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" SUMMARY 

(1) Administrative Action 
Federal Highway Administration 
( ) Draft (X) Final 

(X) Environmental Statement 

( ) Combination Environmental Section 4(f) Statement 

(2) Additional information may be obtained from: 

(a) Mr. Karle Snyder 
District Engineer 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda - Suite 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

Office Hours: 8:00 A.M. to 4:30 P.M. 
Telephone:    (301) 962-4010 

(b) Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Office Hours: 8:30 A.M. to 4:30 P.M. 
Telephone:    (301) 383-4327 

(3) Description 

The proposed improvement involves a 3.8 mile relocation of 

Interstate 70 (formerly designated I-70N) extending from 

Ijamsvil'le Road to west of the Monocacy River in Frederick 

County, Maryland. The purpose of the project is to complete 

this section of a major interstate transportation system in 

Maryland. The proposal is to construct a limited access 

highway with two 36 foot roadways, two 10 foot shoulders, and a 

median. This typical section will be contained within a minimum 

300 foot right-of-way. 

(4) Suninary of EnviroaTicntal Impacts 

The construction of a highway of this magnitude will result in 
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M 
both beneficial and adverse environmental effects. Negative social, 

economic, and natural environmental impacts may be expected for the 

reconstruction, relocation or even the "do-nothing" alternative. 

Environmental impacts have been compounded by related interchanges 

and service road facilities. A brief tabular environmental impact 

Summary is presented on the following page. 

(5) Summary of Alternatives 

Four alternative design concepts were considered in this study. 

They are referred to as alternative Plan A, Plan B, Plan B-l and 

"Do-Nothing." Based on the environmental analysis including 

public and governmental comments. Plan B is the recommended 

alternative of the State Highway Administration. Plan A, Plan B-l 

and the "do-Nothing" alternatives are not recommended. 

(a) Plan A (not recommended) 

This alternative involved upgrading existing U.S. Route 40 

to meet interstate standards. The plan featured the construction 

of an additional 12 foot lane on both the east and west bound 

roadways of existing U. S. Route 40. Local service would have been 

provided by an interchange in the vicinty of Bell and Mains Lanes, 

and a system of service roads to the north of existing U.S. Route 

40. A number of local roads in the vicinty of U. S. Route 40 

would have been improved to meet county standards, 

(b) Plan B (recommended) 

This recommended alternative involves locating proposed 1-70 

north of existing U. S. Route 40. Two directional type inter- 

changes are provided. One is constructed west of the Monocacy 

River and provides access for westbound local and return traffic 



SUMMARY 

Relative Impacts of Pl.ins A, B, B-l and'Do-Nothing 

1/ 

Parameters 

Social 

Relocation 

Minorities 

Recreation 

Education 

Historical Sites 

Archaeological Sites 

Plan A 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Plans B, B-l   "no-Nothing" 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Economic 

Natural 

« Traffic 

Businesses 

Property values 

Agriculture 

Air quality 

Noise 

Water Quality 

Aquatic ecology 

Terrestrial ecology 

Through traffic (overall) 

National defense 

Local accessibility 

School bus safety 

Energy consumption 

2 

+ 

1 

3 

2 

3 

3 

2 

+ 

1 

+ 

+ 

2 

3 

2 

' 2 

3 

+ 

+ 

1 

+ 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

2 

1 

Notes:  1) Ranked in. increasing order of negative impact, hence "1" implies 
the least negative impact and "5" the most. 

2) In case of similar impact the same rank applies to all. 

3) A "+'* indicates a positive impact. 



to the freeway. A second interchange, located near Ijamsville 

Road, provides access for eastbound and return traffic. 

(c) Plan b-1 (not recommended) 

This alternative plan was a variation of Plan B, differing 

only in that it took advantage of a more favorable southern topo- 

graphy. Both Plans B and B-1 had a common beginning and end. 

They coiincided with each other until the crossing at Quinn Orchard Road. 

At this point. Plan B-1 turned southwest, and would have passed 

under Shull Lane approximately 1,000 feet south of proposed Plan B. 

From here, the alignment turned northwest and would have rejoined 

the proposed Plan B alignment after having crossed Long Branch 

Stream. 

(d) "Do-Nothing" Alternative (not recommended) 

This alternative proposed that U. S. Route 40 be maintained 

in its present form with normal safety improvements. 

(6) Distribution of Draft Environmental Statement 

Listed below are agencies that received copies of the Draft 

Environmental Statement, circulated June 6, 1972: 

FEDERAL 

Mr. Theodore. R. Robb Mr. Roland B. Handley (7)* 
Regional Administrator Regional Director 
Department of Housing and U.S. Department of the Interior 
Urban Development Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 

Curtis Building  • Federal Building 
Sixth and Walnut Streets 1421 Cherry Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102 
Attention: Mr. William Kaplan 

Assistant Regional 
Administrator Mr. John H. Gibson 

Acting State Conservationist 
Dr. T. C. Byerly Soil Conservation Service 
Office of the Secretary U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Department of Agriculture 4321 Hartwick Road 
Washington, D. C. 20250 College Park, Maryland 20740 
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Dr. Sidney R. Caller (3)* 
Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Environmental * 
Affairs 

U.S. Department of Commerce 
14th and Constitution Avenue 
Room 3876 
Washington, D.C. 2Q230 

Mr. Leonard 0. Walker C2)* 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and 
Wildlife 
Patuxent Wildlife Research 
Center 
Laurel, Maryland 20810 - 

Mr. Bruce J. Miller 
Assistant Director 
Cooperative Program 
National Park Service 
U.S. Department of Interior 
143 South Third Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 

Department of the Interior 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Programs 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

Mr, Charles Fabrikant (5)* 
Director of Impact Statements 
Office 
Ervironmental Protection 
Agency 
1626 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Mr. Arthur J. Reid, Jr. 
Director 
Office of Economic Opportunity 
1200 19th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20506 

Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare 

Assistant Secretary for Health 
and Science Affairs 

H.E.W. North Building 
Washington, D.C. 20202 

STATE 

Mr. Edwin L. Powell, Jr. (8)* 
Chief, State Clearinghouse 
Maryland Department of State 
Planning 

301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Mr. Harry R. Hughes, Secretary 
Department of Transportation 
Post Office Box 8755 
Friendship International Airport 
Baltimore, Maryland 21240 

Dr. Neil Solomon 
Department of Health and Mental 
. Hygiene 
Environmental Health Admini- 
stration 

610 North Howard Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Mr. Charles B. Allen, Chairman 
Maryland State Aviation 
Commission 

301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Mr. Michael Ports 
Surface Water Management 
Department of Water Resources 
State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dr. James A. Sensenbaugh 
Director 
State Department of Education 
501 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Attention: Frederick County 

Board of Education 

( J*    number of copies sent 



>1 
Mr. Orlando Ridout 
Director 
State Liaison Office for 
Mary1and 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Post Office Box 1704 
Annapolis, Maryland 21404 

Mr. Geor?e R. Lewis 
Secretary 
Department of General Services 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Mr. William A. Pate 
Director 
Division of Economic Development 
State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Mr. Frank Walsh 
Executive Director 
Maryland Office of Economic 
Opportunity 
1100 North Eutaw Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Honorable James B. Coulter 
Secretary 
Department of Natural Resources 
State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21404 

Colonel Robert J. Lally 
Secretary 
Department of Public Safety 
and Correctional Services 
Suite 800 
Executive Plaza 2 
Hunt Valley, Maryland 21030 

COUNTY 

Honorable Charles H. Smelser 
State Senator - Frederick County 
Route # 2 
Union Bridge, Maryland 21791 

Honorable Edward P. Thomas, Jr. 
State Senator - Frederick County 
710 Wyngate Drive 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Honorable Julien P. Delphey 
Delegate - Frederick County 
222 Carroll Parkway 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Honorable Wallace E. Hutton 
Delegate - Frederick County 
7 East Church Street 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Honorable C. Clifton Virts 
Delegate - Frederick County 
5 West Church Street 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Honorable John A. Derr 
President 
Board of County Commissioners 
Frederick County 
Winchester Hall 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Mr. William S. Fout 
County Engineer 
Winchester Hall 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Mr. Edward F. Holter, Chairman 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
Winchester Hall 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Mr. Lawrence W. Johnson 
Planning Director 
Winchester Hall 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Mr. James W. Freeman, Chairman 
New Industry Committee 
Chamber of Commerce of Frederick 
County 

024 East Street 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 
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If. 
Mr. George W. Barlett 
Vice President for Engineering 
National Association of 
Broadcasters 

1771 North Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20036 
Attention: Maryland Representative 

Mr. Richard Hammond 
Executive Vice President 
Chamber of Commerce of 
Frederick County 

Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Seventy-two (72) copies of the Draft Environmental Statement 

were distributed. Comments on the Draft Environmental Statement 

and responses are included in Section IX. 

Copies of the Draft Environmental Statement were mailed to the 

Council on Environmental Quality through the Federal- Highway 

Administration on June 6, 1972. 
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I.  DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

A. Project Purpose 

The following stat-ement has been prepared in accordance with 

policies promulgated by the National Environment Policy Act of 1969. 

The Environmental considerations set forth are based on preliminary 

engineering studies designed to establish the final disposition of 

1-70 from Ijamsville Road to west of the Monocacy River in. Frederick 

County, Maryland. The exact study area ha? been delineated in Figure 1. 

1-70 is a major transportation link of the Federal Highway System. 

The need and authorization for it is affirmed in the Federal Highway 

Act of 1956. This Act provides for construction of a safe, efficient 

national system of interstate and defense highways. The 1-70 artery is 

an important component because it connects the east coast of the United 

States with the Great Ohio Valley, and other points to the northwest 

and southwest. 

In planning the new highway, the best way to accommodate the 

geometric standards provided by Federal regulations, policies and 

criteria outlined by the American Association of State Highway Officials, 

is to follow, generally, the Old National Pike Corridor. 

Today, 1-70 in Maryland, is in various stages of completion. The 

Baltimore City segment is in the location study stage and a draft E.I.S. 

on this segment was circulated in 1972. From the Baltimore City line 

west to McKendee Road in Howard County, 1-70 is open to traffic and 

complete with the exception of signing, fencing, and landscaping. 

Two lanes are open to traffic with construction underway from McKendee 
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It 
Road to Woodville Road in Frederick County. The interstate is open 

and complete from Woodville Road to Ijamsville Road, which is the 

eastern terminal of the subject project. 

The subject of this statement is the final disposition of that 

• part of 1-70 from a point beginning 1,000 f-jet east of Ijamsville 

Road to a point terminating west of the Monocacy River near the 

Patrick Street overpass. The total project length is approximately 

3.8 miles and will be Federally funded on a 90-10 basis. 

B. Existing Roadway 

1. Description 

U.S. Route 40 design geometries consist of 2-24 foot roadways 

separated by 50 feet of grass median. The outer portion has a 10 foot 

stabilized shoulder with 6 feet of additional grading to the ditch, 

and supporting slopes throughout. The right-of-way is variable with 

the minimum being 200 feet wide. Figure 2-A illustrates an existing 

typical road cross-section. 

The present partial control of access with grade crossings and 

intersecting local roads is a major factor in the need for the proposed 

facility. Two rather steep ascending grades cresting between 

Bartonsville Road and Linganore Road contribute to an unsafe stopping 

distance condition where these two county roads intersect with U. S. 

Route 40. 

Another steep grade (4.5',0 is encountered on the approach to the 

existing two lane bridge over the Monocacy River. This grade is 

acceptable, but can become a hazard during snow storms and freezing 

rain. 
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2. Traffic 

U. S. Route 40, in its present state, provides a dual service to 

local and through traffic movements. It is the main direct link be- 

tween residents of the Bartonsville neighborhood and the Central 

Business district of the City of Frederick.  It functions as an 

alternative link for motorists desirous of avoiding the high density 

commercial and residential sectors. A 1974 traffic study indicated 

an ADT (Average Daily Traffic Volume) of 28,400 vehicles per day on 

the Bartonsville section of U. S. Route 40. Future increases in 

local and through traffic volume will generate an estimated ADT of 

62,300 by 1998. The distribution of the demand by specific dates is 

indicated in Figure 3. A certainty about this trend is that the 

existing U. S. Route 40, with its current capacity of 42,600 cannot 

accommodate the anticipated increase in volume without resulting in 

operating speeds below 30 mph, increased travel delays, and increased 

potential for serious accidents, particularly at the numerous grade 

intersections along the present U. S. Route 40. 

No projections of the traffic volume on the local service roads 

are available at this time.  In their present state, these service 

roads appear to be adequate for the existing low density local 

activities. However, in view of the proposed development and present 

zoning in the areas, a significant increase in local traffic may be 

expected. This increase may be gradual and dependent on other future 

actions, but it will warrant improvement of the geometric design of 

the present service roads. 

The new interstate facility will provide for full control of 

access and be contained within a minimum 300 feet of right-of-way. 
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C.  Proposed Alternatives 

Thorough investigation of the study area has identified for feas- 

ible alignment possibilities. These alternates will herein-after be 

referred to as Plan A, Plan B, Plan b-1 and the "Do-Nothing" alternative. 

Based on this study which includes public ani governmental comments, 

Plan B is recommended. 

All options have a common beginning and ending with appropriate 

interchanges, grade separations, service roads, etc. The design 

speed is 70 miles per hour. Typical proposed service road and ramp 

sections are shown in Figure 2-B. 

• 1.  Plan A (not recommended") 

The proposed Plan A alignment (herein-after referred to as Plan A), 

shown in Figures 4a and 4b, involved modifying existing U. S. Route 40 

to meet interstate specifications. This plan would have been geo- 

metrically compatible with the current conversion of U. S. Route 40 

to interstate standards now underway. 

Maximum horizontal curvature, excluding interchange ramps, would 

not have exceeded one degree, 30 minutes. A maximum vertical grade 

of 4.5 percent, would have been encountered at the Monocacy River 

Bridge location. A proposed 50 foot grass median would have been 

utilized up to a narrowing transition at the Monocacy River Bridge. 

East of the river the construction of additional 12 foot lanes 

were proposed along the outer portion of the existing dual highway. 

West of the river, the median would have narrowed to 26 feet with 

two additional lanes built on the inside.  Existing drainage struc- 

tures would have been adjusted as necessary.  The widened road 

section, the interchange criteria, and the approximately 5100 
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feet of Long Branch Creek relocation would have required new right-of- 

way acquisitions. Grace Trinity Evangelical Reform Church and Maryland 

Route 144 would have been protected from encroachment by a retaining 

wall constructed south of. Plan A and east of Bell Lane. 

Under Plan A, an interchange adaptable to the proposed Frederick 

Beltway ( as shown in the Frederick County Master Plan) would have 

been placed between Mains and Bell Lanes. This facility would have 

been oriented to local service on the north by a new service road with 

connections into Frederick and on the south to existing Bartonsville 

Road. 

The immediate concentration of traffic, and the anticipated 

accelerated development associated with suburban interchanges 

warrented complementary renovation of the various service roads 

described above. 

With Plan A, local traffic would have crossed the Monocacy River 

and entered Frederick by crossing the present westbound bridge which 

would have been reverted to the proposed service road system. The 

existing U. S. Route 40 east-bound bridge would have been widened to 

meet interstate bridge criteria, and ultimately reversed to carry 

westbound 1-70 traffic. A new bridge would have been constructed 

adjacent to and south of this original span for use as the new 1-70 

eastbound crossing. 

Starting from the eastern terminus, the first grade crossing 

elimination for Plan A would have been the Ijamsville - Meadow - 

Maryland Route 144 road configuration. This would have been accom- 

plished by relocating Ijamsville and Meadow Road cast of their present 

location and connecting them by a bridge across Plan A.  The gradeline 

2* 
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7-7 

of Maryland Route 144 would have been altered to meet the relocated 

Meadow Road at a common intersection. Maryland Route 144 and Ijamsville 

Road would have been barricaded at their present U.S. Route 40 at-grade 

crossings. Route 144 would have been extended and connected to the 

.proposed extension of the Route 144 service road. 

The relocated sections of Meadow Road and Ijamsville Road would 

have been constructed to standards equal to or exceeding County speci- 

fications. In addition to the main section of 1-70, Plan A would have 

included the physical improvement of Bartonsville Road, Mains Lane, 

Bell Lane, Qui:in Orchard Road,'and" other service "roads, to the extent indi- 

cated by Figure 4a. 

The Plan A, eastbound Monocacy River Bridge would have required 

approximately one-half mile of interstate roadway to be reconstructed 

west of the river. Some of the original roadway in this area could 

have been salvaged by transition methods. 

West of the river, a portion of the former U. S. Route 40 west- 

bound lane would have been incorporated into the new service road, and 

re-routed into Patrick Street. Quinn Orchard Road would have been 

barricaded. 

Tulip Hill residents would have used an improved two-way overhead 

Patrick Street Bridge to gain access to and from Frederick. This 

• widened structure would have allowed Tulip Hill residents access to 

the interstate via the Reichs Ford Road interchange. To supplement 

this 1-70 (Plan A) - Tulip Hill - Frederick movement, a suggestion was 

made to provide a service road running directly from Quinn Orchard 

Road to Reichs Ford Road. 
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2.    Plan B (recommended alternative) 

The Plan B alignment (herein-after referred to as Plan B), shown 

in Figures 5a and 5b, proposes the construction of 1-70 parallel and 

approximately one-half mile north of existing U. S. Route 40. A 

typical section is shown in Figure 2-A. The maximum horizontal 

curvature proposed for Plan B is 1 degree, 30 minutes. The maximum. 

Plan B vertical gradient is 3%. 

Plan B requires three stream crossings.by means of a 54" pipe 

about' ISOO'-feet easfof Quiiin - Orchard Road; a bridge over Long Branch 

Creek located approximately 1200 feet east of Linganore Road, and a 

54" pipe approximately 1000 feet west of the Monocacy River, res- 

pectively. 

Plan B separates from U. S. Route 40, approximately 1,000 feet 

east of Ijamsville Road. The proposed 50 foot grass median begins to 

widen at this point to a maximum width of 74 feet.  Ijamsville Road 

under Plan B is extended at-grade across the existing eastbound lane 

of U. S. Route 40. Eastbound U. S. Route 40 merges with proposed 

eastbound Plan B east of this intersection. The existing U. S. Route 

40 westbound lane is removed in the interchange area.  Ijamsville 

Road underpasses Plan B and continues to a. four-way intersection 

with the westbound 1-70 (plan B)' ramp and Meadow Road. This inter- 

section will be ultimately regulated by a traffic control device as 

future traffic volumes increase.  Under Plan B westbound ramp under- 

passes the interstate and merges with westbound U. S. Route 40.  Re- 

located Ijamsville Road passes under Plan B. 

Under Plan B the existing intersection of Maryland Route 144 and 

Meadow Road are relocated approximately 500 feet to the north to 
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allow local Frederick bound traffic to use U. S. Route 40. No access 

to westbound 1-70 is provided at this interchange under Plan B. Such 

access is provided by the interchange west of the Monocacy River. 

Continuing northwest, Plan B spans a relocated Quinn Orchard Road. 

Existing Quinn Orchard Road is barricaded. Several homes in this area are 

provided access to the new Quinn Orchard Road location. From here Plan B 

assumes an approximate east-west orientation. Shull Lane.is shifted 

east from its present location and bridges Plan B. West of Shull 

Lane Plan B parallels Fouche Branch. 

In the vicinity of Linganore Road, Plan B turns southwest and 

descends toward the Monocacy River. Under Plan B Linganore Road is 

barricaded at its present location and relocated in one of two ways. 

Linganore Road can be relocated approximately 200 feet east, or it can 

be relocated approximately 200 feet west and pass under the pro- 

posed Monocacy River bridge. The latter relocation would necessitate 

lengthening the bridge which would increase the cost. The relocation 

of Linganore Road will be determined during final design. 

Plan B requires two new bridges over the Monocacy River.  Bridge 

piers are proposed with sufficient height and length to span the 

entire flood plain. The proposed location of these structures is 

approximately 2,200 feet upstream from the existing U. S. Route 40 

bridges. 

A grade separation is proposed at a location approximately 1200 

feet west of the river to maintain a farm road.  Under Plan B this 

road is relocated to make it part of a four-logged intersection 

which also includes Maryland Route 144 and" U. S. Route 40.  Another 

component of this configuration is the eastern extension of Patrick 
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Street which will run parallel, and south of Plan B. A new median 

opening on U. S. Route 40 is proposed at this junction. Traffic 

control devices will be installed at this intersection, at Patrick 

Street, and at Quinn Orchard Road as needed. 

A directional, limited access, interchange is proposed at the 

intersection of Plan B and U. S. Route 40 near the Tulip Hill area. 

No local exit ramp is provided for westbound travelers on'Plan B. 

Such an exit is provided at the Ijamsville interchange. Eastbound 

Plan B traffic uses an exit to eastbound U. S. Route 40 which pro- 

vides access to the Tulip Hill and Bartonsville areas. 

Under Plan B the Patrick Street bridge is extended from the exist- 

ing westbound lane of U. S. Route 40 over Plan A and is improved to 

'accommodate two-way traffic. The .roadway extends through Tulip Hill 

to the previously described four-legged intersection east of Quinn 

Orchard Road. The existing Patrick Street merging lane into east- 

bound U. S. Route 40 is removed. Quinn Orchard Road is barricaded 

at U. S. Route 40 and connected to the new Patrick Street extension. 

Local and through U. S. Route 40 westbound travelers proceed over 

Plan on a merging ramp. This ramp provides access to Plan B and 

Frederick via a split directional ramp. Tulip Hill residents can use 

this ramp or the improved Patrick Street bridge to proceed to 

Frederick or 1-70 (Plan B). 

5.  Plan B-l (not recommended) 

This plan, as shown in Figure 5a, would have been a variation of 

Plan B.  Both Plan B and Plan B-l alignments have common termini. . 

They are identical up to the intersection with Quinn Orchard Road. 

At this point. Plan B-l would have turned southwest, and would have 

T 
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passed under Shull Lane approximately 1,000 feet south, of Plan B. 

From here, Plan B-l would have turned northwest and would have re- 

joined the Plan B alignment after having crossed Long Branch stream. 

4. "Do-Nothing"  (not recommended) 

In addition to Plans A, B and B-l, the alternative of doing 

nothing was considered. Substantial expenditures of public funds 

would have been required for surface maintenance and safety improve- 

ments made necessary by anticipated traffic increases. Projected 

traffic data indicated that a minimum six lanes of traffic would have 

been needed. Accidents of all degrees of severity would have been 

greater along zhe  existing highway. In addition, overall economic 

and community development would have been adversely affected. 

D. Historical Resume' of Project 

By virtue of the 1956 Federal Highway Act, the U. S. Route 40 

corridor was selected as a part of Maryland's Interstate Road System. 

The proposal was placed in the critical category in 1968 and authorized 

to begin preliminary engineering shortly thereafter. As the schematic 

plans evolved, they were supplemented by continuing consultation with 

public and official representatives of all concerned. The most im- 

portant meetings are listed below, chronologically: 

May 15, 1968 - Conference was held with Frederick County 

Coiraissioners, County Planners and Highway Engineers, at 

which time an interchange was proposed for the vicinity 

of Linganore-Bartonsville Road. 

September 25. 196S - Presentation was made of preliminary 

engineering studies to Frederick County Commissioners. 

A Public Hearing was scheduled. 
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November 12, 1968 - Public Hearing was held at Mount Airy, 

Maryland on Highway plans, including: 

(a) Interchange at Ijamsville Road 

(b) Overpass structure at Mains Lane 

(c) Frontage roads and new bridge over Monocacy River 

for local use 

(d) Overpass structure at Quinn Orchard Road 

December 16, 1969 - Meeting of County Commissioners was 

held at which the Planning and Zoning Director requested 

interchange shift to Mains Lane area. 

January 23, 1970 - Conference was held between County 

Commissioners, Planning and Zoning Director and highway 

officials which determined that new studies be undertaken. 

December 16, 1970 - Meeting of Frederick County Commission. 

The following State Highway Administration plans were tenta- 

tively approved by the County Commission, Planning and Zoning 

Commission and Federal Highway Administration: 

(a) Interchange at Mains Lane 

(b) Overpass at Ijamsville Road 

(c) Overpass at Bartonsville Road 

(d) New bridge over Monocacy 

January 25, 1971 - Public meeting in office of County 

Commission.  Local citizens request project be relocated 

north of existing U. S. Route 40, with interchanges at 

Ijamsville Road and on west side of Monocacy River. This 

resulted in Frederick County Commissioners' request to State 

Highway Administration that relocation concept be investigated. 
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Federal Highway Administration officials initially objected 

to the relocation concept, but in view of the Administration's 

Policy and Procedure Memoranda 20-8 and 90-1 inferring feasi- 

ble alternates be held accountable, the new studies were 

initiated. 

March 24, 1971 - Status of the project was reviewed at 

the Maryland Office of State Planning. Federal, State and 

County officials were present. 

November 10, 1971 - Meeting with Federal Highway Admini- 

stration officials to discuss relocation studies.  Federal 

approval to conduct Location Public Hearing was obtained. 

November 18, 1971 - Meeting with Frederick County Commissioners 

to review and apprise of impending Location Public Hearing. 

January 18, 1972 - During an unrelated public hearing con- 

cerning the Frederick County Master Plan, discussions of 1-70 

Plan A and Plan B dominated the proceedings. 

July 6, 1972 - Official corridor Public Hearing was held. 

It included the following: 

(a] Fifteen citizens spoke, five favoring Plan A and 

three favoring Plan B, the rest uncommitted. 

(b) Two petitions were received, one favoring Plan A 

and .one favoring Plan B. 

Based on the testimony and responses presented, the proponents 

of Plan A appear to consist primarily of developers owning 

land north of U. S. Route 40, while the proponents of Plan B 

appear to be primarily residents of Tulip Hill, Pine Cliff, 

and Bartonsville. 
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II.- SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT OF PROJECT 

A. Social Characteristics of Project Area 

The 1967 land use survey of Frederick County showed that 59,508 

acres or 14.3 percent of the County's total 664 square miles have 

been developed. The remainder of the land is primarily agricultural 

and forest. The present land use is shown in Figure 6. 

The area of the proposed alignment for 1-70 is southeast of 

the City of Frederick. The area east of the Monocacy River is pre- 

dominantly agricultural and forest with low density residential 

units concentrated in the Clearview, Pine Cliff and Bartonsville 

areas. The region west of the river is characterized by mixed re- 

sidential and industrial developments associated with the City of 

Frederick. The area immediately adjacent to the Monocacy River is 

a designated perpetual conservation district. 

The largest concentration of population in the study area is 

in the community of Bartonsville, located just south of the Old 

National Pike (Maryland Route 144) near the Monocacy River crossing. 

The houses in the town are typically small, modest units and are 

occupied by a great many senior citi^ns. The west end of town, the 

oldest part, is an established black community. The general area 

has changed greatly during the past ten years. Many of the old 

houses have been extensively improved and a considerable amount of 

new construction has occurred adjacent to the older area. 

Tne area immediately adjacent to U.S. Route 40 is occupied by 

single family residential units concentrated in the communities of 

Tulip Hill, Pine Cliff, and Bartonsville,and separated by farmland. 

Several coinmercial, service oriented businesses,and churches are 
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located in the project area adjacent to U. S. Route 40. 

B. Economic Charnctei-istics of Project Arer 

1.  ETaploymcnt 

The estimated 1970 population of Frederick County was 91,600. 

Election Districts 2 and 9 (see Figure 7), in which the project is 

located, constitute 34 percent and 5 percent of the County total, 

respective!)'. 

These districts will accommodate an estimated 39 percent of the 

projected 1990 population (237,000). Frederick and New Market 

population regions will continue the lead in population growth rate 

for the entire county. The 1967, commercial and residential den- 

sities of the New Market region were 3.2 and 3.0 per acre, respec- 

tively. Unlike the Frederick population region, a continuous in- 

crease in economic activity is anticipated for the New Market area. 

The proximity of the study area to Baltimore, Washington, and 

Frederick will contribute to increased urbanization and decreased 

agriculturalization with the resultant changes in employment 

patterns. In 1970, an estimated 22.6 percent of the Frederick 

County labor force worked outside the county. The most significant 

occupational decrease over the past 30 years has been in Agriculture. 

The percentage of the labor force involved in agriculture dropped 

from 23 percent in 1940, to 9.8 percent in 1967 (see Table 1). 

However, the dairy industry still dominates all agricultural acti- 

vities and continues to prosper, primarily because of the increasing 

demand for its products in the metropolitan areas of Baltimore and 

Washington, D.C. 
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TABLE 1 

Occupational Characteristics of 

Frederick County (1967) 

Industry"Type 

Agriculture 

Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Transportation, Communication 
and other public utilities 

Source of Employment (%) 

9.8 

0.6 

7.1 

20.6 

6.4 

Commercial 19.1 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 3.1 

Business, Personal Service 6.1 

Professional 10.4 

Government 14.2 

Miscellaneous 2.6 

Economic Base, A Background Study, Frederick County, Maryland. 

Marcou, O'Leary and Associates. Frederick County Planning and Zoning 

Commission, February, 1969. 
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A projection of the 1960 labor force as presented in Table 2 

indicates that the percentage of jobs in the agricultural area will 

continue to decrease from the 1960 level of 12.2 percent to 3.8 per- 

cent in 1990. A breakdown of the 1970 Frederick County labor force, 

by occupation., is given in Table 3. 

2. Incomo 

The income levels of the persons affected by the proposed pro- 

ject range from upper middle to the lower income of Frederick 

County. In i960 and 1970 the median incomes for Frederick County as 

reported in the U.S. Census were $5,026 and $9,550, respectively. 

C. Land Use Planning 

Future land use changes are. governed by the General Plan of 

Frederick County. The proposed alignments are compatible with this 

plan. The present zoning as revised in January, 1975 is shown 

in Figure 8. The General Plan Map for the year 2000 identifies 

the Monocacy River and its shore.line as a conservation area. This 

area is to be protected from all but very low density development. 

The Monocacy River Conservation Area is intended to protect the 

County water supply from excess siltation, to maintain uniform flows, 

and reduce flood hazards by controlling runoff from drainage areas. 

One small park site, Monocacy Pine Cliff Park, lies within 

the study area. The park is approximately 1/2 mile south of U.S. 

Route 40 on the banks of the Monocacy River. Access to the park 

is provided by Reichs Ford Road south of Frederick. This park is 

intended to retain, its identity as a small facility for local re- 

sidents with no direct access to the proposed interstate. 

The General Plan calls for medium density development from 

y/ 

r 
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TABLE 2 

Frederick County Labor Force 

By Industry:  1960, 1990 (projected) 

• 

Industry Type Distribution (%) 

Agriculture 12'2 3*8 

Mining, Forestry and Fisheries 0.6 1.3 
Construction 9-3 10-1 

Manufacturing 19-6 25'9 

Transportation Communications & Public Utilities 7.8 5.1 
Wholesale Trade 2.2 2.2 
Retail Trade 13.5 13.3 
Real Estate, Finance & Insurance 2.1 3.9 
ervices (including public schools) 19.3 20.8 
ublic Administration 11.8 13.3 

Not Reported 1-6 
100.Q -100.0 Total 

Note: Total County labor force:  1960 = 24,173 
1990 = 56,800 (projected) 

^Econoniic r>.>so. A Background Study.  Frederick County, Mnvylnnd. Marcou, O'Lcary 
and Associates, Frederick County Planning and Zoning Commission, February 1969. 
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TABLE 3 

Frederick County Labor Force and 

Employment Characteristics: 1970 

Occupation Male 

Total 21738 

% prof, tech, 14.5 

% managers 5 
adiain. (non-farm) 9.6 

% clerical § sales 10.5 

%.craftsmen, foreman 24.0 

Female 

% operatives 

% laborers  (non-farm) 

% farm workers 

% service workers 

14.9 

7.5 

8.0 

6.0 

12494 

12. 8 

3. 5 

36. 8 

2. ,3 

18. .0 

0 .8 

0 .8 

.    19 .8 

Labor Force and Employment Characteristics, Maryland Department 

of State Planning, 1970. 
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New Market, west to the area of Bartonsville, and low density 

development from that point west to Frederick. 

Future land use plans within the immediate study area include 

a proposed Planned Unit Development (PUD) -ncompassing 270 acres, 

approximately 1/2 mile north of U. S. Route 40 in the area of 

Shull Lane and Quinn Orchard Road. 

D. Natural i-nvironmental Characteristics cf Project Area 

1. Meteorology 

The mean temperature for Frederick County is 540F. The coldest 

months are January and February when the temperature averages 30 F. 

July is the hottest month with a mean temperature of 74 F. Pre- 

vailing winds are from the northwest having the greatest frequency 

in late winter and early spring. 

The average annual precipitation in the project area is 

40 inches. Flooding may occur in the late winter or early spring 

due to a combination of heavy rain and melting snow. Flooding 

may also result from summer storms. Hydraulic design of transverse 

drainage structures for interstate highways in Mary^nd is based 

on a storm whose intensity and duration should occur on the average 

of once every fifty years. Hurricanes affect Frederick- County 

about once every six years. The average snowfall is 24 inches 

per year in the project area but may fluctuate considerably from 

year to year. 

2.  Geolofiy and Ground Water 

The project area is within the Frederick Valley Region of the 
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western division of the Maryland Piedmont Province. A large scale 

geologic map of the project area is shown in Figure 9. A map 

showing the specific geology of the study area has been formulated  . 

using data from the Maryland Geological Survey, and is shown in 

•Figure 10. 

With only a few exceptions, limestone is the major rock type 

in the project area west of the Monocacy River. The limestones in 

this locality are of two distinct types: Frederick, and Grove 

(the more valuable commercial limestone due to its purity). Grove 

limestone (the more pure type) is presently being surface mined in 

the western portion of the study area and is used locally for a 

variety of purposes. 

In general, east of the Monocacy River a number of metamorphic 

and igneous rock types are found including: quartzitic slate, gneiss, 

granite gneiss, soft micaceous muscovitic schist, harder micaceous 

and chloritic schist, granitized schist, and diabase. The Loudoun 

Formation of .quartz and granitic conglomerate dominates the eastern 

portion of the project area. 

Depth to bedrock varies from zero to twenty feet over most of 

the project area. Depths to seasonally high water table range from 

zero to six feet in the flood plains of the Monocacy River and Long 

•  Branch Creek and in depressions and foot slopes, to more than twenty 

feet on hilltops, plateaus, and upper slopes. A' number of homes in 

the study area are. presently using shallow wells as their source 

of drinking water. Springs are located in the vicinity of Quinn 

Orchard Road and Shu11 Lane. 
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3. Soils 

The majority of soils contained in the project area have de- 

veloped from a weathering process of the underlying rocks. Soils 

and soil characteristics vary considerably due to the differences 

in parent material and slope. The Soil Survey of Frederick County 

characterizes certain soils in the project area as having an ex- 

tremely high erosion potential. These soils have been indicated 

in Figure 11. The Soil Conservation Service concludes that these 

soils are not suitable for cultivation or pasture, and recommend 

reforestation. 

4. Topography and Stream Drainage 

The topography in Frederick County is extremely variable, 

ranging from an elevation as low as 200 feet above sea level in 

the wide and flat river valleys to an altitude of nearly 2,000 feet 

in the mountains. In the area of the proposed alignment, the 

elevation at Ijamsville Road is near 400 feet falling to 300 feet 

near the Monocacy River. West of the river, in the Monocacy River 

valley, the elevation ranges from 200-300 feet. 

Ground slopes steeper than 15% are uncommon in the project area. 

Surface elevations vary from 230-490 feet above sea level. The land 

surface is characterized by gently rolling terrain and moderate flowing 

streams with rock outcrops present in some areas.  Figure 12 

delineates slopes greater than 25 percent. Without special techniques 

for soil conservation, such slopes can erode rapidly if disturbed by 

con5truction. 

41 

1 Soil Survey, Frederick County, Maryland, Soil Conservation Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1960, 144 pp. 
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Headwaters of Frederick Valley streams are located in the gently- 

rolling upper Triassic region of Frederick County and average a 3.86 

foot drop per mile through this area. The streams then flow into the 

low level area of the valley proper. Water flows through' the valley in 

a shallow, slow, and widely meandering fashion, dropping an average 

of 2.32 feet in elevation per mile. 

The Monocacy River is the major drainage outlet of Frederick 

County. It is normally slow flowing in a wide shallow river bed with 

an average drop of 2.8 feet per mile. Plan A, Plan B and Plan B-l 

alignments cross the Monocacy River just east of the City of Frederick. 

At this point, the Monocacy River has a wide floodplain.' 

Long Branch and Linganore Creek are two small streams that also 

will be impacted by all but the "Do Nothing" alternative. Long Branch 

Creek flows parallel to the present westbound roadway of U.S. Route 40. 

mile long portion of this stream -was relocated during the original 

construction of U.S. Route 40. Linganore Creek is a tributary of the 

Monocacy River and Long Branch is a tributary of Linganore Creek. 

5. Water Quality 

Water quality is severely degraded in the five mile reach of 

the Monocacy River below the City of Frederick (which includes 

the project area). The high bacterial count and periodically low 

dissolved oxygen concentration indicate that the Monocacy River in 

this area is not suitable for water contact recreation, and will 

not support desirable aquatic life . Table 4 summarizes 

1 State of Maryland, Dcpartrr.ont of Water Hesoarccs and the Department. 
of Health and Mental Hygiene, R^o\;Li^JLl\'LJ\L:vilLJ^^ 
and Signific.int Sources of V/astcvatcr L;i,-cnMr':os in :-:.ir>-land, 1970 

13B pp. 



TABLE 4 

Water Quality in Project"Area 
Linganore Creek and Monocacy River* 

Station No. Station Location Ll r*. " f. S TO 'Ca.~ir.e-  Statior. al the end of Quir.r. ?.±, 

D.ta196^ pK 

Trap.   "C Sol iJS   -   p P= Turb. 

J.C.J 

0.0. 

ppr». 

B.O.D 

ppa. 

Color 

ppo. 

Colifc.-a 
KPN/lOCol. 

E.coli 
VPN/IGpol. 

Cond. 

u  mhos 
CL" 

ppa. 
fc0» 

ppa. Air Inter 3 .S, • J.S.. T. J . 

Karch   21 3.3 18.0 11.0 8 80 88 5 12.9 2.4 8 4f3CO 9-1 125 5.3 1.2 

April   18 8.1 19.0 13.0 13 12^ l'*2 2.4 11.6 2.2 7 430 95 144 t*.) 1.0 

Y.ay   2 3 3> 26.0 22.5 2<* 12 36 5-3 9-5 3.7 11 9. 5co 2,500 155 5.1 1.2 

Jur.e   20 7.6 30.0 25-0 68 102 170 27 8.5 1.9 25 21,000 15,000 150 5.3 1.6 

July   18 5.0 35.0 ?£!.0 12 60 72 7.^ 9.7 2.8 12 1,500 25 170 7.5 0.6 

A u e.   22 3.0 31.0 26.5 8 120 128 16 8.8 0.9 15 15,000 2, 500 195 5.2 1.0 

3e=t.   19 7.5 19-0 13.0 k 48 52 12 9-3 2.5 15 43,000 4,300 165 5.5 1.2 

Oct.    1? 7-7 12.5 13-0 k 80 84 3-5 10.4 2.0 15 23,000 150 155 6.2 0.5 

'.'-v.   21 9.1 8.0 3-5 k QO 94 0.5 14.0 2.7 7 95.000 160 1''5 5.6 1.2 

Oec.   20 7.7 2.0 1.0 12 12'. 136 5.0 12.7 3.1 25 23,000 ^,500 162 6.0 1.6 

Sital ion Ho. station Location Vor.ocacy  River,   just   above  south  of   Linganore   Creek 

OalP i960   ' 

.arc 
.-.r ri 

.'i:.-,o 

.T.jly 

A'jr. 

Oc'-. 
:."o v. 
J'JC. . 

:•. 22 
: 19 
p.1* 

21 
16 
22 

•   19 
17 
21 
20 

7.3 
7.8 
7.6 

a.9 
3.2 
7.'; 

7." 
8.0 
7.6 

20. 
15. 
26. 
5;-. 
30. 
55. 
?2. 
13- 
8. 
5. 

13 

SoU 3S    -   PC ;. Turb. 

J.Ci'J 

J.O. *.0.0. 

PP*. 

Color 

:-pD. 

Cc'.ir^rrr. 

Jip'i/lCCsl. VPN/ ;30IL1. 

^ond. 

fi  mhos 

CL" 

PP». PP=. 

PO 
k 

3P=. 
> •• •> . i. O.i. r.s. 

.5 4 123 132 • .7 10.4 6.6 15 460,0C0 23,000 220 9-2 1.2 

.5 16 144 160 5 10.2 5.2 20 95,000 4,300 185 7.5 0.6 

.2 4 124 128 5 5-7 5-9 15 240,000 25,000 218 V • J 0.5 

.4 16 160 176 15 •5.a 9.0 35 460,000 43,000 230 8.8 1.0 0.3? 

