources

- Maryland Forest,

Park 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.)

No threatened or endangered species.

V-51
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DATE OF
RESPONSE

May 26, 1986

June 2, 1986

April 29, 1986

July 21, 1986

May 19, 1986 -

Jan.

Oct.

dJan.

25, 1985

1 & 20, 1986

24, 1985
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DATE OF
AGENCY RESPONSE RESPONSE

Department of Natural Resources (Cont'd)

- Capital Programs No State or Federal endangered Jan. 18, 1986
Administration species. State-rare Walking
Spleenwort found in Montgomery
County.

- Water Resources Waterway Construction Permit may May 27, 1986
Administration 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.

letter also contained concerns of:

Maryland Forest, Concerned with potential impact on
Park and Wildlife riverine wetlands.
Service

Tidewater Admini- Provided classification of wetlands
stration, Coastal in project area. Recommend subjects
Resources Division to be covered in the EA.

- Water Resources May 28, 1986
Administration '

letter contained concerns of:

Natural Heritage Rare fish species found in Middle

Program of Capital Patuxent. Two rare amphipods found

Programs 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.

- Water Resources June 20, 1986
Administration

letter contained concerns of:

Tidewater Admini- 1) Expansion of existing highway
stration, Fisheries preferred over new alignments.
Division 2) Full and rigorous enforcement

of erosion control measures.

3) Proposed work produce zero
degradation of stormwater
management.

4) Concerned with runoff pollutants.

5) Specific concerns on streams in
Montgomery County.

V=52



AGENCY

125

DATE OF
RESPONSE 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- : August 11, 1986
invertebrates and distribution (no letter
of fish species by station for the provided.)

Patuxent River watershed for 1980-1981.

Provided fish distribution Sept. 9, 1986
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 Nov. 13, 1985
potential in the new right-of-way.

Provided locations of two Oct. 21, 1985
unconfirmed and one recorded
archeological site for U.S. Route 29.

No archeological sites were identified Dec. 23, 1986
in the Phase I survey.

Wetlands field view. Provided input Oct 1 & 20, 1986
on significance of impact and

mitigation suggestions. (Minutes

Jocated at the end of this section.)

Interested in project impacts on May 1, 1986
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.)

V=33
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DATE OF ;

AGENCY RE SPONSE RESPONSE
Department of Natural Resources (Cont'd) .
Howard County Depart- Provided information from 208 Plan. July 21, 1986
ment of Public Works, (no letter
Bureau of Environmental provided)
Services
Maryland Historical Concurrence in possible National Aug. 20, 1986 g
Trust Register eligibility and boundaries

of twelve properties.
Determination of effect on March 4, 1987
eligible sites in Howard County.
Determination of effect on Kelly July 10, 1987
Store, Gales-Gaither House, and
Athol.
Advisory Council Determination of effect on Scagg's Nov. 3, 1987
On Historic Place, Athol, Kelly's Store House,
Preservation Gales-Gaither House, and Felicity

V-54
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10910 Route 108 /34
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043-6198
. " (301) 992-0500
r ™
June 2, 1986 R E c E ' v
JUN 6 1986
Ms. Bettyann C. Bowers
Environmental Manager _
Gannett Fleming GFC & C, INC.
_ Transportation Engineers, Inc.
g 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 Gorman Road

Atholton Elementary Seneca Drive

Clemens Crossing Elementary Owen Brown Road

Hammond Middle Gorman Road

Clarksville Middle Seneca Drive and Owen Brown Road
Atholton High Gorman Road and Johns Hopkins Rd.
Hammond High Gorman Road and Johns Hopkins Rd.
Oakland Mills High Seneca Drive

Oakland Mills Middle Seneca Drive

Northfield Elementary Spring Valley Road

Dunloggin Middle Spring Valley Road

Centennial High Spring Valley Road

2. Schools whose attendance areas include both sides of U.S. Route 29:

) Centennial High Wilde Lake Middle
Mt. Hebron High Clarksville Middle
Atholton High St. John's Lane Elementary
Patapsco Middle Northfield Elementary

- Dunloggin Middle Thunder Hill Elementary

. (beginning 1986-87)

B Hearing Impaired Number:
TDD/TTY 992-4942



Ms. Bettyann C. Bowers -2- June 2, 1986 /3 )

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,

GF—

Charles 1. Ecker
Associate Superintendent

Finanace and Operations
CIE/RSL/sas

Attachments

cc: Board Members
Mr. Hartmann
Dr. Hickey
Mr. Lazarewicz
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Regional Planning Council
2225 North Charles Street  Baltimore. Maryland 21218-5767  (301) 554-5600

'\i /32~

. George F. Harrison. Jr.. Chairman  Alfred P. Gwynn. Evecutive Director

April 29, 1986

RECEIVEN

Environmental Manager
Gannett Fleming Transportation MAY 1 1986
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, 1 have
enclosed the following:

o

transportation zone map,

zonal population, households, employment, and
auto ownership for 1980, and for the forecast
years of 1990 and 2005, and

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.

I1f you have any questions, please do not hesitate to

call me at (301)383-5845.

Sincerely,

Mot L.

Charles R. Goodman
Assistant Director
Transportation Division

CRG: sw
Enclosures

Baltimore City Anne Arundel County  Baltimore County  Carroll County  Harford County Howard County  State of Marytand
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dod maryland association .

y of bicycle organizationse

reply to, Jomes M. Tordella
Presidents; MABO
10353 Maypole Way

Columbias MD 21044
21 July 1985

NN TR
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director RE A

Office of Planning ond Preliminary Engineering )
State Highway Administration

Post Office Box T1T JUL 238 1985
Baltimores, MD 212030717

. - IKECTOR, SFFCE 0.
Dear Mr. Pedersen: muumn & PRELIMINARY ENGINE

Hs vitally interested in the proposed improvement of U.S.
.

29 from 1-495 to U.S. Route 40, as advertised in the
paper. Many bicyclists in our member organizations live or work
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, efficlient 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 wWith
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, [-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 cheaps highly efficlient, and healthful way to
commute. Bicycle commuting could relieve a noticeable amount
of automobile traffic from U.S. 295 if it were provided for.

for better bicycling
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Some are concerned for bicyclists® safety on the shoulders of
divided highways. MABQO notes that there have: been no bicyclist

-fatalities since the recent enabling legislation was passed. [

frequently ride dn and commute to work on U.S. 29 ‘and the new MD
Route 32, 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 MDOT Bicycle Advisory
Committee. We look forward to working with you in that forum and
in public hearings on U.S. 29.

very truly yours,

James M. Tordella
President, MABO

cc: Howard Countv .Council
Columbia Council
Nichoel Jockson. Bicycle cOordinotor. D.C. DOT
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United States Soil 10 W. College Terrace
Department ot Conservation Room 230

Agriculture Service Frederick, Maryland 21701

May 19, 1986

Environmental Manager

Gannett Fleming Transportation Engineers, Inc.
P.0. Box 1963
Harrisburg, PA 17105

Re: Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (AD-1006) for U.S. Rt. 29
Improvements, Montgomery and Howard Counties, MD.

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,

L Cloitts

CARL E. ROBINETTE
Area Soil Scientist

Enclosures

cc:
Rick Brush, District Conservationist, SCS, Rockville, MD
Jack Helm, District Conservationist, SCS, Ellicott City, MD

The Soil Conservation Service
is an agency of the
Department ot Agniculture

RECEIV®D

MAY 21 1986

Ms. Betty Bowers GFC & C, INC.

kS

Y
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U.S. Department of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Date Of Land Evaluation Request

Name_ O{ Proj
"“b.&_”ﬁ’m“ 29 Improvemeants
Proposed Land Use

See attached
PART N (To be compieted by SCS) S TTI T v

Federal Agency Involved

County And State

Data Request Received By SCS

el 4~-10-86
Does the site contain prime, unique, statewnde or Iocal mportam farmland? Yes No |Acres Irrigated | Aversge Ferm Size
(If no. the FPPA does not apply — do not complete additional parts of this form/. & a None 117

Major Crop(s/
Acres:

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction

%

Acres: 70

Amount Of Farmiand As Defined in FPPA

% &4

@e Of Land Evaluation §vstem Used

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Name Of Local Site Assessment System

600
Dsta Land Evaluation Returned By SCS

5/16/86

Alternative Site Rating &

Site A

Site B

Site C Site ©

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

A

0

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
C. Total Acres In Site .