.0 8 164 172 9-5 15.6 6.5 9 43,000 4,500 i'-.o 18..0 0.3 0.7 

.0 4 244 248 14 8.4 T.t 20 ?,4Q0,000 29,000 565 15.a 0.3 1.9 

.0 4 IK) 144 14 7.0 5-0 15 29,000 9 , '.00 275 8.0 2.0 0.11 

.0 8 145 156 4.0 8.6 3-9 15 460,000 4 3,000 285 8.2 Oo 1      1 Q 

.5 9 166 175 2.0 10.8 5-1 15 24J,000 93,000 270 8.3 1.2 0.75 

.0 16 180 196 5.0 12.1 ^.5 55 4 5,000 4,300 225 10.0 2.^ 0.25 

* Maryland Dei>;irtmenl of Natural  Resources,   1966. 

$ 
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water quality measurements of Monocacy River water made by the 

Maryland Water Resources Administration . The water does not meet 

the Class C standards promulgated by this agency in regards to coli- 

form bacteria. The classification criteria of the Maryland Depart- 

ment of Natural Resources are listed in Table 5. The primary 

causes of this stream degradation include r.he City of Frederick 

sewage treatment plant. City of Frederick storm sewer drainage, and 

industrial waste. 

Linganore Creek water quality (see Table 4 ) indicates that 

this stream is relatively undegraded. This water is presently 

used as part of the City of Frederick's water supply. 

No water quality data is available for Long Branch Creek. How- 

ever, the variety of aquatic life found in the stream indicates re- 

latively undegraded water quality. 

6. Aquatic-Ecology 

Long Branch Creek fish populations were surveyed on December 1, 

and December 6, 1974, at two locations near Bartonsville in Frederick 

County, as indicated in Figure 13. 

The following species were collected and identified during 

the study: 

Species Number of Specimens 

Blacknose Dace Rhinichthys atratulus 2 
Creek Chub Semotilus ntro-nculatus 6 
Stoneroller Cc.;::r>ostc~:.\  anc^aiun 2 
Bluntnose Minnow Pi;.vy>-ales not.atus 68 
Spottail Shiner Notropis hudsonius 14 

^ 

1 DeRose, C. R.f The Monocacy River, Ph;T_i_ca_]^'j;^iu^j_1^T^J^tjcrJ_2_- 
logical V.'ater Ouaiicv, Reuort No. 1, Maryland Doparux-nt of Water 
. . •* •.,,.. .    ,,   - •••• . i—' 

Resources, Division of Water Quality Investigations, 1966, 103 pp. 



TABLE  5 

rB'-ml*  rOK T.iS CLASSiriCATIOK   Cf UARrL/CO STKZWiS 

&4;X*Js»X?tA?XCUS 

H/JLZ ior.ir.j  (Sy-3bol) 

fcr*  Eaoi^rii  for  IOC ai—— 
(C) 

Jitsolvcl   ovy.-on   p.p.o.  
(1) 

—    .pf 

5-Ca»  3.CD.   .t   2C'C.p.p.a.- 

.CcT}. 

ri.jori-<<s   p.p. 

Psriod Covered 

Avortso wvy aonth 

,\ vc rr- -n   r.~y  r.r.r.th 

L!i.->iGca cny  dcy 

Av>r.-.-o  cr.Y co^t?> 

Avora^o ciy aonth 

'Jbxi^uo 

i--'•• _-.- .r.cse  p.p.c, 
(C«^ 

C; u>Li*  CeT.oait*-1    ••   • 
(O.i) 

i.an-'-a  oiiy  d<»y 

LSxisuj 

ix-xua 

kixir.oa 

ilnxiz. ua 

CLASS  AA 

Excollv^t sotrco of 

ceilor.t ficli "nabi- 
tat,  ricrcational 
and  induitrial 

Hot over ICO 

Noi I-?-.; thsr. 7.5 

Kot less then 6.5 

rot over 0.75 
Not over 1.0 

6.2-3.'' 

Hot over 1.0 

Ho*   over 50 

OCai" Cci.liti .r.»- 
(up 

Ncr.o 

Not over 0.3 

Kot ovor 20 

hot ovor 10 «x- 
cept cs result 
toovy rein 

ho  deposits 
prosont 

CLASS A 

Cooi cour;« ofwutor 
su??ly;  cc-i *i:;:> 
h&'jitct,   rccrcuticn- 
»1  ar.Z   ir.d'jstriol 

water. 

Kot ov«r 2,COO 

rot  17-s  t:i^r.  S.O 

;(ot  lass  t:-.cr. 5.0 

CUSS £ 
S«;*vo' ts  so»i?co of 
t/ator cupply tAth 
cc_ploto  cr.d  ouu- 
ilicxy troat-jr.t, 
pocr fi--">  t.iiittti 
rccrot-ticr*£»-. tr.u 
industrial wator. 

Kot ovtr 10,000 

t.'ot  lo = :  than  1.0 

.".'ct  Icis  t.-.cr.   l,.0 

%'01  over  2.5 
Not over  J.5 

5.8-9.0 

Not  ovor  1.0 

.••'ot over 250 

Not  over 5»0 

J.'ot  c«or  6.0 

G./SS C 

Ussttisractary scurc* 
or vtic.' sup>lyt  uo-# 
suitctlo cs fic^. tiii- 
tat »r.5 rcwroatiosii 

v&tor. 

Ovor 10,000 

L--   trc-<  '•.0 

L=J5   t.-tr.   3.0 

Cv;r   f.O 

Net  ovor 7.0 

or 5.0-10.5 

Kot  over  1.0 

Not  ovor  5C0 

Cvei- 

Iczz t.-.i-T  5.3 'o? 
cvo.-  10.5 

Cver  1.0 

50O 

iVot  over 25 

Lot ovor 1.0 

;<ot over 75 

Kot  over 250 ex- 
cept  as rosult 
hcivy  rain ' 

tio du^-osita 
prosent 

'iot ovor 15 

iiot  ovor  150 

Cver  25 

Cor  15 

Cor 1>0 

Slight to cccUr- 
sta locslizoi 

Ho toxio 5ub=t«r.cc3,  oils,  tors,  or froo tiacra* ac-d at «r.y 
tiuGi  no .'loati.-vs solids or detns,  axoopt froa ni.ural. 
iccraos,  only  sli^t  ssount*  o.'  t^to  *nd odor  prc,daoin8 

aiUfit«no«s  oooosionally  pr«»»nt. 

tca^roto  to he»v> 
—^onoral 

Toxi;  ;Lt-ti.-.cci,   oii 
cr ttrs  proser.t 
rrcc:u«atl>rt  tasta 
r.r.d  eder proJuoins 
icubstanoas  often 

pr»i»nt. 

-U 

5__^ « —-1 ••——• • • —'  
»0-^i  **« »V.*. oiit*rl. ..r. offiolell* adopts b, the «Ut.r Pollution Control Co.»U»lon on IB february «*9. 
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Species Number of Specimens 

Silverjaw Minnow Ericymba buccata 6 
White Sucker Catostomus commersoni 5 
Yellow Bullhead Catfish Ictalurus natli.s 4 
Rock Bass Ambloplites rupestris 1 
Fantail Darter Etheostoma flabella.-e 1 

Collections were made using a 375 volt D. C. electroshocker and 

ten foot seine net for a distance of approximately 300 feet. A 

special attempt was made to sample a wide variety of habitats, in- 

cluding riffles, deep pools, and undercut streambanks. The stream 

width varied from two feet to six feet and the depth varied from 

several inches to four feet. Aquatic plants were scarce. 

No species of fish presently considered rare or depleted in 

Maryland was collected, or has been recorded in this stream. In 

addition, it is not presently stocked with game fish. The Monocacy 

River, however, does contain fish species considered endangered 

in Maryland, such as the comely shiner, pearl dace, and the rosey- 

side dace. 

7. Terrestrial Ecology 

Most of the project area is composed of farmland and pasture. 

These areas contain few native plants species. The woodlands in 

the project area consist of cutover forests fro^i which most of 

the saleable timber has been removed. The tree communities are 

typical of eastern hardwood, deciduous forests. Small woodlots 

and unused farmland are common in the project area. 

The following tree species were observed in the project 

area: 
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river birch sycamore 

elm hicfoory 

chestnut oak beech 

red oak sourgum 

ash maple 

In a cool mo?st, wooded ravine in the approximate location of 

Plan B's crossing of Long Branch stream, several species of fern 

were observed, including Ebony Spleenworth, Asplemium platyneuron, 

and Christmas fern. 

Deer, raccoon and squirrel tracks were observed in the project 

area. No game trails were observed. Kingfishers and cardinals 

were common birds seen during the site investigation. The cutover 

forests in the project area support a diverse population of native 

plants and animals, however no rare or unique, native species were 

observed. 

8. Wetlands 

The proposed alternate will not cross large areas of marshlands; 

however, the flood plain of the Monocacy River and several of the 

farm ponds should be considered wetland areas. These areas are 

indicated in Figure 14. 

The floodplain bottomland of the Monocacy River can be considered 

a Type 1 Wetland1. The area contains a high water table and supports 

aquatic vegetation.  In addition, several farm ponds (see Figure 14) 

consist of inland open freshwater. Type 5, Wetland . These ponds 

5§r 

1 U. S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service rocom:..cnded 
Wetland Classification System, Circ. #59. 
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provide refuge for migrating waterfowl and support populations of 

emergent fringe wetland vegetation. 

E. Historleat Sites 

Two primary sites of historical interest in the project area 

• include: 

(1) private residence on the northside of the Old National Pike, 

just west of what was the "Jug Bridge" over the Monocacy River. This 

may be an old toll house; 

(2) a stone monument on an island between the Old National 

Pike (Patrick Street) and U. S. Route 40 just east of the Frederick, 

Maryland City line. This may be a monument locating the defunct 

"Jug Bridge". 

F. Atchaeologieal Sites 

On October 14, 1975, personnel of the Division of Archeology, 

Maryland Geological Survey, conducted a preliminary archeological 

survey of the area to be affected by proposed reconstruction of 

Interstate 70 from east of Ijamsville Road to East Patrick Street, 

in Frederick County. The survey area was traversed by car, and the 

open land within it was examined from different viewpoints. Possi- 

ble site locations discovered in this manner were then inspected 

on foot. Areas that could not be seen from existing roads were 

visited on foot if topographical maps indicated that the terrain 

was suitable for archeological sites. Also, small test holes were 

dug in promising locations. 

Six sites had been previously recorded between 1905 and 1961 in 

the general survey area. Two additional sites were discovered and 

recorded during the 1975 survey. All site location-, arc on file at 
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the Division of Archeology, Maryland Geological Survey. Of the six 

early sites the largest is 18FR19, which dates to the Archaic and 

Early Woodland periods (ca. 800-300 BC). 

The other'five smaller sites are designated as 18FR41, 18FR51, 

18FR55, and 18^64. One of these sites, 18FR42, has been largely 

destroyed by the construction of the Pinecliff housing development. 

Two previously unreported sites were discovered during the 1975 

survey: 

18FR135 (Long Branch): This site occupies a stand of trees in 

a pasture on a knoll overlooking a small stream. The location 

was used as a garbage dump during the late nineteenth and/or 

early twentieth centuries: broken bottles, crockery, etc., are 

scattered on the surface. 

The southern end of the site bears a very light scatter of 

stone chipping debris. Evidently the knoll was occasionally 

used in prehistoric times as a workshop for the manufacture of 

stone tools. The raw material was white quartz, undoubtedly 

derived from cobbles in the stream bed. All pieces were found 

on the surface. Several small test pits were unproductive. 

18FR156 (Linganore East): This- is a cornfield of several acres 

and bearing a very light scatter of broken modern crockery and 

china. One prehistoric object, a small, crude biface of rhyolite, 

was found near the southwest corner of the field. 

Although survey conditions were good (recent rains had 

freshly exposed the surface between the rows of corn), no other 

prehistoric items were visible on the surface.  Likewise, several 

small test pits yielded nothing. 

£/ 
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III.  PROBABLE IMPACT OR PROPOSED ALTERNATE 

A.  Social and Economic Impact' 

1.  Relocation Study 

Plan A. 

The Bartonsville community that would have been affected by 

this alternate is rural residential, and agricultural. The income 

levels range from upper middle income to the lower income levels 

of Frederick County. The majority of the families are in a lower- 

middle income group. The land usage is residential and a:gricultural 

(see Figures 15 and 16). 

The improvement of Bartonsville Road would have caused con- 

siderable disruption to the existing residential community of 

Bartonsville. A maximum of 120 persons in 30 families, 25 of which 

are owner-occupants and five of which are tenant-occupants, would 

have been affected by the 80 foot alternative improvement to 

Bartonsville Road. A minimum of 100 persons in 25 families, including 

20 owner-occupants and five tenant-occupants, would have been 

affected by the 60 foot alternative improvement to Bartonsville 

Road. A total of six minority families, consisting of 24 people, 

would have been affected by either of these improvements to 

Bartonsville Road. 

The racial character is Caucasian; however, the Bartonsville 

con-unity is integrated. Six of the families, who would have been 

displaced, were members of a minority group, r„:d thc.-c, ti^co '.sere 

tenant-occupants. The families were in the low and lower midJle income 

brackets. No minority businesses or farms woulc! h-.v- been ?.ffcctf'l. 

6^ 
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The people employed in the area were not members of a minority 

group. Rehousing the families in this area would have been 

difficult, due to the lack, of available replacement housing that 

is within the financial means of these families. 

No communities in the area would have been separated by Plan A. 

Plan A would not have had an impact on minority group usage of 

community facilities or services with the exception of the church, 

relocation. The anticipated adverse effects upon residential, 

commercial, and industrial development in the minority community 

would have been minimal. 

Three businesses would have been displaced, including a small 

antique shop, a kennel, and a general merchandise store. Of these 

three businesses, one probably would have discontinued operation. 

A nonsectarian church on Bartonsvil'le Road would have been acquired. 

There was no need for functional replacement on this  alternative 

The resulting effect on the local economy, including employment 

would have been negligible. 

Plan A would have changed the access of the small communities 

along existing U. S. Route 40 to community facilities and services 

such as fire equipment. The alternate would not have had any 

aJ\erse effects on existing residential, cor—.orj c?] , and ind-.istrid 

development. Plan A would not have caused any significant changes in 

population density or distribution. Property values would have 

increased due to improved access to the undeveloped area. 

At the time of the study, there were approximately thirteen 

single family dwellings for sole in the area of the project. 
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The majority of these dwellings were priced over $40,000. 

Most of the housing would have been beyond the financial means 

of those who would have been displaced. There were no rental 

units available in the area. The Frederick County Multiple 

Listing Service was utilized to provide this information. 

Also, the amount of housing that is normally available would 

have been insufficient for those displaced by the project if 

either one of the improvements to Bartonsville Road had been 

considered. 

At the time of the study, one business property was for sale 

in the immediate area. The relocation of the business world 

have not been a problem since two of the businesses were 

considered to be family oriented and operating from the home. 

Federal, State, and County programs that may affect the supply 

and demand for housing were not anticipated. A minimum of two 

years would have been required to complete relocation, due to 

the lack of available housing and the expectation of "housing 

as a last resort." The relocation assistance would only have 

been resolved satisfactorily in accordance with the "Uniform 

Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 

"Public Law 91-646, if "housing as a last resort" had been 

required. 

Plans B and B-l. 

The area of the project is rural residential, agricultrual, 

and middle income. The alternates Jo not diviJc or Jisrupt 

established communities, and no adverse effects are anticipated 

on adjacent coimunitics. No businesses are di:.t-l-cc.: but two 
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farms are affected. Employment is not affected. There is no 

known effect on existing development or on population density 

and distribution. Property values will increase due to the 

improved access to undeveloped areas. The alignments, with re- 

spect to zoning and land use, are shown in Figures 15 and 16. 

Nine families, 36 persons, are required to relocate. 

Eight families are owner-occupants and the remaining family is 

a tenant-occupant. There is no'known effect on members of a 

minority group. All of the families are in the middle income 

bracket. One of the displaced farms will possibly discontinue 

operations. There are no non-profit organizations affected, and 

no need for functional replacement is known. 

At the time of the study, there were thirteen single family 

dwellings for sale, the majority being in the $40,000 category. 

This is considered normal for the area. There were no rental 

units avilable in the area. No serious difficulty in rehousing 

those persons who will be displaced is anticipated. The 

Frederick County Multiple Listing Service was utilized to pro- 

vide this information. Because the displaced persons are in the 

middle income brackets, no problems are foreseen in relocating 

them into available housing.  Two farms may be affected.  One 

of these is expected to discontinue and the other is expected 

to relocate. There are no known Federal, State, or County pro- 

grams that will affect the supply of housing needed for this 

project. Approximately eighteen months will be required to 

complete the relocation.  Relocation will be accomplished in 

accordance with the requirements of the "Uniform Relocation 
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Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970," Public 

Law 91-646. Benefits and payments'will be administered by the 

Office of Real Estate District 7 Office, in Frederick, Maryland. 

All those to be relocated will be treated in a timely, orderly, 

and humane manner. 

."Do Nothing" 

All properties along U. S. Route 40 would have been adversely 

affected by increased congestion and the difficulty of access. 

Travel time would increase, both for local and commuter traffic. 

Noise and air pollution would increase and in general, the area 

would not be conducive to further development. The relationships 

of Plan A, Plan B, and Plan B-l alignments to present zoning and 

existing land use are shown in Figures 15 and 16, respectively. 

2.  Summary of the Relocation Assistance Program 

All State Highway Administration projects must comply with the 

provisions of the "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970" (P.L. 91-646) and/or the Annotated 

Code of Maryland, Article 21, Section 12-206. The State Highway 

Administration, Bureau of Relocation Assistance, administers the 

Relocation Assistance Program in the State of Maryland. 

The provisions of the Federal and State Law require the State 

Highway Administration to provide payments and services to persons 

displaced by a public project. The payments that are provided for 

include replacement housing payments and/or moving costs. The 

maximum limits of the replacement housing payments are $15,000 for 

owner-occupants and $4,000 for tenant-occupnnts. In addition, but 

within the above limits, certain payments may be made for increased 



61 

mortgage interest costs and/or incidental expenses. In order to 

receive these payments, the displaced person must occupy decent, safe, 

and sanitary replacement housing. In addition to the replacement 

housing payments described above, there are also moving cost payments 

.to persons, businesses, farms, and non-profit organizations. 

The moving cost payments are broken down into several categories 

which include actual moving costs and "in lieu of" actual moving 

cost. Actual moving costs for displaced residences could include 

actual moving costs up to 50 miles or a schedule moving cost payment 

up to $500. For displaced businesses, farms, and non-profit organi- 

zations, actual moving costs will be paid up to 50 miles. Payments 

for searching costs for a replacement site are also included. The 

"in lieu of" actual moving cost payments provide that a displaced 

business or farm may be paid a minimum of $2,500 to a maximum of 

$10,000, based upon the net income of the business or farm, provided 

that the business or farm cannot be established in the area or cannot 

be re-established without a substantial loss of existing patronage. 

A non-profit organization is eligible to receive "in lieu of" actual 

moving cost payments, but the maximum payment is $2,500.  In all cases 

where "in lieu of" payments are made, the State must determine that 

the displaced business, farm, or non-profit organization is entitled 

to this payment. 

A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments available 

to displaced persons, businesses, farms, and non-profit organizations 

is available in brochures distributed at the public hearings for 

this ju'oject and given to displaced persons. 

U 
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In the event adequate replacement housing is not available to 

rehouse the persons displaced by public projects or the available 

replacement housing is beyond their financial means, replacement 

"housing as a last resort" will be utilized to accomplish the re- 

housing. Detailed studies will be completed by the State Highway 

Administration and approved by the Federal Highway Administration 

before replacement "housing as a last resort" could be utilized. 

"Housing as a last resort" could be provided to the displaced per- 

sons in several different ways not limited to the following: 

1. An improved property can be purchased or leased. 

2. Dwelling units can be rehabilitated and purchased or 

leased. 

3. New dwelling units can be constructed. 

4. State acquired dwellings can be relocated, rehabilitated, 
and purchased or leased. 

Any of these methods could be utilized by the State Highway 

Administration and such housing would be made available to the dis- 

placed persons. In addition to the above procedure, individual 

replacement housing payments can be increased beyond the statutory 

limits in order to allow a displaced person to purchase or rent a 

dwelling that, is within his financial means. 

The "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 

Policies Act of 1970" requires that the State Highway Administration 

shall not proceed with any phase of any project which will cause 

the relocation of any person, or proceed with any construction project 

until it has furnished satisfactory assurances that the above pay- 

ments will be provided and that all displaced persons will be 

satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent, safe, and sanitary 
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housing within their financial means or that such housing is in 

place and has been made available to the displaced person. 

B. Natural Environmental Impact 

1. Geology and Ground Water 

The relationship of Plan A, Plan B, and Plan B-l alignments to 

geologic formations are shown in Figure 17. The major mineral re- 

source affected by all but the "Do Nothing" plan is the Grove 

Limestone, located near the western end of the project area. At 

present this material is being mined in the area, however large 

quantities still remain north and south of the project area. The 

limited covering of this resource by highway construction will have 

little impact on future mining. An abandoned slate quarry located 

along Linganore Creek is not impacted by any plan. Shallow bedrock 

and rock out-crops will be a factor in construction. Ground water 

levels in local wells may fluctuate during construction, and following 

road cuts. Any springs encountered during construction will be 

maintained. 

2. Soils and Topography 

The relationships of Plan A, Plan B, and Plan B-l to areas with 

highly erodable soils and areas containing relatively steep slopes 

are shown in Figures IS and 19, respectively.  Plan A would have 

encountered considerably more erodable soils on steep slopes than 

Plan B, or Plan B-l. Without special techniques for soil stabili- 

zation such areas will erode rapidly if disturbed by construction. 

In the "Do Nothing" alternative, these soils would have continued 

to erode unless reforested, as' the soils are too erodable even for 

7/ 
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grassland and pasture1. Most of this area is presently in grassland. 

3. Water Quality 

The Frederick County Water Resource Inventory indicates no 

conflict between Plans A, B and B-l and existing or proposed water- 

shed conservation and/or impounding operations. Construction of new 

bridge structures can be accomplished with minimal sedimentation 

damage. The flood plain cross-section is rot restricted by the 

structures. 

Plan A (not recommended) 

Plan A would have adversely affected the water quality of Long 

Branch Creek and the Monocacy River. A short term negative impact 

on water quality would have occurred from increased sediment loads 

during highway construction, and the rechannelization of Long Branch 

Creek. A Department of Natural Resources permit would have been 

required for this rechannelization. As vegetation re-established 

itself, the erosion would have decreased. The rechannelized portion 

of Long Branch Creek would have paralleled U. S. Route 40 for approxi- 

mately one mile. During the original construction of U. S. Route 40, 

a one mile section of Long Branch Creek was relocated north of. its 

former streambed. The aquatic communities have since recovered. 

Plan A required that the Creek in this same general area be relocated 

a second time, which would have required a second recovery period 

(two year minimum). The streambed composition would have made 

sediment control extremely difficult during the construction period. 

1 Soil Survey - Frederick County, U. S. Soil Conservation Service, 
Department of Agriculture, September 1960, pl44. 
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Pollutants in storm drainage and accidental spills of hazardous 

materials on highways can have an adverse impact on the organisms 

in receiving streams. With Plan A, storm drainage and associated 

street surface contaminents from the highway would have discharged 

into Long Branch Creek and ultimately into the Monocacy River. At 

present, there are no effluent guidelines regarding highway runoff. 

Most of the aquatic organisms including plants and animals would 

have required a minimum of two years to re-establish themselves. Algae 

and the seeds of larger plants would have been carried into the re- 

channeled region from the undisturbed upstream sections. Insect larvae, 

which constitute most of the invertebrate animal life would have been 

replaced as the mature insects deposited eggs in the new section. In 

addition insect larvae and other animal life, including fish, would have 

been carried by the stream flow, or would have migrated into the new 

section. 

Plans B and B-l (Plan B recommended) 

Plan B will have the same adverse impact on' water quality from 

short term erosion and long term storm-water drainage as described for 

Plan A. However, Long Branch Creek will not be rechanneled.  In addition, 

under Plan:: B storm drainage will continue from existing U. S. Route 40. 

Plan B-l would have had similar impacts. 

"Do Nothing" (not recommended) 

The "Do Nothing" alternative would have had little additional - 

impact on water quality. 

4.  Aquatic Ecology 

Plan A (not recommended) 

Plan A would have had a major short term impact on the aquatic 
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ecology of Long Branch Creek and a minor short terra impact on the 

Monocacy River. The proposed rechannelization of approximately one 

mile of Long Branch Creek would have eliminated the existing bottom 

dwelling organisms and aquatic plant communities in this section. 

However, similar communities would have re-tstablished themselves, as 

indicated by the Creek's recovery from a previous rechannelization 

provided a physically similar environment was reconstructed. A 

minimum of two years would have been required to re-introduce 

(naturally) most of the present aquatic plant and animal species. 

Sediment load increases during Plan A rechannelization would 

have had a short term negative impact on fish communities in the 

Creek. The re-suspended organic and inert sediments would have 

increased the oxygen demand, interfered with feeding, and repro- 

duction. 

The bridge construction over the Monocacy River would have had a 

minor negative aquatic impact due to the temporary increases in 

sediment loads during construction. 

Water quality analysis data on the Monocacy River (see Table 4) 

indicates severely degraded water quality at the proposed Plan A 

bridge crossing. The long term impact of these bridges on aquatic 

organisms would have been minimal. 

Plans B and B-l (Plan B recommended) 

Plan B will have a minor short term negative impact due to 

construction, caused primarily by increased sediment loads in a 

number of small tributaries of Long Branch Creek, Linganore Creek and 

ultimately in the Monocacy River.  Bridges will be constructed over 

Long Branch Crock, but no rechannelization of this stream is required. 

7? 
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Plan -B- iweuld have had similar impacts. 

"Do Nothing" (not recommended) 

The "Do Nothing" alternative would have had little or no 

additional impact on the aquatic ecology of the area. 

5. Terrestrial Ecology 

The long term impact on the plant and animal communities in the 

proposed highway area will vary, depending upon the ultimate land 

use, e.g., parks, open space, residential, commercial or industrial 

development. This change in land use will occur as the City of 

Frederick continues to expand and the project area continues to become 

urbanized. 

Plan A (not recommended) 

Plan A would have had a minor impact on the terrestrial ecology 

in the immediate vicinity of the proposed roadway. Plant life in 

the area is typical of.that found in unused farmland. Since Plan A 

would have followed the existing highway, terrestrial modifications 

would have been minimal resulting in little additional pressure on 

surrounding plant and animal communities. Because of the increased 

number of lanes a small increase in the number of vehicle killed 

animals would have occurred. 

Plans B and B-l (Plan B recommended) 

Plan B will have a negative impact on the terrestrial ecology. 

Existing woods and plant communities in the right-of-way will be 

cleared, but only within construction limits where grade changes are 

accomplished. Woodland will remain to accomodatc displaced 

animal life. The Plan B bridging of the Monocacy River will allow 

use of farmland adjacent to the structures. The open area beneath 

7Z 
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the structures will provide for wildlife movements throughout the 

Monocacy River Conservation District. The existing natural vegetation 

in this area serves as a nesting place and food source for a variety 

of small birds and mammals.  Plan B-l impacts would have been similar. 

Animals wnich cannot adjust to the increased noise pollution, 

severing of territories, and destruction of existing natural vegetation 

are expected to vacate the project area. 

"Do Nothing" (not recommended) 

The "Do Nothing" alternative would have little additional impact 

on the present, terrestrial ecology. 

6. Wetlands 

The project area in the vicinity of the proposed crossing of the 

Monocacy River contains a wide, frequently flooded lowland. 

The structures in Plan B do not restrict the floodplain of the 

Monocacy River. Plan A and Plan B-l would not have restricted the 

Monocacy River floodplain. All structures, therefore will have 

little or no effect on the seasonally flooded bottomland below. 

In Plans B, and B-l, at least one farm pond is removed. Plan A 

would have necessitated removing one pond to accommodate a future 

interchange. The approximate route of the plans with respect to the 

wetland areas is shown in Figure 20. 

7. Noise 

Traffic noise can be described as undesirable sound generated 

by vehicles in operation on roadways. The effect of this noise varies 

with distance from the source, topography, traffic volume, vehicle 

classification, meteorological conditions and the characteristics 

of the transmitting medium. The general categories of effects of 

7? 
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noise on people are psychological and physiological. Psychological 

effects are dependent upon the individual, and the quality and intensity 

of the sound. People who are regularly exposed to loud noises are less 

sensitive to community noise intrusion of lesser intensity. The 

physiological effects include sleep prevention and interruption, con- 

striction of arteries, and loss of hearing. The severity of these 

effects is proportional to the amount of exposure to noise. This 

noise analysis was undertaken to determine probable adverse noise 

related impacts on the environment. 

The results of the noise study are gi\en in terms of statistical 

measures denoted by one hour Lin for various distances from the source. 

Table 6 indicates the noise standards for a selection of land uses. 

The detailed study is available at SHA in Baltimore. 

^k The flow of traffic on highways has been classified (see Highway 

Capacity Manual) into various service levels, labeled A through F. 

Traffic flowing at level of service A is light and free flowing, 

with the driver having great flexibility of changing speeds and lanes. 

Level of service F represents congested conditions combined with 

undesirably sluggish traffic. The noise investigation is based upon 

level of service C which denotes a condition where traffic is travelling 

near the speed limit, with some restriction on the freedom to change 

speed and/or lane. 

Plan A (not recommended) 

Three residences and a church were identified as noise receivers 

on this plan (Figure 21:  1A, 2A, 5A, 4A). Receivers 2A, 3A, and 4A 

would have experienced slight increases (2-3 dRA) above the ambient 

level.  Site 1A would have had a significant noise reduction, 16 dBA, 



Table 6; 

Design Noise Level/Land Use Relationships* 

S^     SE^r      ^^Z^LoLLand Use Cate^ 
AH^RA Tracts of lands in which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 

A 60dBA lianificance and serve an important public need, and where the pre- 
CDxtcrxor) ^^ ^of Those qualities1 is essential if the area is to continue^ 

to serve its intended purpose. Such areas could include amphitheaters, 
particular Jarks or portions of parks, or open spaces which are dedi. 
cated or recognised by appropriate local officials for activities 
requiring special qualities of serenity and quiet. 

7n,^ Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, 
'SL)       libraxie^'hospitais, picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, 

active sports areas, and parks, 

C 75dBA Developed lands, properties or activities not included in categories 

(Exterior)       A and B above. 

For requirements on undeveloped lands see paragraphs 5;a,(5] and (6) 
n — of PPM 90-2, 

55dBA Residences, motels, hotels, public meetings rooms, schools, churches, 
• libraries, hospitals and auditoriums. 

Source: U. S. Department of Transportation PPM 90.2 

*0 
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due to its location above a road cut section. A summary of the noise 

impact on the above receivers is presented in Table 7. The ambient 

noise level at all four points is already above the 70 dBA, upper limit 

for residential areas. 

Plans B and B-l (Plan B recommended) 

Residential receivers IB and 2B, Figure 21, will experience a 

considerable increase (9 dBA) above the ambient noise level. Even 

though this increase is substantial, the new level will be well below 

the design noise limit of 70 dBA for residences (see Table 6) . Plan 

B-l would have caused similar impacts. 

Plan B will require the use of heavy-duty construction machinery. 

The remote location of Plan B will result in a low noise impact during 

construction. 

"Do Nothing" (not recommended) 

As previously stated, an increase in traffic volume.is accompanied 

by higher noise levels. Thus, the ambient noise level, which already 

exceeds the 70 dBA upper limit for. residential areas (1A, 2A, 3A, 4A) 

would have increased. 

To facilitate comprehensive planning, copies of this document will 

be sent to Federal and State agencies, including local planning and 

zoning offices. 

8.  Air Quality Analysis 

Three configurations of this section of 1-70 were modeled: 

(1) the existing 4-lane roadway between Ijamsville Road and East 

Patrick Street known as the "Do-Nothing" plan, (2) a 6-lanc build- 

on configuration (Plan A), that adds two lanes.to the existing road- 

way and includes a proposed Frederick Beltway intersection, and 

ft 
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(3) and 4-lane relocated roadway which passes to the north of the 

existing highway, identified as Plan B. 

The following comments and assumptions pertain to procedures 

undertaken in this study: 

(1) The EPA's HIWAY model, version 74290, has been used for all 

predictive modeling on this project. " 

(2) Plans and profiles for the proposed construction, were pro- 

vided by the Bureau of Project Planning of the State Highway Adminis- 

tration. These plans provided the basis for information regarding 

specific alignments. 

(3) Typical cross sections were constructed from the horizontal 

alignment plans for the existing and build alternates. 

(4) Traffic data for the existing facility and traffic projections 

for both the no-build and build alternates in future years were pro- 

vided by the Traffic Planning Section of the State Highway Adminis- 

tration. Note that under the no-build condition, the existing four- 

lane roadway is projected to reach a level of service E capacity in 

1985, with an ADT of 42,600 vehicles, and remain at that. volume in all 

later years. Construction of alternate Plan B will result in an 

.increase in traffic volume permitting a higher level of service for 

the 20 year period examined. The traffic for the year 2000 was derived 

by plotting the traffic vs. year for "the years provided (1974, 1978, 

19S0 and 1998), and extrapolating the straight lino to obtain the 

ADT for the year 2000. 

C5) Traffic speeds were provided by the Maryland State Highway 

Adninistrati on. A speed of 40 mph was used for peak hour volumes in 

both directions (peak hour traffic indicates C>Qpo  westbound and 40% 

ft 
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Table 7 

Ambient and Predicted Noise Levels 

Locations Shown in Figure 21 

Location 
1972   ''I 

Ambient L..- 
1992 

Design Year L10 H    Remarks 

1A 79dBA   76 63dBA    bo      Residential Area, 
anticipated reduction 
due to cut condition 

2A 

3A 

4A 

IB 

2B 

77dBA 

77dBA 

SldBA 

44dBA 

44dBA 

7^ 

->H 

1£> 

H\ 

SOdBA   7 7   Residential Area 

80dBA  "7 7    Residential Area 

83dBA bo Residential Area 

53dBA   to Residential Area 

53dBA  ^0 Residential Area 
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eastbound) for all alternates and years studied. The off-peak hour 

traffic was presumed to travel at a speed of 50 mph for all alternates 

and years considered, and was split equally between westbound and east- 

bound lanes. Ramp speeds, in the case of the interchange, were 

forecast to be identical to the appropriate mainline speed. 

(6) The comparison of the build and no-build alternates does not 

include any speed differential that might occur. The use -of no-build 

speeds for the build alternate analysis is conservative and tends to 

produce very conservative estimates of worst case conditions. 

(7) Peak hour truck volumes for use in all predictions were 

calculated on the basis of 7% of the peak hour volume for the alternate 

and time period involved. Off peak hour truck percentages for all 

micro and mesoscale predictions were assumed to be 15% of the hourly 

volume. In all cases, the percent- diesel vs. gasoline heavy duty 

vehicles was derived from the percent of ADT. of each type of heavy duty 

vehicle. Based upon the total average daily heavy duty vehicle traffic, 

83% are diesel powered while 17% are gasoline powered. These values 

• were derived by computing the ratio of the percent ADT - diesels to the 

percent ADT of all heavy duty vehicles, and the percent ADT - gasoline 

HDV to the total percent HDV, respectively. The 83% diesel - 17% 

gasoline factors were assumed for every hour of the day. 

(8) All predictions were made for receptors on one side of the 

highway. Due to an assumed symmetry (which occurs over the 8-hour 

period when traffic is equally divided over the roadway), exactly the 

sane results would be produced by using a wind from the northeast with 

a cross section on the southern side of the highway. Therefore, for 

the eight-hour averages, the values obtainod for the cross sections are 
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valid on both sides of the highway with an appropriate wind direction. 

The one-hour levels will be slightly lower on the southern side due 

to the directional distribution of peak hour traffic. 

(9) The peak hour predictions were made using 60% of the hourly 

traffic volume concentrated in the westbound lane, and the remaining 

40% traveling eastbound.  In the case of a 4 or 6-lane configuration, 

the westbound and eastbound traffic was divided equally between the 

two or three westbound and eastbound lanes, respectively. 

(10) Light duty vehicle emission factors were computed for 

Frederick County using BAQC procedures. Heavy duty vehicle emission 

factors for both gasoline and diesel vehicles were obtained from 

AP-422. 

(11) The eight-hour predictions used an eight-hour averaged 

emission rate derived from the emission factors and traffic during the 

8-hour period. 

(12) The 8-hour period from 1 PM to 8 PM was modeled using a 

wind speed of 1 meter per second and two stability classes. E stability 

was used from 1 PM until 4 PM, and F stability was used from 5 PM to 

8 PM. The eight-hour period extending from 1 PM to 8 PM contains 

54.8% of the ADT, and represents the 8-hour period with the largest 

percentage of ADT each day. In-the case where E and F stabilities were 

used, two predictions for the respective 4-hour periods were made and 

the results averaged together to obtain the full 8-hour average. 

(13) Three wind angles (5 , 10 , 15 ) relative to the roadway 

g< 

1 
Maryland Bureau of Air Quality Control 

Comnilation of Air Pollutant F.mission Factors, Second Tuition, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air and Water Programs, 
Office of Air Quality Plantiinji and Standard*;, Rcvarch Triangle 
Park, North Carolina, September 1973. 
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were used. These wind angles produced the largest concentration 

at specific distances from the road edge. For example, a 5 wind 

angle may produce the maximum concentration from 0 to 200 feet from 

road edge. At distances of 200 to 700 feet, a 10 angle may produce 

the maximum concentration. Finally, at distances of 700 to 1000 

feet from road edge a 15 wind angle produces the largest concentration. 

The distances given above are only example? and may vary .with road 

width, road length, and stability. 

(14) No roadway or receptor elevations were included, nor were 

any terrain features such as hills, woods, lakes, or large buildings. 

The roadway and receptors were considered to be at the same level with 

the terrain features. Cut features of the build alternates were accounted 

for in the predictive process using the cut capability of HIWAY, with 

the top of the cut located at ground level. 

CIS) The "Do-Nothing" or no-build alignment of the future (1980 and 

and 2000) was modeled using the existing roadway alignment and traffic 

appropriate to the year being studied. 

(16) Plan B (ETC 1980) has been modeled as a 4-lane highway with a 

median and-a total width of 100 feet. The profile indicates that 

Plan B is mostly at-grade with some fills and essentially four cuts. 

The fill or elevated sections we're modeled-as at-grade roadways since 

HI KAY cannot be applied to elevated roadways while maintaining its 

predictive accuracy. The four cut sections were modeled- as cuts using 

the cut section option of HIWAY. 

(17) Plan A-, was modeled as a six-lane at-grade roadway - a 

widened version of the existing configuration. 

(18) An interchange between 1-70 and the proposed Frederick 
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Beltway was modeled with the Plan A alternate. Only the four 

other ramps of the cloverleaf were modeled as per instructions 

from the SHA. The interchange is assumed to have an ETC of 1980. 

In addition, the interchange and changes in traffic due to the inter- 

change, were not included with the Plan B or the "Do-Nothing" alternate. 

(19) In lieu of on-site monitoring, background levels were'pro- 

vided by the State Highway Administration through consultation with 

the Maryland Bureau of Air Quality Control, Their estimates suggest 

that background concentrations will not exceed 5 ppm for a one-hour 

averaging period and 2 ppm for an eight-hour averaging period due to 

land usage in the area and traffic on existing streets and raodways. 

The following conclusions are evident, based upon.this study: 

(1) Existing air quality in the region adjacent to Interstate 

70 between Ijamsville Road and East Patrick Street does not exceed 

the 35 ppm one-hour standard under worst case conditions. A violation 

of the eight-hour standard (9 ppm) is indicated hear the road edge, 

well within the right-of-way. There are no'violations outside of the 

right-of-way; thus, there is no severe impact upon sensitive receptors 

present in the area. 

(2) The future air quality surrounding each of the alternates 

will not exceed either the one or eight-hour standards at any distance 

from the road edge. A microscale comparison between alternates may 

be made for each year: 

(a) 1980 - The "Do-Nothing" alternate would have resulted in the 

largest overall-microscale carbon monoxide levels for both one and eight- 

hour periods. The Plan A alternate would have ranked second to 

the "Do-Nothing", except in the location surmunding the interchanre 

qo 
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where the conservative interchange contribution of 1 ppm at all 

distances yields concentrations that equal those of the "Do-Nothing" 

alternate. However, the interchange could be constructed with any 

alternate, and a valid comparison of the alternates alone must neglect 

this intersection. In this case, the Plan A alternate would have 

ranked lower than the "Do-Nothing". The Plan B alternate will result 

in the lowest inicroscale levels due to the traffic split. • 

(b) 2000 - Plan A would have produced the largest micro- 

scale carbon monoxide concentrations for both one and eight-hour 

periods. This alternate would have had the greatest volume of 

traffic flowing over a single alignment, which would have produced 

' the largest concentrations. The "Do-Nothing" alternate would have 

ranked second, due to the limited volume of traffic in years after 

1985 when level of service E capacity would have been reached. The 

Plan B alternate, due to the traffic split, follows closely behind the 

"Do-Nothing" alternate (due to comparable traffic volumes) and ranks third. 

The year 2000 levels are generally reduced from those in year 

1980 due to the decrease in emission factors; however,' the reduction 

is small because the decrease in emission factors is offset by a large 

increase in traffic, except under no-build conditions where traffic 

remains constant after 1985. 

(5) Table 8 presents a mesoscale comparison of alternates in 

r9S0 and 2000 for carbon monoxide, total hydrocarbons, and nitrogen oxides. 