6 marimm

PART IV (To be completed by SCS) Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

8. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C. Percentage Of Farmiand In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

6

0
008
66.3

PART V (To be completed by SCS} Land Evaluation Criterion
Relative Value Of Farmiand To Be Converted {Scale of Oto 100 Points)

12

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Site Assessment Criteria (These critaria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b)

Maximum
Points

1. Area in Nonurban Use

Perimeter in Nonurban Use
Percent Of Site Being Farmed il
Protection Provided By State And Local Government Site
Distance From Urban Builtup Area Criteri

for

DL

Distance To Urban Support Services

Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

w|~[o|ofslwin

Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services

10. On-Farm Investments

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160

56

A8

PART Vil (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

72

57

Total Site Asse

7sment {From Part Vi above or a local 160
site assessment

36

AB

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

128

105

Site Selected: Date Of Selection

Yes

Was A Local Site Agsessment Used?

No O

Reason For Selection:

* Site A = VI-C-2; B = VI-C-3

{See Instructions on reverse sidel

Form AD-1006 (10-83)



HOWARD COUNTY LESA

Site Assessment Criteria

Maximum

Points

A. Percent of Area in Agriculture

Within One Mile S
B. Land in Agriculture Adjacent to

Site 10
C. Protected Land Contiguous to Site 10
D. Size of Site 10
E. Percent of Site That Can Be

Economically Farmed S
F. Ownership and Operation 7
G. Land Management -10
H. Capital Investment in Permanent

Buildings and Land Improvements 5
I. Actual Land Use b
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 57

ADJUSTED CATEGORY POINTS
(Based on 200 points for Howard Co. LESA) 200

ADJUSTED POINTS FOR FORM AD-1006
(Based on 160 points) - 160

*No basis for answer, therefore, maximum assumed.

/27

Site A Site B
VI-C-2 VI-C-3
1.25 1.25
0 0
0 0
3.0 0
5 5
3 *
7assume maximum 7
0o ' 0
0 0
3.7
20° 17
70 60
56 48
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I.

HOWARD COUNTY LESA

SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

CONCEPT VI-C-1 AT HOPKINS-GORMAN ROAD
(ADDED AFTER COORDINATION WITH SCS)

. Percent of Area in Agriculture

Within One Mile

. l.and in Agriculture Adjacent to

Site

Protected Land Contiguous to Site

. Size of Site

. Percent of Site That Can Be

Economically Farmed

. Ownership and Operation
. Land Management

. Capital Investment in Permanent

Buildings and land Improvements

Actual '.and Use

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS

ADJUSTED CATEGORY POINTS

(Based on 200 points for Howard County LESA)

ADJUSTED POINTS FOR FORM AD-1006
(Based on 160 points)

FOR

Max imum

Points

5

10

10
10
5

-10

5
57
200

160

*No basis for answer; therefore maximum assumed.

/25

VI-C-1 at
Hopkins-Gorman Road

1.25
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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.0. Box 717

707 N. Calvert St.
Baltimore, MD 21203

Dear Ms. Simpsoun:

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 I-495 in Montgomery County to U.S. Route 40 in
Howard County, Maryland (P.D.M.S. No. 132046).

Except for occasicnal 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 Moser of our
Endangered Species staff at (301) 269-6324.

Sincerely yours,

oA dove—

k\, Glenn Kinser
Supervisor
Annapolis Field Office
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Maryland Forest, Park & Wildlite Service

TORREY C. BROWN, M.O. TAWES OFFICE BUILDING DONALD E. Mect AUCHLAN

SECRETARY ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 OIRECTOR

January 24, 1985

Cynthia D. Simpson

Environmental Management

Maryland Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 717

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 RE: Contract No. HO-606-151-770
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 I-495 to U.S.
route 40 (Contract No. HO 606-151-770).

Sincerely,
~ /; - .
- '_',v—"rl/" /{Lb//zy\}

, -James Burtis, Jr.
'\ Assistant Director

JB:emp
cc: G. Taylor o
C. Brunori S
Telephone 269-3776

TTY FOR DEAF: STATEWIDE 1-800-492-5062; BALTIMORE 269-2609
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TORREY C. BROWN, M.D. STATE ‘OF MARYLAND FRED L. ESKEW
SECRETARY
JOHN R. GRIFFIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES :;::::':I:::;::::
OEPUTY SECRETARY 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 I-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 ebeneides), 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,

Phneld 10 o .

Arnold W. Norden
Maryland Natural Heritage Program

AWN:mle

TELEPHONE: 269-3656

TTY FOR DEAF-BALTIMORE 269-2609. WASHINGTON METRO 565-0450
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STATE OF MARYLAND JUN 2 1988
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING GFC & C, INC.

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

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.

(301) 269-2265

TTY FOR DEAF-BALTIMORE 269-2609 WASHINGTON METRO 565-0450
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Ms. Betty Bowers
May 27, 1986
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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.

PFOlA - Palustrine forested, temporarily flooded, broad-leaved
deciduous vegetation.

POWZh - Palustrine open water, impounded, intermittently exposed‘
and permanently flooded.

Clarksville Quad

PFOlA - Palustrine forested temporarily flooded, broad-leaved
deciduous vegetation.

R20WH - Riverine, lower perennial, open water, permanently
flooded.

Savage Quad

PFOlA - 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 881, - Palustrine scrub/shrub (broad-leaved deciduous) -
EM5 emergent (narrow—-leaved persistent),
temporarily flooded.
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Ms. Betty Bowers
May 27, 1986
Page Three

Ellicott City Quad

PFOlA - Palustrine forested, temporarily flooded, broad-leaved
deciduous vegetatiom.

P §§lA - Palustrine scrub/shrub (broad-leaved deciduous) =
EM5 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, ;easonal, 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.
Sincerely,
C:;;f/éga LA L e

M. Q; Taherian
Project Engineer
Waterway Permits Division

MQT:das

cc: C. Simpson, SHA
R. Aldrich, SHA
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OIRECTOR
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TORREY C. BROWN, M.D.
SECRETARY

JOHN R. GRIFFIN
DEPUTY SECRETARY

STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION -
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING GFC & C, INC.

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

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.

(301) 269-2265

Telephone:

TTY FOR DEAF-BALTIMORE 269-2609 WASHINGTON METRO 565-0450
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Ms. Betty Bowers
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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, ,
P T
L_// . "‘ S([(:ﬂ':;:'b( 74

M. Q. Taherian
Project Engineer
Waterway Permits Division

MQT:das -

cc: C. Simpson, SHA
R. Aldrich, SHA
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WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING GFC & C, INC,
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401
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June 20, 1986

Ms. Betty Bowers

Environmental Manager

Gannett Fleming Transportation
Engineers, Inc.

P. 0. Box 1963

Harrisburg, PA 17105

Dear Ms. Bowers: .

Re: WRA File No. 86-PP-0900
US Route 29 Improvements
Montgomery and Howard~
Counties, Maryland

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.

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.

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 operatioms.

Improving I-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

(301) 269-2265

TTY FOR DEAF-BALTIMORE 269-2609 WASHINGTON METRO 565-0450

Telephone:
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Ms. Betty Bowers

June 20, 1986

Page Two

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.

Aside from the broad aspects touched on in items (1) through )
above, Fisheries Division's specific concerns center around the
three stream crossings in the subject Route I-29 highway

segment. These are Northwest Branch, Paint Branch and an unnamed
tributary to Little Paint Branch, whose situations are discussed
separately below.

Northwest Branch Crossing: Route I-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 I-29
crossing, although this means traversing a concrete dam (with its
fully-silted impoundment) located just upstream of I-29.