In addition, Figure 22 presents a burden vs. alternate graph for all 

alternates. The largest loadings would have resulted from the Plan A 

alternate due to the inclusion of the beltway interchange.  The Plan 

B alternate ranks second dv.o  to the lomyer length offered and the 

?/ 



84 <f-y 

TABLE 8 

Mesoscale Comparison of Alternates for 1974, 1980 and 2000 

(Units Are Tons Per Day) 

Existing (1974) 

CO      2.679 

THC       .353 

NOv      1.182 

Year 1980 2000 

Pollutant 

Alternate 

CO THC NOx CO THC NOx 

Plan B* 

Build-On** 

Do-Nothing 

1.484 

1.489 

1.444 

.198 

.198 

.192 

1.123 

1.127 

1.092 

1.475 

1.491 

.962 

.233 

.235 

.152 

1.388 

1.403 

.905 
! 

*  Includes the existing roadway under build conditions. 

** Includes Frederick Beltway contribution. 



MESOSCALE BURDEN COMPARISON 

Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day 

1980 

* Include.; contribution fiom traffic on exist InR roadway with Plan «3 

** "includes contribution from Frederick Beltway Intersection. 

built. 

FIGURE  22 

-i 
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contribution of the existing roadway traffic and length. The "Do- 

Nothing" alternate would have had the lowest pollutant loadings in both 

years, and especially in 2000 when traffic would have been limited. 

(4) The use of no-build speeds for build traffic has produced 

conservative estimates of micro and mesoscale pollution levels. 

Faster speeds will result in lower carbon monoxide concentrations 

(both micro and mesoscale) and total hydrocarbon levels. However, 

high nitrogen oxide levels would result from faster speeds. 

(5) Table 9 presents an overall comparison of alternates for 

both micro and mesoscale pollution levels, and summarizes the infor- 

mation contained in paragraphs 2 and 3 of this section. 

(6) Note that significant reductions in the mesoscale loadings 

are anticipated in future years due to lower emission factors. All 

loadings in future years are less than existing loadings with the 

exception of nitrogen oxide loadings for Plan B and Plan A alternates 

in the year 2000. This increase would have resulted from the large 

increase in traffic volume in 2000 which would have offset the 

emission factor decrease. 

C. Historical Impact 

The Maryland Historical Trust, has stated that the proposed 

project will have no adverse impact on known historic sites in the 

project area. A copy of this letter is included in the Appendix 

(Item 85). 

D. Archaeological Impact 

Only one of the sites of archaeological significance as reported 

in section II.9 is directly threatened by the proposed 1-70.  Plan B 

(aiul Plan B-l) will destroy LiinTanorc Hast, (sito "1SFR136).  However 
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TABLE 9 

Comparison of Alternates 
• 

Alternate 

Pollutant 

Do-Nothing Plan B Build-On 

1980   2000 1980   2000 1980    2000 

Microscale 3      2 1      1 2       3 

CO 

Mesoscale 1      1 2     2 3      3 

CO 

Mesoscale 1      1  • 2     2 3      3 

THC 

Mesoscale 1      1 2     2 3 .     3 
N0x 

Key:  1 = Lowest Level   2 = Middle Level   3 = Highest Level 
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this site is of minor cultural significance.  It does not contain any 

concentrated deposits of prehistoric objects. Despite good survey 

conditions, only one artifact was found. If any others are present, 

they are few in number and widely scattered, and the site is unlikely 

,to attract further archaeological attention. 

Any or all of the sites could be indirectly affected by the 

proposed work. Site 18FR42 has already been largely destroyed by a 

housing development. Further housing or industrial construction 

near 1-70 could threaten other sites in the survey area. However, 

this potential impact cannot be assessed at present. 

The U. S. Department of Transportation Policy and Procedure 

Memorandum 20-7 discusses procedures to be followed for archaeological 

and paleontological salvage. Their policies and procedures will be 

adhered to by the Maryland State Highway Administration. 
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IV. DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES 

A. Physical Description 

The propo'jed alternative alignments are described in detail 

in Section I. Plan B is the recommended alternative. Plan A, 

Plan B-l and the "Do-Nothing" plan are not recommended. 

B. Traffic and Accidents 

The projected traffic volumes for Plan A, Plan B, Plan B-l and 

"Do-N'othing" are indicated on Figures 23, 24, and 25. With the 

"Do-Nothing" alternative, U. S. Route 40 would have retained its 

present geometric design, which would have been functionally obsolete 

by 1985. The interstate staiylards incorporated into the geometric 

design of alternate Plan B will accommodate, safely and efficiently, 

•"•'V 

the projected increase' in traffic-volume. 

The design data for Plans A, B and B-l are as follows: 

Design Hourly Flow Volume (DHV)   12% of Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) 

Directional Distribution        60% ADT 

Truck Percent of ADT 15% 

Truck Percent of AHV 7% 

Accident Statistics shown in Table.10 relate the number of 

accidents to associated costs expected over a twenty year period. 

The accident figui-es for the "Do-Nothing" alternative are based 

upon records for 1970 and extrapolated to provide, 1990 traffic 

estimates. The accident figures for Plans A, B and B-l were determined 

from actual data on similar type highways in Maryland for the year 1970, 

and extrapolated to provide 1990 traffic estimates. The report is 

available at the State Highway Administration in Baltimore. 

9i 
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TABLE 10 

Twenty Year Accident and Cost Estimates (1970-1990) 

For Plan A, Plan B, Plan B-l, and "Do-Nothing" Alternatives 

Plan A 

Set 

Fatal Accidents 29 

Number Killed 37 

Injury Accidents 642 

Number Injured 1,104 

Property Damage 
Accidents 1,064 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 1,735 

Plans B and B-l: 
1-70 

(Relocated) 

Fatal Accidents 21 

Number Killed' 27 

Injury Accidents 454 

Number Injured 781 

Property Damage Accidents ;   735 

2 31 $2,960,000 

2 39 • 

46 688 2,063,000 

73 1,177 

74 1,138 

122 1,857 

Both 
U.S.40 Routes 

11 32 

24 51 

218 672 

436 1,217 

300 i;353 

529 1,757 

Aci ;ident Cost 

$3,420,000 

1,138,000 

6,161,000 

Accident 
Cost 

3,040,000 

2,016,000 

1,053,000 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 1,228 529      1,757 6,109,000 

Do-Nothing: U.S. Route 40 

Fatal Accidents 36 

Number Killed 80 

Injury Accidents 749 

Number Injured 1,497 2,247,000 

Property D^r.age 
Accidents 1,032 1,032,000 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 1,817 6,699,000 

Maryland Highway Research Board.  Available at SilA in Baltimore. 
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In all canes, the accident cost by severity was based upon a 

study conducted by the Highway Research Board using data collected 

in Washington, D. C, Illinois and California. These costs' include 

the present worth and future income of persons killed or permanently 

disabled, as well as average costs of property damage adjusted upward 

to include unreported accidents. 

The number of accidents and associated costs for Plan A 

would have been 22 accidents and $364,000 more than for Plan B and - 

Plan B-l during the 20 year period. Figures for Plan A compared 

to figures for the "Do-Nothing" alternative, show 82 fewer accidents 

at a saving of $954,000 to the motorist over the same twenty year 

period. The projections used in this analysis are based upon actual 

accident and cost figures determined by recent studies, and any 

changes that may occur in either of these categories over the next 

twenty years could affect these comparisons. 

C. Traffic Operation 

1. Pirn A Cnot recommended) 

Plan A would have included the adding of two lanes to the 

Bartonsville section of U. S. Route 40, the upgrading of this route 

to interstate standards, and the improving of some local service 

roads Csce Fisu:re 4). 

The projected through-traffic volumes (Figure 23) for 1-70 

would have been adequately acconiodated, up to 199S. However, this 

accommodation would have been achieved at the expense of local 

accessibility within the Bartoni.villc area.  1'he existing at-grade 

inrr.r«.-»rHnn': n 1 om< U. S. Route 40 facilitate collection between the 
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all at-grade intersections and would have substituted two interchanges: 

one at Bartonsville Road and the other located just east of Reichs Ford 

Road. 

The limited access feature of Plan A would have made adequate 

•provisions for military traffic.  In addition the maintenance and 

upgrading of local service roads would not have significantly reduced 

the road service between Bartonsville and the central business 

district. 

The continued growth of the study area, will result in an increase 

in traffic volume on local service roads. Planned urban development 

in that region will, out of necessity, include schools. The geometric 

standards of Plan A would have eliminated all at-grade crossings, 

thereby decreasing the accident potential in school bus operations 

between areas north and south of the proposed 1-70. 

Plan A would have required a revamping of present bus routing to 

adapt to the new service road system. The new routes would not have 

resulted in adverse traffic conditions or safety hazards. The riding 

quality would have improved on those county roads upgraded under Plan A. 

In terms of long term energy consumption. Plan A would have elimi- 

nated congestion created by local and through traffic. "Stop and go" 

conditions would have been reduced, and motorists would have ex- 

perienced shorter delays, reduced fuel consumption, and safer operation. 

2.  Plans B and-B-l .(Plan B recommended) 

Plans B increases local and regional accessibility.  In addition 

to providing local residents access to-the interstate highway system, 

Plan B maintains the-present local traffic pattern to which the 

residents are accustomed. 

/^3 
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Plan B has no significant advantage over Plan A in the areas of 

national defense and fuel savings. Plan B does not alter the present 

pattern of school bus operation, nor does it present any new problems 

in the planning of safe routing of emergency vehicles. 

By the avoidance of areas of relatively high development. Plan B 

provides an opportunity for local authorities to plan the growth of 

Bartonsville proper, where a residential pattern is already in 

existence.. 

The various categories of national or local emergencies cannot be 

anticipated. However, facilities should allow unimpeded access to 

vulnerable population centers. Depending on the severity of any major 

emergency, the need for assigning priority to military traffic and 

rescue operations may be critical. Plan B-l impacts would have been 

similar to those of Plan B. 

3.  "Do-Nothing" (not recommended) 

Currently U. S. Route 40 is operating under capacity, and can 

adequately accommodate present local and through traffic volumes. 

These volumes are expected to increase as the level of economic 

activity increases in Frederick County and adjacent areas.  In addition, 

increases in tourism and interstate commerce are expected to occur. 

Traffic volumes in 1974 were 28,400 ADT (Average Daily Traffic 

Volume). In 1978, traffic volumes on the improved new highway are 

predicted to be 34,050 vehicles per day. The predicted 19SS ADT is 

48,200 vehicles. Using an average gas consumption of 14 miles/gallon, 

1974 gas use would be 770S gallons/day for the 5.8 mile improvement. 

In 197S, after construction of the new highway and increase in pre- 

dicted traffic volumes, gas consumption would be 9242 gallons/day 
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for the 3.8 mile improvement .  In 1990, predicted gas con- 

sumption would be up to 13,082 gallons/day. As traffic density 

increases beyond the stage of maximum volume, headway and 

speed decrease. Greater volumes of fuel consumption, high 

concentrations of exhaust particulates and gases, and longer 

travel time delays accompany the increased traffic density. This 

type of functional decay would have occurred over the Frederick 

section of U. S. Route 40 by 1985, at which time the carrying 

capacity of this section would have been reached. As a con- 

sequence, locaj. traffic would have experienced increased delays; 

school buses would have encountered more hazardous conditions; 

emergency service vehicles would have responded less efficiently; 

and local productivity would have decreased as a result of the 

number of man-hours wasted in traffic congestion. 

If existing U. S. Route 40 were the only route, and were 

designated for through emergency or military traffic, the 

congestion created by military or emergency traffic and local 

traffic could have disastrous consequences. The Bartonsville 

section of U. S. Route 40 appears unable to accommodate additional 

service demands which may accompany national emergency 

operations. . 

D.  Costs 

The cost breakdown for Plan A, Plan B and Plan B-l in 1975 

dollars is: 

Scientific Anoricmi, The Fuel Consumption of Autos, 

January 1975. 
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Cost Item Plan A Plan B Plan B-l 

Engineering and 
) Over Head $2,735,270      $3,588,414        $3,620,791 

Construction $12,739,610    $16,573,436      $16,863,959 

Right-of-Way 4,719,735      $1,699,650        $1,699,650 

Total $20,194,615    $21,861,500      $22,184,400 

E.    Sununary of Impact 

1. Comparison Chart 

The social, economic, natural and traffic impacts associated 

with each alternative (Plan A, Plan B, Plan B-l and "Do-Nothing") 

are summarized in Table 11 located at the end of this Section. 

2. Advantages and Disadvantages 

a. Plan A (Advantages) 

1. would have minimized additional ecological impact 

compared to Plans B and B-l 

2. would have provided an effective segregation of 

local and through traffic. 

3. would have had a shorter length and lower cost than 

Plans B and B-l. 

b. Plan A (Disadvantages) 

1. would have required acquisition of substantial 

marginal right-of-way. 

2. would have affected 25-50 families and 3 businesses. 

3. would have necessitated lowering tho present U. S. 

Route 40 grade line near P.artonsville Road as much 

as 18 feet to eliminate the present accident 

hazard. 
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4. would have required adjusting 2500 feet of vertical 

grade east of the Monocacy River to lower the U. S. 

Route 40 grade line as described above (#3). 

5. would have maintained the 4.5 percent vertical grade 

on the proposed Monocacy River bridge which would 

have been a safety hazard during freezing weather. 

6. would have required constructing one-hal'f mile of 

new roadway west of the Monocacy River to accommodate 

the proposed bridge. 

7. would have necessitated constructing a 3 to 10 foot 

high retaining wall extending 2100 feet east from 

Bell Lane to protect a church and a private 

property from encroachment. 

8. would have required rechannelizing approximately 5100 

feet of Long Branch Creek. 

9. would have required improving local service roads. 

10. would have caused congestion during construction. 

Plan B (Advantages) 

1. affects 9 families compared to 25-30 affected by 

Plan A. 

2. provides greater design flexibility: 

a. achieves a 1.5 percent vertical grade on 

the proposed Monocacy River bridge. 

b. provides for a 74 foot median. 

c. requires no_ rechannelizing or construction 

of retaining walls. 

d. allows use of a hillside to act as a sound barrier. 
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3. provides ten-twelve foot roadways for improved 

traffic mobility (including U. S. Route 40). 

4. improves local and through traffic flow. 

5. minimizes-congestion during construction. 

dt    Plan B CDisadvantages) 

1. disrupts environmental stability in an area 

presently devoid of such highway associated impacts. 

2. has a higher cost than Plan A. 

e. Plan B-l (Advantages)       . 

1. would have had advantages similar to those of Plan B. 

f. Plan B-l (Disadvantages) 

1. would have amplified noise and air pollution problems 

by its proximity to U. S. Route 40 and Bartonsville. 

2. would have divided a property with development potent- 

ial to a greater extent than does Plan B. 

3. would have been the most expensive. 

g. "Do-Nothing" (Advantages) 

1. would have minimized relocation and* ecological impacts, 

h. "Do-Nothing" (Disadvantages). 

1. would have contradicted Federal, State and County 

planning objectives. 

2. would have necessitated initial and continuing costly 

spot repairs. 

3. would have increased congestion and traffic hazards. 

Summary 

/*f 

Other combinations of interlocking alignments and interchange 

schematics have been studied within the project area. Most have been 
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discarded for various economic, social or environmental reasons. 

The declared policy of the State Highway Administration is to 

research and incorporate pollution control measures into the design 

of all highway projects. . These measures will be used in the con- 

struction of Plan B to minimize impact. 

• 
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Table 11 
Relative Impacts of Plans A, B, B-l and "Do-Nothing" 

Parameters 

Social 

.Relocation 

Minorities 

Recreation 

Education 

Historical Sites 

Archaeological Sites 

Plan A 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Plans B,   B-l "Do-Nothing" 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Economic 

Natural 

Traffic 

Businesses 

Property values 

Agriculture 

Air quality 

Noise 

Water Quality 

Aquatic ecology 

Terrestrial ecology 

Through traffic (overall) 

National defense 

Local accessibility 

School bus safety 

Energy consumption 

2 

+ 

1 

3 

2 

3 

3 

2 

+ 

1 

+ 

+ 

1 

+ 

1 

2 

3 

2 

2 

3 

+ 

+ 

1 

+ 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

2 

1 

Notes: 1) Ranked in increasing order of negative impact, hence "1" implies 
the least negative impact and "3" the most. 

Z) In case of similar impact the same rank applies to all. 

5) A "+" indicates a positive impact. 
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V. PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

Unlike adverse enviromnental effects which can be minimized or 

eliminated, this section concerns the!effects of impacts which cannot 

be reduced or avoided. 

A. Relocation 

Right-of-way acquisition is. an unavoidable adverse impact. 

Plan A would have affected 25-30 families totalling 100-120 persons, 

and Plans B and B-l affect nine families totalling 36 persons.  In 

addition, three businesses would have been affected under Plan A. 

Relocation assistance will be provided for those families affected 

as required under guidelines established by the Uniform Relocation 

Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970. 

B. Aesthetics 

Freeways for the most part do not favorably lend themselves to 

the overall appearance of the abutting environs. Plan A would have 

maximized the disturbance on human life, while Plans B or B-l will 

disturb the serenity of an area presently devoid of urban influence. 

C. Air Quality; 

At present there are no air quality violations. The projected 

air quality surrounding each of the alternates will'not exceed the 

one or eight hour standards at any distance from the road edge. 

D. Noise 

Traffic noise is more objectionable to rural residents due to 

the inherent low background noise levels. Construction of highways 

on hilltop areas can increase the distance noise is carried through- 

out the Frederick valley overlook. Truck noise could be objectionable 

to many present residents far from the existing highway. 
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E. Sedimentatio-i 

During the past several years, the safety provisions of highway 

design specifications, such as widened recovery zones and flatter 

slopes, have required ever increasing land areas to be stripped 

of vegetation during construction. These stipulations, increase the 

probability thai: certain amounts of erosion and sedimentation will 

occur. 

F. Construction 

Other adverse impacts which can be minimized are those associated 

with construction. These consist of air and noise pollution, and 

borrow pit reclamation. 
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VI. STEPS TAKEN TO MINIMIZE UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

A. Relocation 

A major unavoidable adverse effect will be the need to acquire 

additional right-of-way thereby necessitating the relocation of some 

.local residents. Steps taken to minimize this adverse impact are: 

1. Establishment of a Right-of-tfay 

The establishment of a right-of-way which minimizes the impact 

on homes, businesses, historic sites and major property improvements. 

2. Payment of fair market compensation 

Payment of fair market compensation will be made to affected 

property owners, for entire parcels or for residual land. Those 

affected are also reimbursed for costs incurred in moving. In lieu 

of payment of the actual moving expenses, an owner of a discontinued 

or relocated business or farm operation may be eligible to receive a 

payment equal to the average annual net earnings of the business, 

except that such payment shall not be less than $2,500 nor more than 

$10,000. Displaced individuals and family home owners may be eligible 

for replacement housing payments for like-value houses. Those persons 

relocated are assured safe and sanitary housing, and reimbursement 

for interest rate differentials and costs incurred incident to the 

purchase of a replacement dwelling. These payments will not exceed 

$15,000. Tenants are also eligible for relocation benefits up to 

$4,000. The relocation assistance program is described in Section III. 

3. Displaced Persons 

Displaced persons will receive assistance from a specially 

assigned representative of the State Highway Uight-of-Way Division. 

V/3 
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B. Aesthetics 

A highway can be made more compatible with its surroundings. 

One method of accomplishing this is to landscape the area between the 

roadway and the right-of-way limits. Also, an aesthetic architectural 

treatment of structures and interchanges will improve compatibility. 

C. Air Quality 

The initial clearing and grubbing within the right-of-way will 

be controlled by contract provisions prohibiting contractors from 

' burning •materials: ^e State Highway Administration construction 

specifications have been approved by the Maryland Bureau of Air 

Quality and Noise Control. 

D. Noise 

Noise pollution will be minimized by use, wherever feasible, 

of protective landscape buffers such as trees or walls. 

E. Sedimentation 

Erosion Control - A temporary control schedule and method of 

operation will be worked out and approved by the State Highway 

Engineer prior to construction operations. The contrkctor will 

be required to control run-off by means of earth berms, slope drains, 

and portable flumes. Where necessary, energy dissipators, rip rap, 

sediment traps and basins will be incorporated at earliest time 

possible to minimize pollution. Items in the contract specifications 

restrict pollution by requiring final clean-uP on completion of 

project, careful handling and storage of material, controlled or no 

burning of debris, seeding embankments and cuts to insure stability, 

tria,ing of borrow pits after use, protection of adjacent properties 

during dredging or hydraulic fill'activities, replacement of salvage 
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topsoil, etc. These temporary and permanent control measures will do 

much to reduce highway oriented pollution such as siltation and 

sedimentation. The control measures will be effective in protecting 

streams. Detailed standards and specifications are stated in the State 

Highway Administration's "Book of Standards - Highway and Incidental 

Structures," Hydraulic Criteria for Design of Highways" and "Specifi- 

cations for Materials, Highway, Bridges and Incidental Structures." 

In addition, the Administration's "Erosion and Sediment Control Program" 

issued August, 1970, has been adopted and approved by the Maryland 

Department of Natural Resources. A copy of this document is available 

at the State Highway Administration in Baltimore. 

Continuing liaison will be maintained with the Maryland Department 

of Natural Resources concerning the location and design of structures 

which affect water courses. 

F. Construction 

A temporary adverse effect will be caused by activities 

connected with the construction phase of the project. To reduce 

these undesirable impacts, certain standard specifications are 

written into.all State Highway Administration construction contracts. 

These specifications define standard operating procedures to minimize 

environmental impacts. The contractor has the responsibility to 

adhere to these specifications in all instances involving any of his 

operations. 

Chapter 245 of the Acts of the 1970 Maryland General Assembly 

requires construction contractors to obtain permits and approval from 

the appropriate public agencies for work such as borrow pits and 

waste area operations performed outside of construction limits. 

;/i>' 
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The permits are predicated on treatment during, and after completion 

of the grading. 

In mfist instances, fencing will be included in a separate 

contract to be installed after completion of the highway. The 

• contractor is required to conduct the work In a manner so as to 

cause the least practicable obstruction to traffic. This would 

include providing access to abutting businesses and residents. 

Barricades, warning signals, flagmen and detours are to be used as 

added safety precautions. Construction activities and storage of 

material will be restricted to within the actual right-of-way limits. 

If dust conditions occur, they will be watered down or treated with 

discrete amounts of calcium chloride. Liability insurance is 

required against possible personal injuries and property damages. 

In addition, contractors are directly responsible for compliance with 

local. State and Federal Laws applying to any aspect of project 

construction. 
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VII. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT TERM USES OF TOE ENVIRONMENT 

VERSUS LONG TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Highway improvements have inherent adverse short term impacts 

during the construction period. Traffic detours, congestion, land- 

scape damage, noise and construction activity will undoubtedly in- 

convenience area residents. The State Highway Administration will 

make every effort to minimize these inconveniences. 

One of the immediate short terra impacts will be the removal 

from the tax roles of taxable property. Long range effects, however, 

of interstate highway construction on tax revenues have proved to be 

generally favorable. Expanded revenues will be generated as 

suburban developments grow along 1-70. 

Local community traffic movements would have been notably altered 

under Plan A. All at-grade intersections and turning movements at 

median openings presently allowed on U. S. Route 40 would have been 

eliminated. Local traffic would have been relegated to the proposed 

frontage road system. Some portions of the existing county road 

system would have been incorporated into the service road network. 

Plan B leaves existing U. S.. Route 40 virtually intact. The 

present at-grade crossing at U. S. Route 40 and Quinn Orchard Road, 

however, will be barricaded. Traffic in the Tulip Hill section will be 

re-directed to the proposed two-way Patrick Street Bridge over 1-70. 

The short term adjustments required by Plan B will be more than com- 

pensated for by improved safety and access to other urban areas. 

/n 
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VIII.  IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Plan B passes through approximately eight acres of hardwood 

trees (oak, hichory, beech). Some of the timber removed may be pro- 

cessed into building material. Plan B-l would have had a similar 

impact. 
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; ' .    i • J ' IX. ,. RECOMMENOATIQN AND DISPOSTTION OF PROBLEMS 

The Maryland State Highway Administration, to meet its respon- 

sibility relative to a decision making policy,, has actively sought 

the participation of all agencies and individuals known to be in- 

terested in, or affected by, the proposed highway improvement. 

A. Early Coordination 

Early coordination consisted of advising concerned Federal, 

State, and County agencies, public officials and public advisory 

groups of its proposed highway improvement plan. 

Tentative plans for the future alignment and interchange lo- 

cations of 1-70 were discussed with public agencies as early as 

May, 1968. These early communications are outlined in Section I.D. 

Two concepts evolved as the most reasonable alternatives for lo- 

cating the proposed highway. A comprehensive description of these 

basic plans, known as Plans A and B, was distributed December 22, 

1971, to over 27 public agencies, associations and elected officials 

for review and comment. Responses to this correspondence 

are contained in Subsection F at the end of this section. 

Of the 27 concerned offices that were contacted, responses 

were received from 20. An analysis of these responses indicated 

that 3 agencies favored Plan A, 3 favored Plan B, and the remainder 

deferred an opinion pending further developments. 

B. Conments on DIM ft Environmental Statement 

The Draft Environmental Statement for the project was issued 

for review by public agencies and citizens on May 23, 1972. The 

agency distribution roster is included in the Sur.j-ary Section of 

the Final Environmental Statement. Citizens were afforded opportunity 

I'f 
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to review the statement at the State Highway Administration office, 

4 Locust Street, Frederick, Maryland. 

Of the twelve separate item responses, two favored Plan A, two 

favored Plan B and the remainder offered commentary and suggestions 

on both Plans. The responses were given evsry consideration during 

the evaluation process. Copies of this correspondence are included 

in the AppenJix. 

C. Public Hearing 

Opportunity for citizen participation in the disposition of 

the proposed project was afforded through an informational hearing 

on June 29, 1972, and an official Corridor Public Hearing on July 

6, 1972. Both hearings were held in the East Frederick Elementary 

School, Frederick, Maryland. A transcript describing the proceedings 

of the official hearing is on file at the headquarters office of 

the State Highway Administration. 

Maps, drawings, the Draft Environmental Statement and other 

pertinent items were made available for public inspection and copying 

on June 6, 1972, at the State Highway Administration.Office, 4 Locust 

Street, Frederick, Maryland. This material will continue to be 

available for public scrutiny at either the local or Baltimore office 

by appointment. The conduct of the above actions was carried out in 

accordance with Federal Aid Highway Program Manuals, Volume 7, Chapter 7, 

Section^ 2, 5 and 6, and was certified and approved by that agency on 

Aufflust 21, 1972. 

Of the fifteen citizens who submitted testimony at the official 

public hearing, five spoke in favor of Plan A, three for Plan B 

and six raised questions concerning various design features.  A 

r 
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statement by one non-resident condemns all new roads and the highway 

administration. Three of the speakers have supplemented their re- 

marks with written statements. These briefs, resulting from the 

hearing, are included in the.Appendix. Public opinion was also 

assessed through question/recommendation forms made available at 

the meeting. Thirty of the forms received favored Plan B and four 

favored Plan A. 

Also included are three separate petitions. Two petitions, 

favoring Plan B, contained 113 signatures from homeowners in the 

Tulip Hill area (Item 82), and 13 signatures from members of the 

Bartonsville Jackson United Methodist Church (Item 83). A third 

petition (Item 84), consisting of 240 names, favored Plan A. At 

least 38 names appearing on this petition do not reside within 

the project's immediate proximity. Correspondence and petitions 

are available for public scrutiny by appointment at the Maryland 

State Highway Administration office and are in the Appendix. 

One of the many speakers at the official public hearing was 

Mr. Edwin E. Wells, a local citizen residing in the Jug Bridge 

Hill area. His supplemental statement (Item 29), included herein, 

adheres closely to his public hearing address. Much of this 

narrative is echoed elsewhere in the Environmental Statement, how- 

ever, it does contain some interesting background information on 

the neighborhood affected by the project. His comments con- 

cerning the relocation characteristics of major portions of the 

Federal Interstate Highway System pointedly demonstrate that Plan B 

is not a radical aberation from the norm, but is indeed dictated 

by the very nature of the proposed project. 
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Mr. Robert T. Murphy of Montgomery County spoke in opposition to 

Plan B. His primary concerns involved an affected proposed Planned 

Unit Development to be known as Long Branch Estates of which he is 

owner/developer. A brief, .covering the major points of this oral test- 

imony, has been rubmitted and included in the Appendix (Item 30). 

Phase application for the Planned Unit Development (PUD), Long 

Branch Estates, has been under arbitration since as early as 1965. 

One reason for this situation is that existing U. S. Route 40 from 

Ijamsville Road to the Monocacy River was planned and constructed 

as a controlled arterial highway, and right-of-way was acquired 

accordingly under the policies in existence at that time. This 

was done to improve highway safety in this highly diversified area. 

Today the right-of-way into the Murphy property does not meet the 

necessary subdivision access criteria as promulgated by the Frederick 

County Planning and Zoning office. The proposed subdivision is com- 

posed of approximately 270 acres of land located adjacent to and 

west of a proposed interchange shown on Plan A. The planned traffic 

movements in the proposed PUD were predicated on the State Highway 

Administration constructing a non-controlled service road on the 

north side of, and parallel to U. S. Route 40, or proposed 1-70 (Plan A), 

Consideration has been given to Mr. Murphy's statement and 

pertiment SHA comments are presented later in this Section. 

D.  State Highway Administration Final Evaluation and Decision 

As a result of the Draft Environmental Statement and Public 

Hearings, several new construction provisions have been advocated. 

These additions have necessitated updating the costs quoted at 

the Hearing and in the Draft Environmental Statement. These revised 
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figures are presented in Section IV-D. 

Based on the environmental impact evaluation presented in this 

report, including comments by various governmental agencies, private 

companies, and individuals, the State Highway Administration in its 

responsibility relative to the alignment disposition of the proposed 

project, has recommended the adoption of Plan B. 

E. State Highway Administration Responses 

1. Early Coordination and"Comment on Draft E.I.S. 

The SHA responses directed to all correspondence from any one 

agency or group are placed together. The items referred to are 

included in the Appendix. 

a. FEDERAL AGENCIES 

U. S. Department of Agriculture 

Item 2:   No comments required. 

Item 3:   No comments required. 

Item 18:   Steps taken to minimize the adverse effects of 

erosion and sedimentation are discussed in Section VI-E, F. 

U. S. Department of Commerce 

Item 1:    This agency declined to comment, citing their 

interpretation of Federal Environmental Guidelines requiring that 

Environmental Statements be prepared by the lead agency.  In the case 

of a highway project, this would be the Federal Highway Administration. 

A paramount objective, however, of the National Environmental Policy 

Act is that early environmental consideration be made by the operating 

agency responsible for initiating, planning, designing and constructing 

a highway project. For highwny sections financed with Federal funds, 

the State Highway Administration would normally be the appropriate 
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agency to initiate the environmental evaluation of a project in 

close consultation with the Federal Highway Administration. This 

position has been recognized by the August 9, 1975 amendment to 

Section 102 ('2) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

Item 6:   No Comments Required. 

Item 20:   No Comments Required. 

U. S. Department of Interior 

Item 4:   No Coirments Required. 

Item 4a:   Impact on national and cultural features is 

discussed in Section III. The State Highway Administration supposes 

that the highway should be constructed in such a manner as to decrease 

or minimize impact on the community. The future of Monocacy Pine 

Cliff Park as a local facility is discussed in Section II-C. 

Mr. Handley's July 21, 1972, letter contains one sentence suggest- 

ing that County or State officials consider multiple vise or joint 

development along Fouche Branch if Plan B is chosen. This is exactly 

what is proposed, and full cooperation is planned. The State Highway 

Administration has made initial contact with the Maryland Department 

of Natural Resources concerning this matter and with Plan B approved, 

further coordination will be extended with appropriate County-State 

officials prior to' and during highway location and design. In order 

for the State Highway Administration to participate to. the fullest 

extent, maximum right-of-way will be obtained to offset added park 

acquisition that may have to be funded by the County or State. 

Condemnation beyond the maximum allowable taking for highway purposes 

is not permitted by the State Highway Administration. However, if 
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excess land occurs that could be utilized for park purposes, re- 

tention will be recommended and Federal participation will be requested. 

Participation in the design and construction of joint development 

facilities within the right-of-way will also be done to the fullest 

extent permitted by the Federal Highway Administration. 

Item 5:    Historic sites are discussed in Section II-E. 

Item 8:    Refer to comment on U. S. Department of 

Interior, Item 4a. 

Item 19:    No comments required • 

Item .19a:   The exact right-of-way needs for the Plan B 

alternate cannot be accurately determined until completion of design 

engineering. Computations, however, based on the geometries of 

Plans A and B indicate that the required acreages will be approxi- 

mately equal. The illusion that Plan A requires less acreage because 

of the utilization of existing right-of-way along U. S. Route 40 

is misleading for the following reasons. 

a. Plan A requires an elaborate system of new frontage 

roads, necessitating new right-of-way acquisition. 

• b. Plan A includes a cloverleaf type interchange between 

Mains and Bell Lanes requiring considerably more right-of-way than 

the two directional interchanges featured in Plan B. 

c. Plan A requires land for outside third lanes along 

portions of the existing U. S. Route 40 right-of-way. 

One point that is disputed is that while noise and air impact 

exists along U. S. Route 40, the people living here, as can be 

attested from'letters and public hearing comments, are not acclimated 

to it. 
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Sedimentation impact is discussed in Sections III-B.2, and 

V-E, F. 

Park land development is discussed under comments to the U. S. 

Department of Interior, Item 4a. 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III 

Item 7:    No comments required 

Item 21:    Air quality impact is discussed in Sections 

III-B.8 and V-C. 

Water quality and water quality impact are discussed in Sections 

II-D.5 and III-B.3. 

The State Highway Administration has considered three structure 

options in crossing Long Branch Creek on Plan B. A decision has 

been made in favor of the bridge concept. 

The ambiguity of open space definition has precluded firm 

Federal-State-County commitments at this time. The question arises 

as to what type is needed; i.e., preservation, public enjoyment, 

suburban growth oriented or highway oriented. This should be 

properly resolved after the location and design of the proposed 

highway is clarified. No further land use commitments other than 

those in answer to U. S. Department of Interior, Item 4a, will be 

made at this time. 

U. S. Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO") 

Item 9:    The revised assessment of relocation re- 

quirements for Plans A and B are discussed in Section III-A. The 

numbers cited by OEO are in error. The unavoidable adverse impacts 

are discussed in Section V-A, B. 
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b. STATE AGENCIES 

Maryland Department of Economic and Community Development 

Item 10:    No comments required. 

Item 24:    Traffic accessibility is discussed in 

• Section IV-C.2. 

Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 

Item 14:    The agency's submission was infolrmative 

and responsible. Their suggested input. Items 1 through 6, and 

others have been incorporated into the Final Environmental Statement. 

The No-Trade-Off Noise paragraph is well taken, however, this impact, 

as summarized in Section III-B.7 tends to absolve Plan B of excessive 

noise impact. 

Item 27:    Refer to Section III-B.8 for air quality 

impact assessment. Both Plans A and B will by-pass Frederick 

compared to the old method of routing through traffic via the 

central business district; as is the case with existing U. S. Route 

40. 

Maryland Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

Item 26:    No comments required. 

Maryland Department of State Planning 

Item 13:    No comments required. 

Item 11a:   The early opinion of the State Planning 

and Clearinghouse Review favoring Plan A was modified after issuance 

of the Draft Environmental Statement.  A Clearinghouse Review of 

this document tended to reverse or qualify the original position. 

This is verified by the Department of State Planning's Draft Environ- 

mental Statement Review Summary of August 29, 1972 (Item 22A). 
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Baseline data and impact assessments on wat<;r quality and aquatic 

and terrestrial ecology are discussed in Section II-D.5, II-D.6, 

II-D.7 and III-B.3, III-B.4, III-B.5, respectively. Land use 

planning is discussed in Section II-C. 

Item 13b:   No comments required. 

Ttem 22:    No comments required. 

Item 22a:   In response to the State Clearinghouse 

Staff Review, appropriate statements are offered as follows for each 

pertinent comment. Responses from other agencies responding to 

Clearinghouse liaison will be answered in agency turn. 

The Association of American Highway Officials considers the 

design of drainage structures using storm frequencies greater than 

50 years to be economically unrealistic. 

The description of alternatives including vertical and horizontal 

alignments is provided in Section I-C. 

Existing and projected traffic and accident data are presented in 

Sections I-B.2 and IV-B, IV-C. 

Environmental impact is discussed in Sections^ III and IV. 

Projected economic impact is discussed in Section III-A. 

Maryland Department of Water Resources 

Item 11:    No conuncnts required. 

Item 11a:   Supplemental information was provided to the 

Maryland Department of Water Resources by a State Highway Administration 

letter of January 10,1972, and an on-site project tour with highway 

officials on February 23, 1972. As a result, the Department of Water 

Resources endorsed Plan B with conditional qualifications as noted 

in follow-up letter of March 1, 1972. 

/2Y 



121 
/'if 

P In any case, there will be no restriction to the Monocacy 

River flood plain by either plan. The State Highway Administration 

is recommending that the bridge option across Long Branch Creek be 

adopted. A feasibility study will be made regarding scenic overlooks 

and/or rest area potentials in the area extending from Long Branch 

Creek to Linganore Road. This can only begin after final disposition 

of the project is settled. 

Maryland Historical Trust 

Item 82:    Bases for historical and archaeological 

impact assessment are reported in Section III.C and D. 

Maryland State Roads Conunission 

Item 5a:    Impact on historical sites is discussed 

in Section III-C. 

c. COUNTY AGENCIES 

Frederick County Board of Education 

Item 17:    A discussion of the impact on traffic 

flow, including school bus routing is included in Section IV-C. 

Item 23:    See comments to Item 17 above . 

Frederick County Chamber of Commerce 

Item 16:    No comment required. 

Item 25:    The State Highway Administration's decision 

to utilize the bridge concept across Long Branch Creek, and the re- 

conunendation to construct an initial six lanes of interstate highway 

on Plan B will make this plan the most expensive. 

A cost comparison is essential to the decision-making process. 

However, dollar cost is only one of the decision variables requiring 

consideration in this Environmental Impact Statement. 
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Plan A cannot be constructed within the present right-of-way 

without severely compromising interstate standards. Obviously 

then, the implementation of Plan A with its marginal right-of-way 

take has the greatest impact on the existing community. For a 

more detailed analysis of impact refer to Sections III and IV. 

Frederick County Planning and Zoning Commission 

Item 15:    Revised estimates of costs, relocation 

requirements, and impact on local traffic are discussed in Sections 

IV-D, III-A, and IV-C, respectively. 

Frederick County Roads Board 

Item 12:    Plan A and B alignments and access road 

design are discussed in Section I-C. 

' d. PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS AND CORPORATIONS 

Environmental Statement by L. J. Brosius 
> 

Item 28.   Correspondent Brosius, in addition to residing 

in the Pine Cliff area, is also the principal of a corporation 

presently engaged in the development of large land holdings to the 

east and north of the proposed interstate highway. In this capacity, 

he has been vitally interested in the proposed highway and in parti- 

cular the disposition of the interchanges. His knowledgeable back- 

ground and local insight are appreciated; however, some of his criti- 

cisms of the Draft Environmental Statement are unfounded. 

Along with other opponents of Plan B, he has attempted to 

discredit the comparative cost of the alternates. A case in point 

in his grossly over-estimated bridge construction cost of eighty 

dollars (80.00) per square foot as opposed to the twenty-six 

dollare ($26.00) per square foot used by the State Highway Admini- 
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stration. The Administration's estimates were made in a fair and 

unbiased manner based on unit prices of similar projects in the area. 

The inherent difficulties involved with the upgrading of U. S. 

Route 40 to interstate standards negate illusory cost savings of 

Plan A over Plan B. The impression that reconstruction can be 

sonehov; accomplished within present right-cf-way is simply not 

realistic. The reason for the supplementary right-of-way'allowance 

for Plan A and not for Plan B is a combination of the need to 

provide immediate local traffic service roads and the conditional 

likelihood that a north-south highway facility will be needed in 

the near future. Local service on Plan B will be accommodated 

via the respective interchanges at both ends of the relocation, 

and utilization of U. S. Route 40. 

Flexibility is also provided for an interchange contingency 

when the need arises. Other land saving design options mentioned 

on pages 6 and 7 of the Brosius correspondence all have been 

previously explored, and determined to be unsuitable. This includes 

the double deck bridge concept mentioned in Mr. Brosius1 public 

hearing discourse. A structure of this type was investigated early 

in the location studies but proved to be over three times as ex- 

pensive as any of the other bridge designs. 

As there has been overwhelming support for six lanes of initial 

construction on Plan B, the State Highway Administration agrees 

with his page 2 suggestion that this be done. Also, a bridge option 

across Long Branch Creek is now recommended.  These added costs are 

included in revised Plan B estimates (Section R'-D). The cost of 

Plan A has also been revised to reflect the County's request to 
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improve certain contiguous local roads. 

Estimated right-of-way cost for both plans are predicated on 

facts presented from the same schematics appearing in the Environ- 

mental Statement. The Land Use Map (Figure 6) shows that most of 

the land involved is presently zoned agricultural. Long Branch 

Estates, mentioned on page 3 of the Brosius testimony, has re- 

stricted access right-of-way, which does not meet Frederick County 

Planning and Zoning requirements. The State Highway Administration 

cannot be responsible for sums of money private individuals extend 

for activities such as the sewer and water studies needed to get 

the land rezoned. If right-of-way acquisitions start within a. 

reasonable length of time, the State Highway Administration is of the 

opinion that the estimates, based on present day conditions, will be 

close to the herein quoted right-of-way estimates. 

The Ridgeville rest area, mentioned on page 4 of the Brosius 

correspondence, will be a partial facility serving 1-70 travelers 

from the eastbound lane only. Another rest area located fifteen 

miles farther east in Howard County will be the rest area for west- 

bound 1-70 traffic. A desirable criteria used in spacing rest area 

facilities is based on driver fatigue involving thirty minutes 

driving time. This is not a firm guideline, however, and more often 

than not the selected locations depend on site availability. That 

means that if during the course of right-of-way acquisition, a 

parcel is acquired because of severance or damage, the unused land 

will be then considered for open space utilization. This could 

mean any use, from a stationary vista consisting of only off highway 

parking for observation, to a complete park facility.  In view of 



125 

growing citizen popularity for development of open space, and in 

consideration of the available natural amenities associated with Plan 

B, every effort will be made in this direction. 

Part of Mr. Brosius1 Public Hearing testimony concerned in- 

decision in the selection of the interchange locations. Such 

facilities have been shifted to numerous positions during preliminary 

engineering during the exploratory phase of the study. 

Environmental Statement by R. T. Murphy 

Item 30:    Section I, Page 1: - No proposed alternatives 

had as yet, been approved by Federal authorities. 

Item 30:    Footnote 1, Page 5: - Mr. H. D. Korrell of 

the Federal Highway Administration was in attendance at the unofficial 

and official public hearings of June 29, 1972, and July 6, 1972. He 

was formally introduced from the floor on both occasions. 

Item 30:    Footnote 2, Page 3: - Petitions objecting 

to Plan A signed by 126 residents, have been submitted. Letters have 

been received, the majority in opposition to Plan A. 

The Maryland Department of Transportation has the responsibility 

to provide the citizens of Maryland with efficient and "safe trans- 

portation facilities to support the social and econcmic aspirations 

of the State and its communities: A safe, efficient State primary 

and secondary road network is the responsibility of the State Highway 

Administration. Within the Administration, socio-economic and 

environmental analyses are initiated at the earliest stage of systems 

planning, and carried through to the project completion.  The analyses 

are conducted under the guidelines established by the U. S. Department 

of Transportation's Federal Aid Highway Program Manuals which set down 
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specific" procedures to be used. 

The purpose of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is 

to assure that careful attention is given to the evaluation of 

environmental issues to ensure that adverse effects are avoided 

or minimized wherever possible, and that environmental quality is 

restored or enhanced to the fullest extent practicable. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is circulated for 

review and comment to Federal,-State, and local agencies with 

jurisdiction by law and special expertise with respect to any 

environmental impact involved. In addition, the Draft Environ- 

mental Impact Statement allows the concerned agencies and public 

to give meaningful consideration and make comments on all 

environmental issues. 

Based on the evaluation in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement, the review comments received as a result of the circu- 

lation, and the responses from the public hearing, the Department 

of Transportation makes its recommendation of the alternative which 

minimizes the harm to the human environment. The Final Environ- 

mental Impact Statement, incorporating the review comments and 

any changes in the statement as a result of those comments, is 

forwarded to the Federal Highway Administration for final approval 

and adoption. 

The process indicated above delineates the detailed environ- 

mental impact analysis required for the project and assures that 

the analysis is reviewed by many agencies with diverse concerns. 

Tnus, there is a process which goes beyond the scope of the High- 

way Administration, that miniiiiir.es the chance of choosing a more 
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dangerous, less adequate, longer, more costly and more environmentally 

damaging road. This process includes an evaluation of the alter- 

native of upgrading an existing highway. 

Item 30:   Footnote 4, Page 6: - Direct access for 

the Murphy tract was denied because the rights of all abutting 

owners to access into U.S. Route 40 are subject to controlled 

arterial highway provisions imposed by public authority. This means 

that preference's given to through traffic by limiting access 

connections to selected public roads, and by prohibiting indis- 

criminate crossings at-grade or direct private driveway entrances. 

As a result of several inquiries during 1965 by the Murphy 

interest, information was forwarded by the State Highway Admini- 

stration outlining a very preliminary engineering study relative 

to the upgrading of U.S. Route 40 to interstate standards. A 

topographical map delineating a proposed service road was attached 

to this transmittal. The plans were stamped "tentative and sub- 

ject to revision." In no way did it constitute a commitment on the 

part of what was then the State Roads Commission. 

Item 30:   Section III, Page 9: -The small group of 

vocal citizens consisted of thirty local residents. In actuality, 

they were an appointed delegation representing a much larger citizen 

group who had met previously on January 23, 1971. The meeting was 

hold to discuss their opposition to converting U.S. Route 40 to 

interstate standards. 

Item 30:   Section III, Page 10: - The Federal High- 

way Administration originally objected to the relocation concept 

on the grounds that it would cause delay. They were also unaware 
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of the mounting local opposition to the reconversion of U. S. Route 40, 

Plan A, concept. 

Item 30: Section III, Page 11: - The State Highway 

Administration Policy is to advise those individuals requesting 

copies of environmental Statements that they are available at the State 

Highway Administration Office, Federal Highway Administration Regional 

and Division Office and public libraries. Copies are forwarded upon 

request at free of change. 

Item 30: Section IV, Page 12: - The State Highway 

Administration cost estimates are based on unbiased evaluation of 

engineering principles involving the various components needed to 

successfully construct the project, regardless of wliat plan is adopted. 

Since the public hearing, certain contingency input has required that 

the cost be revised. The new cost estimates are included in Section 

IV-D. 

Item 30: Section IV, Page 13: - Bridge costs of $26 

per square foot, based on similar projects in the area, were used to 

compute actual bridge estimates. 

Item 30: Section IV, Page 14: - Indications are 

that if the North-South Highway becomes a reality, the Plan A inter- 

change would have reverted to a freeway facility. In this event, some 

type of tandem interchange would have to have been considered for local 

access. 

Item 30: Section IV, Page 15: - Right-of-way costs are 

discussed in Section IV-D. 

Item 30: Section IV, Par.e 16: - An extensive service 

road system would have been needed for Plan A. 

Item 30: Section V: - The severe impact of Plan A on 
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Long Branch Creek must be considered. 

Item 30: Section VI: - The accident statistics pre- 

sented in Section IV-B of the Environmental Statement are for the 

expressway type facilities. 

Item 30: Section VII: - The Council on Environmental 

Quality, the Department of Transportation, and the Federal Highway 

Administration have interpreted the National Environmental Policy 

Act to allow the" State Highway Department to prepare the environ- 

mental impact statements, in close consultation with the Federal 

Highway Administration. This position has been recognized by the 

August 9, 1975 amendment to Section 102 (2) of the National Environ- 

mental Policy Act of 1969. 

The intent of the National Environmental Policy Act is to 

assure that the operating agency considers environmental impact 

at the earliest possible time in the plannning process. The State 

Highway Administration in coordination with Federal Highway 

Administration initiates a review of environmental factors related 

to possible routes often before initial requests for federal funding 

have been submitted on projects where subsequent federal participation 

is anticipated. 

Item 50: Section VII, Page 23: - The alternative 

proposed by Mr. Louis Brosius (Item 28) had been investigated by 

the State Highway Administration and found to be.unacceptable. 

Item 30: Section VII: - The location determination 

of any interstate highway is dependent upon adequacy of design 

features, including fitness or acceptability to the surrounding 
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community, topography, culture and environment. 

Implementation of these criteria does not assure that the best 

alternative will be the most economical. However, economic factors are 

always a principle determinant in the development of route locations. 

Item 30:    Section IX: - Mr. Murphy alludes to the 

following letters from state agencies contained in the draft statement 

concerning environmental damage as caused by alternate Plan B. 

1. State of Maryland, Department of Health and Mental 

Hygiene - January 19, 1972 (Item 14). "Plan B would most probably 

have the greatest effect from an air pollution standpoint during 

construction," (par. #2). While it is acknowledged that implemen- 

tation of Plan B would generate more pollutants from construction 

activities due to the construction of a greater number of lanes, 

this amount would not be significantly greater than the construction 

of two additional lanes under Plan A. 

Air pollution does not confine itself to a narrow corridor 

around a highway, but rather is subject to meteorological conditions 

including wind and temperature. The two proposed alternative routes 

are less than a mile apart, suggesting that there would be little 

difference in the degredation of air quality between the two. Air 

pollution impact is discussed in Section III-B.8.  Also, the initial 

clearing and grubbing necessitated within the right-of-way will be 

controlled by contract provisions prohibiting contractors from burning 

combustible materials. "Plan B would allow for the introduction of 

high noise levels in territory which is not presently under environ- 

mental insult from highways," (par. »4). While this is true, the 

noise impact is only one of many considerations which must be taken 
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into account when considering a highway alignment. Under Plan B in 

the vicinity of each noise sensitive area, the L10 noise levels will 

be well below the design standard of 70 dbA (refer to Section III.B-7). 

2. State of Maryland Department of State Planning - January 

21, 1972 (Item 13A). "...it has been noted that its (Plan B) 

selection would require a complete re-examination of the Land Use Plan 

for the area between the two highways (Plan B and existing Route 40)," 

(Par. #2).    The land involved is changing from^agricultural to 

urban. The General Plan for the-year 2000 indicates that the 

concerned area is designated for low and medium density development. 

Mr. Murphy's reference to the Department of Interior refer to 

it's letter of February 4, 1972, to Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief, 

Bureau of Location and Surveys, State Highway Administration. Mr. 

Murphy has accurately quoted the opening sentence of the letter's 

third paragraph. However, he fails to note the preceding paragraph 

which states in part, "in no way should our comment be construed 

as a complete endorsement of one alternative over the other, since, 

obviously there is not sufficient information on hand to form such 

a judgment." . 

In response to Mr. Murphy's statement concerning a narrow island 

of prime land, Mr. Edwin E. Wells' supplemental statement (Item 29) 

makes an accurate assessment of this practice. He states, "It would 

appear that the best designed interstate highways have done this in 

the case of every interstate road in the nearby vicinity in the 

attempt to be reasonably close to the existing old through highways, 

and yet not eliminate existing settlements, villages, and communities." 

The position of the State Highway Administration is to minimise 
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this type of land carving, but this is not possible in all cases. 

Mr. Murphy also claims that implementation of Plaij B would 

sever the the PUD and destroy the approved use of the property for 

low-density residential dwellings. 

Mr. Murphy's proposed PUD, Long Branch Estates, has. received 

only conceptual approval and has not received all the necessary 

approvals. While it is acknowledged that Plan B will split 

the proposed PUD, it will not completely destroy the potential 

for the land to be developed for low density residential dwellings, 

as well as the scenic and recreational areas that Mr. Murphy de- 

scribed. Access to the land would still be retained by Linganore 

Road, Shull Lane, and Quinn Orchard Road. 

Mr. Murphy's refemce to the highway running through a 10 acre 

elementary school site is in error.  In a letter dated March 16, 

1972 from James P. Masood, Supervisor of Transportation for the 

Board of Education of Frederick County, to Mr. Thompson, Chief, 

Bureau of Location and Surveys, State Highway Administration, Mr. 

Masood outlines the tentative future school construction plans for 

the area concerned. The future school site in question is in the 

area of Long Branch Creek, south of Plan B and north of the present 

U. S. Route 40. The proposed school, to be completed in September, 

1977, is located in the proposed Long Branch PUD.  This location 

required the taking of a minimum of property of the school site. 

The roadway itself will be depressed in the area of the proposed 

school so as to reduce noise levels. 

The primary reason for Mr.- Murphy's strong opposition to Plan B 

appears to be the severence and lack of access for his proposed 
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sub-division. Long Branch Estates. 

Plan A would not have severed the property and would have 

provided access by the utilization of a service/frontage road that 

would have been constructed with public funds. 

At the Public Hearing, Mr. Murphy stated that the State Highway 

Administration more than a decade ago laid out a corridor for pro- 

posed 1-70 clearly identified with present U. S. Route 40 from 

Baltimore to Frederick. The State Highway Administration takes this 

opportunity to make it clear that the first 13 miles from Baltimore 

to Pine Orchard were constructed entirely on a new location with 

certain sections creating the same narrow land island effect. It 

can be claimed that these 13 miles are in the same 1-70 corridor. 

The narrow island situation is found throughout the interstate 

highway system. 

Sib-division proponents are active on e5.ther side of the Murphy 

tract. As all these properties would be adversely affected by Plan B, 

two of the owners, Mr. Rovert M. Keats, President of Investors and 

Developers Service Inc. of Chevy Chase, Maryland (Item 31), and Mr. 

Morris Kanfer, President of Metro-Land and Growth Investments, Inc. 

of Kashignton, D. C.  (Item 32), have closely aligned themselves with 

Mr. Murphy in opposition to Plan B. All of their properties are 

presently farm land tracts to the north of U. S. Route.40. None 

have the proper access requirements to become residential developments. 

Plan B will require concessions and expenditures by these developers 

to properly qualify their land as bonified property for planned unit 

developments. 

19) 
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e. OTHER CORRESPONDENCE 

Items 33 through 81: - These items are posture statements which 

for the most part are self-explanatory. In general, the problems 

and objections raised in these items have been discussed in the 

Environmental Statement. Thirty-four of those items favor Plan B, 

eight favor Plan A, two are neutral, and three are against both of 

the preferred plans. Many of these people have also documented 

their views with various elected officials and government agencies. 

W* 
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THE ASStSTAWTrSECRETAJTV OF COMMt: 
Washingcon. D.C. ' 203^0 .»• 

r.i 
'••J 

December 28, 1971 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief 
Bureau of Location & Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Dear Mr.• Thompson: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter transmitting a document 
entitled "Draft Environmental Impact Statement for   Contract  No.   F 
605-000-772  Interstate Route  70-N Ijamsville Road to West of 
Monocacy River. 

The National Environmental Policy Act,  as implemented by the 
Council on Environmental Quality,  requires each Federal agency 
contemplating a major action which may have a significant impact 
on the environment to prepare a draft environmental impact state- 
ment. 

Full participation by the Federal "lea'.! agency" in the preparation 
and lev review of each draft environmental impact statement prior 
to its release is essential to conform with the spirit and letter of 
the Act as required by the CEQ guidelines published in the Federal 
Register on April 23,  1971 (Vol.   36,  No.  79).    Therefore,  it is the 
policy of this Department to refrain from commenting under the 
Act on any document,   regardless of how titled,  unless the lead 
agency has either prepared or reviewed and officially released- 
the document as a Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

For this reason,  we offer no coi-nmcnts on the report which you sent 
us.    Undoubtedly,   your comments will be most helpful to the lead 
agency in its preparation of tm- required draft environmental impact 
statement,  which it will send l.'> us for review and comment. 

,iv 

Sincerely, 

^ AJL, 
Sl^-u-y ivXuallor 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Environmen'.al Affairs 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
ECiL C^-i'.'S'iVAI'iCN Einvjcn 

Kashlngton, 0. C. 202S0 

DEC 2 9 Efl 

7 X 

Mr. Roland M. ThoiTipBOn, Chief 
Bureau of Location & Surveys 
Stats Kisirvay Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
'Baltimore, Md. 23201 " 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

Subject: Contract No. P 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 
IJumsville Road to West of Monocaby River 

Your letter Of December 22, 1971, to Dr. T. C. Byerly, Office of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, respecting the above subject has been 
referred to the Soil Conservation Service state office for httti'JUnp,. 

We are asking Mr. J. H. Gibson, Acting State Conservationist, Soil 
Conservation Service, 1+321 lUrtvick Road, College Park, Harylfnd 

' 207U0, to send you SCS comments and suggestions. He and his local 
staff'people are in a better position to do so than vould be the 
case at the National level. 

^J 

Sincerely/ 

Kenneth E. Grant 
Administrator 

k- fXw 
•.iOX^fit'I 

<» 
< > 

\ 
cc: 
J. II. Giuocn, Acting State C^nservaticniet 

SCS, Colic33 Park, MJ. 

W. B. Davcy,  SCS, Wash. D    C. ft 
-< 

i. 

ft 
•c 
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)9h 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOiL CONSERVATION SERVICE -  A321  Hnrtwirk   Rd..   Rm.   S2? 

College Park, Maryland    20740 

Roland M.   Thompson,  Chief 
Bureau of Location & Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland    21201 

January 10,  1972 

KJ 

Re: Contract'No. 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 
Ijamsville Road to West of 
Monocacy River 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

Your letter dated December 22, 1971 addressed to Dr. T. C. Byerlv 
OCfice of the Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Washi^ton \\ 
concerning comments on the location on the above mentioned •?*L 
has been referred to this office. The location of neither of the 

Servicf ^ ^^^ 'T1?8 ^ Pr0:,eCtS that the So11 Conservation Service foresees in the future and we have no comments «oncernin° 

other!     advi^ility of selecting one alternative over the 

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing the proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Qi-M^/J. ^tU^ 
/i John H. Gibson 

Acting State Conservationist 

cc: Kenneth E. Grant, Administrator, SCS 
G. Paul Edwards, D.C., Frederick, Md. 

• 

*< 
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ER-541 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFIICK (Jl- THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C.    20240 

W 

Decen)Iier 3( ,  1971 
r> 
J. 
- », 

O 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

This is in regard to your letter of December 22 1971 
requesting the Department of the Interior's review and 
consents on proposed location alternatives for Interstat • 
/U-N in Frederick County, Maryland. 

Interior Department agencies which may be concerned with the 
vocations proposed have been asked to respond directly t * 
your office in providing comments.  Because of the- holid v 
period and the backlog of work at field-level offices wh re 
most such proposals are reviewed, it is likely that some of 
these agencies will not be able to offer comment by the date 
you indicated. We trust, however, that those desiring to 
comment will be able to respond by mid-February 1972. 

Sincerely yours. 

Bruce Blanchard, Direct, ir 
Environmental Project K view 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson 
Chief, Bureau of Location and Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

-C 
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w 
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IN Ktflt   Ml I Ml   III. 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF Ti'AZ INTERIOR 

OURHAU or OUIUOOf* F^CCREATION 

» I Ml IIAI      Mllll  (IIN<. 

t'l.'l    t   Ml MUY    MIVI  I   I 

I'MM AOI I t'MIA     fl NNSVI VANIA   IOIOi» 

F£B    4 \m 
i Lrc. 

Mr. Rolnrul M.  Thompson,  Chief " <."/ry 
lUirc.Tii of Location :iiu\ liurveys 
litntr Hiqhwny AdminiGtrntion 
300 West Hroston Utroct 

•Ualtlrr.ore, Maryland      21201 

Dear Mr. Thompsoni 

In rcsponuo to your loiter dated December 22,   1971   to the Deports 
ment of the Interior,  this acjoncy har, reviewed the two alternative 
locations proposed  for that seyment of I-VON  southeast of  Irederick, 
Maryl.md (Ijnmsville Itoad to west of Monocacy lUvor),  and our cornments 
are as lollow. 

# 

Your onr? and one-half pnqe letter, together with the map i 1 lust.r.Hin'j 
Ucheme M, comprinn our total source of reference, so of m.'cifsr.ity 
our ronirirks must he Menoral in scope, and are offered in the nature 

ot technical assistance.  In no way should our comment*, he construed 
as a complete endorsement of one alternative over the other, since 

ohviously there is not sufficient information on hand to iorrn such 
a judijment. 

It appears to us that the reconstruction of U.ii. Houte 40  to three 
travel lanes in each direction is preferable to construction of a new 
interstate highway north oi   the present U.U. Woute 40.  V.'e believe 
that the negative effects on the environment, including soil erosion 
and suhscguent siltation of the Monocacy and feeder streams, and also 
the loss of valuable crop land, forest land, and wildlife habitat will 
be extensive in the event that iichemo I) is pursued.  The rechannel Nation 
ol Long Hrnnr.h will lie necessary if the former alternative is 
solerteH, .-md this will involve the Ions of certain natural values, 

•but on kilance we believe that reconstruction will result in less 
overall degradation of the environment. 

We note, in addition, the existence of a public recreation area, i.e., 
Monocacy Pine Cliff Park, about, a halt mi 1 u south of U.j. /in.  v,e 

urge the otate Highway Commissi on to considci the possibility of 

/M 

HEM 4A v^ 



Joint developnuml, porhnpti ixc.cci,^  from tho prMpof.ed  lfit.err.tato,  nnd 
nl'jo  the ,-icquioi tinn ol   l.irul'j   In  i«xr.r«,r. of   hi'ihw-iy  ni-rdr,.      Ihr 
l.itt«.T  If.  In acconl.tncc with HIWA''.  HM :'l-l'.» nnrl  iM ^l-'.'-'.'y,   ,m<l 
ht'.. lii»i»n u;.«'d succor,-..fut ly by  the  Intorstoto Division   for  1J.J1 timoro 
City to oil.i to the rocrention base in that municipality. 

We opprncinte tho opportunity to comment, and trust  that you  find 
these comments to be of some usefulness. 

Sincerely yours, 

^Swr,^? 
Rolland D.v Hnndley 
Regional Director 

I«I 

<: 

'rr-i A *s 



D30 
NER(CP) 

United States Deparcment of the'Interior /^> 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
NOHTHEABT   REGION 

U3   SOUTH   TKIRO  STREET 

PHILADELPHIA.   PA.   19106 

'".•'J-.' :•! m 12 22 

•m^ £o B 

LCCAlli.\/.,;.j PURVEY 

\J 

Chief 
Bureau of Locatfon and Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
Baltimore, Maryland 2J20J 

Dear Sir: 

^-T'liiv^^'rS.;'^^- tor  ,ccat,o„ of .nfr- 
County, Maryland. st of Monocacy River, Frederick 

any
fLr,:ii;e trxti:1^, svisrsi;:n: P

novad—e^ 
programs of the National Park Service.        ^ SyStem 0r 0ther 

Ircheo?or
g^c^

hrretso\?c^:ieC^W!:l "^ affeCt any hIStorl"^ or 
Ryil.fr of Histor c P aces I  d TsTt^i ^  yOU Check the NationaI 
Officer for Historic P eservattn TT^ ^^  yOUr State LIais°" 
two sources should then belnco^raled "format;on ^^ from  these 
statement. incorporated In your forthcoming environmental 

Sjncerely yours, 

Bruce J. Miller 
Assistant Director 
Cooperative Programs 

ITEM.5 
-i\'^. 
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i.-tal or HIOMW»T» 

.IC». •»»• 

l-JOH 

STATE   OF   MARYLAND 

ST AT E  R O A O r»  COMMISSION 
300   Wccr   pntfiTON   S T H e r. r 

BAUTiMonr:. MD. .-.taoi 
(HAILIN* AtliHir.lt' <• li    nut -/IT,   HAL I.  ;unK.   Hn    tllOIl 

March 1^, 1971. 

RE:    Contrnct j;? (>'.>, - 772 
UpgrndJnnj U.S.   H'-itc ^0 
To Intci-ntnta GL.-i.'tdardii 

Fion Eaat of 'IJ/'msvlllo  'toad to I-70S 

WAt-Trn r   wooorono, jm. 
ciiitr tNoingfii* 

Oliutr CHII. rNaiNttm 

rtaNNINa   «   •AI»IT» 
Hur.M c. Diiwii^ 

Lrr-uie IT. M-CAnu 
ortmrinxm 

faiyland Ilistoricnl Trust 
trlcjido RLdcut, IV, Director 
I'Liaicon OlTicer for Mary load 
iaox unoh 
plizj Maryland      2ll\0k 

(Mr. Ridout: 

TniB office is presently conducting hl.ghwny studies on rj.S. Route kQ, from 
fcville to I-70S in Frederick County.    (Xir intent ia to upgrade and convert 
I section of roadway to Interstate Route' 70. 

: The ultimate improvement may be inriuenccd somewhat .by confliction with two 
Hible historical sites.    In particular, we refer to the following locations; 

(1) A private residence en the north nldo of the Old National pike, 
; Just vest of what was. the "Ju;; nrldtf..-" over the Monocacy River. 
i It has been, brought to our attention this may be an old toll house. 

(2) A stone monument on land residue bctueen. the dd National Pike 
I (Patrick Street) and U.S. Route ho just east of City Line of 
I Frederick, Maryland.    This way have been a monument formerly 
j located on the defunct "Jug Hrld^c". 
1 * 
J The enclosed vicinity map may be of une in identifying the exact locals, 
paid appreciate your help in cstcblishiiiy if these are registered historical 
J-s cad if GO, of what cifjnificaiwe. 

Thank you for your interest and please advise if we can be of assistance. 

Very "truly yourn, 

) 

j;^:bc 
r^'xient 
7 Hr. Uufih 0. ToMna 
]  Mr. Williaa F. Lias 

Rolanl M. Thompson, Chief (J 
Uuroau of Location & Survcyb 

C 
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J*H 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE 
REGION III 

401 NORTH BROAD STREET 
fHILAOCLPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA   19108 

January 26, 1972 0»*ICBO»THt 
REGIONAl OlftECTOft 

MAILINl   AOOntSS. 
P.O. tO)   I2«00 
PHILADI I.PHIA. 
PCNNtVLVANIA   t»10e 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson • 
Chief, Bureau of Location & Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland   21201 

Dear Mr. Thompson: t 

This is to advise you that the Regional Director of the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, Region III has no comment to make on 
the environmental impact of the following project which was J ent to 
him for review. 

Contract No.   F605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 
IJamsville Road to West of Monocacy Rivor 

Edward Jon GUss 
AsslstantjJtegional Director for 

Planning and Evaluation 
r__ 

cc:   Robert D. Lanza 
HEW, Washington, D.C. 

V 
a

1~
4 r •" r '•''   .- &£ 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PnOTECTION AGENCY 
REGION III '   "•'• 

6th & Walnut Sts.. Philadnlphia. Pennsylvania I HI 06 

-o 

I or/ i 
January 27,  1972 

^fiVEY 
Mr. Roland M. Thompson 
Chief, Bureau of Locution Surveys 
State Highwciy Administration 
300 West Ereiton Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Re i Contract No. F 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 
Ijaasville Road to West of Monocacy River 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

in response to your Deceirtoer 22, 1971 requast, reference above, we have no 
SeSfiTSianL to present at this time. However, we offer the following ^ 

general comments for your consideration. 

We will assume that any significant environmental impact Pr°f ced^rtf
i0, 

project will be identified during the feasibility investigations stage, and 
Sat these effects will be heavily weighed early in the decision-making 

process. 

When the environmental impact statement is prepared for this project, the 
total and oiaulativb effects of this highway on the surrounding area should 
bT^nsideridlHd-^aluated, including the City of Frederick. In this light, 
£u marwlsh to assess the impact of future 1-7011 and other adjacent ^ay 

L.t»ction plans in one overview atateaont rather ^V^Ittent^nir 
ersro-ch usually taken by most State Highway Agencies. Your attention io 
t'ntit^to paragraph 6. Procedures of PPM 90-1, which supports our opinion. 
Our staff is available to assist in this regard. 

Vie appreciate the opportunity to cor^nt. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert J. Blanco, P. E. 
Environmental Icpact Section 

HC 

fM.EWJ'^' 
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.' utren TO: 

/> 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 
FEDERAL   BUILDING 

1421   CHERRY   STREET 
PHILADELPHIA.   PENNSYLVANIA   19J02 

I- 

FE8 413T2 

RoUnd M. Thor.:pson, Chief 
;eau of Location and Surveys 
ite Highway Administration 
West Preston Street 
timore, Maryland  21201 

LCC/j, 
'•-'iRVEY 

M 

r Ur. Thompson* 

response to your letter dated December 22, 1971 to the Depart- 
't of the Interior, this agency has reviewed the two alternative 
::Jtions proposed for that segment of I-70N southeast of Frederick, 
cyland (ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River), and our comments 
f* as follow. 

i-r one and one-half page letter, together with the map illustrating 
'•ne B, comprise our total source of reference, so of necessity 
••• remarks must be general in scope, and are offered in the nature 
•echnical assistance. In no way should our comments be construed -: 

'••' complete endorsement of one alternative over the other, since   "•'• 
'••ously there is not sufficient information on hand to form such 
'•'Igment. 

'cpears to us that the reconstruction ot U.S. Route 40 to three 
,v*l lanes in each direction is preferable to construction of a new 
'"state highway north of the present U.S. Route 40. We believe 
'* the negative effects on the environment, including soil erosion 
'• subsequent siltation of the Monocacy and feeder streams, and also 
* -oss of valuable crop land, forest land, and wildlife habitat will 

f -itensive in the event that Scheme B is pursued. The rechannelization 
V., *sr'9 Branch will bo necessary if the former alternative is 
"^•'ted, and this will involve the loss of certain natural values, 
y.. .0n ^a^ance we believe that reconstruction will result in less 
r   '4ll degradation of the environment. 

^'^t in addition, the existence of a public recreation area, i.e., 
'•^Y Pine Cliff Park, about a half mile south of U.S. 40. We 

the State Highway Con-jnission to consider the possibility of 

^ 

V. 

it 
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Int development, perhaps access from the proposed Interstate, and 
so the acquisition of lands in excess of highway needs. The 
tter is in accordance with FKV-'A's PPM 21-19 and IM 21-2-69, and 
« been used successfully by the Interstate Division for Baltimore 
•y to add to the recreation base in that municipality. 

jappreciate the opportunity to comment, and trust that you find - 
itse conaento to be of some usefulness. 

Sincerely yours, 

Holland B. Handley Lr 
Regional Director 

<*> 

-< vl 

'A 
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^FFP1972 

IXLCUTIVE OFFICE Of THE PRESIDENT 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20505 

Re: Contract No. F 605-C00-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 
Ijttmsville Road to West of 
Monocacy River 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief 
Bureau of Location and Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

Phillip Sanchez, Director of Office of Economic Opportunity, has 
asked rae to respond to your letter of December 22,. 1971, regarding 
the documents relating to the above mentioned project. 

The Office of General Counsel, our Regional Office, and the affect- 
ed community action agencies have carefully reviewed these documents. 

The community action agency states that Plan "A" would most effect 
low and moderate income families. It is estimated that between 
forty and fifty homes would be razed, the majority of which are now 
occupied by those of limited financial means. 

Plan "B" would have a minimal effect on these families. We would 
therefore urge serious consideration for implementation of Plan "B"» 
unless adequate provision for property appraisal, compensation and 
satisfactory comparable relocation housing is assured. 

We appreciate the opportunity to cctnment on these documents. 

Sincerely^^^^  _    ,.- T 

Arthur J. Reid/jr. 
Director 
Intcrgovcrn-.ental Relations 

•% 

V 
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X) 
STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

WESTERN   MARYLAND   REGIONAL   DEVELOPMCNT   OFMCB 

<00   W.   WAOHINOTON   •TRCCT,    HAOCnSTOWM.   MARYLAND   21740 

TKLKJ»MONC-7»1-aill 

December 27, 1971 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief 
Bureau of location & Surveys 
State Highway Adn-inistration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltiraoro, Kd. 21201 

o 

</» < I. 

•JO 
< m 
-< 

Subject*    Contract No. F605-000-772, Intwetate Route 70-N 

ro 

•4 
i. 

P 

1^ 

Dear Mr. Thoopson: 

Your letter and naps of Dacember 22, 1971 have been reviewed by this 
office end ve have found that since we primarily cover the three 
westsrnr.cst counties we have no particular1 interest in commenting on 
this project. 

I £a, tharofora, forwarding your material to Mr. William Braun, Chief, 
Federal & Fiold Liaison Office, Div. of Economic Davelopment, Annapolis, 
in the event staff thore Kay want to provide sone input. 

Sincer^lj 

feridol S,  J.  Rohrer, Jr.  i'/ 

Cuiof,  Western dryland 
Ragional Duvolopr.Gnt Offico 

DJVrs 

cc:    Uilliaai-B. Braun 

1, 
: t 
I - -C 
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STATE  OF   MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

STATE   OFFICE   BUILDINO 

ANNAPOLIS.   MARYLAND   21401 

December  29,   1971 

m 
•< 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief 
Bureau of Location & Surveys 
State Highway Administration -•:' 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Re:  Contract No. F 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 
Ijamsville Road to West of 
Monocacy River 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

The above location studies have been reviewed 
by this Department.  We would, however, like to know 

. what bridge work would be required in upgrading the 
bridge over the Monocacy River to interstate standards 
as proposed in Scheme A.  Also, how many stream crossings 

' would be necessary in Scheme B in additbn to the 
structure over the Monocacy River. 

. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this 
project.  We are looking forward to attending the public 
hearing. 

Very truly yours. 
'<7C?£- 

^i-wx/ 6. (/-^ 
Michael A. Ports 

KAP:jk 

v 3 
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HCRB^RT M. SACHS 
DIRECTOR 

STATE   OF   MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
STATE   OFFICE   BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS.   MARYLAND   21401 

March 1, 1972 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief 
Bureau of Location and Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

o 
7" 

C't •• 
I.'.'. 

< m 
-< M 

Re: Contract No. F-605-772 
Interstate Route 70N 
Ijamsville Rd. to west 
of the Monocacy River ^J 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

As a result of a meeting between Mr. Michael Ports of 
this office and Mr. Charles Anderson, Chief of Landscape Bureau, 
this Department has further comments concerning the above refer- 
enced project.  It is recommended that Scheme "B" be adopted 
if the following changes can be made: 

• v.. 
1. 

2. 

The twin 14• x 10* box culvert over Long 
Branch approximately 0.5 miles east of the 
Monocacy River should be eliminated and a 
bridge should be substituted. 

The entire floodplain of the Monocacy River 
should be spanned by the proposed bridge. 
No piers should be placed in the river itself. 

If the above conditions can be met,- the Depcirtment would 
Prefer Scheme "B".  It is further sugqested that consideration be 
qiven to the possibility of a scenic overlook between Long Branch 
and Linganore Road as well as a seperation of the east bound and 
west hound roadways over Long Branch.  If the natural forested 
<lrea is left in tact, it will provide a beautiful setting for 
the overlook.  It may be possible for the Department of Natural 
••^sources to cooperate in the purchase of the Long Branch Valley 
to ensure that the area remains scenic. 

X 
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s 
Mr. Roland M. Thompson 
March 1, 1972 
Page 2 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Michael 
Ports (telephone 267-5823). 

Very truly yours,. 

Robert S. Norton, Jr., Chief 
Surface Water Management 

"• RSN:MP:csc 
•j cc:    Mr. Louis Phipps 
•    '        Mr.  Fred Eskew 
I ' Mr.  A.  F.  Abar 

<\0 
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WILLIAM $. r 
COUNTY   tNaiNC 

(sail  itiisoo 
IITlll 

o 

REDERICK  COUNTY  ROADS  BOARD 
WINCHESTER HALL,   FREDERICK, MARYLAND     21701 

January 5, 1972 

«. > r. 
Mr. Roland M.  Thcmpcon,  Chiof 
&areau of Locat ion & Surveys 
State Highway Adminintration 
300 West Prorton L'treet 
Baltimore,  Maryland    21201 

Dear Mr.  Thompcon: 

< .. 
: t * * 
ni 
-< 

vo 

This letter is in reference to your letter dated December 22, 1971 in reference 
to Contract No. 1' G05-000-772, Interstate Route 70-N, Ijmn^villo Road to Wont 
of Monocacy River.  I have reviewed your letter and the accompanying Schomec^ 
A and B and have made the following observations. 

Scheme A - I request that the relocated sections of Meadow Road and Ijaiusville 
P.oad bo built according to County Specifications and that their final alignment 
i* approved by the County. 

If Scheme A is the ccheme which is finally decided upon, the following questions 
are raiued by the County Engineer. 

1. If Bartonnvillo Road, Mains Lane, and Bells Lane become service roads will the 
» improved by the Stote Highway Administration at no cost to the County? It is 
Taectionablc whether these roads could in their present condition adequately serve 
*- cor vice roach;. 

-• Scheme A shows a service road connecting Quinn Orchard Road with existing Roic 
«ri h'oad and jviral]cling Dover Jtreet within Tulip Hill Subdivision.  I would 
••-ccwr.ei-.cl moving this proponed service road to the south approximately 300' so th.. 
Y/'-ttor ccmnoot ion cvm be made.  I hava enclosed a sketch which shows the propos- 
•' K'Uuont of Ni«w KVichs Ford Road and how the  proposed service road can bo built ; 
-^junction with the proposed lOuicha Fold Road. . If this proposed service road is 
•-•v'.'U -further south I fuel that traffic could In kept  away from Tulip Hill nulrfivi 
.•_-« thus elimial.i.' and reduco traffic within this resiideiitial area.  It is also 
•/••«^1 that oxi::t inn  Roiehs Ford Road Fmrn  the City Line to the beginning of the 
'->:•'vo

nr:urUCl:i0n 0l I,Wch" Fora I?0^d ca'1 ^ re Located in a better location to 
'i*\*,t bottcr J'J'inmont with the proponed service road and the enterchange 1 
"•at the M.J. Grove Lime Plant. >S~ 

fi'- 
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Mr.  Roland Thompson 
Januaiy 5,   1972 
Pago 2 

• 

' Scheme B - I requcal: thnt the relocated sections of Quinn Road, Meadow Road, 
• Linganoro Road and liimsvillc Road bo built to County Specifications and their 

final alignment bo approved by the County. 

I thank you for the opportunity to review those nbhemen and I would be happy 
to meet with you at your convenience to discuss these schemes iri more detail 

! if you so desire. 

j Sincerely, 

WSF:lb 

4 

I 
William 

"\ 
Fout 

County Engineer 

Enc. 

cc: Board of County Commissioners 
Mr. Walter E. Woodford, Jr. 
Mr. Hugh C. Downs 
Mr. William F. Linn, Jr. 
Mr. Philip K. Miller 
Mr. Thomas G. Kohl or 
Mr. H. Thomas Summers 

*A 

"% 

V 
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MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING 

301 WEST PRESTON STREET 
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND       21201 

TKLCPHONI     101   38»  a«9l 

VkAOIMIK A. WAHOI 

NOMUANHtODIN 

OC'UTV •ICDITAKT 

January 10, 1972 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson 
Chief, Bureau of Location and Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

-< RE: Contract No. F 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N ~~ 
Ijamsville Road to West of Monocacy River 
(Part of State Clearinghouse Project No. 298) 

Dear Kr. Thompson: 

In accordance with your January 3, 1972 telephone request that 
the State Clearinghouse circulate your December 22, 1971 letter on 
the above project in advance of the determination of State Highway 
Administration procedures for handling the various types of reviews 
of proposed projects, we have requested (copies attached) the Department 
of Natural Resources, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene's Division 
of Air Quality Control, and Frederick County Planning and Zoning Commission 
to submit their comments directly to your bureau. We are also circulating 
your letter within the Department of State Planning, and will provide 
you any comments developed by that review. 

Because of the lapse of time since receipt of your letter, all 
replies may not be available by your rocuoated response date of January. 
21, 1972. 

FL?: 
Ht. 

/ Edwin I. Powell, Jr. 
Chief> State Clearinghouse 

33 
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, ,|VIN   MANOf I 

COVtKHO* 

jM* ^ AS 
MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT   OF   STATE    PLANNING 

301  WEST PRESTON STREET 
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND      21201 

TILKPHONf     30l-3a3.24SI 

-o 
VLAbtMIM A    WAHBC 

ttcntr*** or •TAT« riANNiNa 

NORMANHtlOtN 

orrotr •ICMfT»AT 

January 21, 1972 

Mr. Roland K. Thompr.on, Chief 
Bureau of Location .ind Gurveys 
State Highway Adjiiinintration 
300 V/est Preuton Street 
naltimoro, iiaryland 21202 

Dear fcr. Thompson: 

In response to your request that I circulate your December 22,  1971 
letter concerninc Inieratate Route 70N from Ijamcville Hoad to west of the 
Konocacy River, 1 have rnccived cemmenta frc.i;i v/ithin the Department of 
State Planning*    I have also received a copy of the January 18, 1972 
letter from Hr. Edward F. Ilolter, of the J'rederick County Planninc and 
Zoning Cc.nmission, to you.    I have not received any information from the 
Department of Natural llonources or the Division of Air Quality Control, 
in the Ivivircnmcntal Health Administration, in response to my request that 
they forward their comments directly to you. 

The comments from within the Department of State Planning tend to 
favor uppradinp; the existing highway alignment  (Plan A).    Concerning the 
northern alternative  (Plan B),  it has been noted that its selection would 
require a complete ro-cxajnination of the Land Use Plan for the area between 
the two hifjhways.    The recently adopted Comprehensive Development Plan 
for Fredoiti.ck Ccurfcy recommends lew and moOcr-ile density residential development, 
and a new>elementary school in the area through which alternative D would pass* 
Physical .or viater'afid sewer constraints must be examined in terms of their 
inpact on development in the corridor.    The impact on the Monocacy watershed 
xould also require Gtudy, 

1 trust that this information will bo of benefit to you and appreciate 
your cooperation with the State Clearinfjhouso. 