Paint Branch Crossing: Route I-29 crosses Paint Branch over

a split, double bridge presently accommodating four lanes of
traffic, as does most of I-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.




/45

Ms. Betty Bowers
June 20, 1986 ‘
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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 I-29 bridge crossing; it tends to be
concentrated in the extreme upper Paint Branch ecosystenm,
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 I-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,

M. Q. Taherian
Project Engineer
Waterway Permits Division

MQT:das
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GFC & C, INC,

TORREY C. BROWN, ™M.D. JOMN R. GRIPFIN

BECRETARY

DEPUTY SECRETARY
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.0. 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: 1)Adelphi Mill bike path
(Route 212, Riggs Road) and 2) immediately upstream and downstream of Univer-
Boulevard (Route 193).

TTY FOR DEAF — BALTIMORE 260-2600. WASHINGTON METRO 883-04380
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Fisheries will recommend that all construction activities be planned I
around the non-construction dates for Northwest Branch (Class 1V streams,

Recreational trout waters) as determined by the Water Resources Administration
(WRA) of the State of Maryland.

Paint Branch -

Please 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

[



TORREY C. BROWN, M.D.

- sz
SEP 12 1986

GFC & C, INC.

JOHN R. GRIFFIN

SECRETARY DEPUTY SECRETARY

STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQOURCES

TIDEWATER ADMINISTRATION
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS 21401

September 9, 1986

Gannett Fleming

PO Box 1963

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105
Attention: Nancy Eagle

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. 1 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.

.R. Carter 111

enclosures

WRC/cp

TTY FOR DEAF — BALTIMORE 269-2609. WASHINGTON METRO 565-0450
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TORREY C BROWN. M.O
SECRETARY

KENNETH N W

STATE OF MARYLAND : H N owRECTOR
v ' MARYLAND GEOLOUGICAL SUAVE™
JOHN R. GRIFFIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
ORPUTY SECRETARY EMERY T CLEAVES
MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY ogruTy DWRECTCA

THE ROTUNDA
711 W. 4071 STREET. SUITE 440
BALTIMORE., MARYLAND 21211t

13 November 1985
Division of Archeology

Ms. Rita Suffness -
Znvironmental Management Cffice
Bureau of Project Planning
State Highway Administration

Room 31k
707 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202 Re: US 29 (I-495 to Howard Co..,

Dear Rita:

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 sranning the period from circa 6300 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,

Sipcerely yours,

I

Dennis C. Curry
Archeologist

TELEPHONE 301-238:7066
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. A ATURA
DEPUTY SECRETARY DEPARTMENT OF N L EMERY T CLEAVES
MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY OESBUTY DIRECTOR

THE ROTUNDA
711 W. 40TH STREET. SUITE 440
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 2121

21 October 1985
Division of Archeology

Rita Suffness

Environmental Management Office
Bureau of Froject Planning
State Highway Administration
Room 314

707 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Md 21202

Re: US. Route 29
MD Route 358 Extended (4=

' 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 U.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 descriptiocns of the two reported sites, although
they are probably prehistoric lithio scatters based on the name of the
person who reported them, Site 18HO79 is a late 18%-20® century site
and possibly corresponds to MHT inventory #H087.

Let me know if I can be of further assistance.

Singerely,

ennis C. Curry
Archeologist

TELEPHONE 301-338-7066
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KENNETH N. WEAVER o
DIRECTORA

- MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVL
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JOHN R. GRIFFIN STATE OF MARYLAND EMERY T. CLEAVES‘
DEPUTY SECRETARY '

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEPUTY DIRECTOR
MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

2300 ST. PAUL STREET
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21218

TORREY C. BROWN, M.D.
SECRETARY

Division of Archeology
(301) 554-5530

23 December 1986

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Division of Project Development
State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

RE: U.S. Route 29
From I495, 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 :vicinity 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 (0ld 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 corn 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 01d 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 0ld Columbia Road and U.S. 29. The foundations
(3) appear to be of fairly recent construction (early 20t"  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 fragmentﬁ oxidized metal fragments and ceramic
sherds dating to the early to middle 20t 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 (18MO27) 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,

s o e . P ,

<\, 4 ((-&-._,-_ N Amgll b e e
Hettie L. Ballweber
Archeologist

HLB:1lw

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 Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
Governor Secretary

Kenneth N. Weaver

Divisi f Archeol Directror
ivision of Archeology
Emery T. Cleaves

(301) 554-5530 Deputy Director
9 March 1987
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. .
Deputy Director =
Division of Project Development _ gg
State Highway Administration e
P.0. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street — =
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 L; o :;Ei
RE: U.S. Route 29 from Interstate Route 495 to o "Tff

U.S. 40 Howard and Montgomery Counties - .

(Extension from Interstate Route 495 to
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 T can be of further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to
call me.

Sincerely,

Q.n::ifcha,t- /{)¢L(]£¢¢.‘,£Lg \

Hettie L. Ballweber
Archeologist

HLB:1lw
cc: Cynthia D. Simpson

Rita Suffness
Joseph Hopkins, III

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683
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Jesse L. Maury
Chairman

Alexander Williams, Jr. ’ [ »

D Ehmiman Sanita 27 Commission

Ada Koonce Blumenschein 4017 Hamilton Street * Hyattsville, MD 20781 * 301 6994000
Robert M. Potter TTY: zm@ {g !
Leonard H. Teitelbaum "3; i, A ¢ 1 %=
Robert P. Will

Richard G. Hocevar May 1, 1986 RS 1685

General Manager

ﬂ:ﬂi

1

Betty Bowers

Environmental Manager

Gannett Fleming

Transportation Engineers, Inc.
P.0. Box 1963

Harrisburg, PA 17105

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,

Franklin E. Jamers
Acting Water Operations
Division Head

FEJ/bre

cc: Bill Kennedy
Mike Grear



(U0 T T ) =
LT TT 1T N S = '
Maryland Historical Trust = gﬁg ’
~a " :-:3 C_>.
August 20, 1986 — )
— = 4
[ o) 1
= .
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 Sligo Cr. Pkwy. to U.S. 40
Dear Ms. Simpson:
In response to your letter of June 6, 1986, our office concurs in the
possible NR eligibility and the proposed boundaries for the following
properties:
M 32/2 - Tax Parcel
M 34/10 - Tax Parcel
M 34/9 - Setting Outlined '
M 34/8 - Tax Parcel
M 15/62 - Tax Parcel
HO 269 - Setting Outlined
HO 37 - Tax Parcel
HO 154 - Tax Parcel
HO 155 - Tax Parcel
HO 430 - Tax Parcel
HO 28 - Setting Outlined
HO 87 - Tax Parcel.
We thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely, :
;42 J. Rodney Little
Director State Historic
Preservation Officer -
JRL/AHL/mmc
CC: Mrs. Mary Louise Gramkow Ms. Roberta Hahn
Mr. Ed Shull Mr. Mark Walston, MNCPPC !
Ms. Mary Ann Kephart Ms. Rita Suffness “

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Ma

Department of Economic and Community Development

rytand 21401 (301) 269-2212, 269-2438, 269-2850

Admin. SarP TPS
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e 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

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 cC (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 Cc (2) Agree - No adverse effect
Gales-Gaither B *Disagree - No adverse effect
Gales-Gaither Cc (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

B 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.

1aw House, 21 State Circie, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 (301) 269-2212, 269-2438, 269-2850
spantment of Economic and Community Development Admin. S&P TPS
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Ms. Cynthia Simpson
March 4, 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 974-4450.

Sincerely,
. Rodney Little
Director

JRL:AHL:1cb

cc: Ms. Rita Suffness
Mr., Paul Wettlaufer
Mrs. Mary Louis Gramkow
Mr. Ed Shull

e -
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Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief s
” Environmental Management o
Maryland Department of Transportation :

State Highway Administration
P. 0. Box 717

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.

I1f you have any further
questions or comments

, please contact Al Luckenbach at 974-4450.

Sincerely,

o T Arcnare

George J. Andreve
Project Review and
Compliance Administrator
Office of Preservation Services
GJA/AHL/mmc

cc: Mr. Paul Wettlaufer ;ZQ c :
Ms. Rita Suffness
Mr. Charles Keenan Depanment of Economic /and Community Development

Mr. Charles Montg*lﬁ m 21 State Circle, Annapolis. Marvland 21401 (301) 974.4450. 757-9000
Temporary Address: AAmold Village Professional Center. 1517 Ritchie Highway, Amold. Maryland 21012




Advisory s
Council On

Historic

Preservation

The Old Post Office Building
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, #809
Washington, DC 20004

NV 3 98T

Mr. Emil Elinsky

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
The Rotunda - Suite 220

711 West 40th Street

Baltimore, MD 21211-2187

REF: Proposed Improvements to U.S. 29

Howgrd County, Maryland
Dear @y:

On Octowber 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. We 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.

Sfhcerely, _ :jz?;fg-
nH .

Do L. Klima A
Chief, Eastern Division iﬁf il
Project Review
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OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE

201 WEST PRESTON STREET  BALTIMORE, MARYLANO 21201 « AREA CODE 301 « I 225-5270

TTY FOR DEAF: Balto. Ares J83-7558
DC. Metro 5450451

Witliam M. £k A L

February 17, 1987

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Chief
Environmental Management

Project Development Division

707 North Calvert Street, Room 310
Baltimore, 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. Simpson:

1 have reviewed the air impact 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 thebest
air quality for the area.

The proposed project is cosistent with the transportation control
portion of the State Implementation 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 impact from the
construction phase of this project will be minimal.

Thank you for’ the opportunity to review this analysis.

Sincerely,
Mario E. Jokquera
Division of Air Qualtiy Planning

and Data Systems
Air Management Administration

No response required.
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Response to the Tidewater Administration's
Fisheries Division:

Response to the Fisheries Division Comments:

TOAALY C. BRAOWN, M.D. JONN R, GRIFFIN

CECARTARY PRPUTY BECARTAARY
STATE OF MARYLAND

OEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
TIDEWATER ADMINISTRATION
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING

ANNAPOLIS 21401

February 27, 1987

1. Comment is noted.

2. Comment is noted.

Id
M.Q. Taherian Up,
Waterways Permit Qivision, WRA Ceg 2Z7~ o
Y, 7%, )
FROM: W.p. Jensen, Dire sy,
Fisheries Divisi .

IRE
. v
v

SUBJECT: Environmental Asses
to US Rte. 40, Howa

nt (EA) for US Rte. 29 - Patuxent River Bridge
County, MD. (86-PP-0900).

Fisheries Division has reviewed the subject EA for Permit application
{86-PP-0900) and has the following comments which were prepared by Bob Schueler
of our Environmental Assessment Program. On June 13, 1986 Fisheries Division
submitted comments 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 comments (1) through (4) in Fisheries Division's
report of June 13, 1986 is also applicable to the subject segment of Rte. 29.
4 [ T™he 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 Hammond 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). These
contributions are wvulnerable to modifications and alterations that decrease
2 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.

TTY FOR OCLAF - BALTIMONE 289-2800 WASHINGTON META0 303030

g9/



3.

4.
June 13,

The direct effects of the proposed work consists of:

(a) Increased erosion and sediment generation during the construction
phases of the adiitional lanes and access facilities. This can be
controlled by rigorous implementation of Best Management Practices

(BMPs) for erosion and sediment control during these phases. This
implies 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 communication}.

(b) Modification of access arrangements will involve alterations

to access roads and lengthening of existing culverts. Some of the
existing culvert situations represent at least a partial barrier to

fish movements (as noted during the field reviews). Fisheries Division
would 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 stormwater discharges from the existing impervious
highway surface flow directly into the streams or into ditches emptying
into the streams. Besides increased streambank 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 work, Fisheries
Division would like to see sericus 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.

The question of “indirect” or “secondary"” effects was raised in the
1986 comments 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 I-29 expansion.
From the standpoint of aquatic resources and habitat this is the basic impact

that underlies all the other changes.

The EA does not safisfactorily 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
Fisheries Division:

3.

Tidewater Administration's

(con't)

(a) Comment noted. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) sediment control will be employed.

(b) A1l culverts designed for stream crossings
in this project will be lowered at least one
foot below stream invert.

(c) As discussed in the EA, stormwater funoff

will be managed wunder DNR's Stormwater
Management Regulations and will be in
compliance with COMAR 05.08.05.05. Stormwater

management 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 the U.S. Route 29
- improvements 1is discussed under Land Use and
Planning Impacts of the EA. This section
states that Alternate C would increase the
desirability of the area and enhance
development potential. However, this impact is
consistent with land wuse 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 npise,
etc.
_...nen_. _tec

N
N



In sumary, 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 impervious surface and non-point source pollution).

b. If Alternate C is chosen, the decision should be conditional on
the following:

(1) rigorous implementation 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 ER ---
supported by adequate inspection and enforcement.

(2) as part of I-29 expansion the existing inadequate stormwater
management system (i.e, direct discharge of polluted run-off

to streams or ditches leading directly to streams) be retrofit.ed.
Such retrofitting to emphasize infiltration measures eliminating
direct discharge of polluted run-off from impervious 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.

¢. 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.

]

Response to the Tidewater Administration's
Fisheries Division: (con't)

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 1lieu 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.

oL/



Carter, W.R. III, 1986. —-"A discussion of small streams”,
Internal Position Paper, Maryland DNR, Oct. 1986.

Shaheen, D.C., 1975.--"Contributions of urban roadway usage
to water pollution®. EPA Environmental Protection
Technology Series. EPA - 600/2-75-004. March 1975.

Attachment

cc: Project
Jourmal
Schueler
Gougeon

o




RECEIVED

APR 21 1981

WATERWAY PERMITS DIVISION
WATER RESOURCES ADMINRYTRA HORN!*

DEPUTY SSCABTAN

TOAREY C, EROWN, M.D.

CICASTANT
STATE OF MAATLANG

OEPARTMENT O!NA?VIALIIIOVHCI;
TIDEWATER ADMINISTRATION
TAWES STATE QFFICE SUILOINO

ANNAPOLIS 21408

March §, 1987

MEMORANDUM

T0: M. Q. Tahar &% Waterway Permits Division
ViA: Eider Ghigil rg.gf. CRD

FROM: Mike Slug' , CRD

SUBJECT: Eanvironmental Assessment, U.S. Route 29, Pacuxent River Bridge
to U.S. Route 40, Howard County, Maryland

This is in response to your memorandum dated February 3, 1987 requescing
comments subsequent to our review of the Environmental Assessment. Having re-
viewed the document, the Coastal Resources Division has the following comments
to offer:

Several of the wetlands identified in the EA are classicied as palustrine,
scrub-shrub wetlands with an A, or temporarily fiooded, water regime.

1 A condltion of innundation for a more extended period of time is often
necessary to support scrub-shrub type wetlands., e would appreciate
documentation of field verificacion of wetlands classiflcations and modifiers.

Based on contours and ({ntermictent waterways indicated on U.5.C.5. Quad

maps, we believe that non-tidal wetiands that have not been tdentified

may exist at cercain poincts along the alignment (see attachmenc). We request
that ctheir existence or non-exiscence be verificd (n the field.

only in terms of the immediate impacts with which they are associated.
Cumuiativo Impacts sustained by the natural environmenc extend beyond

the construction limits of the project. A more comprehensive approach

to assessing impacts associated with such work wouid more adequately address
the conccrns and cfforts associated with the Chesapeake Bay iniciacives.
More specificaiiy, we are concerned about the downstream impacts to wacec
quality and aquatic resources boch on short tecrm and long term scales.

There are also a number of other hignway projeces proximal co chis water—
shed which share the same impaccs.