Sir.corOly, 

£*• 

1! ••i*i so 
<c: nriwrj'd F. I'oll.rr 

i'i «Jo.-r. J. L;cl;ui_'ncinan 
Ar.i.iicny A bar 

I'.V 

1 •• 'orti.an B.  Frj eno 
' ; \ 

sdviin L.  Po'.;e32,   Av» 
Chief,  otote Clearinpihouse ,.•>*< 

C 
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,.t    ••   M ANIJlt 

MARYLAND 

DEPARTMnNT   OF   STATE    PLANNING 

301 WEST pnnoTON nrrtctr 
DALTIMOfJi:   MAHYLANO      .'41201 

TKLCTMONB.  C01-0»3-04a: 

VLAOIMtn A. WANBC 

NORUAM KCItXXX 

nunr.-r t«oranAjiT 

tt72- •V:»iri'..-U7  '"',   1^7' 

[• r.  Dnvid !1.   '•'iclior, Afim:in:i.otf.''I.or 
•Jt.^i.c i i'hvray A()]:ii.riGlrpt.i-on 
'jOO ' c:;L  IJrc;:l«on' .Jtrr-ot 
'•n-lfinn-'i-c,  rary.l.'Hid  n^l 

RE:    State Clearinghouse Project  ilunlv i- yr-P-'/c 
l-'/c:   ".(.-nrii.c   ('"vorlcok 

\ i 

D'vir ' r.   i''i :.;l'r.r: 

The State CloarinRhouso has r«ceivod tho notification 
of intent to apply for Federal  aid for tho pbovo project. 
The review of this project has ncy boon initiatod and you 
nay expect a reply from via by     Xarcii ''V,  J.'/r'.. 
If you have any quoationo concerning thio review,  pleaoo 
contact     i r. AJlun rUor;  (.jlO-'/uyi) of thio 

Cleoringhovioe. 

Wo are interested in your project and will make every effort 
to ensure prompt action.    Thank you for your cooperation 
with the Cloaringhouoo program. 

Sincorely, 

'<V.,. / 
f!l!i.(>,",  JUiiu l^l'Viri I'.f^iruric 

1    • Ofc* 

iW? 

c;     iinr-l.harn  ')'. 

P      '.'.or K.   Woodlurd 

j     • •''••   l'rii>s<> 

|   .^Tv V;hit i- 

r ic.'"0 

li :- 
*<• "^ f*    •^ ^^ r~ 

?••• t.' ~<* 
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yf^/a^  -o 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE 
N«il Solomon, M.O.,  Ph.D.,  Secretary 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 
6.0   N.   HOWARD   STREET . BALT.MORE,   MARYLAND    21201 . Ar.o Cod.   30. 

>'•• r"i:i5*7  Y)i  \>-/ye> 

383- 

L i-ol-jr' f. Thomfison, Clrjri" 
r.m ol' liocition nrr) .>ni'veys 
•c 'iirhwav  *ki.5ri.i.ijir;iration 
.. i.ox 71? 
Itiircrc, (• nr-.O.anfl    '/120\ 

o 
3-» 

#*• 

<: 

i.• s ^^To^rs: ,7^s: si1•,^ «•-.M*" i"""- .^e.- ^n.>reci«ii,ft thib oppurt-'t,!^/  to nn.rc  oir co^-rrts. _ 

•   r^.,ct oiTcct iro:,, ^ ^ nollulion ^TiifJ"? ••'•U0,lld "l0:;t ^'^ h'• 

'/^ hi her co^cctrationa oJ" pollvt^ Int      t,     In0^      ai'riC  0rj thc '^^iuz 
' T-TiTic onto two roads c:o th^iic   i^V^       •C  ,       r0arl#    m,,  :j wo"-:1-1- SP1^ 

l•••, onron.] ov-r i l-:r^:r nrf-x     u.chuli,,    n-'        • "•     Ilow',VpT-,  pollutirts 

f"     -• -imcvlt. I,n,ie ^'^ "tr 'lin!ltv •,s consvlrreil aiuJ  the dei- 

^      ^:, .OV^T,   c;,o,],;   not  «J.-nirir:„ "      i^ILi'.Vput'f  .',,OI,     b"C   Sir-lc  ^d 

1 c 

jv 
tx.- 



• 

\s 
•i. --   * 

Roland Ki. '.iliompoon .aanivirj' ly, 1V72 
J&tf 

1) vvcr-r/- f«.ri1y i.r-i , jr'cc n^:. J'or i'v ;>r.-\:rnt 'in<l Mt.rr cotnpl-fcion, 
'J) ^irrM--    Lrdic  :;.><•.dr.  J'or  l.'i''  Z"\-s.  •. •' '•'"•••• 3.. 
3) i ••••   tr-ni'.' '•'•  voI'M.!*;.'.   "Ti    • i-i-yl'/ion oJ' \- '•  •"••4. 
I •) i.t,..-.';   IM-  I.'MH".  u     i..,!-!.!".)!.n"  '.• •<»•  ro-n wx;-. 

h)     t'-n •.•il'~nt.  '^t.ruvolo  leal coi'--1 i l-i I'.'J.    -^'' 

.•<."ho.-.p  i-dn  Ir.loi-^f'on wi ] '   r>rovo tusnliO   '.o yon  in rvrp^rir.- th-  . .nvironia^ntal 
Jnci .it-aUmri.t ".!'•'» +/sM».!nn:/  fov -Mh Lin' ..ran ..-s.      -l-nur c-.r.h-xct.  oias a.;cr:cy li   - 

4r furMirsi' holi- Ac ncrterl. 

'^incnrGDy yours. 

^ 

JtSc /C'cS •?u2'-rr~-< 

„ ^'jc-ir, ,T. jchu^noman,  '.'irc-fctor 
i'uruau of   \ir 'vuai.itj'  f'.ontrol 

i--::.y;D:bac 

Tidwin L. Lowell, .lr., Chiftf 
ota'.c •Jlo-ariivjhom-o 

israel i ilnor, ^x\ ite^ional Ui'jice 
•/rcdcricl: bounty Health .department 

o 

v.r 

< 

-M 

*& 



FREDERICK COUNTY  PLANNING AND  ZONING   COMMISSION 

WINCHESTER HALL FREDERICK. MARYLAND 21701 

January 18,   1972 

r- 
< > 
< > 

)&1 
Lawrence W. Johnson 
Director 
301 663-8300 Er     JL 

«.r. Roland M.  Thompson, Chief 
:ureau of Location and Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
iOO West Preston Street 
3altimore, Maryland    21201 

f ••%! 

ni 
-< 

RE: State Clearinghouse Project Number 298 
Widening Highway I-70N in Frederick County 

:*ar Mr. Thompson: 

*he Frederick County Planning Commission meeting in public sessions on January 13th 
jnd January 18th have reviewed the project for upgrading U.S. 40 to Interstate 
••:ute 7C>; from Ijamsville Road to west of the Monocacy River. The Commission 
feels that based on the information submitted, Scheme B, would appear to merit 
;onsideration. 

•e would also like to repeat the same requests that we have made in all of our 
•tfier reviews of this project, that more information be submitted so as to make 
: solid judgement.  For example: we have not received estimates of costs, we 
-.ive not received indications of what would be the difference in terms of homes 
amoved nor the way in which individual properties were effected. We also do not 
•T.OW how the interchanges are to be designed so as to, see how traffic movements 
•111 be handled. 

;««know that this information is available and would request that it be sent to 

Sincerely 

EDWARD F. 
Chairman 

HOLTER 

i! 

I 

I 

:51c 

Edvin L.  Pov;ell, Jr. 
Chief,  State Clearinghouse 

^ 

*:<s«< 
CD'-VAHD F KOLTER. Ch.ilrni«n 

Ep'N"i6T VV AUOHLHtviAN. iiJCratary 

CANiCt E WIGHT. Vice CK.-.irr.-.an IT 
c 

5v. 
Gsorsae A spesa LAVVULNCc A DOt^ScY. Ex-oMttto 



ttO STATES   *   .yy        / / <>" #   «•**•*•   /    • /> C/? 

•    '• '    ' FHI 01 HICK, MAHYIANO 21701. l-KOWt (W»)t6?<J*4 

r:-:; i i .M;!VLY January 25, 1072 

Ro:    Contract So, F &55-C^«»V72 

ZjnnavillQ L3« i© U'osft ©f 
Fkmoccscy Elvor 

Roland K.  Thonpnon,  Chief 
E-Jtroau of Location nn'd ilurveyo 
Stnto Hichwny Adminiatration 
300 V, Troston Street 
Ealticoro, Md.  21201 

Dear Kr* Thowpoon: 

Uorcral of our aeDboro havo cennidorod tVio request t;hicJs 
ym: endo to Mr. tYooman by your letter of Doccmbor 2^«    Sfcst of 
thett do not foci  that they have enoush inforrcatioa at t!3ie po^nt 
t© givo you a very dotailod aiiBWor* 

Ilowcver, v/o do not want you to think that tho Cirssbar o? 
Coj^'aorco hao no interoat in thia project bec&isce vra do,    As cf 
octf, wo soeu to ff.-cl that If v/o had to choono betwetm plnns A 
and B, wo wctild probably prefer B;  but r.oae of tlio t^znx nrc siat 
co euro that thero-may not be a better clternntivo than eiihor ©a^* 

At any rate,  we chould liko to bo kept infomo<l of further 
devolopcjcntc and particularly of the date of the hcarins* 

We aro alfjo intoroatod in the pinna for US 15 in tho area 
ef Cafcoctin Fumaoo.    Our chief concern horo is that the furnace 
and ita historical area bo preaorved. 

We vcuTd npprocinte. it  if you would  include  tliio office la 
yc-.:^  fi-.rtiif.'r  eo.v.r.junioationc  on  oifchcr  project. 

Sincerely, 

:S-. f'-^jJ* -'•«»•* 
ni.chnrd D,  Ilar.nond 
frtce*  Vic a ?rcci.dcnt 

»»-«^>\l 

IJO;:U.->.I- 

it   '• 
«   a  v i - - -»      * -^J 



BOARD OF EDUCATION OF FREDERICK COUNTY ANNEX 
) V 

ROUTE   1 .   BOX   16A 
FREDERICK. MARYLAND    21701 

March 16, 1972 TELEPHONt 
noil - «aj-4!»< 

Hand M. Thompson, Chief 
i; of Location & Surveys 
I Highway Administration 
st Preston Street 
:ore, Maryland 21201 

Re: Contract No. F 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 
Ijamsville Road to West 
cfMonocacy River 

| jit: 

'-entative future school construction plans indicate a school in the•vicinity 
iWille in the area bounded by Bartonsville Road, Mains Lane and US Route 
|-he proposed completion date for the school is September, 1975. 

'•Uo future school construction plans indicate a school in the area of Long 
\lrl    south of proposed Schemed 70-N and north of the present US Route 40. 
.posed'completionVte for the school is September, 1977. The school will 

:ated in the Long Branch PUD. 

[••side from the proposed schools, ve are interested in knowing the effect 
CW^  in the present collector roads would have on school bus routes. 

U shall appreciate continued contact with your department concerning changes 

! Route 40 to Interstate 70-N. 

Yours  truly. 

a, 
f /JAM 

OF TRANSPORTATION 

-r. GiLbort  U.   Nrwby,   Director 
f Logistical   Services 

JC 

\ 
l>^^M?^i^P r ITEi-HTu- 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE   -  1)321  Hartvtck Rd. , Rm.   5^ 

College Park, Maryland    207^0 

July 26, 1972 

o 
«•> 
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VI 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief 
Bureau of Locations and Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
300, West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

This is in response to your communication of June 5, 1972 to this 
office and Dr. T. C. Byerly, U.S.D.A. Washington, D.C. , requesting 
review and comments on a draft, "Environmental Impact Statement for 
Contract No. F 605-000-772." We regret that our comments below 
are late but offer them never-the-less. 

Our primary concern is with those portions of the statement dealing 
with erosion and stream channel modifications. The proposed steps 
to minimize the unavoidable effects in Section VII appear adequate. 
However, we believe it would strengthen the report to give more 
attention to the adverse effects of erosion and sedimentation re- 
sulting from construction operations in Section III. 

We were pleased to see recognition given to the behavior of different 
soils types and trust your agency" will avail itself to the Frederick 
County Cooperative Soil Survey as appropriate. 

Let us know if we can assist you with this proposal in anyway and 
we trust our comments, though late, are helpful. 

Sincerely, 

•y 
GRAHAM T. MUNKITTRICK 
State Conservationist 

cc:    Dr.  T.   C.   Byerly 
Kenneth il.  Grant, Ar'.ministrator 

copies 
..A:?::A ENGINEER 
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United States Department of the Interior 113 

HI 72/«7o 

Ol'TtCJ: OF TIIK SKCRLTARV 
WASlilNG'l'ON, D.C.    20210 

j\n 

o 
;•  0   W7Z 

Dear Mr, Woodford: 

This la ir. rogard to your letter of June 5, 1972, rsqusating 
th« Department of tha Intorior'o review and consent on a 
draft cnvircnmontal statamant for IntorBtato i^outc 70Nt 
Ija.-navilla Road to wast of Monocacy Rivor LContraot No. 
F 005-000-7723, Frodoricfc County, Maryland. 

Thio is to inform you that the Dispartment will have oonacanta 
on the draft environmental ntatenant but will'be unable to 
reply by tne date you roquostcd as wo havo juot rocoivad 
your eubaittal of duplicate copiuo to satisfy our intra- 
departmental distribution needs.  Our ooicsianta should ba 
availablo around the end of Auguat 1972. 

Sincerely yours. 

... M^unuiiard 

Hruco  Blanchsrd,  Director 
Environmental Project Review 

Kr. Walter E.  Woodford,  Jr. 
Chief Knginecr 

^    State Highway Administration 
P.  0.  Bos 717 
Baltiiaora,  Maryland    2120 3 

cc:   Mr.   R.   Thompson   v 
Mr.   Frlese 

S" 

i    v 
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UNITED STATES 3 -^ H 
DEPARTMENT OF THE lNTERiO&-.": % • 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY      ^. ,',* 
NORTHEAST REG;ON f-.". * 

JOHN F. KENNEDY FeDflRAL UUILDING        ^l^ -_ "T 
ROOM 2003 j a K c;ir'*' - * ' 

BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS   02203 ^      ^ 

filJU.^2 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief 
Bureau of Location and Surveys 
State Kighv/ay Administration 
XO best Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21201        •• . 

Dear Mr. Thompsont 

Pursuant to your letter dated June 5, 1972, the Department of the 
Interior has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement 
prepared for thatvportion of I-70N from Ijamsville Road to West 
of Monocacy Riveri in Frederick County, Maryland. We are pleased 
to offer the following comments. 

Qjr overall impression is that the enviroar.ental impact resulting 
from each alternative has been adequately explored. Plan A - which 
is essentially the upgrading of existing Route 40 to interstate 
standards - would require the rechannelization of approximately ' 
5100 feet of Long Branch Stream, the taking of 20 residences and two ' 
businesses, and the need for 161 acres for added right-of-way. Plan 
B, which is essentially new construction on undeveloped land, would 
require the acquisition of nine improvements, toge.ther with 161 
acres for right-of-way. It is unclear to us why Plan A requires the 
same acreage as a highway being constructed in entirely new location, 
especially since it appears that so much of Route 40 will be utilized-    /*S 
if Plan A is adopted. V/c submit that the final statement should ^ 
explain the reasons why this is so. ^\^ 

As the enviroa-.icntal statcnont is now written, one gains the impression 
that the air pollution problem, ns well as the noise problem, sum to 
certain unknown values which remain quantltativc'Jy unaffected regardless 
of v.hich plcn is ultimately adopted.  It appears that the choice 
to be rode is simply one of location! should these undesirable impacts 
be introduced mvo an area where they are now minimal, which would be 

<* 



/7S 
the case with Plan B, or should they remain in that locale where people 
have been acclimated to them. The resulting impasse can, we believe, 
be solved by further exploring in the final statement what natural 
values will be loot - and their extent - as a result of rechanneling i 
Lorg Branch Stream. Another step should be a realistic appraisal of 
potential park and recreation development, by county or by state 
officials, along Fouche Branch under the multiple-use, joint-development 
concept. 

Finally, we note that in comparing estimated fatalities and injuries 
between Plan A and Plan B, the latter included those anticipated for 
both I-70N and U.S. 40. It appears that other impacts, particularly 
air and water pollution, as well as snticipated increased noise levels, 
should, under Plan B, be totaled for I-70N iT.d U.S. 40, and compared 
to those corresponding values anticipated under Plan A. 

t!e appreciate the opportunity to review this draft statement. 

?rely yours, 

-O 

^^/ZX&Xtsk 
/ Mark Abel son 

JrV*-**     Regional Coordinator 

r- ^ C3 o tf 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFAnE 
fltOION III 

401 NOMJH IIMUAO 'JTULL f 
PHILAUCLl'HIA, I'l NN3YLVANIA   19100 

HCCEu^r^ July   27,   1972 

JUL 31  13*2 

CSZEF Ercciriccn RECriVED 

Of net c THJ 
MOIONAt CIRCCTOA 

MAitiNa Aoonm 
r.u tux IJJCO 
^»IILAt)ClPHIA. 
rCNNSVLVANIA   tttOt 

tir.   \?altcr   li.   Woodford,   Jr. 
Chief   engineer 
State  liiishvay   Adminiatration 
30U Ucct   Prcaton   Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland        21201 

AUG :: 1972 

DEPUTY Cl JILT F.NGR, 
DCVELOPMt'Nfl 

Dear Mr. Woodford: 

Thio io to advioc you that wc have reviewed your tlraft 
Environncntal Inpact Statement on Contract Ho. F 605- 
000-772 Intorotatc Route 70M, and concur with the En- 
vironmental Statement. 

Thonk you for the opportunity to comment on thio otntc- 

meat. 

Sincerely   youro, 

o^iit)/ L \ lIcKonnn 
Ilecionnl   Ilnvi ronacntoi 

Coordtnal^vr 

cc:  Hr. Robort Lanza 

8/7/72   Mosara.   Thnn^son and Lina  -  For your infornuitioii. 

II. G. Downs 

<•> 
«.» 

J> :t«. 
.-?c« .'•- <'~ 
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ti^fo 

l«i 

RECEIVED 

JUL   H   1972 
U.S. LNVinONMLNlAI. I'HOll CllOrJ Afif NOY" 

i.lli \ W.IIM.-I I'.l-.    I 'i- 

lU'dlON Hi 
''•:j   !i,  I    i '('III! .\l'.,llll.l    l''HV.     ^S': 

July 10,  ]<)•(?. 

^4 

C4 
Mr. V/aKcr K.  WnocHotNl,   Jr. 
Chioi' Kn/^inoor 
ULnto Hir.iiw.'iy V\rlm.Lj)i:rliT.ition 
.'•^OO Wo;;t i'rc.-.ton Jtrcct 
lialtimorc, 'Marylaml    L'J.201 

Re:    Contract. No.  F (iOfi-OOO-YY^,  Inticrttate Route 70-W, 
I.Jan-vi.l.lc N'oa^i  to Wo:;t; ol   Kijiiocacy Kivcr, 
Frederic;. County,  N'aryJami 

Dear Mr. V.'oodford: 

V'c liovc eo:ripl<»Lc'il our rcvic\; oi' the di-at't onvirormicntal  inipact 
ctntor.ont lor the aljovc-i'ei'ereneed project and oiler our cninmcnta 
for your conr.ider.'itjon in preparin,";  the i'innl icipaft;  .-tate:nont.    Our 
coMLT.cnt.'-. will 1)0 oiY'-.anJ.v'.cd  in three" part:;:    air,  ;;atcr,  and land unc. 
Wc have no ruf./n.^ted addition:- or torreetioiv: to the account oi' the 
rroject':; inipcict on noi:;e levelc at .jite:; alonr. the proposed alienmentr. 

The draft ::t«'i tement noter on y!\\\v ?:( that .!• r-;; CO in emitted per 
vohicle mile travelled on c>:i)re::.;wny:; than on f'ai ilitiej  cuch a.; the 
arterial street,   local .-ifcreet,  anJ  eenti-a.l   hu.;ir.e.;r. area  noted  in. the 
tahli: at tiie bottc.ii oJ' the ;-:a.ne p;ir;e.    The   Tina.I. .:tatement should alzo   . 
o^iain tliat althonr,h the proposed  'jxpre.-.-v/a.y will reduce eniic^ioni: of 
CO per vehicle ;;ii.Je,   it may f'.enc.rnte enonr.ii  new trip:; to make it:; con- 
tribul.icn  to lo .-a!   lovi-l:; of Co r •uh:.!/1;itj.u L.l.y lar,';er than what could 
J.av   iiccii (.<})(.• .•:t...l   Lroiu the e;:i..'i. i ii;;   ;a.-i.l.ii.y i;   tiion- were no new 
con Lr-.i-'M.-.n.     (The drai't  i.-i^ja.-t  •. ta tiii.cnt  pro.jf.T..-. ADT.;  for  tiie new 
o::prc;\.v:iy at  ii'-arly three time.-. Tin-  i.nvxn;. AVT--  al(jn."; Route -'IO, 

altr.:T,;-.r   it  Joe:',   not  .indicate  what   i>'\j,l. Lou oi'  tl.i;;  inrvvu.v  i:; 
attrLi utah! e   to  the  increared  el I ic-lency  and   capacity offered  by  the 
project.) 

The  .'•.tal,c?)i-rit* ;hou.l<l al::(. iiot.e that e:iu ictjnua of N0X per vehicle 
ipi.le   iri'Tca.e with  vehi.«Oo  :.pced..   An aLU^pt to   indicate the n.a.'.nitude 
of tin:-,  increase mii'lit be made initr. a   table- :;i:,il.lar to that offered 
for CO. 

/7? 

C*   /;< /hi*** 
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Water 

Wc noli' a iireming   Inaccuracy   in   tiic:  .•MinLcment'n  declaration  (p.   7) 
that "(w)at:o.r  quality standan.!:;,   aUopt^d. by   llio Maryland Department o£ 
VJ.itcr Keijimrcr':,   r^vt-al.   thai   tin-  riv.'i   heluw  the  Frederick County 
l'i lirat i.un i'lant   i:;  imr;al:i.';!.actury   lor water .'uippJy,   fi:;li liabitatlon 
and/or  n.-creat Luna I   water."    Water (^uaLity  lUandardi;   ir.r.ucd Ai»tii,   1909, 
classify  the  Monocaey  as  a  Cla:;:;   l»  Si i earn and  specify  amonj',   il 3  user, 
municipal water  supply and water  conlac.l.  recreation.     Presumably  the 
"slandards"   referred   to are   in  fact qua lily  levels   tliat  currently  exist 
alons  the stream. 

• 
Wc note also in the statement's discussion of alternatives under 

Plan 1?, the costs of a bridge and viaduct across Lone branch Stream 
arc compared to* I he expense of an alternate; box culvert construction 
(p. 37).  In its discussion of the impact of crossing Lonn Branch 
under Plan B, however, the. statement makes no mention of a box culvert 
but considers the relative merit;; of a bridge and a viaduct only 
(pp. 23-2''i)'.  If a culvert is under serious consideration, it should 

be mentioned at; this point with some indication of its desireabillty 
from an environmental standpoint. 

T.and Use 

On papc 2A, the. statement details the attributes of the scenery 
along proposed Plan B.  In lip,hfof the added impetus to suburban growth 
that will bo generated by the new section, we recommend that the final 
impact statement" spell out a commitment on the part of responsible 
Slate and federal highway officials, in the event Plan B is selected, to 
enter into negotiations with Maryland's Department of Natural Resources 
and local bodies that have, power to zone and acquire land for open space 
purposes.  Such negotiations would aim at. preservation of the stream 
valley of the Linganoro Creek tributary meiil ioned on page 24 and help 
develop land use controls that will insure development consistent with 
liie scenic amenities which are described in the draft statement.  If 
such steps arc not taken, the uoslho.tic benefits which arc ciicd by the 
draft statement as part of the strong ea.se lor Plan B over Plan A would 
be negated at least in part by Plan I'.'s very implementation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review Hi is impact statement.  Wc 
would 1 ike a copy ot the final impact slatement for our files. 

S i ne'e rely you rs , 

Kobert .1. Blanco, P. I'. 
Act ing Chief 

Environmental fmpae.i Statement Branch 

.ITEM 21 V. 



MARVIN   MANOtl 

•OVCRKOM 

JUL   7    U72 

CHIEF: ENGINEER MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNINO 

nf 
O 

301 WCST PREOTON STREET ^ __ VLADIMIR A. WAHSC 

OALTIMOnC. MARYLAND      2121^72 JUL    12      '"1     <-   Qi<<«t»»«» or .tAtt n4««,»a 
TCklPNONK:  JOIJ«» »«0I NORMAN HIC. 

CGMMiSSlCN 
July 6, If^fJ10N AMD SURVEY 

Mr, Walter E. Woodford, Jr« 
Chief Engineer 
State Hitfhvmy Adininistrrxtion 
3C0 V/est Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

RECESVED 
» 

.JUL   10  1972 

PEPUTY CHIEF ENGR. 
DLVELOPMENT, 

/ 

Re: State ClearinRhouoo Project Wo. 72-/)-233> Contract # F 605-000 772 
Interstate Route 70-N Ijainaville Rd to West of lionocaey River 
Frederick Comity 

Doar Mr. Woodford: 

The State ClearLnphouoe ia reviewing tho referenced 
prpjnfit • In accordance with tho procedures 

establiahod by tho Federal Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-95, we forwarded copies of this    rrorosv! 
to interested State and t*ogional agencies for their comments and 
rocommendations. As of this date, we have not' received a reply 

from rrcdnridr Cn. ?.•  Pr-pl. ^.-il.rr.m Vp».niivrn^  a"d will thorofore 
need an extension of time to complete our review. 

We are interested in this project and will provide you with 
the final results of the State Clearinghouse review as soon as 
possible. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

'' h 

ELPtss 

/Edwin L.  Powell,  Jr. 
Chief, State. Clearinp.houoo 

7/11/72   M<lr.   R.   M.   Thompson:     For  your   information. 
Mr.   W.   K.   Lina,   Jr.: '• " •• 

cci    Anthony Abar 
}>awrcnco Jclninon 

6* /?*>*? i^    , 

H.   G.   Downs 

c 
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IVIN   MANOCl 

COVCNNOR 

/.-: MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT,OF   STATE    PLANNING 

JOI vvrr.r pnniTON '.-.TRcrT 
OALTIMOm.'. MAfJYLANU 

j it i ; A r* i TEULI'HUNf.     •\<->\ 

Aucuob 29, 19 V- 

VI.ADIMin    A.    WAl HE 

»rcnrT»n»   or   »r*T£   p  VHNIHC 

EDWIN    L     row ELL     JR. 

ucrutv   •tcotTAP 

Ito Vlaltc'r E, iv'oodCord 
Ch\o.f i'.ni'/Lnocr 
St.iir: Hii'.hwoy Adirdni strati on 
300 Vfcot Prcnton olroct 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201. 

SUBJECT:    Eir/3Jil0I<ili^TAL IMPACT STATEi^iT riEVlEv/ 

Applicant*    State IliRhway Administration 

o 
!••• • 

-   Ir 

}•••• 
r-.-f.: , 
*.»• -.i 

t/v ?.'.•" • 

:<> t-) 
<: 
-< 

Project**        I  70 M - Ijamr.villc Road to VIcst of Monocacy River 
Coatract // F 60^-000-772 :O,-;FS 

•^; * '* • 

'••^ 

State Cloarinchovujc Control Number:    72-6-233                                 ....>:           .'.-•'•u 

State Clcaringhouso Contact*    Edwin L. Powell, Jro (303-2h67) f^rrrf  

t. 

|Dear I'ir. Uoodford* 

The State Clnarinchouao has rcvicwod the above noted Enviromacntal Impact State, cnt, 
'In accordance with the procedures established by the Oirice o£ ihnai-cninnt and 
Budcct Cireui.ar A-95J, the State Clearinchouae received comments  (copies attache-•) 
from the folloi-unc* 

Frcdcr'Ck County Plannlnr Coircnission:    recomriended the adoption of Plan "B1 

and made specific objections  to Plan "B-l".    The C0na.1i5ai.0n strolly rccon. ended 
that an intersection be considered for location between Shull'o Lane and Q-i-inn lid. 

Dnpartnent of Public Safety and Correctional Services:    noted the need for.the 
project and .'jp.jcii'icd an endorsement of Plan "B". 

Drpnrtr.-nt of Kataral Resources: r.otf.-d strong interest in the project and 
rcco;::-.n:;dcd that bridges or viaducts be constructed at crossings of water- 
courses and flood pLuins   to i.iLuii.uzo  the uuvirunmental iji.pacts  of the hich .'ay. 

Bepart:ront-of iiealth and I-ienl-al Hygiene:     the Bureau of Air Quality Control 
indicated genera!, anrn'oval of  the .-it. a lemon I,  but noted spue Li'ic changes  that 
should bo n.-ide in the section on air pollution,, 

OJT staff reviewed the statement and found it  to bo a conprrhensive proncntation 
of the environmental   Uiip.ict.s  of  the proposet! futility.    Of })articular interest io    . 

'   tiio acknoiiied^cmnnt of the constraints   to the hifdway location  imposed by  the 
ITG.-dwlty of i-'ro'lortclc and adjacent urbani nation.    Our staff noted  the follcr./lne     .    ^   . 
aroos i.'h'ich should bo addressed in the cnvji-onuenlal  statement by detailed 
conpariso.i cf the two oltrnmlivo ^ai,:ni..ents:   fne relative environmeiitaL damisoj^    .. • 
l!ie lutcntinl  for stlmulnt'tn^ \irban devclopii.ent;  construction coutn;  and the   ••   "    ; 
varianoo in the number of proposed trai •.'ie lanes. . '      '    '• p*"-^;*1.-^   "t*^^/^    U^' 

•   ' {I   u,La«i...'«      lla il*m if* 



iW- 
^s . 

'.*}•.• 

'jy^tionallyj our staTf coinuicnLcd on othor ar.pccbs of the otatcmont as follow^j "— 

- Provision \z made in both nltcrnatlve:; for an intorchanr.o with a proponed 
tfrcdoi'ick bcltway.    iifcateimmtr. relative to Lho belLvjay should be kept very 
tentative aimic it appearJ that thin concept, ncod:; additional study pai'ticularly 
in relation to further multiple crosninjja of the Ilonocacy Uivcr. 

- The 'rechannoliaation of Lone Branch utrcarn under Plan A provider, an opportunity 
for visual cnhanccmonl of the roadway althuu^h there will be conic short term 
adverjo cffcclso    Pant efforts 6f this nature contribute to the visual qualities 
of bo •&• itoutc UO at presento 

- The statement relative to limestone resources  (page 6) should be clarified. 

- In view of the recent flooding experience, particularly in the Frederick 
area,  the design criteria for transverse drainape structures  (page 0) may 
need to he reconsidered with a view to usin^ the Standard Project Flood Criteria 
as a basis for structure design, as opposed to the 'JO year storm critcriao 

- The discussion of additional traffic beinn placed on rural roads as the 
result of Plan A construction should include consideration of provision:; that 
will be made for joint development of  these roads if Plan A is uscdo 

-The traffic and accident data (pa^cs 19-20) .is very nood, but the same 
traffic projections ure shown for each, alternative.    In the instance of the ^ 
"do nothing"  scheme, p/iven the peak and directional splits shown, it is not 
believed that'the present, road could carry such volumes. 

-The conmont (pane 20) relative to Ihryland's share of the trucking market 
should be factually supported.    Also requiring support is the statement  (pace 21) 

- conccrnins the rccaininfj of tax revenues lost by rinht-of-way acquisitiono 

Vc hope that these comments will assist you in the preparation of your final state- - 
racnt and lock forward to continued cooperation with your agency in the Clearinghouse • 
review of the complete project presentation. 

Sincerely, 

<y 

\ 

Vladimir Wahbc 

Enclosures 

cct    Edward ?« Iloltcr 
J,;'.-..,re.':cc Ji:!inson 
ivlw.-ird iica'-h 
Colonel LalJy 
Anthony Atar 
Jean joi'.ucnomau 
Charles Pixton 

C 

V/ c? 

**• •  . yv-"» *-r. 
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BQAKD OF EDUCATION OP FREDERICK COUNTY 
.    1 IS   LA'.f   i.HUIH II   Mllf LI 

FRtUEHlCK.MAMYl. ANtJ     ?170l 

tZ2/ 

JOHN  I  .   C»«NO''M»H.   Jh, 
»U»l»IHtfNOINI    OF    ICHODlt 

July   !'»,   V)!! 
301 - COi-DilM 

Mr.   Roland  M.   Thonp.snn,   Chief ;   . - 
Bureau  ol'  lAiciiLiDii  ami   Survtiys • ' 
State  Ilij'.liway Admi ui st rat inn ,.•'*-»- 
'100 West  Preston  Street ''•:"y-: 

Baltimore,   Maryland  21201 r\ ~ 

Re:     Interstate  Roiite  70 N"" 
IjamsviMe  Road   to West 
of Monocaty  River 
Frederiek County,  Maryland 

Dear Sir: 

The Supervisor of Transportation, Board of Education of Frederick 
County reviewed the draft copy "Knvironniental Impact Statement" on the 
above referenced project. 

Our primary concern deals with "safe routing of school buses via 
access roads on either side of the I 70 N corridor.  It. appears that 
adequate access roads will, be provided in associalion with either plan 
A or plan B. 

We are particularly interested in the prospect of having interstate 
•••land.rds imposed alou^ the proposed I 70 N mules.  The present at- 
j'rndt' crossings and uuidian strip cr<'ss i nj'.s are i-speeiiilly haziirdous where, 
by necessity, school bus drivers must ncj'otiato such crossings.  Either 
plan A or plan \\  would eliminate these hazardous intersections. 

Again we would emphasize the need for adequate access roads along 
the proposed I 70 N routes. The access roads should permit school bus 
nml inp, without causinj', the additi'Hi of undue hus turn-around maneuvers. 

.lL(::.SrM:bj> 

«•«::     V.v.   Geoi-yc  C.   Myers 

Yours   I ruIy, 

.'| iin  i..   <; .i n.H ii.fu,   .]i". 

Nlnei iiHeiidfiil   nf   Schools 

tP 
J^ni 



Marvin Mandcl 
Covemor 

K2<c^Euw—25 

JUL 21  1972 

Department of 
nic and Coirsmunity 

Development 
July  19,   1972 

/*3 
Edmond F. Rovncr 

Secretary 

William A. Pate 
Divlilon Director 

CHIEF ENGINEER 

Mr.  Walter E.  Woodford,   Jr. 
Chief  Engineer 
State Highway  Administration 
300 West Preston   Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland 21201 

ro 

Dear Mr. Woodford: 

The staff of the Division of Economic Development 
have reviewed the draft "Environmental Impact Statement" 
on Contract No. F 605-000-772 (Interstate Route 70N - 
Ijamsvillo Road to West of Monocacy River). 

The only clear cut opinion derived from discus- 
sions on this project is to the' effect that Plan A or Plan 
B will provide a beneficial impact in terms of economic 
development, and the staff finds no grounds for a protest 
in the event that either plan is selected. 

There is some inclination by the staff to favor 
Plan B duo to the expectation that it may have a favorable 
effect on development by improving accessibility to an 
interstate highway for more people thr.n would Plan A. 

'»^ We appreciate the necessity to evaluate a project 
such as this from many points of view, and wo stand ready 
to assist you in our area of expertise. 

Sincerely, 

.•- •./••' .:!••' -•'/ -./ • 

Robert M. Sparks 
Deputy Director 

RMSrro'c 

.-'»• 

Divicio^ Of Ec^srr.ic DeveS^Jinen! Id: 301-267-5501 - 
2525 PJva Road, Annapolis, Md. 21401 

'     ' ITEfJ 24l/' 
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** UNITED STATES   *   ^jE,. ENG?E|| 

FREOtRICK. MARYLAND 21/01 • PHONL (301) 662-4164 

July 19, ^72 

<>.? 

Mr. Walter Woodford, Jr., Chief Engineer 
State Highway Adrainiotration 
300 Vest Preaton Street 
Baltinore, Maryland 

•< 

-< ro 

Re:  Contract No. F 605-OOO-772 
Interstate Koute 70N 
Ijamsville Road to West of 
Konocacy River, Frederick 
County, Maryland 

Dear Kr. Woodford; 

•    A number of our members including two different Committees 
have studied this report and have attempted to formulate a 
position. Some of them attended the June 29«» information meet- 
ing and the July 6& hearing. 

After much diecusoion the consensus of opinion is: 

1^ Wo do not feel that sufficient and complete com- 
parative cost figures are available in the study 
to allow a firm choice between Plans. A and B. 
For example the study does not Gay what the final 
determination will be on the crossing at Long 

kis      Branch.  There is a tremendous difference between 
the cost of the culvert and the viaduct. 

2. We generally favor the plan whLch is least cost- 
ly and which affects the least number of people. 

The first of these considerations would seem to favor 
pT" ? ^V' bcli^e ^nat the second consideration would also faVor 
r-iu* rt,  if fiomo adjustments could be made to more nearly use 
essentially only the present right-of-way.. 

Very truly yours, 

• ••..•.   • • 1 • ••; • •:   <-' X: 

..  !..• •.•;•.• ' 
.'•...'••'.•' > Richard D. Hammond, 

i •>-,'.  .  Exccutivo Vice President 

SDK/jo 
ces     E.  J.  Daurhorty;     L.   J.'firooiuo 

J.   W.   Froomtui;     C.   Schroor 
•   Dr.. Robert  Spnrlca _ ITEfyl Vw 2^ 

* / 7 <i^s/^ V^^ 



•TATE OF MARYLAND 

MARVIN MANDBL 
COVEftNOR 

ROBERT J. LAUUY 
SCCHETAnY 

PUBLIC  SAFETY  A'lO-sp,. 
CORRECTIONAL SERVlttS1' 

/if 
DEPARTMENT   OF   PUDLIC   SAFETY   AND. CORRECTIONAL   SERVICts 

OlO 
• UIT.    300     •     •XBCUT.V.    I-LAIA    ONK     •     HUNT    VALLlY.     MARYLAND       „ 

(»oi> ««y.uoo 

£ 

"^ ^UilV'tY 
July   10,   1972 

LEIOHTON W. DUDLEY 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

FOR CORRECTIONAL SERVICES 

EDWIN R. TULLY 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 
POR PUBLIC SAFETY 

Mr. Roland M. Thompson 
Chief, Bureau of Location & Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

This is in response to your June ri  107 9 i«4-4.^^ 
regarding Contract No. F 605-000-77?. Tn?L I   Z letter 

on" i L•; o 7o7 Wlt"OUt 1'lt-[-i^ "ith the thro^raffie 

I hone those conunonts arc helpful. 

Sincerely yours. 

V   \y^X\- '\Y i^'ftJlQ* 

RJL:f 

SECniYVAUY -I- 
co.'jcrs    _w^ 

-.Ar;r.A Er-ji'.iNEEH 
_. LrMj.M JON 
-.SUflVEY' 

..:....».' :.L     — __ 
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DEr.PARTMFNr OF  HirALTH  AND 'MMNTAL HYGItNE 
tl.- I  '.  I. in n,  '.' ii ,  ii. it     •..  ,..| .. ^ 

LNVIKONMtNTAL   MC-.AL'l H   ADM IN IS! RATION 
/.'••    ii     ll.i'AAI'li   ••til- I • I'MllMU'      It.w• (\ AJlli      . I •'11 • An-i   (    .tp   .•!)! 383- 

.'nn*-   •«••..(,   Vj'l'd. 

• i.vi.i-.rtt.if.i.t.i]. icilLii •v'i„ij.|1i.t1i,ra«.i.'jiii/;' v. 

r.   ioiaf;cl Ii. ':\\0\<fSVA-.vy Lliii.l" 
"uri'au of i-ocaticn <u'i<' -•.uivp.vi; 
• i.-iic i:i;;i...'ay Adi-ii.i.Lr.oi'it-.i.'.ri 
k'O ..cc.'L iiioicr' .jl..n-:ct 
-altiii.orc, ,- aryl-inii    L'l'tOl 

f •^ o 
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1»   «.• ._; 
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TV* 
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•^ 
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i.-ear /'r. 'ihoMpsc-n: 

'ihis war. .i i.oo<.i ' i.vir-.jju-iTt.i3. imp.-ct JLatt.ir.oi.l  '"n..;., -i;. air rua'l.'i t.y starvl- 
pouii.    i.OM'Vf r,   i-'K.-rc  j;.  ..:i... .i   cl.irii'jca'licn noe-JfiJ.    ,• ir.A rt' .i.:l,  •.Ivi.cu,.!'. 
it vu-,  be ihTr-rT-c-!  t'rr,,   : , ;:;t..i!;, rrliticncliips ior. m.conLrcil* i.  v.:i.iclca  tiiut 
ciroor   iiorij.-.ioo .'.IIH

:
 byi'vucTi :».>!• tu'ij coioric;. i'Gcrcau<:: ..ii-li  ircreawi i..*: Gpc::ri,  nitru- 

MP o:-.iJo;', .-ci.ni.lly iifr'-.'^.c.     ignite!.! data on iicw cutrollt... cain nhew even 
i or(.  sLfj/ }.i> ; liiflV.rcnr. :;.      ';,'• rocarbou iiirior/.i o/ir; cnai'i c  vci\   J.iii.J.'   ViLil.  spperl. 
l/r'ti'bo;. ricr.u;.idc' cidiu^. iur.:, ui.i- rear:., uy abwul UO',:   aL.  yp cd  j;..  increatici.  to 30 
m.iicr ;•! r hour :\vu tM i   ri:.': .'.li'irr'.Ly au i:p(:P'i coi.i. •» in:!.-,  t;; increase to 70 j.iilf:s 
prr hour.    i-!itro-;,'ni  onu. .; ;jtx.l.J. j-iicro.'-ir,!: u'i ,.h   • rf.al-r njHi.U;;.    Altliou;-.,i.   these 
r< •i.mllc arc: ba^co on a  v> i1;: .Mnall aa.iiplc,   thny uo iniLcat'..: that corrLroilfcd 
vciijclcc fcW.'ico on a .'jl.('?i!,y  <s\.:\K.\>. e'.-iistiiun b•iniij \-rv..<..\X an entirely  'Jiffercnt 
n.Lcti.ie <-,i   aui.ojroLivc  pollut.ion.      'rO'   ti.rcc data,   it would appear that, high 
'JVMV.U.:; ar-i.  rot, n'ci-.::3ari Jy dr;;j.vaul.c   Lo h-.-c,   j.oi.lL'.Larit.'i aL'a miniinuiu.. 