Treatment of wetland impacts in the EA is inadequate. Acreages have been
provided, but that is the extent of the wetlands impact informacion provided

for review. In order to fairly assess impacts to non-tidal wetiands, or
iven to

| Projects, such as the U.S. Route 29 Improvements project, are evaluated

any other facet of the natural environment, treatment must be g

~1-

TT? SOR OZAP = BALTIMOAL 198°1809 WASHINGTON “ETNO 769°0430
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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

zLl/



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

. Q. Tahari ea s . .
MEHORANDUM 01 M. Q. TaRaEan mitigation measures are discussed on page IV-18

£A - Ree. 29

3/5/81 of the EA.

Page 2

Eloral and faunal composition, biotic communities, wildliife populations,
and habitat values. Thls information, along with a quantitative and
technical treatment of specific impacts that might be expected cto resulc
from such conscruction should be included in s fair assessment of projected
environmencal impaccs.

4S/sme




THOMAS G. HARRIS, JR, 4 DIVISION OF LAND ODEVELOPMENT

CIRECTON
O:l-'uo y - AND ZONING ADMINISTRATION
. ad JOse 8. mUSIILNAN. ConlP
[ 1710
OUAF TELETYPE NUMBEA 93-2481

2.
[IIBTEE] DIVISION OF COMPREMENSIVE AND

TRANSPOATATION PLANNING
AMAR & SanDEL Crigr

OFFICE or PLANNING & ZONING or HOWARD COUNTY sea-azey

GEORGE HOWARD BUILDING
3430 COURT HOUSE DRIVE. ELLICOTY CITY. MARYUAND 21043-4309

March 5,19687

AMAR S. BANDEL, Chief
Division of Comprehensive
& Transportation Planning

CARL BALSER
pivision of Comprehensive
& Transportation Planning

U.S. 29 FROM MONTGOMERY COUNTY LINE TO U.S. 40
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING BROCHURE

Reference is made to the 1/23/87 memorandum from Thomes G. Barris, Jr. to you
requesting that this office prepare reyiew. comments regarding the above
referenced documents.

This office has coordinated with the Department of Public wWorks in preparing
commentary on both the Environmental Assessment and the Location/Design Public
Hearing Brochure. Where there is a known divergence of opinion between this
office and the Department of Public Works, that item has been s0 noted.
Subsequent to internal review, a formal set of comments by the Department of
Public Works will be transmitted to you under separate cover.

The camments presented below generally follow the sequence of the text of the
Environmental Assessment and have been subdivided by chapter.

I. pescription of Proposed Action

I page I-7—The fire company *Columbia Company 7° is not west of
1 Columbia but is near the center of the New Town.

Page I-8, Table 1—-This table and the following pPigure 3 map mix
existing land use and proposed development. Por example, Segments
VI and VII include Montpelier Research Park which is not an
existing use, whereas, the existing golf driving range at 0ld
Columbia Road and Rivers Corporate Park are not shown.

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.

4L/



Amar S. Bandel -2- March 5, 1987

Pigure 3 also shows *Columbia Corporate Limits.® Colurbia is not
incorporated. However, the line shown i8 generally correct for the
boundary of the New Town District.

Page I-14, Table 2—Howard County totals match source. Corridor
data are slightly different than our 1982 estimates by TZ for
1980. SHA total is 66,858; whereas, CPZ 1980 total for these zones
is 72,948.

Page I-15, Pigure 4—This map does not show all areas shown for
change on the General Plan. FPor example, Cherry Tree Parms and
Montpelier Research Park should be included.

pPage I1-21, Table 3—The average household size shown for the
corridor is not correct. It should match Table 4 and be 2.77.

Page 1-21, Table 4—These are corridor data fram 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, Pigure § again shows Columbia Corporate limit. Also,
many non-New Town subdivisions are included, such as Allview

Estates and Colurmbia Hills.

Page I-31, #52—delete “water®
$#56—children's zoo is gone

Page I-35, Historic Sites—-HO 269 and HO 87 are primary sites, not
key sites. The map showing historic sites in Section III does not
extend far beyond the rocad, but sheet 8 does include HO 47 and HO
144, both key sites.

Page 1I1-40, Table 6--Date and source of these data should be
provided.

Page I-44--Lake Kittamaqundi is not fed by the Little Patuxent
River. It is fed by the tributary that emerges from Wilde Lake.

Page I-49—-The agency in question i the °‘*Federal Emergency
Management Agency® not the °Federdl Emergency Agency.”

for the Project

Page II-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 1I-4, Table 14—The peak hour volume for Segment V1 appeatrs 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 size on Table 3 is a
typographic error, and the change will be made
as noted.

7. 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 33
report would not significantly change the
socioeconomic analysis

e e - wor N



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

3 .

. Allview Estates and Columbia Hills have been

noted as being non-New Town subdivisions.

. The two deletions have been made as noted.

10.
. sites. Nowhere are these terms used in the

HO 269 and HO 87 are primary sites, not key

document. HO 47 and HO 144 are part of the
Maryland Route 103 Interchange study and are
not included in this project.

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.

Lake Kittamaqundi is fed by the outlet stream
of Wilde Lake.

The agency in question is the "Federal
Emergency Management Agency" not the "Federal
Emergency Agency" as was printed.

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.

The 1985 peak hour traffic volume in Table 14
for Segment VI should be 2,380 vehicles per
hour.

7L/
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Page 11-4, Table 15—Projected year 2015 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. 29edna1n11ne Sstudy. The following State and County forecasts
are noted:

Segment VI: 50,100
- P2 Year 2005 south of MD 216: 55,000 to 60,000
- OPZ Year 2005 north of MD 216: 67,250

Segment VII: 51,800
- OPZ Year 2005: 67,520 south of MD 32

Segment VIII: 78,500
- 0Pz Year 2005: 63,338 south of Broken Land Parkway

Segment 1X: 92,100

- OPZ Year 2005: 60,550 south of MD 175

- SHA Year 2015: 63,000 south of MD 175 (from MD 100 Corridor
Study)

- OPZ Year 2005: 67,120 north of MD 175
- SHA Year 2015: 89,000 north of MD 175 (fram MD 100 Cuzridor

Study)

Segment X: 104,400
-.  OPZ 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 MD 103 (from 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 attendancé were Barbara Ostrom, Robert
Lambdin, Joe Pinkle, Randy Aldrich, Joe Ltangley, Matt Wolniak and
Roger Jorss of SHA; Charles and Brian Betlyon of RPC; and
Edward Stollof and George Pnillips of Howard County Office of
Planning and Zoning. Summary minutes from this meeting can be
transmitted upon request.

Alternates Considered

Por each segment of the study area, three types of improvements 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
accommodate anticipated future traffic volumes. The following camments,
therefore, focus on specific suboptions under Alternate C which consists
of widening within the median plus access controls:

Response to Office of Planning and Zoning of
Howard County: (con't)

16.

17.

The projected year 2015 traffic volumes shown
in Table 15 were issued by the MD SHA Bureau
of Highway Statistics on November 25, 1985.
Descrepancies 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.

A1l 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 geometrics 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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Seqment 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 disp‘lacements and is the least cost option.

At _Hammond Drive and Hillcrest 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 Hillcrest 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 Hammond Parkway acrogs the Hammond Branch in
order to provide a connection between MD 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,

17 B- At Johns Hopkins/Gorman Road

This office eupports the need for an interchange with U.S. 29 at
this location. However, we believe that this study is not the
appropriate forum for conmenting 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 12

. 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 0ld Columbia Road plus right on, right off ramps on the
east side of U.S. 29 and diamond type ramps on the west side of
U.S. 29. 1In spite of the cbjections of same 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 VII-C-J would attract

&/
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U-Turns within the Riverside Estates community. It is also noted
that the environmental impacts of. Alternatives VII-C-3 and VII-C-4
are comparable.

Segment VIII North of MD 32 to South Entrance 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
MD 32 and proposed Broken Land Parkway interchanges, plus other
anticipated design problems. This office is supportive of
providing connections to/from the communities on 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
0.S. 29. Of particular concern are 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 September
1986) are low and do not reflect the significant attraction
the proposed interchange would have, especially from
developing communities north of Owen Brown Road along the
future extension of Martin Road. In addition, this
interchange is likely to attract some traffic from the Cedar
Lane corridor.

simularly traffic impacts 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 ramps 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 geometrics on the east side of U.S. 29 at various
locations depending upon the alternate under consideration
would appear to have significant impacts on local circulation
and would also have severely adverse visual impacts on the
comunity.