-.rosier cU'Xt.iun ;irir;-:.  TIVLI tht- u'-ati.iM-r-t. on \>:\Q; l?,  "...   (Tlan 2)   will 
by-par.3 tr.r ciu-  of .•nvioi-'u-.j.   i.i.'-n   air am.  ii<'i:-.<:  lOiiutaj^:. arc   alrond^ hit;h". 
.' i.r  i!  (!;.•*•;.  not  r. ally  Iw-p.-.:::.   I .   oit.y  ...f  .'r.:-.. lie:;,   ui,;,.  .noru  tiian i'lan A.     The 
.'•ftl'T- ,•.'    vi.i.    :,. •  ':i-'-l-:

1 •!',:..••.•:..;]...!i   s :  .or > ?•<   '  by  ...or.t.ly  rt >; j. if:r ti-Al and 
a  ;»'•:. I i i. '.!:    i MI. 

pi". Mil!  ', i.;.   .  •t,;   1 . 

.11 •    V mi   'i..i   Lir-rc i'a very   little 

ui'   ••:'"   pfj! i H l.i (if.   ..   '••'.ii.ii   o i"   tij..    •  f. 
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Mr. Thomas Hicko 
Assistant Chief Engineer 
Traffic Safety Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re: Draft Environmental Statement, 
Administrative Action for 

•   Contract #F60r>-000-772 

Dear Mr. Hicks: 

At the public hearing held on the above question at East Frederick 
Elementary School on Thursday night,  .Iidy 6,   1072,  i was one of 
the speakers opposing Plan B and B-l as presented in the above 
study.    Tho purpose of this letter is to get to you and to amplify 
some of those thoughts expressed at that meeting on paper. 

First, let me make it perfectly clear that 1 have no property that 
wrwld bo involved in any taking for any of the proposed routes in 
thn; contract,  but I would poi-sonaliy bcnefjl from the construction 
of Route I> or B-l.     I live in the I'iiuviifi" area adjninin,", tin? prop- 
erty of Dr.   Bill Thomas.    Plan B or B-l  would have the advantage 
for mo of moving the noise of traffic away from my properly, 
while Plan A would bring it closer.    Plan B also would advantage 
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me by not requiring me to chanj."' niy travel patterns and hnhits; if» 
getting to atvl from my homo.    1 am speaking as an intcrcsti-d prop- 
erly owner and tax-payer who,  liko everyone else,  fi-els I hat puldic 
funds,  in too many instances.' are unnecessarily wasted at. a fjreat 
expense to the general tax-payer.    We as tax-payers cannot on one 
hand complain about the waste and spending of tax funds and then, 
on the oilier hand,  ask for the wasted expenditure of funds in our 
area because it would benefit a specific few. . 

I do not pretend to represent any group, though it was evident at 
the public hearing that there were many in attendance who strongly 
supported Plan A and opposed Plan H.  even though,   in several in- 
stances, Plan B would specifically benefit those individuals: 

In reading the report I was very disappointed in government l.o find 
that what was issued and represented as a fair compnrison of two 
alternate proposals was,  in fact,  a very warped report,  making 
many misleading comparisons and keeping out many pertinent 
facts.   Cost comparisons were in no way true comparisons. 

Plan A costs in this proposal are based on the completion of six 
Inncs in initial construction.    Plan J-J costs are based on the con- 
struction   f only four lanes initially with provision of the right-of- 
way for six limes.    At the present time six lanes are being constructed 
from the area of Ijamsville Road cast to Haltimore.    It is obvious 
that if six lanes are required now from Haltimore to Ijamsville Road, 
those same six lanes are required on into Frederick.    For a true cost 
comparison, therefore,  a total of six lanes in Plan A should match 
a total of six lanes in Plan IJ. 

In both Plan A and Plan H the connections from Tulip Hill into the 
terminus of East Patrick Street are nearly identical.    Yet,   in Plan 
A an ;;.-!ditior.al road is shown along the southern boundary of Tulip 
Ihll connecting to Last South Slreel.    There is no greater need for 
that connection to South Street in Plan A than in Plan P.     If cost 
comparisons,   therefore,   are lobe made: on an equal basis,   that 
extension to the south of Tulip Hill either should be shown on both 
Plans A and H,   or should be removed from  Plan A.    There is 
nothin,! about Plan A and the access for the people in that area 
that necessitates the South Street connection. 
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Plan A provides all of the ri^ht -nf-wuy ami nmrh ol' 1l«' coiisirurtirm 
for a full int.frch.-inp.f in the acra of Main's Lane and Hell's 1 ,ane to 
provide fur a fulnre north-south expressway.    Plan H,   on the either 
hand,   shows nothing hul. a small j>reen dot for the possildo future 
location of an interclian^e for the north-south heltway.    If a |>('nuinc 
comparison is to be made,  then the ri^ht-of-way eost. should he 
iurluded in the 1'lan ]i estunate sinee it is included in the I'lan A 
estimate.    1 understand that there would he a need for a cross-over 
hrid^e to get to the service road,  hut all of the right-of-way for a 
future interchange need not be acquired at this time,  nor would 
the service road have to be built as shown in Plan A at that point. 
If it is desirable to acquire the right-of-way for I'lan A, then it 
certainly also would be desirable to do so for Plan 13.    If,  on the 
other hand,  the State Roads engineers and designers feel there is 
little likelihood that a north-south freeway will be huilt in the for- 
seeable future and therefore did not provide for the right-of-way 
on the Plan B design,  then the right-of-way should not he provided 
on Plan A.    Either way you look at it,  either there are wasted 
funds in the estimate on Plan A if more right-of-way is being 
required than is needed,  or the ultimate cost on Plan H is being 
improperly reduced in the estimate.      ' . 

The Environmental Statement indicates that all right-of-ways for 
Plan B estimates are based on agricultural zoning.    As was 
pointed out in the public hearing Thursday night,  this is totally 
misleading,  since the State Roads Commission has exhibits in 
their office that have been discussed on many oceassions with 
a PUD known as "Long Branch Estates. "   This PUD has been 
in the engineering and planning stages with full knowledge and 
concentration with the State Roads Commission.    It ha:: been 
fully approved by the Froderirk County Planning and Zoning 
Commission,  and the developer has been required to pay the 
County a substantial sum of money for the sewer and water study 
as a fir.-it means of getting the necessary sewer and water so that 
construcuoii could bcjMii on the development of (lie area.    There- 
fore it  is tolallv misleading to say that all of the right-of-way 
estimates are based on ai;rieulIural /.oning.    The richt-of-way costs 
for Plan B and B-l.   therefore,   would be extremely hj^j, jtl Hi'is 
area,   since the owner obviously ran not oi.ly establish substantial 
value for that land but also could establish substantial damage since 
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all of his engineering, design, and efforts for the hist many yars 
would be completely wasted time and expanse.    He would IiavV to 
completely re-plan the entire property since the proposed \\ plan 
would dmde i\K property into two separate sections with the one to 
the north having a much more difficult access. 

Concerning that, piece of property the Environmental Statement goes 
on to say that it has an added advantage since it has pretly scenery 
and tnat there should be a joint effort on the part of the State'and 
County to develop that area as a park.    For the same reasons as 
hsted above, tnat would be highly impractical sxnee the land would   • 

•  <t   t T    a^ e*pensivc, to ac^"'c at a price that the County or 
the State would be willing to pay for parkland.    The Environmental 
Statement comments on the added beauty of the area of Plan H over 
that ol Plan A to the motoring public.    The public travelling on a 
highway with design standards of a seventy mile-per-hour speed 
limit docs not have a great deal of time to enjov the srenery     In 
addition, this area is of such a short duration that, it hardly .seems 
wpr h considering.    It certainly is not an area that would be devel- 
oped as a rest stop,  since the State is now developmg rest stop:/in 
the area of Ridgovillo.  a distance of about ten miles to the eas, 
with another rest slop already in existance on the east side of South 
Mountain,  a distance of about twelve or fifteen miles from this 
property.    1 do not know what the standards are on the spacing of 
rest stops,  but this would seem to indicate too many rest stops in 
that distance. • ' 

The Environmental Statement also states that taxes paid to the County 
would not be affected and would,   in fact,  poss.bly iJ Increased 5Se 
of the increased value of the land on cither sule of the e>:pre,sway     I 
«lo not think this is a misleading stulemont,  but I certainly .armot 
a/irce with the statement and think it is in error.    On the contrary    the 
I;"* «" either side will not he increased in ^^   hm J,lt,1,.r ^^e 
<•< ^'-•"•d because of the .iivi.li:^ of Jin- ;;;rge w.wl of i;IT,.| inlo two 

o-e:.-ale segments.    T.aml <!:Vid,:,l iuL«, smaller tr.ei, is always more 
•l>..:c:uit i„ plan to ds hiH.e., ,,„, ,,,,;,  ,lso.     In ;ull,itiMlI>   ,   .ni       a hi   h 

•^ ''-0 for tins area  ,,Uo the County system  wnllM ,„. ,^^,1     sincc 

ti.e man now has his plans onmleicd that eouid he t'ouverted intcl'u 
ugh ..-ix base pro/nptly.   whereby with the adaption of Plan B it would 

take several more years to re-plan and get that same tux base established 
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1 am enclosing a photocopy of an article from the Frederick Poat of 
July 5, 1!)72,  in which I have encircled a statement by the Planning 
and Zoning; Commission concerning' the Long Branch Estates devel- 
opment which further substantiates my position.    If that PUD,  for 
example, approved four units to the acre,  if the right-of-way 
taking would require forty acres, and if the value of the land is 

'$1500/Iivmg unit,  that would result in a cost of a minimum $240,000 
for that one rir;ht-of-v/ay.    To that would have to be added some 
substantial figure for the lost time of the owner in realizing revenue 
from the development of his land since all planning time and expense 
will have been lost.    It is obvious that the right-of-way estimates 
given for Plan B are substantially in error. 

After mo king the statement in the study that there is very little 
diferenci   in the cost estimates as arrived at by the State, the 
State rec ommended Plan B.    I might point out that there seems to 
be a reservation in the State's mind as to what will be required 
across the stream of Long Branch and,  in their own statement,  they 
indicate that if a viaduct would be required here the estimates 
given by the State would have to have another two million dollars. 
This one item alone,  based even on the State's own study, places 
too high an extra cost on Plan B over Plan A. 

By the State's own estimates based on an inquiry made by one of 
the other opponents to the State,  Plan B will require 247,000 square 
feet of bridge construction.    Plan A will require only 00, 000 square 
feet of bridge construction.    This results in 1G7, 000 more square 
feet of bridge construction in Plan B than in Plan A.   At an entimated 
cost of eighty dollars per square foot for such bridge construction, 
that means that Plan B will cost in bridge costs alone $13, 3G0, OOO 
more than man A.    When you take this figure and consider the added 
right-of-v/;;y cost that is not reflected in the; Plan B study; when 
you consider the raided land that would he required for the full inter- 
char.L.e that was not considered in Plan B; when you add the two 
million dollars for the viaduet thai in Plan B w-ill probably be re- 
quired in Long Branch,   it becomes pretiy obvious that Plan B would 
cost in any raiUions of dollars more titan Plan A.    All of those 
adjus'.monts would be necessary in order to come to a reasonable 
comparison between the two plans. 

C 
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In addition to the cost factor, there arc other considerations,    man B 
is contrary to all the best prarticcs in land use and plannini'.,  for it 
will create a relatively nmnll island of land between two major high- 
ways.    In land use practices it has been generally acecpted that it is 
unwise to plan dual highways in a roughly parallel alignment closer 
than one mile apart.    To do otherwise creates land use problems and 
niuch added expense for proper access to the land between the high- 
ways. 

I realize that the Frederick County Planning Commission-several 
months ago endorsed Plan B.    However,  I might point out that this was 
done with very little consideration and after only one presentation by 
the   proponents of Plan B,  without the benefits of comments from 
people who might be opposed to Plan B.    I wonder if that same group 
would take the same position after careful consideration of all the 
facts. 

I fully understand Mr. Hosenstock's support of Plan B,  as well as 
'Dr. Bill Thomas' and sympathize with their position.    I also under- 
stand Mr. Edwin Wells' support of Plan B.    However,  in thia partic- 
ular instance,  it should be rcmebered that Mr.  Wells bought his 
property and built his home very recently,  being fully aware prior 
to the purchase of his lot that the State planned to upgrade US 40 to 
interstate standards and that there was some risk,  and a good chance 
for right-of-way taking in that area. 

I think the position Dr.  Bill Thomas is in is most unfortunate.    I also 
feel that,  with the proper planning and with good creative thought 
being directed toward the problem,  the State could design for the up- 
grading of US 40 to interstate standards in a manner to work within 
the boundaries of the right-of-way as it now exists,  except for that 
area required for an appropriate interchange. 

Since the State on its Plan B did hoi show any right-of-way taking 
for a Vuture interchange for a norfh-swuth expressway,  there is 
a great deal of reservation in (heir own mind as to the. probability 
of such a north-south expressway's being built.     Ii is my own view 
that such a highway will be more than tv.vr.i.} years in the future and, 
therefore,  it is quesliunable whether it can he properly planned for 
now. 

I would like to suggest,   to reduce land taking,  that a diamond-type 
exchange,  which requires considerably less land,  be planned for 

V 
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and built at this time.    This roquims considerably less ripht-of-way 
and cwnytructiim cxpcnnc and would handle the needs for the foresee- 
able future.    I would also like to su,u<est (hat the Stale,   in utili/in^ 
Plan A, move the Monocucy River Jtrid^c to a location between the 
two present bridges,  in lieu of one proposed immediately adjacent 
to and south of the pmsont east-bound bridge.    I further surest that 
the roadway in the area of .luu Uridtfo Hill \>v. built to urban section 
rather than a rural section to enable the State to work within the 
presem right-of-way and therefore not disturb the property of Dr. 
Bill Thomas.    I would su^ficst that the present Md.  144 in the area 
of Pearl Bargain House be extended westward and connect to the 
present intersection of Bartonsville Road and US 40.    Finally,  I 
would suggest that,  since it is the Slate's plan to lower the road- 
way at the top of Jug Bridge Hill,  a bridge be constructed on 
curving alignment for Linganore Road, with the elevation of the 
present Linganore Road to connect to Bartonsville Road.    This 
again would reduce the right-of-way taking from Mr. Benjamin 
Rosenstock. 

The Environmental Study seemed to put a great emphasis on the 
necessity of re-channeling the stream of Long. Branch.    It is my 
view that much of Long Branch would not have to be disturbed if 
Md 144 on the north side of US 40 would be extended from its 
present intersection near Ijamsville Road in a westerly direction, 
keeping the roadway .just to the north of Long Branch and with some 
slight realignment of the road bed of US 40 from Quinn Rmd to 
about 500 feet cast of Pearl Bargain House.    The existing right-of- 
way in that area beginning at Quinn Road is 300 - 400 feet v/ide at 
the present time,  with a good deal of the right-of-way space on the 
south side not being utilized.    I realize that some of the suggestions 
I am making would add to the cost,  but also some of the suggestions 
would result in reductions in cost.    While the end result may be 
somewhat higher cost than that estimated in the proposal made for 
Plan A,  it would still be substantially lower than tin- proposed Plan 
B and would reduce the takiiu- and damage to a number of people, 
as well as create a better use of the land. 

After the Knvironmental Study was completed and presented,  Mr. 
Rodr.ev Thompson visited Kaglchead and toured the property.    In 
your considerations of your finalr/ing of the plan for uparading VON, 
I am sure Mr.  Thompson and others are now aware of the status of 
Lake Linganore at Kaglehead and will plan for the traffic movements 
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that have been and arc hiring rrrated hy this very .substantial devel- 
opment.    Ea^lohead consist:; uf aj)|ir<ixima1rly 4000 acres and 
ultimately will provide lor 4H00 single lamily residcru-.cs and 4800 
hitfh density residences (25, 0UU 4 people).    At the present time we 
have sold and deeded approximately 1300 properties.    We have 
two, lakes completed and in use,   with the third dam completed hut 
the lake, not yet flooded.    Our fourth and  m,Mor dam.   which will 
create a 204 acre lake,   is {}!;% completed,   waiting only for a 
period of approximately ten days without rain to divert the water 
from Lmganore Creek throurh the diversion pipe to complete the 
earth fill across the stream bed itself.    We have an eighteen hole 
golf course that is completed and under play,  with the club house 
for that course to be completed and put into use about August 1 
Our sewer and water system in the first section is in operation- 
our Olympic s.ze swimming pool,  bathhouse,   sauna house    and' 
cabanas are completed and in use.    Six tennis courts will be put 
into use by the tenth of August.    We have twenty-five miles of 
roads at various stages,  ranging from grading complete to three 
miles of finished paving and with fifteen miles of base course in 
In addition to these items mentioned,  work is going forward on  ' 
other amenities of the project. 

I hope the State will see fit to reconsider their plans for Plan A 
and work within existing right-of-ways except for the interchange 
to reduce the damage to property owners and change the proposed 
full interchange to a diamond type interchange. 

Sincerely, 

LINGANORE CORPORATION 

I.oVV' ./.   Hrosins 
V i^.'-prcsidetit 

L.JH:cb 
Enclosure 
cc:   John Derr,   President,   Frederick County Commissioners 

James L.   liryaii.  Clerk.   Frederick County Comm issioners 
Lawrence A.   Dorscy.   Kredcncl. County Cmm issioners 
Donald Lewis,   Frederick County Comniissioners 
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cc 
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O 

Mtlw.-ini F.   II  HIT.  C'li.-iinnsin,   l^rnlrric-k ('.muly Planniui* and Zoning 
Finest VV.   Aiislii-rnum.   l-'ri'dcrick (,<.inity I M:«rminj' ^"'l /<«»«» iuj.* 
.iMSfph C.   l-'ri-c.   l-'rcHcM-ick Counly Flaiuiiii^, .iinl /.oiling CoimuiKKion 
Jlirliiwd L. Cii-ossnicklr,   l-'rcjli-firk Cnunly I'l.-iumtif, mid /.oiiirju.- 
Cicorj'fA.  Spi'fr'.   Fi'dU'rick Comity I'l.'iniiini', ;iinl /'ntiiti«« C'.'iMmi.sHion 
Dainrl F.   Win-ltt.   l-'i-riU-rick Counly I'l.nmii \.\ ami Zonirif: Commission 
1 .awi'iMu*.' \V.   .lolmson.   I'lannin/'. Dim toe,   j-Ycdcricl, County 
FawiM-'iH-c F.   Nt-lson.   Plaiminjt Assoi-iatc.   l-'ft-doricl: County 
Hie-hard lianii-.-iond.  Fxiu-ul.ivL' Si'crotary.   Fri'dcrick Chumlxir of Commerce 
Edward Dau^herty.   Presidrnt,   Frederick Chamber of Commerce 
James Freeman,   New Industry-Committee,   Frederick Chamber of Commerce 
Art Heilly,  Transportation Committee,  Frederick Chamber of Commerce 
William Font,   Frederick County Fnj;ineer 
State Senator Edward I\  Thomas,  Jr. 
State Senator dial res H.   Smelser 
State Delegate Julien i^.   Uelphey 
State Delegate Wallace F.   llutton 
Stale. Delejiate C.   Clifton Virts 
.1. C.lenn Heal],   United States Senate 
Charles MeC.  IVlathias,   United States Senate 
(ioodloe Hyron,   House of Hepresentatives 
Manuel Weinber/f,   Esquire 
Hobcrt Murphy 
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BliFORli TIMi 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSroRTATION 
STATE HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 

STATE. OF  MARYLAND  • 

HJBLIC CORIUDOR  HEARING 
FURSUANT TO 23 U.S.C.   128 ON 
CONTRACT NO.   FM5-00U-772 

INTERSTATI-;   ROUTE  70-N 
Ijamsvillc  Road to West of Monocacy  River 

Frederick County,   Maryland 

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT 
OF 

EDWIN   E.   WELLS 

This memorandum is filed as a supplement to the statement 

in opposition of Plan A and in support of Plan B made at the public 

nearing continued in Frederick,   Maryland on the evening of July 6, 

N72 regarding the proposed location of that portion of I-70N in the 

project hereinafter discussed. 

I.    Background 

At the public information hearing and the similar public cor- 

ridor hearing pursuant to 23 U.S.C.   Section   128 on Contract No. 

F605-000-772 for the creation of Interstate  Route 70-N from U.   S. 

Route 40,   between the old Haugh's Blacksmith Shop Road that leads 

irom former Route  40 to Ijamsvillc,   now known as the  Ijamsvilk- 

Road,   and the proposed interconnection with present dual I.'.   S.   Route 

40 at or near the overpass bridge   leading from  Easi   Patrick  Street 

Extended  its traffic  into U.   S.   Route  40,   it-became apparent that 

the proponents of Plan  A and  Plan  li had developed  into a contest 

between  the established  residents of   Tulip Mill,   south of U.   S.   Route 

40 and west of the  Monocacy  River,   as well  as the   residents of Pine- 

/?£ 
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cliff and liartonsvillc-Pearl,  cast o.f rhc   river and south of present 

U.   S.   Route  40,   and  land developers on the north of 11.   S.   Route  40 
i 

consisting of Mr.   Murphy,  of Washington,   I).   C. ,   and associates, 

who now own or control the old Kent farm which includes the former 

Flautt farm and the Schcel farm,  and Mr.   Keats,   of Montgomery 

County,   Maryland,   and associates,   who control the  I ,und-gren farms 

except the mansion house and the curtilage of some six acres.     Both 

of these development groups have applied to the  Planning and Zoning 

Commission of Frederick County for planned unit developments,   which 

are still in an embryonic stage. 

Before the construction of U.   S.   Route 40 as a dual four-lane 

highway,   the Kent farm had a sixteen foot way through the meadow, 

leading into old U.   S.   40.     This was condemned in connection with 

the construction, of the aforesaid road.    The  Flautt,   Fouch6,  and 

Sched farms had a private road twenty fee: wide leading into old U. 

S.   40.     In order to furnish the Kent farm with access to dualized 

Route 40,   they constructed a service  road from the private   roae 

serving the other three farms and   rebuilt the  bridge  alter obtaining 

a right-of-way to U.   S.   Route 40.     It has only Ixvii wiihin rhc   last 

several  months that  Mr.   Murphy ami nssociaL's  have  lie en able  to 

obtain  sufficient  land in the  meadow between their  land and  present 

U.   S.   Route  40 that  they might meet  the   requirements of the   Freder- 

ick County Planning and Zoning Commission of a   fifty foot entrance 

to a public  road. 

ITEM 2 9 

o 



:\ Jl/ 
At these hearings,   testimony was likewise presented by 

Messrs.   William and Louis Brosius,   the former developers of Pine- 

cliff and presently developing Kaglehead at Lake  Linganore,   a  P. U. 

1). ,  extending over 4,()()() acres of land.     Mr.   William Brosius rc- 

.    .-rides in Bethcsda,   Montgomery County,   Maryland,  and Mr.   Louis 

Brosius resides presently at Pinccliff. 

Old U.   S.   Route 40.in the early  1940s was developed into a 

limited access,  dual,  four-lane highway mostly on a new right-of- 

way.     At that time the unused portions thereof were designated as 

Maryland Route   144.     In the building of the present U.   S.   Route 40 

only a small portion of Long Branch,   draining a large area from 

Ijamsville to Linganore Creek,   was disturbed.     However,  ecologic- 

^fe ally speaking,   this small disturbance caused the loss of all of the 

then existing minnows,   crayfish,   muskrats,  and frogs that inhabited 

this stream from the point where 11.   S.   40 crosses the same to its 

juncture with Linganore Creek.    This damage was not healed by 

nature for from five to eight years. 

Maryland  Route   144  (old U.   S.   Route  40) breaks at present 

V.   S.   40 less than   l,0(X) feet  west of Ijamsville  Road and  then con- 

tinues on the  south  side of L.   S.   Route   40 some  several  hundred 

feet west thereof and   runs through the north  side of Pearl and  part 

of Bartonsville,   interchanging with the original Baltimore  Road by 

v>ay of Bell's and  Main's  Lanes on the  south side of the  last mentioned 

portion of  Route   144,   and at   its eastern extremity is situated two 

historical  white eoin\ re nations. 
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Bartonsvillc is n imiquc coninuiniiy,   in thnt tlirou^h the fore- 

±\iL-\i of a  Mr.   Miller,   ;ifier   IS 10,   his  Ijrm vv;is divided  into four- 

and five-acre parcels which he sold to freed slaves,  who established 

their modest homes; most of which arc being occupied by the fourth 

and fifth gencvations of the first settlers.    This village grew on the 

north and south side of the old Haiti more Road that formerly,   at 

the southwestern side of Bartonsville,   ran to a ferry over the 

Monocacy River,   and then proceeded to then Fredericktown until the 

building of the Jug Bridge and the creation of the tollpikes leading west. 

This village did not have the usual history of our modern situations 

where the blacks became later residents of the same,   but here the 

whites joined the blacks and have lived peaceably and harmoniouslv 

together.     In Bartonsville are two churches whose congregations ar;- 

black and draw not only from the village and countryside,   but also 

from residents of Frederick. 

II.    Background of I-70N 

Let us take a moment to review the construction of interstate 

routes in other states.     For instance,   Interstate  HI,   at  least through 

the greater  part of Virginia,   is on a  new  right-of-way although  paral- 

lel to and  interconnected at traffic  intersections, with old I'.   S.    11: 

this is. likewise  true  in  Maryland and  Pennsylvania.     In  fact.   Inter- 

state 70 at its beginning at the Baltimore Beltway is not built on old 

Route  -lO's  roadbed  but  is a  half-mile approximately to the north 

thereof.     This  is a  six-lane  highway that  merges  into a  four-lane 
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hitfhway also built on ;»  new  riglu-oi-wny Uuu  will  presently merge 

into a six-lane Highway,   being upgraded U.   S.   Route 40, . through the 

rural portions of Howard,   Carroll,   and Frederick Counties.     This 

portion,   from the juncture with  present I-7()N and U.   S.. 40, 

. originally was designed to end at or about the Mussetter  Road but. 

ror practical  purposes had been continued a mile or so to the wesr 

••'•hu-n would be. an excellent location on the top of a hill east of 

Hamsville Road,   for an interchange and the beginning of Plan B as 

a road without grades through existing dairy farms at the expense of 

dislocating,   at the maximum,   nine homeowners. 

The present geometries of the western portion of this project 

Avill be much improved with its-juncture with four-lane U.   S.   Route 

40 than now exists.     U is also to be- noted that I-70S was not built 

on the old Georgetown Pike,   which is new known as Maryland Route 

355,  but was constructed on a virgin  right-of-way and was one of the 

best-planned roads in the United States.     Likewise,   I-70W was not 

built on reconstructed U.   S.   Route 40,   but on a new right-of-way all 

the way to the  Pennsylvania Turnpike to Indianapolis,   Indiana,   and 

even on through  Missmm,   is not constructed on old U.   S.   Route  40 

or U.   S.   Route 50 except   for a   low  rural   sections. 

It is also interesting to observe that Interstate 95 from the 

IX-lnware  slate  line  to the city of Washington,   O.   C.   and  then  south, 

is practically all constructed on  new  right-of-ways and not on  the 

listing roads within the  several  states.     When U.   S.   Route  40 was 

constructed  in  the early   PMOs.   the  land north thevof,   in the  four 
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miles under construction,   was being farmed.     On the south side 

from the crossing of , <onfi Hr.,llch to t|K<  |V|on(K.acy mvcr w.ls occupK.d 

by the village of Ikmonsvillc-IVarL     West of the  river was open 

farm land to the Quynn Orchard Road and then following the south- 

erly side of the interstate highway was the development of Tulip Hill. 

The opposition to Plan \\,  as has been stated before,   is the 

prospective developers of two P.U.D.s. 

111.     Cost of   These  Plans 

The proponents of Plan B arc confident that the State Highway 

Administration has honestly estimated the cost of these two Plans. 

The estimated cost of a half-million dollars of "B" over  "A" 

Plans cannot he equated with the injury to long established commun- 

ities,  particularly the one occupied by our black citizens,  as well 

as the ecology. 

The   reconstruction of Long Branch in. Plan A will wreck the 

present ecology for many years to come.    The construction of Plan 

B will create,   of course like any road construction,   noise and dust 

during the construction  period,   but will create a far safer highway 

than  Plan  A  since  it  will  practically  run from the  fjamsviile  Road  to 

join with present  four-lane U.   S.   Route  40 on  much  safer geonurncs. 

It us to be  remembered that at   least four deaths  have, been caused  in 

the sharp curve of LI.   S.   40 from the Grove  intersection to Quynn 

Orchard  Road solely due to the geometric plan causing motorists to     • 

collide with  .he abutments of the  bridge   leading from  Last  Patrick 

Street   Extended  lo II.   S.   40  Last. 
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Think of the disturbance of the four congregations serving 

Uartonsville and the adjoining countryside by being caused to travel 

over extended Route   144,   a proix>scd twenty-four feet of road metal 

on an eighty foot  right-of-way.     Project,   if you will,   the local 

traffic over the five years after the completion of Plan A,  on this 

reconstructed Route   144 serving approximately 3,000 additional 

:•.<.•-Uings on the  Lundgren-Kent-Schcel and perhaps the Fouche 

farms,   including Pinecliff,   Linganore  Road,  and Ikirtonsville. 

IV.    Costs 

In considering the differences in the cost of Plans A and B, 

there should also be considered Plan A will require at least the 

taking of nineteen homes and two places of small business against 

the nine homes required by Plan B. These nineteen residences do 

NOT include the damage that will be necessitated by upgrading the 

lanes and the main road through Bartonsville to carry the increased 

traffic pattern through that black village. 

Since Plan B will be constructed through farm land recently 

acquired at a cost of from several  hundred to $1200 per acre as 

against the tightly  built homesites  with their  respective  landscapes 

being owned by the  more affluent or  less affluent,   who are affected 

by Plan A,   thus creating a tax  loss to the State of Maryland and the 

County of Frederick estimated by the State to be 70% less by using 

Plan B over Plan  A. 

*v 
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V.     Highway Safety 

It would stand to reason that Plan B,   with its presently to 

be- built four lanes carrying only interstate traffic would be far safer 

than Plan A,   carrying a  mixture of interstate and intrastate traffic; 

the latter consisting of residents of Frederick,   who work in Balti- 

more and its environs and'the people who work in Frederick and 

commute to their homes situated off of present Route' 40 between 

that city and Mt.   Airy. 

Likewise,   from the safety standpoint,   Plan B proposes a 

highway running along or near the tops of existing hills,   with 

bridges that add to its cost,   but allows a road on an even level 

contra-distinguished to Plan A with its present turns and greater 

changes in elevations. 

The fact that motor vehicles will not have to drive up and 

down hills on Plan B should cause the emission of less pollutents 

than the up and down contours of Plan A. 

The close proximity of Route   144 to Plan  A's I-70N is bound 

to cause more distraction of the traffic on  Plan A,   particularly on 

the westbound  lanes,   than would ever occur by the  homes built be- 

low the hills on which Plan B is designed. 

We must remember that the previous toll  road,   the used 

portions being now designated Maryland  Route   144,   from Baltimore 

to Frederick,   was alwndoned  in the construction of LI.   S.   Route  40 

>M| dualized except   for that portion  from the  Ijamsville  Road to  Frederick. 

Therefore,   Plan  A  is attempting to take'the  route used by the old toll 
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roiid to the Jug Uridgc over the  Mont)cacy River as its location for 

modern  I-70N.     It  should also be  kept in mind that instead of the 

opposition theory .that Plan \\ will only presently contain four lanes 

that with the use of present U.   S.   Route 40,   you will have eight 

lan^s serving not only the interstate traffic but also the intrastate 

traffic originating in growing Frederick and presently estimated in 

:.-.v »nvironmcntal study as consisting of 25% of the existing traffic. 

Will not Plan A be inadequate within five years after the develop- 

ment of the  present  paper P. LJ.D. s? 

Were  Plan A constructed,   and during construction,   the pre- 

sent 20,500 vehicle daily traffic cannot certainly be funneled in the 

twenty-four foot service road or Maryland Route   144 with safety. 

There is an estimated  10,000 more in the next five years with the 

development of the Murphy and Keats properties. 

Vl.    Hnvironmental  I'Ximage 

The great damage to Long Branch has bee'n previously alluded 

to.     Likewise,   there has been mentioned that Plan B,   because of its 

construction nlong the tops of hills will  divert the pollutents to each 

side of the  hill   rather than concent rating them  in  the  Long Branch 

valley,   which would  be done  by  Plan  A.     There  is also to be  con- 

sidered that construction of Plan B through open farm  land with its 

attendant dust and noise will  only affect fifteen to twenty  homes while- 

such construction along  Plan  A  including the cutting of Jug Bridge 

Hill east eighteen  feet  will cause great damage to the  many inhabi- 

tants of Pinecliff and Bn rtonsvi lie.     It  is to be  recognized,   however, 
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that the lowering of the  roadbed on the Lundgren farm will incon- 

venience approximately six or seven dwellings.     The building of a 

third bridge near the two existing bridges on present Route  40 will 

only compound the flooding of the  Monocacy valley that was witnessed 

in the recent Hurricane Agnes episode.     If the additional bridging as 

planned in  "W through viaducts with adequate spacing for the passing 

A not only the water but the debris carried by it,   there will be far 

less probability of flooding. 

The opposition to Plan \\ comments on  "the creation of a nar- 

row island of prime  land squeezed between the two highways and 

'  only about one-half mile in deptli at its widest point constitutes a 

violation of every sound principle of land-use development recognized 

by all authorities".     However,  as previously indicated,   it would ap- 

pear that the best-designed interstate highways have done this in 

the case of every interstate  road in the nearby vicinity in the at- 

' tempt to be   reasonably close to the existing old through highways, 

and yet to not eliminate existing settlements,   villages,   and communities. 

If Plan B is used,   it is conceded that part of its 300 foot 

right-of-way will  Iv  through  both paper   P.U.D.s.     This would  seem 

to be  less of an environmental   shock than the  six  lanes of proposed 

Plan A and the two-way  service   road by way of  Route   144 that,   as 

explained above,   must  be dualized to afford  ingress and egress when 

these two paper developments.'a re  finally developed over  the next  five 

'^P years would be to the old established Bartonsville community,   includ- 

ing Pearl,   Pineeliff,   and Tulip Hill. 
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The IX-pnrtmcnt of Health of the State of Maryland,   the 

Maryland IXpartment of State  Planning,   and the  IX-partmcnt of In- 

ferior do have   letters on file that  would give comfort to the 

supporters of Plan  A as being in support of Plan  A,   but a purusal 

of these  letters in their entirety indicates that in each of these 

L-tc-ers,   its writer qualifies his tentative opinion with equally as 

contorting remarks to the supporters of Plan B. 

Vll.    Conclusion 

It is the conclusion of this writer than Plan A would disturb 

and destroy the homes,  the tranquility,  and possibly the fortunes, 

of already established Frederick County people and taxpayers,   black 

and white,  as contrasted with Plan B which would disturb largely 

people who may or may not later be a part of Frederick or Fred- 

erick County. 

The detailed opinions of the unbiased experts of the State of 

Maryland Department of Transportation State Highway Administration, 

and whose function it is to study such matters in an objective way, 

as indicated in the Draft Knvironmental Stateinent,   certainly have 

more validity as to cost,   as well as to the distinctions between the 

two Plans,   than  the unsmdied opinions of biased  laymen.     The  Draft 

Environmental  Staiemem  would tend to prefer  Plan B over Plan  A, 

and with this,   ihe writer concurs. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

This statement deals with two alternative 

proposals advanced by the Maryland State Highway Admin- 

istration for the construction of a portion of interstate 

70N in a 4-mile area lying just east of the present city 

limits of the City of Frederick, Maryland. 

The first proposal, called Plan A, would up- 

grade existing U.S. Route 40 to a 6-lane, non-access 

highway, with suitable overpasses, service roads and an 

""• interchange.  It is compatible wit;h the construction de- 

^A        sign and highway geometries both to the east and west 

of it, since I-70N from Baltimore to Frederick is gener- 

~~ ally constructed along the existing roadbed of U.S. 

•        Route 40.  It was the only tentatively approved plan 

of state and federal authorities for many years.  Its 

projected costs are estimated to be approximately $15 

  million. 

_ The second proposal, called Plan B (cr B-l) , 

would depart from the existing roadr-od of U.S. Route 

nJ £> 
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40 east of Ijamsville Road (where it is now being up- 

graded to interstate 6-land standards), would run on a 

sweeping arc through property lying north of U.S. Route 

40 and, as a 4-lane road, would not be compatible with 

the 6-lane portions of I-70N both to the east and west 

thereof.  Its "costs" have been grossly underestimated 

at $15.5 or $15.6 million.  Its true effective costs, 

however, can be reasonably estimated at $30+ million or 

double those ascribed to Plan A.  It is conceded that 

it is a longer, less safe road than Plan A and that it 

will not be adequate to meet the anticipated volumes of 

traffic for the 20-year period following the date of its 

approval, as required by the Federal-Aid Highways Act 

(23 U.S.C.§109) unless two more lanes are constructed at 

a later, indefinite date. 

This brief is filed as a supplement to the 

statement in opposition to Plan B (including Plan B-l) 

made at the public hearing conducted at Frederick on the 

£> 
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evening of July 6, 1972, regarding the proposed location 

of that portion of I-70N embraced in the above project.!/ 

"~ The project covers about four miles of roadway and is 

located in the immediate vicinity of the city limits of 

the City of Frederick, Maryland.  Its western portion is 

~~ practically contiguous with those present limits. 

*~" The purpose of this opposition is not only to 

__ prevent the ruinous and destructive consequences in- 

flicted upon the 1,286 unit 'Longbranch Estates" Planned 

Unit Development upon the 270-acre Murphy tract which 

jJP would be severed by Plan B (including the destruction of 

a 10-acre elementary school site) but also to prevent a 

grave and costly mistake on the part of responsible Staf? 

  highway officials to the detriment of the'majority of 

people living in the area.U  Indeed, to recommend Plan B 

1/ The reculPtions of the Federal Hich-.vay Administra- 
tion provide that "...it is desirable t'.vit the division 
engineer or his representative attend a public hearing 
as an observer.  At a'hearing, he may prcp2rly explain 
procedural and technical matters." ?~2icy and Procedure 
Memorandum  20-8, §8(d){9); 23 C.F.i;. App. A (1972). 
Not a single Federal Highway official was in attendance. 

2/  Petitions objecting to Plan B (or Plan b-1) have been 
si.gned by more than 150 residents of the affected area 
and filed with the State Highway administration on the 
evening of July G, 1972.  The silent majority thus 
seeks recognition and consideration. 
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c 
would constitute such an arbitrary and capricious act 

as to shock the conscience of reviewing authorities in 

executive, legislative and judicial branches of the Federal 

Government. 