This 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 impacts of these proposals and to discuss
potential means for mitigating those impacts.

“EE T EN N N W O e
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At Gales Lane

This office supports Alternate VIII-C-2 under which accesa to U.S.
29 would be severed and substitute access provided via a service
road extension from Gales lLane in the River Meadows subdivision.

Seqment IX South Entrance Road to MD 108

. At 0ld Columbia Road

This office sipports Alternate IX-C-2 to provide a driveway
connection from the existing terminus of 0ld Columbia Road to Twin
Knolls Road in order to provide access to residential properties
which presently access U.S. 29.

At _Pepple Road and Diamondback Drive

This office supports Alternate IX-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 from MD 175 to U.S. 29.

Segment X MD 108 to MD 103

This 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 ahould be
teaponsible for providing the analysis and construction of a second
accesa route for the Columbia Hills community.

Segment XI MD 108 to U.S. 40

This office concura 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
analyais of the U.S. 29/U.S. 40 interchange area aa per our
previoua discusaions.

Environmental Impacts

The study doea not address the long-term,

adequﬁtely
post-construction impacts of Route 29 improvementa on water
quality. Page IV-4 cites measurea that *may® be uaed to mitigate
the effects of increased storm water run-off due to increaaed
pavement areas., Thia office believes this report ought to be more
specific about what measurea shall be taken, e.g., to maintain
existing peak flows and prevent accelerated erosions of stream beds.

The report divides up the various environmental isauea by topics,
e.g., wetlands, floodplains, etc. This fragments the environment
which is the sum of ita parta. While this is acceptable for
focusaing on a particular issue, there is no attempt to summarize
the cummlative effects of the proposed comstruction on specific
environments, e.g., Hammond Branch. This office believes thia
report should be amended to at least include a chart or table %o

A ’ ‘

Response to Office of Planning and Zoning of
Howard County: {(con't)

18.

19.

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 1list is not all inclusive of
stormwater management practices.

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.

74/



Response to Office of Planning and Zoning of
Howard County: (con't)

20. Information on the Patuxent River Policy Plan
was obtained, after completion of the EA, from
Mr. David Holden of your staff. Although not

I 1ist all detrimental impacts on the stream crossing areas that will cited in the EA, all efforts will be made to

Amar S. Bandel ~1- March 5, 1987

be affected, The amended report should list together D hie follow the guidelines and objectives set forth
S}ﬁdﬁi‘i"af‘;?wmz%:‘:%. impacts of the proposal in the Plan, especially as they relate to the
on the overall quality of areas of concern. two main issues: non-point pollution and
o In general, the document makes no reference to the Patuxent River integrity of stream-site environment. Highway
20  21{ Fran or to the tasue of non-point pollution. runoff and sedimentation from construction
If you have any questions concerning the above, please contact me at your activities are types of non-point pollution
convenience. 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. A1l efforts will be taken to maintain the
integrity of  stream-site environment,
S Sossmn W, muteer, Jr. including stability of banks and 1limiting
pavid Holden removal of vegetation.

Piles, TR 2 (aa) and TC 87
31878
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MEMORANDUM

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

SUBJECT:

Stiete Highway Admsnisireiion

pivision of Project Development

FROM3 J. L. white, P.E., Chief “,W
Bureau of Planning and :
Program Development

Howard County
US Route 29
Environmental Assessment

This office has reviewed the aeubject Environmental
Aesaasment and offers the following comments for consideration.

Page I-1 of the document providas a list of interchanges
devaloped as individual projects. The Johne Hopkina/Gorman Road
interchange should be added, indicating that preliminary studies
are underway.

A list of recommendations begine on page I-22 and is
continued on page I-32, separated by several maps. Thie creates .
confusion for the reader, eaepecially since another listing,
identifying community facilities is provided on page I-31.

The second complete paragraph on Page II-2 mentione various
improvemants that provide additional capacity on US Route 29.
Omitted from these improvements are the preliminary studies for
the US Route 29/Johns Hopkine/Gorman Road interchange.

The last paragraph on page II1-2 references the inclusion of
improvements, at the US Route 29/Maryland Route 103 interchange,
in the 1982 Highway Needs Inventory {(HNI). It should be
menttoned 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 telephone sumber u_1_12_7___

Telstypswniter 1or Impeired Hearlng or Speech
383.7555 Bellimors Melro — 5650451 D.C. Matro — 1.800-492.5062 Slatewide Toll Free

£.0. Box 717 1 707 Norih Calvart Si., Bellimorse, Marylsng 21203 - OM1?

Willlam X. Helimamn
Socratary

) 4 , ‘l"

Response to the Bureau of Planning and Program
Development:

1.

Hopkins/Gorman is an individual project, and we
are only presenting it in the environmental
document. The inadvertent deletion of this

interchange from the 1list of interchanges
developed as individual projects has been
noted.

The confusion caused by separating the list of

recommendations with several maps has been
noted.

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.

The updated Highway Needs Inventory (HNI) and
Consolidated Transportation Program  (CTP)
information has been noted.



Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Page 2

Under Alternate VIII-C-2 on page III-2 improvements are
identified at Pepple Drive. In the next paragraph reference is
made to Pepple Road. Pepple Road is again referenced sevaral
times on pages III-10 and III-11.

A description of alternates is provided in section III. On
page III-4 in the description of Altarnate VI-C-1 Service Road
*A' is not mentioned. At the Design Public Hearing (February 17,
1987) it was indicated that under this alternate Service Road ‘A’
would extend south from Maryland Route 216 on the east side of US
Route 29.

In the description of Alternate VIII-C-2 (page III-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 hava any questions regarding our commenta, please contact
John Bruck or Dennis Yoder on extension 1127.

Mr. John D.

ccs Bruck

Mr. Randy Aldrich /

Response to the Bureau of Planning and Program
Development: (con't)

A1l references to Pepple Road should be changed
to Pepple Drive and the road is referenced in
concept IX-C-2 not VIII-C-2.

The unintenionial deletion of Service Road "A"
in the description of Alternate VI-C-1 has been
noted.

The addition of the crossing of a minor
tributary as a key point in Alternate VIII-C-2
has been made.

L&/



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SALTIMDRE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINKERS
r.0.80% 1718
SALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21203

REPLY TO ATTENTION OF:

i) March 1987

Planninag Divislion

Mr. LLouls H. Eqe, Jr.

Deputy Dlrector

Project Deveiopment Division (Room 310)
State Hliahway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

BaltIimore, Marviand 21202

Oear Mr. Ege:

Reference Neil Pedersen’s letter of 20 January i987.
regarding the review of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
U.S. Route 29 Patuxent River Brldge to U.S. Route 40 In Howard
County. Marviand. The comments provided below address the Corps
of Enqineers areas of concern, includling ¢lrect and Indirect
impacts on Corps of Engineers exlsting and/or proposed projects,
Fleewd controi hazard potentlals, and permit reaulrements under
sectlon 404 of the Ciean Water Act.

There are no existing or proposed Corps of Enalneers
proiects that wouid be affected by the work described In the EA.

Accarding to the subject report. port lons of the proposed
proiect will be lucated In the i00-vear flood plain of varlous
Ltraams presently crossina 4.5, Route 29. The report should
in-lude documentatlon of the effects of the proposed oroiect on
rthe Fload plaln. Efforts to minlmize Impacts should comolv with
Federal. state. and local flood plain management reaulations. as
sppropriate.

Faderal and federailv assisted actlivitles must complv
with Execut ive Order ii98H. Flood Plain Management, dated
23 Mavy 1977, The obiectives of the Order are to avold rthe adverse
~ffects of onccupylina and morl fylng the flood plaln and to avold
Adirect and indirect support of development in the flood plain.
The Order requires that activitles not he locatea in the flood
mialn unless it is the ontv practicable alternative. Activitles
which must be lorated In the flood plain must incorporate
medsuras tos (i1 reduce the hazard and rlsk associated with
Flonds: (7)) minimize the adverse efferts on human health. safety,
3nc) welfare; and (3) restore ind oreserve the natural and
heneficial values of the flood plain.

i 4 .

Response to the Department of Army, Corps of
Engineers:

1. Section 1IV.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 1local 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.

Y27



Under Section 404 of the Ciean Water Act. Department of the
Army authorization will be required prior to any discharqe of
dredged or fill materiai into waters of the United States,
inciudina wetlands, as proposed in Alternatives A. B, and €. Any
application would have to inciude ali wetlands within the project
corridor (the Patuxent River to U.5. Route 40). Anv wetlands %o
be impacted as a3 result of filling or other impairment must be
del ineated and typed by the Marvland State Highway Adminlstration
prinr to application. Additionally, compliance with Execut lve
Order 1i990, Protection of Wetlands, dated 24 May 1977, as well
as compiiance with EPA’s Sectlon 404ib)(i) Guideiines (40 CFR 230
shouid be provided. If you have any questions pertaining to
Armv permits., please contact Ms. Linda Miichling in the
Baltimore District. Regulatorv Branch at (301) 952-4253.

| vou have any other questions on this matter. please
fee! Free to cali me or my action officer, Mr. Larry Lower, at
(301) 962-4710.

Sincerely.

Hintd [, Dk

James F. Jobnscon
Chief, Ptannirsg Division

Response to the Department of Army, Corps of
Engineers: (con't)

3. A Section 404 permit will be obtained for the
project (page IV-21 of EA). MWetlands impacted
were typed and delineated in the EA (pages I-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

e met.

s 04



#°",,  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION Il

£
M 841 Chestnut Buliding
Philadeiphia, Pennsylvania 19107

Cynthia D. Simpaon, Chief MAR 1 7 19625

Environmental Management

Project Development Division (Rm. 310)
MD State Highway Adminiatration

707 Norch Calvert Street

Balc fmore, MD. 21202

Re: MD Rt 29 laprovement Study
Air Quality Analyais

Dear Ms. Simpson,

In accordance with tha reaponaibilitiaa deifegated to EPA under Section
309 of the Clean Alr Act and the Nacional Environmental Policy Acc, EPA
Region 111 haa reviewed the above referenced document. We are satisfled
with the approach outlined for analyzing the atr quality ‘mpacts of the
project and offer no objectiona to completing this portion of the
environmental study.

Thank you for including EPA in the coordlnation process. Shouid
you have any questiona, or i{f we can be of additional asaistance, please

contact me at 215/597-9302.

Sincerely,

J ey M. Atper, Chiet
PA Compliance Section

No response required.

25/



Response to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:

1. The Environmental Assessment states that the
following interchanges with U.S. Route 29 were

UNITED STATES previously studied under separate projects and

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE environmental documents were prepared for these

areas: Maryland Route 216, Maryland Route 32,
"“'“;:;5°:1::;’;;’§°;::.::““" : Broken Land Parkway, Maryland Route 175,
Aunepolis, Merylend 21401 Maryland Route 108, and Maryland Route 103.

April 7, 1987 ey Impacts of these projects were not included in

SRS the Howard County document because they had
been addressed in separate, project-specific
Wr. Louis B. Ege, Jr. documents. In addition, the construction of

Deputy Director . . .

Project Devalopaent Division interchanges and the implementation  of
State High Administreti 3 3 3 3 :
707 N. Calvart Strast, Room 310 improvements on the mainline will not occur in
Beltimors, Merylend 21202 the same relative time frame which would make
Deer Mr. Ege: : cumulative, short-term impact assessment nearly

impossible.

We heve reviewed ths subject document with rsspect to projsct impects upon
fieh end vildlife resources snd their habitets, end offer thess comments
for your considsretion. Although thers sre impacts sssocistad vwith the two
build alternatives presented, Alternetivae B end ¢, it appears that tha
cumulative impects eeeocietad with projecte proposed, completed, or uader
construction within the Routas 29 corridor, will hevs fer grester impects

upon fish and wildlife ressources then this single project. For example,
the proposed Brokenlend Parkwey/Routs 29 interchange will fragment, if not
coapletely eliminete, e vieble portion of the Littls Petuxent River
floodpiein. This river systan ie elreedy stressed due to upatream end
sdjscent urbanizetion. Tha proposed Brokenlend Perkwey/Route 29
interchenge will further elter the Little Petuxent River floodplein’s
ability to buffer increesing upstresm end edjecent lend uss perturbstionas
upon downstreem aquetic resources.

We reslize thet the Stete Highway Administration does not dictate lend use
zoning. Howevar, the impreseion given in this document is thet Howerd
County officisla vill have the mesterplan road system built to accommodats
future growth, regardless of anvironmentei costs. The unforutnate reelity
is thet short-sighted lend use decisions upatreem adveraly effect
dowustreem resourcee. Thersfors, we cennot ignors the fect thet this
project, combined with the interchanges proposed, built, or under
construction, will sdversly fapsct fish end wildlife resources within the
project sree es wall es downstress. The environmentsl sssessment for the
proposed project isoletes the Lmpects of this project end s therefors
insdequete, For exeaple, inclusion of a discussion of the Little Pstuxent
River wetershed’s vetsr quelity, perticulerly those ereses dreining
faaediately upatresm end downstrass of the project corridor, would provide
a more objactive description of the eanvironmentel heelth of the river
systen. Although it 1s steted in the EA thet laplementetion of storawater

£5)



aenegeaent meesures will occur, such stetement’s do little to clerify the
relatfonship end need of etormweter menegement meesuree for this project
and existing weter quelity degredetion. Juetifying the building of larger
and aore efficient roedveye in order to eccommodete future growth, planned
or otherwise, obecuree the fect thet peet, snd even present, land use
decisione sre responeible for the degraded conditione found within the
Lictle Petuxent River system. Iaplementing stormweter menagement acesures

et rendom {ntervele in lieu of ¢ comprehensive stormweter menagement plen
for the weterehed, doee little to abete the continued decline of importent
coaaerciel end recrestional resourcee.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Plesee define the
to Route 29'a function.

Section II, A. Purposs, pege 1I-1, peregraph one:
difference between service end with r

Section IV, G.3, Wetlende, pege 1V-18, peregreph one: To minimire iapecte
on exieting wetlends, it is steted thet steepening the replecement wetlend
slopes to 1 1/2:11 fe recommended. This steteaent is eleo mede in Section
V, page V-39, firet sentence, referring to Service recommendetions. We
recommsoded during the October 6,1986, field review thet steepsuing the
road's f111 elopee to 1 1/2:1 will ainiaize encroechment into exiating
vetlande. Both referencee need corracting.

Theok you for providing ue the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely yours

;upo}vt%
Annapolie Fie {ice

l : . |
A2
. e .

Response to U.S. Fish

(con't)

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 1i: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.

28/



Response to the Water Resources Administration's
, Waterway Permits Division:

IAMES W. PECK

TORRKY C. BROWN, H.O.
amecron

secnaTany

predriaiie S 1. Waterway Construction Permits will be obtained
i for construction at the main crossing of the

smreoruanun Middle Patuxent River and the tributaries that

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION will be impacted by extension of culverts or

TAWES STATE OFFCE aULOING p]acement_of new culverts. Note that the only
: construction at the main crossing of the Middle
woetd 23, 1987 Patuxent would be the filling of approximately

' 240 square feet for extension of existing
piers.