*W 
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II.  QUESTION PRESENTED 

Is it the policy of the Federal Highway Ad- 

ministration to build a more dangerous, less adequate, 

longer, more costly and more environmentally damaging 

road when the upgrading of an existing highway is feasible, 

suitable and practicable within the policy and standards 

of the Federal-Aid Highways Act?2/ 

3/  23 U.S.C. §101 et sea 

JX-b/M.^ . «TI 
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III.  BRIEF HISTORY AND BACKGROUND OF I-70N 

In accordance with the 1956 Federal-Aid High- 

ways Act. a corridor closely identified with U.S. Route 

40 (a 4-lane highway) running form Baltimore west to 

Frederick was designated by the Maryland State Roads 

authorities to become part of I-70N.  This was done more 

than a decade ago. -Importantly, proposed I-70N was com- 

pletely identified with U.S. Route 40 in the area under 

question here.  The proposal was to upgrade the existing 

4 lanes of Route 40 to 6-lane interstate standards, elimi- 

nating existing grade separations and providing service 

roads and overpasses for local traffic.  This is pre- 

cisely what is being done now, both east and west of the 

4-mile area covered in this project.  These'firm plans 

for so upgrading Route 40 in this area have been widely 

known and understood by local residents for many years.4/ 

4/ As long ago as November 196 5, access to Route 40 for 
Longbranch Estates was denied and' the exact lines of the 
proposed service read ?.s it aff.-.ct-d that property ware 
officially given on a topographical ma? which*was fur- 
nished to the State Highway Administration.  Renevrad 
requests for access have teen denied bv State Officials 
on the grounds that U.S. Route 40 would heco.^   I-70N 
(non-access) and that the service road would, afford 
acceos.  The planned suburban unit development on"the 
property was specifically engineered on this basis and 
was so approved by the FrcciericX County Planning and 
Zoning Commission. Tho necessary right-of-way on Long- 
branch Estates has beer..-offered nt no cost to the aov .-r- 
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As the schematic plans evolved, they were 

the subject of consultations between State highway 

""" officials and various public representatives so that 

^ there was no mystery as to the upgrading of U.S. Route 

40.  The proposal was placed in a critical category in 

— 1968 with authorization to begin preliminary engineering 

shortly thereafter. 

mmm From what we are able to glean from that which 

the State.Highway Administration voluntarily chooses to 

disclose to date, a conference on May 13, 1968, among 

S£ Frederick County Commissioners, County Planners and State 

Highway engineers resulted in agreement that the inter- 

change for this portion of I-70N would be located in the 

__ vicinity of Linganore-Bartonsville roads.§/ 

__ By September, 1968, preliminary engineering 

studies were completed and presented to Frederick County 

Commissioners and a public hearing was scheduled.  This 

5/ The location of this interchange has been the subject 
of behind-closed-doors power plays by influential local 
citizens so thct its constant shifting has led to long 
and costly delays.  The impact oi the interchange is 
more dramatic upon homes and businesses than any other 
phase of Plan A. 

0° 
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hearing was held in November, 1968, at Mount Airy, 

Maryland --- some distance removed from the project 

area — at which time it was disclosed that the inter- 

change was to be shifted about 3 miles east to Ijamsville 

Road.  The moving spirit behind the relocation of the 

interchange is not revealed. 

About one year later (December 16, 1969), we 

were advised that during a meeting with County Commis- 

sioners and other local officials, the State Highway 

engineers were requested to shift the interchange to a 

third location — The Mains Lane area — at the behest of 

the Planning and Zoning Director.  This led to a further 

meeting in January, 1970, between highway engineers and 

county officials, at which time it was determined that 

further studies would have to be undertaken. 

At a meeting on December 16, 1970, the State 

Highway Administration's plans for upgrading U.S. Route 

40 with the interchange at Mains Lane, overpasses at 

Ijar.oville Road and Bartonsville Ro?:d, and a new bridge 

across the Monacacy River, were tentatively approved by 

C 
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the County Commission, The Planning and Zoning Commission 

and the Federal Highway Administration officials.  At 

long last the programmed project was ready to move ahead 

on the basis of what is now termed Plan A — the long- 

held plan which the State Highway engineers had proposed 

to the federal government years before this and which was 

widely known to all in the community. 

Within weeks, however, a small group of vocal 

citizens, at a meeting with the County Commission on 

January 25, 1971, requested the Commission to prevail 

upon the State Highway Administration to relocate the 

entire project by swinging it off its existing roadbed 

of Ijamsville Road and projecting it on a north/northwest 

arc, through the scenic land north of U.S. Route 40 

and back on the existing highway west of the Monocacy 

River near the East Patrick Street bridge.§/  The Commission 

n' ^ 

The Frederick Post, January 26. 1971, referred to this 
proposal as the "Gar.ley Plan" presurr.ably because a local 
realtor, Paul R. Ganley, made the presentation to the 
County Commission on the ba^is of his drawings cr sketches 
It is common:.y referred to as s-ch by many of the local 
residents.  It is now under serious cor.s idc-ration herein 
as Plan P. (or B-l) , recor.uT,er,dcu as an alternate to the 
long-held plan to upgrade existing U.S. Route 40 (Plan A) 
which had already received tentative approval of all 
concerned. 
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wa s persuaded to make the request to the State Highway 

Administration that this radical departure form the »r- 

mal highway corridor be studied. 

We are advised that: 

"Federal Highway officials initially 
objected to the relocation concept, 
but in view of the Administration's 
Policy and Prodedure Memorandums 20- 
8 and 90-1, inferring feasible al- 
ternates be held accountable, the 
new studies were initiated." 

(emphasis added)?/ 

We are not advised, as yet, of the basis for this     W 

initial federal objection.  However, it is plain that the 

"Ganley Plan" (now recommended by the State Highway Admin- 

istration as alternate Plan B or B-l) called for such a 

sweeping and radical departure from the tentatively.agreed 

proposal of many years to upgrade existing U.S. Route 40 

as to constitute a complete variance with the corridor geo- 

metries both east and west of the area in question and would ' 

de-and further lengthy and expensive studies. 

On or about June 1, 1972, the public was advised, 

for the first time that Plans A and B would be the subject        C 

y     See Pratt Envlror.mtr.->i-* i st-.-,« ,^,n, | p# -^ 
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of a public hearing on July 6, 1972, and that maps, 

drawings and other information would be available to 

them prior to such hearing.  No facilities for photo- 

copying public information were supplied.  No informa-- 

tion on how copies of the Draft Environmental Statement 

could be obtained was given prior to the July 6th pub- 

lic hearing. 

It was further stated that a "public infor- 

nation hearing" would be held in June.  The full spect- 

rum of Plan B and its implications thus was first pub- 

licly disclosed only a few weeks ago.  Since that time, 

examination of Plan B indicates that the State Highway 

Administration has grossly understated its true, effective 

costs and heavily slanted its Draft Environmental State- 

ment against Plan A.  Word of this has only recently 

been circulated and already this has aroused the indig- 

nation and protest of more than 150 residents of the area. 

In essence. Plan B would require the construction of 

a longer, less safe, shockingly more expensive, less ade- 

quate, more damaging road than Plan A.  Yet it has been 

presented as a feasible, suitable and practicable alternate 

— and the onlv alternate -- to Plan A. 

(TEiVi 3 0 
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IV.  FULL COSTS OF PLAN E NOT DISCLOSED 

The true, effective costs of Plan B have not 

been presented to the public.  Rather, it would seem that 

a studied effort has been made to disregard them. 

It is only as a result of citizen inquiry and 

lay study during the past few weeks that it has been re- 

vealed that the true costs would probably be about double 

the estimate of $15.6 million which the State Highway 

Administration has widely circulated to the public, the 

press, the Federal Highway Administration, and various 

other agencies and officials of the state and federal 

government.  This has led many to say that the costs of 

Plan B are "about the same" as Plan A or-that they are 

"only slightly more" than the $15 million Plan A costs. & 

Nothing could be further from the truth. 

Bridcir.g Costs 

A few minutes prior to the public hearing on 

July 6, 1972, the comparative figures for bridges on both 

© 

8/ The Division Engineer of the Federal Highway Admin- ^ 
istration in a July 12, 1972, letter to Mr. Murphy O 
indicated that he toe has boon led to believe that "" 
the costs of Plans A and B are aoout equal. 
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plans were given Mr. Murphy pursuant to a request made 

a week prior thereto at the "public information" hearing 

No information on bridging coats was presented or made 

available at that hearing.  They are as follows: 

Plan A - 87,700 square feet of bridges 
Plan B - 231,100 9/ square feet of bridges 

Thus, Plan B would require some 143,400 square 

feet more of bridgin than Plan A, a differential of some 

263%.  Using the cost fugure of $80.00 per square foot for 

construction costs (a figure employed by Mr. Louis Brosius 

on the record of the hearing of July 6, 1972), the cost 

difference for bridging alone is almost $11.5 million! 

But even using a unrealistically low figure of $50.00 a 

square foot, bridge costs alone on Plan B would exceed the 

total cost of construction estimated for it in the Draft 

Environmental Statement.^/ 

9/ This does not include an alternate 12,100 square foot 
bridge for Plan B-l. 

10/ $50 X 231,100 (sq.ft.) = $11,550,000.  The Draft State- 
ment estimates that total construction costs for Plan B 
are $11,495,000. ..-The remainder of the $15.5 million 
estimate is fcr right-of-way and engineering expense. 
(Draft Statement, p. 37). 

ITEM 1) 0 



.v* 

l"s, 

(^ 

Interchange Costa 

An interchange is included on Plan A.  It is 

excluded on Plan B.  However, Plan B seeks to conceal 

such a patent discrepancy by showing several sites which 

are called "Future Contingency Interchanges."  No reason 

is advanced for this strange omission.  If one is needed 

on Plan A at a point to accomodate a future planned county 

beltway, it is obvious that one is likewise required on 

Plan B.  The costs for land acquisition and construction • 

running into the millions is thus completely excluded 

from the cost estimates of Plan B. 

Additional Two Lanes of Highway 

Plan B is only a 4-lane highway and present cost 

estimates are based on this unusual fact. ' It is conceded 

that I-70N calls for a 6-lane highway.  It is being con- 

structed on that basis both to the east and west of the 

project area here involved.  Only this 4-mile section is 

being relegated to four lanes.  Why?  Obviously, to mini- 

mize the present cost.  Plan A fulfills the 6-lane require- 

ment.  We are entitled to have the true costs of these 

JO 
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additional two lanes included in the present estimate if' 

any comparison of the two Plans is to be made on a common 

sense basis.  Informed lay judgment, based on contracts 

recently awarded on nearby portions of I-70N, estimates 

that these excluded costs would range from $5 to $7 

million.  Inflation in future years, of course, would in- 

crease this considerably. 

Underestimated Right-of-way Costs 

The estimated cost of $1,133,000.00 for right- 

of-way on Plan B is grossly underestimated.  The sever- 

ance damage on the Long Branch PUD, for example, is not 

clearly acknowledged and can scarcely be included in the 

above figure.  The taking of some nine or more homes and 

several complete farms, plus the expensive completely new 

property required for a 300-foot right-of-waty running some 

four miles with its consequent adverse impact on land 

values, will require the expenditure of sums substan- 

tially in excess of the figure now allotted for it.  In 

this regard, it is important to note the existing Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan for the County provides for the utilization of 

property in this area for low-density housing.  This fact 

is not considered in the Draft Statc-sment. 
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Maintenance and Other Costs 

Plan B would require not only continued main- 

tenance costs for a relocated I-70N, but also for the 

existing U.S. Route 40 in this project area.  These costs 

are constant and continuing.  Additionally, extra bridging 

means extra maintenance.  Section 1.09(a) of the Federal- 

Aid Highways Act states that the Secretary of Transporta- 

tion may not approve state plans and specifications which 

fail to provide for "safety, durability and economy of 

In addition, a service road between Reichs Ford 

Road and Qulnn Orchard Road is included in the costs of 

Plan A and excluded in Plan B.  If it is needed on one, 

it is required on the other since the needs of this area 

are the same under either proposal.  Again, the true costs 

of Plan B are deliberately minimised. 

V.  PLAN B WOULD VIOLATE THE POLICY 
AND STANDARDS OF THE FEDERAL-AID 
HlGHv-^ys ACT. (23 U.S.C.S101 et seq. ) 

Section 101 of the Federal-Aid Highways Act 

provides in pertinent part that it is the intent of Congress 

-2^ 

© 
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that "insofar as possible   existing highways located 

on an interstate road shall be used to the extent that 

such use is practicably suitable and feasible. 

VThat are the public interest factors which would 

justify a complete disregard of this national policy as 

; contemplated by the radical departure from the existing 

U.S. Route 40 contemplated by Plan B?  There simply are 

none. 

Section 109 of the Act provides that standards 

approved by the Secretary of Transportation for each con- 

struction project "shall be adequate to enable such pro- 

_          ject to accommodate the types and volumes of traffic anti- 

cipated for such project for a 20-year period commencing 

on the date of approval by the Secretary  of the plans 

_  for actual construction of such project." 

— Plan B, as a 4-lane highway, would be ob- 

-^        solete as soon as it was completed.  Six lanes are being 

provided everywhere else along the corridor of I-70N.  The 

State report stresses that a 4-lane U.S. Route 40 has in- 

sufficient traffic capacity to meet federal interstate 
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standards (Draft Environmental Study, p. 38).  Yet the 

same report seeks to suggest that a 4-lane Plan B high- 

way would comply with federal requirements.  The incon- 

sistency of these two conflicting propositions is so 

apparent as to warrant no further comment. 

Section 138 of the Act states, in pertinent 

part, that:  "It is hereby declared to be the national 

policy that special efforts should be made to preserve the 

natural beauty of the countryside and ..." The purpose of 

this Section is not only to-preserve parks, recreation 

areas, historic sites, etc., but also to prevent the en- 

vironmental waste and damage resulting from drastic de- 

partures from existing highways such as is the case with 

Plan B.  If there are compelling public interest reasons 

for doing so and if there are no feasible alternatives 

available, then, of course, the scenic beauty of the country- 

side must be relinguished.  That, however, is not the case 

here, since Plan A is clearly  feasible, practicable and 

suitable. 

(^ 
^ 
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VI.  HIGHWAY SAFETY IS LESSENED UNDER PLAN B 

It is highly important to note that the accident 

projections outlined in the Draft Environmental Study 

(pages 14-20) clearly indicate that Plan A is superior to 

Plan B.  It will he observed that the retention of U.S. 

Route 40 in its present state as a so-called service road 

with its numerous grade separations, plus those that will 

have to be added in the future, compounds an already 

hazardous highway safety problem for this area. 

Highway safety is a factor which cannot be mini- 

mized in any road-planning program.  Its importance to the 

federal interstate system, however, is particularly signi- 

ficant.  The one Congressional mandate in the Federal-Aid 

Highways Act which specifically restricts the discretion 

of the Secretary is that which forbids approval of any 

plan which, inter alia, compronises safety. (23 U.S.C. §109(a)) 

Recently the Secretary of Transportation, John 

A. Volpe, has stated that the prime goal of his admin- 

istration is to achieve substantial improvements in highway 

vt* 
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safety and to curtail the mounting toll of highway acci- 

dents.  In the present circumstances, therefore, it is 

inconceivable that Plan A can be rejected by responsible 

highway officials. 

VII.  REVIEW PROCEDURES REQUIRE AVAILABILITY 
OF A FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY 

Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 42 U.S.C. §4332(2)(c) requires 

all federal agencies to issue a "detailed statement" on 

the environmental impact of- all "major federal actions 

significantly affecting the quality of the human environ- 

ment..." —^This section is an essential "action-forcing" 

provision.  It is a mandate to consider environmental 

values at every stage of the federal agency process.  The 

primary and non-delegable responsibility for fulfilling 

that function in this case lies with the United States 

Department of Transportation.  Calvgrt Cliffs Coordinating 

Ccmmittee, Inc. v^ United States Ato.-tic Enercy Coiru-niss ion, 

449 F. 2d 1109,1119 (D.C. Ci'r. 1971). 

11/  There is no doubt that a Federal-Aid Highway Pro- 
ject in the $15 million+ cateqory ir. r "major federal 
action", Na-.ed In^.iviaual Mcp:,bo rs of San Antonio 
Conservation Society v. Texas Highway Department,446 
F. 2d 1013 at 1024-102^ (5th Cir., 1971). 

o 
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Up to now, the only such statement available to 

, the public is the draft prepared by the Maryland State 

Highway Administration.  This statement is heavily oriented 

in favor of Plan B and is deficient in many respects.  It 

is respectfully submitted that the State Highway Administra- 

tion is an applicant for federal funds to construct this 

project and consequently its statement may be influenced 

by that fact.  Its study cannot be regarded as compliance 

with NEPA and the seeming abdication of the federal agency 

in this regard deprives the public of an informed parti- 

cipation in the public hearing process. 

Obviously the lay public is in no position to 

bring to bear the necessary resources and technical expertise 

to provide an effective analysis of environmental factors. 

This is the function of the federal agency.  It cannot be 

delegated to other persons and certainly not to interested 

applicants for federal funds.  GreeneCounty Planning Board 

-' £edtiral Power Co-Mission. 455 F. 2d 412 (2nd Cir. 1972). 

Section 102 of NEPA explicitly requires the federal 

agency's own detailed statement "to accompany the proposal 
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through the existing agency review process." Here, how- 

ever, we are now in the midst of a review process and no 

such federal independent study is available to us. 

it would appear reasonable that if the responsible 

federal highway avthorities were actually to view the site 

of this project, to study the affected area and to conduct 

its own independent appraisal of environmental factors and 

cost factors, the destructive consequences of Plan B would 

be readily apparent.  Conceivably, we would not now be at 

this stage of the decisional process where the "Ganley Plan" 

is being heavily supported and proposed as a suitable alter- 

native to Plan A. 

Th«   .Iniiijrsi     In    that     t h«    fowo i cU    a.,c-,M.   y,      In   at.. 11 

eating its responsibility to local parties, can create an 

almost inflexible situation.  The early preparation of a 

federal environmental statement would not only accelerate 

the construction of the best road for the lowest cost, but 

it would insure that the public interest in environment, 

safety, and other important considerations would be properly 

protected.  Thus in the recent case of Arlinnton Coalition 

v- Volpe. 3 E.R.C. 1995 (4th Cir. 1972), the court specifically 

/TEM 33- 0 
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stressed the need for such compliance with the spirit as 

well as the letter of the NEPA.  As that court noted, 

^ once the highway planning process has reached latter 

stages, flexibility in selecting alternative plans has, 

to a large extent, been lost. 

.   . For example, in the instant case, a thoughtful 

alternative proposal was advanced by Mr. Louis Brosius 

at the July 6, 1972, public hearing.  This alternative 

would work within the existing Route 40 right-of-way, 

utilizing the 50-foot median strip for the added lanes, 

relocating the new bridge across the Monocacy so as to 

avoid impact on residential dwellings, utilizing a diamond- 

shaped interchange instead of the wide circular one pro- 

posed, etc. 

This feasible alternative was not even discussed 

in the environmental study prepared by the State Highway 

.  Administration.  Yet by the time this matter is reviewed 

by the Federal Highway officials in Baltimore and Washington, 

there will be extreme pressure to get the job done and to 

avoid a loss of time through more studies. 
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These recent federal court cases nil under- 

scored the need for responsible federal officials to 

comply with the plan provisions of the NEPA. The duty 

is squarely placed upon the federal agency to make the 

requisite studies. It is respectfully submitted that 

a study prepared by the state officials cannot be sub- 

stituted for it. 

At hearings conducted before the Senate Public 

Works Committee on August 25, 1970, F. C. Turner, Federal 

Highway Administrator, indicated that his agency would 

delegate this precise responsibility to regional federal 

highway administrators with highly controversial projects 

continuing to be forwarded for review by FHWA Headquarters 

in Washington.  Senator Muskie, however, expressed reserva- 

tions about the possibility that federal regional administra- 

tors will rely to heavily upon state highway departments 

for the detailed environmental analysis required by NEPA. 

It is recognized that there is a high degree of 

delegation to state governments which characterizes federal- 

O 
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aid highway development.  However, the cases cited above 

as well as the plain language of the Act. clearly require 

the responsible federal officials to do the job. 

VIII.  THE BEST ROAD AT THE LOWEST 
COST IS PLAN A 

The fundamental objective of government, both 

state and federal, is to build the best road at the lowest 

cost.  From the foregoing review, it is clear that Plan A 

meets this test. 

At the public information hearing held in June, 

Mr. Roland Thompson of the Maryland State Highway Administra- 

tion, stated that the relative cost of Plan B as compared 

to Plan A was a matter of indifference to the state authorities, 

since 90% of the funds would be furnished by the federal govern- 

ment.  We cannot believe that such an attitude is consistent 

with either law or policy which governs the Federal-Aid 

Highways program. 

It should be emphasized that the states have no 

inchoate right to funds apportioned to them prior to the 

actual approval of a project by the Secretary of Transportation. 
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42 Op. Atty. Gen. Fob. 25. 1967.  The view expressed by 

Mr. Thompson would eliminate every incentive for good 

management and the practice of common sense economy which 

is incumbent upon the executive branch of government. 

Indeed, it is clear that there is no mandate 

requiring that funds made available for any government 

program must be fully expended.  This principle has re- 

ceived statutory recognition in the Anti-Deficiency Act, 

31 U.S.C. §665(c).  In any event!, such a philosophy is 

inconsistent with every known principle of government 

management and fiscal responsibility. 

IX.  ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE 

The environmental damage which would result 

from the adoption of Plan B is substantially greater than 

that resulting from Plan A.  This fact is recognized in 

at least three comments from responsible government agen- 

cies contained in the Letter File relating to this project. 

They were not alluded to in the Draft Environmental State- 

ment. 

C 
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Thus the Department of Health of the State of 

Maryland has asserted that Plan B would have the greater 

(j        adverse effect on air pollution, particularly during the 

construction phase,  with two construction phases necessary 

under Plan B,. this environmental damage would thereby be 

compounded. 

The Department of Health likewise pointed out 

that Plan A is the more desirable alternative from a noise 

standpoint. 

The Maryland Department of State Planning has 

stated that the comments from within that department 

favor the upgrading of the existing highway alignment — 

Plan A.  They point out that the selection of Plan B 

would run counter to the comprehensive development plan 

of Frederick County which calls for the dedication of 

this property to low-density housing development.  It 

• suggests that its selection would require a complete re- 

O examination  of   the   land-use   plan   for   that   narrow  island 

)       of property which  would  be  created  between   the   two highways. 

\M^ 
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This approach is proper and specifically required by 

-Section 102(2) of NEPA which states that environmental 

statements nust weigh short-term uses of the environment 

against long-term productivity. 

The Department of Interior asserts that the 

negative effects on the State of Maryland will be exten- 

sive in the event Plan B is pursued. They affirmatively 

state: "It appears to us that the reconstruction of U.S. 

Route 40 to three travel lanes in each direction is pre- 

ferable to construction of a new interstate highway of 

the present U.S. Route 40." 

The creation of a narrow island of prime land 

squeezed between the two highways and only about one-half 

mile in depth at its widest point, constitutes a violation 

of every sound principle of land-use development recog- 

nized by all authorities. 

I ' Likewise the severance of the PUD, Long Branch 

Estates, would completely destroy the approved use of this 

property for low-density residential dwellings and the 

c 
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scentc park and recreationa! areas set aside therein. 

Importantly, the hi9h„ay ^uld run dtrectly through a 

10-acre site set aside for an elementary school,  ^ese 

factors which have been completely disregarded or lightly 

cast aside in the Draft Environmental Statement. 

X.  CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that Plan B - 

the "Ganley Plan" iq in ~     ^ 
y ian    u ill-conceived, excessively costly 

and injurious to the area, xt must be rejected. Its 

adoption would constitute an arbitrary and capricious 

judgment on the part of governmental authorities. 

Plan A, on the other hand, is the shorter, safer, 

less costly and less damaging road.  There are no com- 

pelling public interest reasons to abandon this long- 

approved proposal. 

238 
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INVESTORS AND nrmoims si:RVi('i:s, INC.. 

N       IDERT   M.   KEATG.   PnrnmrNr 

Ot-lolxM-    l»,     l(»7'J 

-PH 
raiiTL   ir.in 

cum    :ini-'.'»2 •,»ii"i2 

('". 

Mr'.    I hnm.i -   Moli I <•( 
•> t ,-i I i'   l.'i • .«< I -;   • omm i    .s i OM   O I I' i ».• o 

Irt-.l.-t- UK ,    M.-.i-vlnti.l      LMT'" 

IM: iJoul «>   7<^   \ 

llonr   Mr.   Mohlor: 

,\> vnu know, I. nm n proporJy outi' r- niiNions for Vfin 

to rr.«--o1vr< Hu I'iii.il Imntioii ol l<oiit'> f0 : uli'-r«> it ero *-<••<•* 

'tho Motioc.ncN I!, ivrr. 1 nvnin ur^r vmi <o •>! •.-ni-lou .-(II ,-ilt<i- 
iiativo JII.THS i in-I ml itiji I IK- Ci.nf/U'y I' I .-m .tii'l iot<-<Ml with .li.- 

patch to ftpvflop Uonto 7() N alonjr (IK- or i jt I na I «oiirs«- - ovcj- 

the   rxistinv;   Uoutr   'l(>   Uiy.ht    <J I    '.v'ay . 

I   (|o   not    know   what     1    COM 1.1   a.Id    '   -    Mu-   icport    f. I    Mr. 

Murpliy   oth.>f    than    thai     T    hope    in   your    riv.\hi    of    v.av   .-K'tpii^ii ion 

of  Hiv   nronrrlv   ^'oii   tons i ihi »il   mv   tilt  im.it <        '   • i 'I' n I i a I    ilrn^i- 
tv    i I    >«>•!   wcii?    not    jvoinr    throii.eli   my    prop*-1   i*   .        I i.e.     \II>    s'-t- 
l Irmrnt    rould   not    l>«-   at     ("arm   prices,    htil    •..-•il'l   piol..-)l) I \    h.ivc 

to   hr   ha.-.MI   on   an   ov.-rall    .h-n.-iiy   ol     I'.'   -    ' r'   nuits   pel'   a' '< 
l)l.n>,   L-ompons.-i I ion    lor    the    t i rmrn.lou •-   hlir'"    yon   von I d   wronjrht 

on   Ihl.s   prop..-,«Ml   I'l.min-.l   I'nit    Drvr I opuwn I - '       l I"   Y'>n   won 1 .1 
like   a   copy    of   mv   roinpr ehens i ve   plan,     I    w i ! I    I"   happy    to    I iu- 
nif-h   you   wLlh   samo,    althonyh   a   copy   has   h<-«.>ji   availahlo    to   you 

through   the   County    slucr   sprinvr. 

Pleaso    lot    mo   heor    I'roni   you    .is    to   when   you   think 

a   decision   in i .•' h I.   ho   re.K-hed. 

Thank   you   very  much. 

sincerely. 

.INVTSTOh'S   AM)   ni'VI I.OI'IC'KS   SI-.I.'VWKS,    INC. 

7/   :      ! 

Poh'er I    M.    liea t ?; 

Pr«"• i dent 

\ rj'^i";-^'— T^. 

; .i : • ••'   • d '• 
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v'   INVESTORS AND DF.VEI.OPERS'SERVICLS, INC. 
1BERT   M.   KEATS.   PREomtNT 

jfa 

SUITE    161D 

5530   WISCONSIN   AVENUE 

CMCVY CKASL.   MARYUANO 2Dai5 

PMNC:   301-052-5032 

1       , 
December 6, 1972 

Mnrylnnd Department of Transportation 
State Iligluvay Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore;   Maryland     21203 
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HE:  Interstate 70N 
Kast of IjamsvilJe Roa 
West of Monocacy River 

d to 

Gentlemen: 

10-- **• i1 r1"0!*6 n lGtter to M»'- Mohler dated October l8, 
19,r, whxch he lorwarded to you on October 20 3970 T ' 
.iwnitincr your renlv   Wh-.t \ 1 < i. 1       -•"'-•  1 am -,H-0r-« +  »   rnpiy.  wn.it x& tlie current status of the 
alternate Routes of 70N? 

Enclosure 
RMK:ls 

Sincerely, 

INVESTOns?AND DEVELOPERS SERVICES, INC 

Roberx >S. Keats 
President 
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METRO-LAND AND GROWTH INVESTMENTS. INC. 
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Jul  .•    17,     IT/.'^S^i ~ 
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.•^oLiiVi   JC.'JIH.'.'  Cluci.   i',n< iiu   u-Pf .n HJ IK;   aiul   .S.iU:^'        < 

SLiitc   Hif':liv.'.!\'   Tv<.ii]i ii.i.:-.l L-.II .!  vn 

JOG  Wrrl:   i^rc.'; I '>n   r.lr.ffL 
•.».\.] tii.ifjrc:.   MM »:y.l..":ni..     >. L«:'».).i 

Ro:     Corriuor   Pui)].jc   Hcin.-.i nq,   July  G,   1(.)72 

i '  Omtv-nr-l.   ]k)r    !•*   (»0:>-0((U-772 
f 1 nliorj: t .i Lc   i{;»ul i.»   '/O-Li 
I                         T jiinr.vj. lit;   lloa I   t.u wi r. t   ol   ^otiocacy  River 

!•'v(iJyj-.i cj•,    -l.n   -Ian:'  

jonr Mr.   Hicks: 

Hctr-o-l'i-ym-.i   .••Ma  Growth   InvcstatnLr.,   IIK:.   !:•   tlio   owner 

oi   73.;'!   -icrcr,   nt    !..•!;.   in   L-'roOcrj CK  Count'.',   • K-.f-'loui-,   in   l.i'.o 

art.-,   urrici-  consi-i- i  u     '--i  at   rJic  afjovr-ifxvnti.'.oncvi   [j-i'Aic  iicarinij. 

Tiia.?-   H-." ti'icnc   j.:-   .•••>•.: i c L<:-»i   in  nu-joort   o^   '.'•••n-   i.  wnxch  V/.'IP   fU'c- 

nciii-.C-Ai  uL   that   hca. i-i   •,   .-itvi   in   fjt/yoro.LioM   i.o   I'Jan   :;. 

J'nr   or ):J« '.'i.»'  'J17   tin.5;   cornora t.ion   i<-.   .. n   Liu-:   iinodiate 

vicii.ity "t   the  •..i-.-i-h   Javc.r.-   Li;ac.l.  ^vm   !   ::/   Ki»..•.• rt   T.   "lurpnv. 

•!r.    •luralv.-   roc   f-rtu   :.•••   m i«.   •'ftaiJ.   .it   L
:
;I    ara r;.iii«.;   tac   ronsons 

wnv   fciie  a-'ootxon   ui   L'i.ui   i>  or   i a'•   altarii-i la' ,    i'i.an   JJ-1,   would  be 

contrary  to  the   pablic:   xntoiasc   i •>   that   IIK/  arc   lonc/rr,   taore 
co? tly,   loss   safe  ana  'uon-  :U-Lvl I'f.ii '<1   to   Uui  environment.     We. 

concur   In   his   cr:i CJ <i r ^r   ol    Hla.-   a and   a-1   an.-.'   eii'lorse hi?i   pre- 

rcntation   xi\   r;ao,j'ji t   .n.   I'I.M   A. 

l .\   :j;:ri 'Ja.-'i "i "7   '••••    '•••.;.'•!      < •> • a"v s:    • 'a    <>rav<:   cjneern   th;;t 

• -,    i-'cit » iL   hi.'.i-.v' . '.:.y\A    <    .:• .>•••<*.,    ;•••     '» •"• •    I.e-. a va L   aa'.ncy   in- 
vr.lv.. ij   }.u   \.'\r     .••• )-,< •.:    ,     •.••.•<> :     • ;."     •«'! •   ' i\v i v ;!; a n L a L   i'rt- 
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SLa tx-   '!'•   ;w. •••.•    •••••   IP.J :••-•!   .'..     -,    ••   •   *     a"'-"1   '   •.'•ich islatcd   in   the 

ao-iVaar". r.. a   v.> L"   Lai    . v.;i •    > • .-a   . 

Ii,   !i,i.-   •- .n .( ci i. .a   w   •    I . r    .i j i.e.i .J.I I Lv   to   the  cus:unl 
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w* 

( •• 

Mr.   'I'ii.ciinv   U.i c):.'• 

Julv   17,   J(//.> 

xci'-rcnci r.   xn   • iic    .'• i ...••' ••   ^.r:1!      ', < . i • '.)i-"i •]! i .• I    ' * <> t ' "it lit:   I. JJ   Lh'" 

islannr*.    '.u'-'.'n   <i«.-'. <\lo .• I-.MII-.,    i .•..»••:.    '<•.   i.twh-:   IJV.I.'K'I     I-;:; (.. Li.-'".,   on   Lite 

"Uirv:..'   ' * 1 c- • u .1:!: v   w.ijcli   w.*.:;     i.>it) •• > 1   ;; '   I.IK    <'M.    <  i".:c!'   Co^ni../ 

i'louniivj   «iru.'   : .on.i tn..;   C- ••1.1.1 ry.i < <n   : v.-v- < 1.,; 1   yi.'i:-   ': IO.      Our   jToportv, 

r.^in-i  j::   tiic   im u..- i.'iLo  vii.j.nily,   vo ill.   i^c.   avcu !.ci,.lc   for   r.Uinc 

c:y>i.-:itih].c   urc. 

Tiif    uj.::,   ior   Lofii,   ;>.'.-. r.on   /is i.-'i 1. (.':••   (.•ill;     .i or   .1.,'^..Uj 

owrllj ni;   ui'.i 1 r   .';<;>"r<-«i.>nJo'.i   0/   :)«i;'i.   <i.rf."is.      'I'ii.-.:   Li-ucic   rchool 

r.i  .f  ii;c.L'v.ic--.-   7n   slKil.    i.l.in   .M-'i join.'-,   .uu;   '". ( 7.1 ooi.:    .M.   ;'.r<..   oJ." 

-.."'   r ! or,.;iin-   a n.'.c   .>i,inl' ••   (^oc   Di.Tit'L   IIJIV VVI'MI'IUVML.! I    '1 ;ii.« • ri>:nL, 

;»'•.''.    .'.    )    ': l.re.*i  i^'    JCTJ ';..<. >.•-. u     tor    IMli.    i.l:-.O.JM    I".:I«        :«.irj>il'/'    i.'O.   . 

'i!:?~ i ••i»,l r MI- •..'•. M 1,; i:i.'.; ^lar^uv; uiroar' •.fvc: •>•> tui. '•' •!.!'. pi'O-- 

vj <•''•• i, < A', ii • if : • ;; L'lf- noo'.i^L ^y <~A-?\.h <.;£ t.Jn.: i'l (:•• .:J .: i... .•>o;>'; l.;.- 

Lion. Jij Li).'; < •'.'!H>I..: i...i.on r-wl .in a(,nr'j-at..:.!.in-; \:'. coi'i , ti'i'jur.aii'Jr 

«>1 i-rr 'k" r.i.;L- t.'O"*";'. • ' c • i: I'.nLf; VMiiJ.a be affr.rik, i.'.c .< :vLiP. ( Hi. of 

'.j''.' i !Vi .in .. . ••! j'i- 1 •• Li- >. itvj roivicui v:.i Lh tin. 1 -. r, ,•* ,.v:-i.lj; '• J..' '•: •• oj.' 

:.i.'"i;un   ronvr .-u •.•r.-.'>: ••;. 

•.,,: •   •••1  MI' •-i .,f   ••!    L'MM   '• ..'".inv1!   rr L." I «. •':   v-'!::   '.''Oil'.. 'Oil   U'lt' 

• •••• :.    oi'   I iic  ;:;ri: i'ii'.. i •     i.ii.iji   i.(    •:;<    si...Li1   S.i.:; iv/. • v  .'' .• j:.i.i •.i.i.r t.ro Lio'!1 

!;•'•   ' O':. 'J ru'.-   ]  iL>. !••:(.• I. c   ?i .   !••   n   '1:^ ! MV ;   U.i.-.    ivonti:   ^L-   Lo   inlcr- 

:  L'S.'''   pt.-'.n'.L'lj".!:--   .iPCi   i.>rovi •. .-irvj   1     ;>."•.)'...U t-l    •:t.T\'\C(     t o<.i •   for   loo.: 1. 

:.•'<: f: 1 i •".,    j'•:?!".   nr-   't./K.   I.: IVC.-I- 
;"   ivrti   <;uin    rjri   LJu    ,JO.)" L ion   of   1--70W 

u^.   LiK   rar-i    of:   tii i r:   «-f • vv-nL.       l'U"r.,    LliC   i. .rpLcrnr nt.ation   of   thir. 

L'VVi   ir   ':(" .'cri'Lrnr    MI   ru'.-   ••. 'ooLion   «"< r   :;)..ni   .A    Lor   Ihr-   f-'vnplc Lion   of 

ts-.ir-    ;-';;-H:>. .       r;-   •;o'i; r. "; ,    MM    •• ' :• -if .ii-iif.:-.   of   L'.olii   I'L.ui   •?   fini:!. 
1 JMI   .>- i   ..i'     L  1'•: ••   ii       1:    ••.;ij-   1:    .••    i-"     ,: MiH.ii   :•..' i..ilc:r',   'ic.sLroy- 

J.!H-   ;.;.     ;".': ,   •   •.        •• •   •.     i I.I • •-i • i • 1 .•• » i '   iii.   L   '    !>i:oi f.c ty  for 

V-  •   j 1 * :i LJ . • '      •:'.'-     :  . .   ;. ).r, ;i:; .'. f •. •     i i     ii  . i •:•>':' T. :•.•:•   . 

•-   •• ..-. r ••< •       ...       •':•..;; .•:  ,    l )•,'•   Si J; . •' .•••   1,LV ft. 

Kv    .'.•.:.( is'   . •    : :   ., . •  1 1             -.      • :•    (1 •• • •    .'•)••' |.,)- Mil    1  ' usora- 

L l   •'.    1 ••    t     '• i .'  ;! 1 . . i- •            .. •<                           •.'..!<    •.      .in    •   C'v 1 • I o,  /.it m."    i.i i' I 

'.•." H •'                 11:     L    >     i           • • •! .1 .                           -      !       '         .1     ,     •.         v     j')l      ".I      i.HMll      <'ti 

• '    I'M-   n>• 1.1 t    .      •  i     1  •-,• i 1   .1 !    • ( . •  . J    •       i u'     • • 1 M . 1     .  .• I. 1 • in .>' n (    .'tr: 

i.'«  .i I.  •    v.'l    { . <i     ;u >»     . .        •     1        ' • 1'.: :i  . ,. ,1 i I     :.:.'( •     (    ••'   ,«      <--.»)«     «'    u'0'il|J') ri — 

: oil   M1-   »•!«•   .K'i.o 1,..-i     1   ..     .);.. .     \.ii    M   ,1.,     ..O,HI     .1    i.wi.i;   liiMiich   EsL.iLc-;; 

jt :t-..i.v vi L t-s   tj..ii     i,-.     . -l.sr.   ".    • L 1 '..'n-if 111    <.'i. .•;    rj..jiii     'iirouon   llir   r;c!iool 

: • .i I < • . 
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Mr.   Tho-Tuir.   Ihrk.<: 

Ju.l.\    1.7,    VHA 
Pii<;r   Thro 

243 

The-   ilr-c;.!.'IM Lion   • >i   ;vJ'i..:v   0(    i..'u..  Nat:i^nol   J^viron- 
r    ,   •     tacntnl   PoLicv   .u:i-   of   l.avi   rf.-jjvo:;   in   .xir. '    Uuil    I'M-  Fcxicrv 1 

Ilaqlw^y .V..'MJnist:rr.::.Lon,   ;1;:   U,,     rcilr-o:|   a-M r.-.-v  hr-rc-   invoJ voc,    • 
rluUl   (12   U.S.C.   .:..,;.   4331)    •• *   *   *   j^prov.-   nml   coordinaU 
ro4-iTnl   olan.':,   Juncl.ion«#    ..rcKirasnr.,   and   resources   to  the  end 
that   t.-.o  Nation  may  - 

(1)      fulfill   the   re.sponf..il,ilit.ier   of   cacn   ficncration  an 
••-rurtcc  or   tho  envj roirncnt:   ior  saccucn j nu   cjeneriitionr.; 

(•:)     arjMirr   for  nil  Anoricnns   safe,   hraltliful,   productive, 
ano  estheticnllv .Mid  culturally ploasinu  narroundingr;; 

(3)     attain   l.Iu: wi'icst   ranqo  of   beneficial   arcs   of   the 
c-nvironmonf  wLthoul-.  de-rariation,   risk   Lo ae.vlth  or  safety, 
or otiier   undr::;! ,;..:) J e  and  unintended  eonnofuencrs; 

(•i)      *   *   *  ru'i.-tajn,   whcrevr.r  por.s:.i ij.U.#   on   <-m'j r MU^.TJ- 

whioi   ru-o.jort::   -.-j vr-rr.i f.v  and  variety  oJ.   .indiviuuo 1. choice; 

(5)     aciiirve  ,,   jMlanr,-  ))ot.W(,on  poiHiUiLion  and   resource   n-jr- 
;   v/hica will   prr.u.L .hi«,h   shar.unrdn   of   iiwim,  and  a wide  r.harinq 

of  life's  amenj tier;; 

(fj)      *   *   *» 

i ,. 
:•   ti •••i ' f   ..f:Lrov   I iiat ..ineal 

The  a.-,J;;,0n   o^   j^;..,    •   will   m. ;,1,    I J,, .„r.«n.:«   of   people 
0/-.  U,;::   •,n"   1,,,,,r'--   •..•«"••"-..••:    ••   •        •    i.iv..    I-     .;•,„•:•.   ;.„d   Lo   .•1,,<.Il.,   ., ' 

. PCPO-d    J.ll   ;•,    rrlMJiui   •>;     ...,, 
co-vi-u, i iv,   ;.;,.i   i, ,,,. ;     ^j   j., 

Lwf)    rv'; lit--    i ;»• i-C I •• .-'K:"1.     'if.i.     ! 
pJ."in       1 .,-    .),.ri,     :.•,.••:•.  ,    ,   ••     ,. 

wine:.    ••••(.    .../.    'r'-u   ;,,•   >•.-.: 
!•"'".!' e-     (i•.»;;, ' L    ]-:.iv' i . .-.ji' .. I.I . 