Mr. Louie H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Project Developmant Divieion
Stete Highwey Adminietration
707 N. Calvert Street
Beltimore, MD 21202

Re: WRA No. 86-PP-0900
SHA No. HO-606-101-770
Environmentel Aseessment for US 29
Petuxent River Bridge to US 40
llowerd County

Dest Mr. Ege:

The Environmental Aseesement document for the sbove referenced projact hee
received neceesery raview by the Water Reaourcee Administrstion’s Waterwey
Peraita Divieion end the Reeource Protection Progrem. The Tidewster
Adminietretion, the Foreet, Park and Wildlife Service end the Capital Programa
Adminietrstion of the Depertmeot of Naturel Resourcee were slso provided with a
copy of the eubject document for their review end commente. Ae a result of tha
sbove review, the Administration has the following comaments:

1. In eccordence with COMAR 08.05.03.01 to 08.05.03.13, "Rulee end
Regulstione Governing Construction on Non-Tidal Wstere and
Floodplsine”, Wetervey Conetruction Permits ere required for the
proposed work whers the courae, current, or croes-section of the
etreans or their eeeocieted 100-year floodplsin limits ere to be
fmpected. More epecificslly, the main US 29 crossing of the
Middle Pstuxent River which requiree new construction, the
widening of the bridge over the Middle Patuxent River for
Alternete B snd C, snd the tributeries which will be impscted by
extenaion of the existing culverte snd/or plscement of new
culverts to ellow the construction of rsmpe or service roeds
require Wsterway Construction Permits from thie office. Some of
the tributsries with limited drsinage aress mey be exempt from
the requiremente of s permit from the Administrstion under COMAR
08.05.03B.

£L/

Teiephone:._ (3I01) _974-.265

TYY FOR OCAP RALTIMORE 2442409 WASHINGTON METRO 365:0430




Mr. Louis H. E
April 23, 1987
Page Two

ge, Jr.

The proposed relocation of one of the streeme at Hopkios-Gormeo
Road must be the last alternative considered. Moreover, our
permit process will require advertisement of the Notice of
Opportunity for Public Hearing provided that the subject
relocation does not fsll under the permit exemptiona.

The Adminiatrstion recommends the lesst impacted alternative to
be coneidered in the selection of the final alternate.

In accordance with Section 8-1105 and 8-11A-05 of the Natural
Reaources Article, Annotated Code of Marylsnd, the project will
require approval relative to sediment and erogion control and
atormwatar mansgement requirementa.

The Resource Protection Program found the project not to be
incongistent with their Program.

Fnclosed 13 a copy of the comments received from the Tidewater
Administration’s Fisharies Divieion and the Coastal Reaourcea Divisioo on the
subject Environmentsl Assessment.

Thank you

SW:MQT:das

Enclosures

for sllowing us to comment on your project.

Sincerely,

Tty

8
Stsn Wong
Chief, Waterway Permits Diviaion

Response to the Water Resources Administration's

Waterway Permits Division:

2.

(con't)

Alternate C, roadway widening with control of
access, is the recommended alternate. Any C-
concept chosen at Hopkins-Gorman Road and 01d
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.

The C-concepts chosen as the recommended
alternate were chosen in 1light of their

environmental impacts.

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.

cé/
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Summaries of Wetlands Field Views



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 Hollins -- 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
summary 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 summarizes 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)

pss]
NWI Classification: EMS

It was noted that the culvert would be extended a maximum of ten feet for
Concept C-2.
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USFWS suggested slopes of replacement wetlands be 1i:1

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: PFOlA

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
ss |
NWI Classification: none, believed to be PEH5
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. .



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 14:1 slopes and retaining wall.

WETLANDS REFERENCE #38

Beaver Run at Seneca DOrive, west of U.S. Route 29
NWI Classification: none, believed to be PFO1A

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
14 to 1.

No replacement is required.

WETLANDS REFERENCE #58

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)
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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 PSSIA

Concepts C-3 and C-4 would require fi1ling portions of this wetland and use of a
long culvert and stream relocation.

1t 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
cc:/:\vtvtendees \7/&0"”"7 5(/5&4 ”

C. Simpson, SHA C/‘*
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 summarizes the mitigation suggestions and other comments
received on the remaining six wetlands.

WETILANDS REFERENCE #7

Middle Patuxent River (main branch) at U.S. Route 29

NWI Classification: P20WA & RFOl4; 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: PFOIA

A1l 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.
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WETLANDS -REFERENCE #9A

Hammond Branch between Hammond Drive and Hammond Parkway.

NWI Classification: PFOIA

USFWS noted that an emergent area is also present on the north side of
Hammond Branch.

Concept C-2 would extend Hammond Orive 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 #98

Wetland area northwest of 9A, off of Hammond Parkway

NWI Classification: PFOIA

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 01d Columbia Road.
NWI Classification: PFOIA

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 PFOIA
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USFWS determined this are is not a wetland. It is a small drainage area
‘ through a farming operation.

O
Submitted Py Naqgy tagle

*  NKE/rw
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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 wetlandspreviously),

In preparation for this field view, Gannett Fleming flagged the wetland
areas that would be impacted.

Wetland mapping in the study corridor was provided by Gannett Fleming, with
the impacted areas highlighted. A table was also provided identifying each
wetland, its classification, the stream it is associated with, the soil mapping
unit, vegetation, and impacted acreage. A copy of the table is attached.

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:
ancy Hagle

NKE/rw

cc: Attendees

.. Simpson, SHA
R. Aldrich, SHA
W. Willey, GFTE
B. Bowers, GFTE
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US ROUTE 29--HOWARD COUNTY WETLANDS

bristly locust

e

WETCAND STTE NUMBER| CUASSIFTCATION HYDROLOGY SOTC VEGETATION TMPACTED ACREAGE |
#3- At Hammond PFO1A and PEM5A| Hammond *(Co--Codorus tulip poplar (FACU) Sel. Con. (3)= 0 acre
Drive Branch silt loam and | red maple (FAC) Concept 1= 0 acre
EkD2--Eliok sycamore (FACW-) Concept 2=0.5 acre

silt loam sensitive fern (FACW)

#5--US 29 at Middle PSS1A Middle Cs--Comus silt | sycamore (FACW-) All alternatives
Patuxent River Patuxent loam black willow (FACW+) included selected:
(main crossing) River Ha--Hatboro slippery elm (FAC) 0.006 acre .

silt loam deergrass (OBL)
jewelweed (FACW)
a2

#6--Rivers Edge PSS1A tributary Ha--Hatboro jewelweed (FACW) Sel, Con, (4)=8:+ acre

Road to Middle silt loam black willow (FACW+) Concept 3=872 acre
. Patuxent Co-
#1.4 - north River

#4003 seuth

#11--Seneca Drive PSS1A Beaver Run| Ha--Hatboro jewelweed (FACW) =
east of US 29 silt loam black willow (FACW+) Concept 4, 5A, & 5A

mod= 0.02 acre
Concept 3=0 acre

8
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US ROUTE 29--HOWARD COUNTY WETLANDS

CONTINUED
WETCAND SITE NUMBER| CLASSIFICATION HYDROLOGY SOTL VEGETATION TMPACTED ACREAGE
#12--Seneca Drive PFO1A Beaver Run{ Ha--Hatboro red maple (FAC) Sel, Con, (5B)=0,4 acre
west of US 29 silt loam black willow (FACW+) Concept 3, 4, 5A, &
river birch (FACW) 5A mod=0.2 acre
silver maple (FACW)
black locust
#13--Gales Lane PFO1A tributary G1B2--Glenelg tulip poplar (FACU) Sel, Con, (2)=0.1 acre
to Little loam black willow (FACW+) Concept 1=0 acre
Patuxent Ba--Baile silt | river birch (FACW)
River loam sycamore (FACW-)
gray birch (FAC)
#18--Twin Knolls Rd. PFO1A tributary *Co--Codorus tulip poplar (FACU) e on =
to Little silt loam pin oak (FACW) Concept 1=0 acre
Patuxent sycamore (FACW-)
River striped maple
jewelweed (FACW)
black locust
#19--MD 175 Ramp p3Slp tributary *GnB2--Glenvillg jewelweed (FACW) Sel. Con. (3)=0.1 acre
EMS to Little silt loam swamp rose (0BL) Concept 1=0.1 acre
Patuxent weeping willow (FACW-)
River bristly locust

*Hydric Soils

/ezZ

'Note: The Selected Concept involving Wetland #12 is émodified; 5B was inadvertently identified as the Sele&d Group.
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