I.i   Cw    I. i'.ni 
rri';'{'    '   H'.i    i.i>i'..'f«r    I'i.ni:: ,|.|. 

lot ••.   L:i   Fr'<;< r;ji-!;   t'omr •.•   . r 

•'•••'•'J :• i • .v •::   '.!    i-hi-   l.i-f.i:   nor Lii   of 
•"••'•'. ii!'    .•.•Mi-.;;....i I :.»•.:(•   or   •:•)!)] j.e   fanur^ 

':   ' > •" !      ;• > i i •  _;>(    i-. i<-. t.'-.   t'o'."   !.".i>ir 

' ' ••'">'•<»-, i •• i n  i.i,,;   <:u\ ,n:(. ,,..,_, ..j,   L,10 

'   ' ii'n.ii.   Ii:.il.   l.Iu-   ;>ro ici.'l ed   la:: 

'    ' ' ' '• ' :    ,,|     ••••!' !   a<   nt.i :• j Lj on-,   ini'.-er 

-C 
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Mr.   TliOMur    licj'.:; 
J'U.v   17,   I'j/.i 
L'-i' c l-'our 

orofl.   environ,onl.o I.   .'•;:.,,«;,,.,: I.,   •.....,,.   10)    j..   .„„., ... L,.,.. i (.   ..I1VI   ' 

•.i«lcuc:ing.      The  UM •.-..;.j.«m  o*    .1, •,',<«,   :iw,  ! Luu. ••'.„j . s   ro  tiu-   uax 
ocinc   OL   Liu:   Counl.v   U.ro.url,   UK-   ••..VO LOMIU, al.   ol:   l-.ho   Murray   HJD 
would  oe  por.aiU.o.Miu'cr.lMan   A,   lin.l   «.1K    incr. fired   (-a-    r'rvenue^ 
w.-ilu  -im   t..on   olffncl-.   tl,«,   U.rr:r,-   i^caur.,-   .;«:I.Pr ..Lonur   wrc   removed 

r.^   CPC   t.a;;   rollr.     Guch   .,n   ..ncrc..-. will  nevex   ,c   .c.i.blo  under 

In  iir.-jii i'.!   Lit'--  .•>«•.;ji>Lion   of   tidu  .v vr <'o  nol:   oV':rlc;Oj: 
the  valid   conci-.-!,  of   L'.nrc   propcrLy  tVinu.rr.   jn   ,..,,,   .l£irt.ori...v; u (, 
ace*   .Tonnt   t-r   v,;-;,.-   r-f .^an  ^- -,n   fr:,c-.ir   W.,.:.      ^   ^cl'.ure' 
now^er,   th.U.   once   Plan  A  1,   oao^l.en,   the   MK.Jnce, .:  will   L, V>2o 
in   L.cir .icL.-.xliv.   pi.M.r   I-,  ,ai ni«ni?n   the   i.oct   ..f   l.hr-   c-hnrnVn' i '•. 
i.Mai-....re.if   IU   !.• -u-  -i i ,.   r.;..5e   of   i.hc   suc|oi.^i.i • mr     : " 
:>rorj ur;   .i i;   L,^    if ..., j 

e   JJ;/    'r.   Lov 

'•• = V«'    .";    \ •<  {  l.c- 

of 
C''l1or'-':    "'•'   ••-i r-'.-fLf!   i.ju-'   uro! ?. t. = ,   „.   c,.r 

'•»'iv   (>^)v.!^•'••n.u•n;    .;,,   o-. i , -.   ,;,;,,    ;, ,.,    ..^^.; ., ._.,.     ,_ 
•Lore    in v'u.iri    i .• •   •..-•.. -•• ..,        ,,,-.,., ,....• 

,,..,.. u .^•«   .i.t...-.   -.,,    ....    .,,,„,?-. -,.    loourH.-- s   or  iconic 

i.::,^,.:Li,,'.:  ••'"•.^ »'«-  -   -"-.>  -.0 1..   :.r.,i:        hlr.h   ^,,viord  oi 

.;:.In";niy:;' w;tU- yrcr""< •'• '^••^ •••••-• -— - </e',,«>,,;;. L,.at 
ron 

A 

.••>•:    .'• 

r    .~ir ^.f , 

K • :   •    1 ,;. , |V  l    r 

• ' '•' •• .'.. a''llt. 
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• LtlHtYtOtn Ul uuwitiLtwi. 
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*• ^ UNITED STATES   *  c^p EWGJMEEH  / g 
*    ^   ^   4   * 

^v; 
^mfia11^/ ftms/M/M 0/ dMafatrd' ffdMity- 

\ 

FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701 • PHONE (301) 662-4164 

Mr. Walter Woodford, Jr., Chief Engineer 
State Highway Administration 
JOO Veet Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 

July 191 3^7? 

50 
<: 
-< 

r.. 

i\5 

ro 

He:  Contract No. F 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70N 
.Ijamsville Road to West of 
Monocacy River, Frederick 
County, Maryland 

-O 

o 

Dear Mr. Woodford; 

';   A number af our members including two different Committees 
have studied this report and have attempted to formulate a 
position. Some of them attended the June 29^ information meet- 
ing and the July 6& hearing. 

After much discussion the consensus of opinion is: 

1. We do not feel that sufficient and complete com- 
' parative cost figures are available in the study 

to allow a firm choice between Plans A and B.  o 
For example the study does not say what the final 
determination will be on the crossing at Long 

\^      Branch.  There is a tremendous difference between 
the cost of the culvert and the viaduct. 

2. We generally favor the plan whl ch is least cost- 
ly and which affects the least number of people.   ' 

The first of these considerations would seem to favor 
Plcn A find ve believe that the second consideration would also favor 
Plan ;.»  if SCEO cdjuGtmcnts could be r.aae to n;ore nearly use 

. essentially only the present right-of-way. 

Very truly youre, 
COPIES       ^7 ^ 

"^ARZA ENGINEER ^y f^SCss* c 
.-LOCATION J 

_SUr;VEY Richard D. Har.jond, 

 U-^*^ "T .  Executive Vice President 

EDH/jo 
cc; E. J. Paugherty;  L. J. Brosiuo 

J. W. Freeman;  C. Schrocr ITE^ 3 3 

^u./; 

ACCKTOITtU 
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INI;URMATIONA!.   PMULIi;  Ill-Alt INC.   G/22/72. 7>tf 
lim.*;Tlni\   ANIl/OU   UlCOMMIiNDATION   l;OKM 

Cent racl    N".    I;   i'"1.1"-   ')<»()- 772 
Intrrst ;il t»   l-'uiilr   7()-N 

o 
c 
r- I j ams vi 1 1 <.•   K-vnl   tf  west   of  Monocacy   RSp^r        r~ 

h'mlc r uk   lo'mly,   liaiyl.iiu1        -^S'"'        ^ 
1  ; • '4 O 

In   orilrr   to   pnu'i'lr   a   ni-fhr.d liv   which    ^    ;«noro^ 
cornp l i c.'t t cil   or   t. on f invi- ;:..;• 1 t\\\v •; t i (Mis Sfrm be   
an';wo roil,   please   fill    in   l in.: fo 1 J uw * n,;. S i' ror-  c:> 

mat. ton: "* 04 
4k. 

COUNTYjXLzp.tf^^LS :'li,   (;uI,,;.JlA:i  

Short   stalomont   concern i hg  (juostion   or  other 
inqu i ry. 

U ^i^s ^ •» _J
)
A/»/v i ^jLu^Jii !  

uin.vL.>-t:/__i.4i.:-;;..;i ^    

•. i (• . \>s i''. L:/::._;.!j:__^r_ 

; - 

. U. ^v i L. - j, J •— -^.V-^.'-l-y  

,<b 

IM-'.v...-    Ma":  ,     ,,, . 

I C K 

At IMIJ-   loi-,...--   »;MIC!    I.nj'. i nee r - P 1 ami i rip,   and   Safety 
'  i  i i ••   i' i •••r .i v   A'li;: i n i •  : ; a ( ion 
il:il    A.       .     !' . r '•• i oil    S i  ice t 

I'a I t iK.eri- ,   Ma ry land    ? I JO I 

i.sr-.-.r,  |;/i.!/?i i 



V 

C 

SUto Ilr-hvrv/ M.u.)u:^rali.un 

Haltinoro, •'?:-s/Lo;<-i\ ?12Qli. 

Attc::-*:i.O:;: ••.?-.:r,?.n ll^z, •jop-.t;/ Cii..." „;; :^::ir^orin:§ 

To/i* Sirs i 

r 0 oor^ 0, !,,.,;.   •„ .vr..:,r.;.,.: :itll !|0 ^ !.v,od ^ .^ f?;j^ ;  ^ 

to vi-c/r-i-rly Tr'c-ioc;, n-t-i-t ;;lur; ila;,. 

I InroSv? r-xi^c- ya.; c:«o'c tjv, ra^ diccrup.nc;- in tho coot or 

n-^n^. •:, im,».  (3) Corst of -prmdinc of '.rj-o -   roM Riatid^-cla. 

('/> '-oct 0- TV, Vt -0 ••;;:.,.,:.   (5) Coat of ow^trwri" .a  •^o-.lcr.s. Ttoso 

w'o - fc^r o;: t-:0   •lav-onrrncy in t!:o-ovor ri:.  vo.-u] .•.-.,. 

I frvvjhy   ]•.>;•• VMITT. a(,liGntion to Fed:-::!   ' b.rs;  'c':.  .  i.w;ixi 101 

-.- cn^n.v 3..y«,   L- :v)  : v ;•.:: poaciUlo to n.- .:  ^tcr-::v ••.••.,- '^outo to tho 

-•-.•.••lo-jr. t.-.-.-.   :-5 ;<:--.'jr.i.3ra';:ataW.o aiv] .Owi.-v.T-, •;;•:     Tr^  :I,VI  1,-,. 

••*•   !-.J*:L-.";/ rrciulirr,  .'l^   .,1 X....^. c 

••    -.ii'.. ; .•.•I.-,-. «:-.«? 

-» r-^4V/v 

r* 
o  • 

s 
. ^ 

>     tr> c: 
r5"-t r* 
CiC' "J- 
Z^r.'i \ji ^ 
>^^ "— V 
3;e.">r3 

g °-^ 

< O 

tS ;. 04 

t-., o:- 

6' ro.'.J..; 
•?-•'-• ..ii.lJ.-.o:.i norc £ov 

u^-.y tr-ly youvs. 
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PUBLIC HEARING  7/6/72 

.iUL i':  1972 r* 
/j^.STION   AND/OR   RI-COMMnNDAT ION   i'OUM • ) 

Wlr-r -Vt^'     Contract   No.   F  605-000-772 
sIi?C_SAFLT(^>'' Interstate   Route   70- N 

""'""' Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rivpr-,^ 
Frederick, Maryland 

rM^Jt 

» '     **    A 

s 
^ 

V 

In order to provide a method by which th ( more PO 
complicated or controversJal questions c^n be _ 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- ^ 
mation: 

NAME Raymond J.   Reilly 

ADDRESS       Maryhill,   Route 6 

COUNTY    Frederick ZIP  CODE        21701 

Short  statement  concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

Ecology is not for the birds,   it is for people and their relation to 

their environment. 

2^1 

Plan A disrupts this relationship by adding;      new eastbound lanes 

through people's homes and affecting the balance of environment for many 

.3 

more. 

Plan B disrupts the relationship by increasing the cost of the project 

(when 6 lanes and Frederick Beltway Interchange are included), and by 

increased taxation reducing one's ability to maintain one's personal ecology 

or balance. 

Mr.   Lou Brosius' Plan  - Six lane urban interstate in the existing right- 

_£jL^,-siXw.djLiUH: ucxL cut at Lincanore Road to reduce (no  pradr  (and noise 

level1,   double deck bridge  for local  and west bo.und lanes, . simplified   diamond 

interrhance and service  roads and  service  road from State  144 to  Bartonsville 

Road to parallel the interstate on the  south side  - this  fulfills the function while 

Please Mail To: <0vcr) 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Enpineer-Planning arid Safety 
State Highway Administration 
300 Vi'cst Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

LSF-3S   [7/12/71] 

c 



( 

o 

• ••zs^ 

enhancing the ecology. 

Please give it full consideration 

to'' V- 



.„••-'• • -^     •    '•••... ^ 

^J^*^)1, *^^5 A  PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 
o . 

JwlZttiV.   nuiiS'hON AND/OR RF.COMMnNDATION l-QUfe^^   '^ ^ 

...V/Contract No. F* 605-000-772 SB'S "^             - 
C^> <s;rr^ 0\^?'"    Interstate Route 70-N g^S -           *" 
x'*ii**-.ltl_!."J^. I jtmsville Road to west of Monocacy Ri&er fo 

Frederick, Maryland ' "* — 

In order to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill in the i:ollowing irfor- 
mation: % - 

NAME Qryy*^/ -ct. ''^fY\njyKj 

ADDRESS ^f&njuU,  6 - Q&A Jbs-^A^JJjL j&i. 
"   COUNTY TrLjAinjucX,    ZIP CODE    cZll 4 /     

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

mX30L/sM2£>   sYrtrrr/:'   '-/rz/lrtf      s< 'J:-'/< v , ^.^   £*        ^ 

- .^y Li^^Jsi     .   C  /^•.•<-tj     -^/ .^x.^/?><->    • J-<*.*:.>{j-U^± 

111 *- •"    i   n        |        i    i 1»   * n • r ' i  — * in •    fri      ii •-   Tir^n  i i     IM^BI^L^M J   i - UTT 

1 " ' * ' '     A 

//A/' -&-7i/~it.r'     'f'jtjji ';• s ;'   >r,r>"/- .,.      /(«>//'>'»  ^.'V ^ .  i-)./^ 

/,  /  -^    Plecse Mail To: 

Wr. laoMss Hicks 
Actinp. Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety       /r-N 
State Hi^in;ay Adrainistratica \^, 
300 i.'est Preston Street _' 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

LSP-3S [7/12/71J • _ r- —Tfl 
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,   .,a„1 ..•:.!,-.«. W   -.»:.• I   -v.;   -!    .i"W   ' «.;..-.    .-.MM   »-l  v^ 
.,,    ' ,•   ,,1,    pl.M:-.-    "iSI    u.    I»i-   i-l]"^.'.:.|:r'u» • Jw 

HAM.-..    W^^^TM— - —jts—^ 

Cniim 'ljZfl^jL^- :-'' V   (;n|,,•^-^-^-^-^ ^ 

Short   •;'!:. tei^iil-   con. «• ru i UP.   MiicMi.m   or   oLlirr 

i 'itiu i ' / • 

.Jfe:... va  —   

PUNI .V    .'••'    '!'": 

'•\'"; MI'.
,:,,|V^ul•.•, <   '.«' I    ! ...•.•.''t-.--IM;mnhi»'   .-ind   SaTcty 
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.ni.   W-     i    IT    .1".'   •'•< I'"'1      '*• 
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INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING 6/22/72 

,CC-i!/^>S.Contract No. F 605-000-772 
O V-   Interstate Route 70-N 

o 
> 

m   .^    Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Ip.'S'er 
m i3Tu     ..'Frederick County, Maryland 

zr. *~,~> *u 

3&. Iq^ydor   to  provide  a method by which  ite^mor 
^Sy*.rTiV^9pj3p'.ricated or controversial  quest ions z3Csm be 

""answered,   please   fill   in  the   followingmirfor- 
mation: 

NAMI 

^**2?.. *£. 
COUNTY   (fl/Tp.jfjf    ZIP  CODE     ^/^ #/   

Short   statement  concerning question  or other 
inquiry. 

^ <M^ .••g^i^ tJh»rtt*s  *{ i^cyr^ A 

-id£ i^ n-u -EC A^KrOJ/., 

7- 

Yv stygji />/ /Ifi^o . Jrn Ajtfjrrrsrr-i^Gi -J^**^ , Ju^t^\ u la. 

.  JluL,  C{r^£~i* ,.„{   <XO J J~ .JVJXA    .J:^^^J alo^JL. ..J ^M\Z(1 

& 

o 

a.. 

Please  Mail  To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Actinp Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
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A 
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INrOKMATIONAL   IHJHLIC  lir.ARINC,  0/22^2 
3> 

:«f>v 

V3 

cr 

2^^ 

nill-STlON AND/OR ur.cnMMiiNnATioN  I'niO^? 
Contrnct:   No.    I;   (.or>-l)un-772 

Interstate   Route   70-N 
Ijamsvillc   Ro.ul   to  west   of Monocncyv^J^r    s 

I'rederick  County,   Marylnntl     -^ ^ 
-< 

In   <irder   to   provide   ;i   mcrhod   by  which   the  mo^p 
coinplicaLed  or  controvers'. al   (picstions   can  be 
answ-red,   please   till   in   the   followin-   irfor- 
mat ion: 

ADDRLSS fif    »   &   

COUNTY d^^A*        W  (:oni:- $•'?<> /  

Short statement conccrninp, question or other 
inquiry. 

zl CL<VttS_ -c. .^_-/nrr^>y    /3^/4   ^   effo*fr/Jfi/%*f8  

/£y>£/ jh^fts'* ?£*• <<*•>£*?*;  s&syH&Y'sa/s/*s ? ;fA/f^r(/ v^ 

n 
rj'.     lUUL^A.-mPPpr    fcl  J   yd     ^   ,AO<s/t4s^ 

U 

-^ 

Please  Mai 1  To: 

Mr.   Thomas   Hicks 
Act. in j'.   Iiopuiy  Chid'  l.nj'. i noer-I'l ann ing   and  Salety 
State   iiijdiwav   Administration 
.SOU   West    I've;-, ton   St rrct 
Haltimore,   Maryland   21201 

l.Sr-35   [7/12/71] 
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Marvin Mandcl 
Governor 

DepairltinrDCinit off 
Eeoswinniiic: amid CoinniDTnuuiiniDfty 

QGecrje© DevclopmeoH 

JUL Cl  1972 July   19,   1972 

Edmontl F. Hovncr 
Sccrtary 

William A. P.itc 
Division Dircrtor 

CHIEF EPiGlNEEn 

Mr..V/alLor E.   Woodi'ord,   Jr. 
Chief  Engineer 
State Highway Admin istraLion 
300  West  Pros ton   Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland  21201 

RECEIVED 

JUL   2-1  1972 

DEPIMY CHICf Ei/GR. 
rN'vn.npMENT 

Dear Mr. Woodford: 

The staff of the Division of Economic Development 
have reviewed the draft "Environmental Impact Statement" 
on Contract No. F 605-000-772 (Interstate Route 70N - 
I^jamsvillo Road to West of Monocacy River) . 

The only clear cut opinion derived from discus- 
sions on this project is to the. effect that Plan A or Plan 
B will provide, a beneficial impact in terms of economic 
development, and the staff finds no grounds for a protest 
in the event that either plan is selected. 

There is some inclination by the staff to favor 
Plan B .duo to the expectation that it may have a favorable 
effect on development by improvini;- accessibility to an 
interstate highway for more people than would Plan A. 

Wo appreciate the necessity to evaluate a project 
such as this from many points of view, and we stand ready 
to assist you in our area of expertise. 

Sincerely , 
o 

Robot-1 
Deputy 

i •  . / 

Spar Its M. 
Di fi't: for 

* o 
r 

UMSrro'c 

/f:,  O*^ 
CC> //,,  l?.1tn~-;i' 

-< o 

Division Of Hconomic Dcve!opmt!ni Td: 301-267-5501- 
2525 «iva Uoad, Annapolis, Md. 21401 

C 
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 
2^* 

«!» 
O 

S/'tfXfi*"* ^^T/hitliSTION   AND/OR   R1:COMMF.N»AT10N _rnU'M   f-^ 

"• 

C" 

;'. Contract  No.   F   605-000-772 ^g^ b»- 
•0   iSfTZ             H        Interstate   Route   70-N £ ^S ^ 

Ijams^ille  Road  to west  of Monocacy Rive .. .J sc 
^.V^              Frederick,   Maryland ^""^ ^ 

^n  order   to  provide  a  method  by which   thtr reOre   ^ 
complicated or controversJal  questions  can be 
answered,  please  fill   in  the  following  irfor- 
mation: 

NAME [fffrprAfAtt    C^i  /"c^: .  

ADDRESS /ff. £>.  (-      ^t/VZT 

COUNTY N^^/.C^.W ^P CODE H/7 o / 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

w . ^-1 ' J /**•   "ri< •*•*- 

'/Vv_ 

1 -C 1- i»_<--.J . » ..- •-••  ^ _ » £f^.(^-f. 

Please Mail To: 
V7 / ^/ >/ o •'" •' '•-"• /• < 
Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Hn-ineev-Plannins and Safety 
State Highva*/ Achiinistvation 
300 Wci-t Pros ion S erect 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

LSF-3S [7/12/71] 
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jZucru J~sC<.^ -^X^L.;* aAl.(rt^H^£&t~x.,. <&- ^t'^Aru.-i ^Xi^^/^^^JD 

^   '   A ^ 
-^-ML.V-^W ^c.^Y yfjiu ^t^j^t*^u*+~^^vw. r^^^. 

-U^H ^, Atf a. •4-. 
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INFORMATIONAL  PUBLIC liFARING  6/22/72 P *>' &'\ 
W .III! > ' 
\ ,    "'I    '• • 

QUI-STION- ANI)/nU_Rj:.COMMr.Nl)_ATION l:OUM   x^       :', 70>-  ^- 
Contract'No. F 605-000-772 _ 

Interstate Route 70-N     g     ^•^•' rv niv\c,v^ 
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy F^ver  ^  '"-•.._._.;' -^ 

Frederick County, Maryland   g^^;   ^ 

In order to provide a method by which ^L=Qmor& 
complicated or controversial questionsi;^ be 
answered, please fill in the-followin^S&cor-s: 

i ;   ' mat ion: S  ^  ro 

NAME        /7} *,«,.      fcj,t.<9 Z2£UjUkf XA^        ^ yj 

ADDRESS  fff/^cTA^^Pr-^    'J.^dc^rt k.jX?L&^lUL^JL. 

COUNTY-xhuiAviltkj  ZIP CODE   ^(VOj     

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

£*?-*"     ^";L eS^M*   ^^t-M y'Ttf*-^    f?~z<4£ 

-^LJU xM?,. 

•.CL,SL&, ,    y(s   >(<y ,\cff.iL L^rSr. ¥£<*-*•?cc^a 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

LSF-35 [7/12/71] ..     ' 
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2<^ 
PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 

Contract No.   F 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River 
Frederick,  Maryland 

o 

^ 
v 

Mr.  Roland M.  Thompson,  Chief 
Bureau of Location and Surveys 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland     21201 

Dear Sir: 

I, Edwin E.  Wells,  Route 6, Box P-1A,  Jug Bridge Hill, 
'Frederick,  Maryland 21701,  request permission to speak at this 
July 6,   1972 public hearing in opposition to Plan A and in sup- 
port of Plan B.    I will speak on behalf of myself and those 
other persons in the Tulip Hill,  Pinecliff,  Jug Bridge Hill,  and 
Bartonsville Road areas who signed petitions opposing Plan A 
and which petitions were presented to the State Highway Admin- 
istration some time ago. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Edwin E. Wells 

ITEM h & 
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•—    2C& 
PUBLIC HEARING  7/6/72 ,- S 

IJUI-STION   AND/OR  RECOMMENDATION ^POKM [   g 
Contract No.   F  605-000-772 ^r^       ^ 

niZx'* €**''T \ VT**^ Interstate  Route   70-N \    »o 
rfh^***&^$ IZ/^Vsville  Road  to west  of Monocacy  Rive   ..£ 
' V* ^V*% Frederick,  Maryland j} 

M} U E^ln^orA'tr  to provide  a method by which  the* mo 
':-, V.L.*_ J  «~ ^«r.*-Y-r>\r^-rc : ai   mip^tions  can b 

fO 

«fc:.V/3|rt *»' :• .nation: 

coppMcated or controversJ al  questions  can be 
^>45red    please  fill   in the following  irtor- 

NAME ^7^/. V TftsK^. f<?c^±ej?('   (A   >   M^k*** 

cJk^^M     ADDRESS^- <( ^^ O-f -1 — 
^  COUNTY -%tAo^Uk     ZIP CODE  g. / 7 /? /  

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

£l^r ff       ^       ^^ .//V VfA^ /4 
: i/. ^-..; -^ n     f^t y 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks . f' 
Acting Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning end Safety       J^ 
State 'Highway Adninistration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, H-rylar.d 21201 ^ .^ 

iiLFv] 4 o 
LSF-3S 17/12/71] 
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72        £ • 
o 

nmj'STION   ANI)/OU   RliCOMMT-NDATION   I'OUM   °!n~ .. . .         >2:rr 

•       Contract  No.   F. 605-000-772 g^g 
Interstate   Route   70-N t>s.*~" ~o 

rjamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv&x^ 
Frederick, Maryland        "^ S 

In  order   to  provide   a  method  by  which   the  more 
complicated  or  controversial   cuestions   can  be 
answered,   please   fill   in   the  following   infor- 
mation : 

NO 

c 

© 

NAME MAN1TF.T. T.   PADTTJA 

ADDRESS Route 6  - Pi.nccll£f 

COUNTY     Frederick ZIP   CODE'      21701 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

I live in Pinecliff and will obviously be affected by the final decision 

On the proposed road changes from Ijamsv^lle Road to West of the Monocacy. 

Getting into and out of Pinecliff wil}. be, more difficult and time consuming 

for we if Plan A is implemented. During ,fch£.lS.ovn:<?e.pf. a year? , time, it, wiU 

qdd considerable mileage to my cars and add to the amount of. time getting: into 

town (Frederick') or going to Baltimore.  The close proximity of the road to 

my hone will also greatly increase noise pollution. Plan A will greatly 

increase traffic in front of East Frederick Elementary School, thereby  

increasing the danger to the children that attend this school.  I have two 

children there.  

I r.lso feel that the true cost in teras of mono.v and hunvin misery have not 

been shown, I am orvtain, though not by design.  If Plan.A is i—pleir.cr.ted, 

someer.o would have to improve and widen BartonsvilLe Road.  How much will this 

(Continued on attached) 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas. Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Enp, ineer-Planning and Safety 
State Highway Adiaini s t rat ion 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 i.».-.. ' ^ 

ITEM k 9 
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cost? Wlio will pay fur it? The County?  This will probably be a County 

project. How many families will bo. displaced?  rfho will relocate them and 

also ,.:iy Cor the relocation?  Uecauru-, U this is a county project, these 

people will not be clUa^ for relocation assistance by the State or Federal 

Covern.r,nt. The people that live on Hnrtonsvillc Road arc predominantly black, 

also some whites, and most of them are of small financial means.  It would be 

a gross injustice to them to tear up these homes, when a road, could be built 

where there arc no homes, or very few, affected as Plan B proposes. Also, 

these people on Bartonsville Road would have a very difficult problem in find- 

ing adequate housing in the Frederick City area because of limited financial 

resources and because they arc black. That is where the human misery would 

come, where you cannot place a dollar and cents figure. The opponents of 

Plan B arc only concerned about the amount of money they would not make if 

^A     their proposed residential development docs not come into being. 

I have lived in Pinecliff for six years.  I consider the people on 

... Bartonsville Road as excellent to outstanding people. They live and let 

live, even though we do not visit with each other, I consider them, as do 

the people of Pinecliff, to be good neighbors. 

It would be tragic to disrupt these people, when there is land available 

on which people do not live with very few exceptions. 

/ 
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NO 

PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72       §«^   F 
3t >: =—   tv% 
>;-^     o^ 

(llHSriON AND/OR RI-COMMrNDATIONJ;OltM f:
:''g'   ^ 

Contract No. F 605-000-772 t;-w ^ 
Interstate Route 70-N -^ — 

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rivt-^ : g 
Frederick, Maryland 

In ord?r to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following infor- 
mation; 

NAME  , V'V ' ;4/,<-,, y *•'  •  ^ a / vr ^ - ^ 

v - _. .ADDRESS --L c>iL,f'-     (i      A:-? •/.. •^'•'   J .-'-^fCrU^^C} 

i0COUNTY ;jn^.,J  ZIP CODE  ..,x,/ / / /   

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

3$r 

. *  i / v .-w-   -- r-v  -- .^^'V -    Ol 1_: : i- ^- ^' > -^ -^..rv ^. -n-^'.^—1_— ^ 1_ 

iJ_ 

Please Mail To: 

^ Mr. Thomas Hicks 
yJB Acting deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety 

State Highway AUIIU v. i s t rat ion 
300 West^'prcston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 '  • ,«.*   ",, *, 

6VEM 5 0 
LSF-35 [7/12/71] 



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 

fj( W I ON AND/Oll RECOMMr.NDATI ON l-OUM 1'^ 
Contract No. F 605-000-772      I'.:l% 

.. T   Interstate Route 70-N       i  r: 
IjarasVille Road to west of Monocacy Riv<  V 

Frederick, Maryland        £...»**» 

^ i 

c 
TO 

aa 

z^^ 

In order to provide a method by which th. .mjre ^ 
complicated or controversial questions c^n be 
answered, please fill in the following infor- 
mation: 

v'* 

OSU-VN 
(A. .So'^rAO^^^ NA)?E (A,r ,A m-s. 

ADDRESS R\, ^   

COUNTY Fr(M<c$ ZIP CODE  377*/ 

T 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry.  _ /   . 

£L ''l^s I *\ i^or'A si^l)<^    tiyy^J-c r 5 c.^ 

\\(y^   D fo-1-  ^>t/^iw«-^-     i^j ^-/--^^ ———-* 

a,U ZfcT-^ '»«*« «•.<*''• J/u-"-?^: 
>rx~*f   tt-fb^w. 

-v 5\ 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thor.as Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Engineor-Planning and Safety 
State'Highway Administration 
300  \.'cst"prcston  Street 
Daltimorc,   riaryland  21201 

C 
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 

Olir.ST lON AND/OR RUCOMMr.NDATlON 1-ORM %$M 
Contract No. F -605-000 - 772 

Interstate Route 70-N 
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy RiyQr-ZZ 

Frederick, Marylanci        ~~ < m 
-< 

In order to provide a method 'oy which the more 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill jn the following infor- 
mation : 

NAME (.. '/A , f, / //   /*''. '<-*  ,•.•.-  

ro 

Vn 

77^ 

ADDRESS £1^ (; 

COUiJTY ',•/•;•,•//y,:,7/,   ZIP CODE 

,•->  -T" , IAI^    Short statement concerning question or other 
*-      ^        C , inquiry. 

ft // 

M  •> 

(./( 

I < 

//.-/,// 

Please Mail To 

"• 

vV 

Mr.   Thorr.as   Hicks 
Acting   Deruty  Chief   Engineer-Planning   and  Safety 
State  Highway  Administration 
3J0   ivest   Preston   Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland   21201 

LSF-3S   [7/12/71] ITEM 5 2 
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PUBLIC HEARING   7/6/72 

IJUr.STlON   AND/OR   RF.COMMr.NHATION ^l-'OKM   g 
Contract  No.   F  605-000-772 

.Interstate   Route   70-N _    j.^'^ 
Ijamsville   Road  to  west   of Monocacy Rivq"   '=, 

Frederick,   Maryland 1      J 
?3 

In order to provide a method by which •th-;"'? more 
complicated or controversial questions CL.T. be 
answered, please fill in the following irfot- 
mation 

3 
i— 

ro 

oi 

NAME      

ADDRESS Jftn^y^*-   /.   ^-/.Z9</ 

I'JivJu^ 
COUNTY 

-7 
^ ZIP CODE ,^/y^ / 

.^i^jj-Ur-  short statement concerning question or other 
fy,A     inquiry. 

i>.f*-t.'t^><i~U. 

C 

W 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Actinp Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Satety 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

c 

V 
LSF-35   [7/12/711 
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INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING 6/22/73 ' 
r> • 

jIlliST I ON AND/OR UliCOMMr.NDATl ON I'OUM goj;! 

Contract No. F 60S-000-772    |g^ 
-j.^       Interstate Route 70-N      cV--i' 

^^Jjfamsville Road to west of Monocacy RiS&c? 
Frederick County, Maryland    ^     — 

In order to provide a method by which the more o 
complicated or controversJal questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following infor- 
mation: 

NAME___0%<'' • -'   fk^'       & X'i-X- tl^isiA— 

ADDRESS /<*   to -      ' f^^u t£<~JLJ 

COUNTY JdAs-X^^ «. U- ZIP CODE •£/ 7 o- f 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

•=    PMT.     prjrlr: .j ^ni r: -U- ^4- 

3nd  Ezronij   int^r^.M;   in  the   Incf'tirn  or   I7CM. 

uiith  -.-"s  rirnh] •-•-:rn  of  G:;vTre   nnir:r?   pnllutinn. 

--••u:: -us,—i:i'"   I'D'•.;-.?   l!J   nn. 1 r',u>if'.j^ ' ::• 

!n   I.J 

are   .nlroady  confronted 
. • n n > i    OUT Dth^r,   u'r 

TOillUU-i- 

And  :';.•? 

thn rr-- 

TT?!   nrt^n   c-Trmn:. TT^ 

;'i • r    i, --nr^   l.^-n-^   nf   tr-ffir ni ^ r   I: n 

nt  nnr3  cr-:.     Thnt   is  our  fir rr- itroncilv -nt; i^ct- 

i ng   •;-   , inn   s. 

 -i,Jil   .".^^.IP 

rii-iri  ^'.icun   '", r n 

-tn lull   i\   UD.'LJ'-iliLr.^Fij   all   thr;   prRSHnt 

n   p.in lnn-^inr,r IXLdL pr-,^..---;-;   -r,      nn^      nn 

no:.s~  factor  bi.:!.   nlsn  t'nH  h-z-irrir..     'J-.  b^li^va   it   is  not   nnly   srfer 

but  -1-:?   Incn   n-isv   to  riinn^rGR   r.n^  tmffic,   enpf-ciallv  sincG   it  uill 

trcr: 

cr 

•ffj:'   HIT   /<"   Vr..'-.r^"..-:-..^   ruc;'H.^v'"b 

::r   '.hi vet inn   tc i - -n  Y\ 
,.v;       rh ^^       j   ^      ,,, :    1 

-.-,   ;-,c   r^raut"   :!I3,nnn  r::-i7'i   rloiiy   b!ni"!n   tbn   hi.-ini.oy   will 

ult.-nti •.ju-.n..     'j;:   r-.r:';:-M 

TJTT 

:rv   ii3::pr ;CUG   L;I. 

-nt^   "uiinn   tne • r "' v I- 

i •-nn.i l.q   n 1,1'r'ri    h:'v/; j;l. :':•.: zx. 1 1 1-p..- 

ncj] i^Li'-i.ipy   '.   ,   '.I':   f.vil   thnL   t.lia.,r:   i.^n   nrr-   nlr-iuly   "••t.tli.d   nnd 

Please  Mail  To: (a\':-:r) 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Actiiif, Deputy Chief Er.r;inccr-Planning and Safety 
State Highway Administration 
300 West"Prcstun Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

*/ 

LSF-35 [7/12/71] 



(r.iin't.) 273 
hcjvn  hi'ill   hn;i!'.'     riiM^rv   nnri!   r:iTi:- i ilnrnl, i nn   L1 rm   firnrj[.if!ct'. ivn   nk'vdlupcrii. 

FirrjUy,   iijn- hi^l i HV/I:   !"rijdr:r! ck   H5rin1\/   n'y Ir:   tuo   hinlnjcu/'j   inst^-jcl 

nT  nnr:,   •'•••p^cl."'1 1 7   ".IMC:-   tlir   •". !.i MK'V.nfl   rtr;!;   fnr   ii •ilftin,i   n   nnu)  hi :;l~;v.:y 

i r.   ::>)   clr;.!     In    !    >•   r     !.i-Kil   •('   r:i')!,   uf    i.nii; rnvi ir,   ;.ii   1 • 1 1!   nri".      It   i:inl:'::; 

I'.ur.h  :'.n!^   T'ti.       'i'   i'"-   '.ti   ';   i.   i.i.i':   !.' 1 .l-.i.c'/     F^r   '..'•.       •••irr1   nf  n" •   •:";.•   hw.ll 

nr   ''i""'!!'.   ! TilTir.    '   u-   •;   MX    in   l.f.'il   'M'    .;ix0 

-O 

c_ 

*£, -x -*- 

j-2rn 

i- .->^J 
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1 
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^ U1 

0 

X 
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PUBLIC HEARING  7/6//2 g <- 

Z JT —4      ^J 

Olll-ST ION   AND/OR   RECOMMI-NHATj0_N   POKM   l-:,-^, 
Contract  NO."F  605-000-772 ^"-g 

Interstate  Route   70-N iT,—CO 

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv^:     — 
Frederick, Maryland        "<     ^ 

In order to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- 
niation: 

NAME i*l-l*y f*^* .(L fyA^^A .  

ADDRESS^)/.  U_ |Wa^L-  

COUNTY^^^^ZIP C0DE_2/_^jli 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

T^r 

irtf 

Please  Mail  To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks ,,./.«. 
Actinr, Deputy Cliief Enjinccr-Planning and Safety 
Svatc"iiic')h-..'ay Administration 
300 Wcst^Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

i,      LSF-35 [7/12/71) U L.v, J) ^ 

'fir 



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 

OlIliSTION AND/OU RI-COMMI-NnATION l:C)UM 

Contract No. F 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy RiveygS'' 
Frederick, Maryland -=-..- 

In order to provide a method by which tha:^2,re 
complicated or controversial questions c^T^be 
answered, please fill in the following iigor- 
mation: 

yj\ 

NAME_ 

ADDRESS 

H^M ft)   HL-a c (UvJ 

CQUHW^jijQSU^Ji        ZIP  CODE   2L I 7 S ( 

Short   statement  concerning  question  or  other 
inquiry. A 

ML . fifae. d_ ftist't d- djyifsj. _<? & ^ 

^/n^f    Ms.* ^A^ltsn+Jrf »JZ.   - 

JD 

^ 

Please  Mail  To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety 
St;) t e i i i f: h w a y Au i,i i n i s t r a t i o n 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

ITEM 5 6 
LSr-3S   17/12/71] 

c 
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27£ 
PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 

nm.STION AND/OR Rt-fOMMr.NDATlON l:()UM 
Contract No. I: 005-000-772 ^ ^ 

Interstate Route 70-N « f^ 
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv^r ^ ^ 

Frederick, Maryland f ^£ r13 

In order to provide n method by which tl ;jaore ^ 
complicated or controvc rs j al questions ,   >be -*, 
answered, please fill in the following -, ^.JT-   

S: 

mation: 71 to 
-z   

NAME KR  £,  MHS  CHARLES  R.BROOKS :  ^ 

ADDRESS RFD // 6       (Rartonevllle) 

COUNTY    Frederick ZIP  CODE    21701 

Short   statement  concerning  question  or other 
inquiry. 

A lot of the hones on Rortonsville Road are owned by 

retired and low income people.To put these homes closer 

to the road would be quite .diGturbing as well as being 

hazardous to the children. One man had to move his property 

when  the dual  was  putin,would  now be moved  closer  to  the 

wicienin/;  of  Bartonsville  Road-this  man  is  now retired. 

The  plan that would widen  the  Bartonsville Road would 

disturb niore   families  than  other  pains  that  you may  have. 

 In  order  to  build   t{.he  county  mado  roe  build  approxiaately 

70   feet   from  bartonsville  road,   and  would  not  let  rae  build 

on   thC_G 1 d_ho:noiL^lo^v.h 1,cii   v-::c   r.t   ':c:\,zt   fifteen   fqet   nore 

 fror.   be,rto_ruvv1 lln   rr:;'i.T'he   v.vdeninn  of   P-.-irtonsvillo  Road 

will   rut  MY  homo  clnsw   to   the  I'oad. For   this  reason  I   am 

in   favor   of   plan       "B  " 
Please  Mail  To: 

Mr.   Thomas   Hicks 
Acting   Deputy  Chief  F:nj», inecr-Planning   and  Safety 

^^ Stale   Highway   Ad.iii n is tration 
7>00  West.   Preston  Street 
Haltimore,   Maryland   21201 

l.SF-35   [7/12/71] ITEM 5 7 



INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING 6/22/72 
*5» 

^r-.- ^     '   " *Contract"N^r?_60?:000-772 I     ^ 
I^CEI V"/^v Interstate  Route   70-N ? 
t^^i-a ^^C^yiilc  Road to vest  of Monocacy R. 

'*'***% Frederick County,  Maryland 
oui is as 

m 

V 

;a 
s 
fO 

2.77f," 

C 

fe., 

T„ ot.K* to provide a method by which tt> more 
co-°#1^tcd IT  controversy! questions can be V» 

JS^B swSTf^"^! please fill in the followxng -.rfor- 
_;^^—• • "rii a t i o n: 

COUNTY\&MMX ZIP ^^^mi—^  

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. '^4. ii?rU_> 

^^-^^-^^s^^^—T-* •—: ft   ^ p " 

Please  Mail To: 

AcU^pu^Chief  nn,ineer-Planning  and  Safety 
Stale  Highway  Administration 
300  West   Preston  ^r^* 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

C 

l.Sr-35   17/12/71] ITSM 5 8 



. / 
/^yX^^€\        ^<V^V^      A-*->V-£-        ^-^ 1 

•rU-g. 7   1 ..A^/ .<^J<- s^-& ^i^-^^y  ^ 

^^J' ^rLU,   w*~<tf    ^    ^e^A^  A*&+e^*f£^^ 

j     •   / Pi'/ ) W/       -^W/      ^^^-.7      xa^^T"^VHZ4!-_ 



2*T 
PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 

o        c_ 

IJUIISTION AND/OR Rr.COMMl-NUATlON t^UNlgg-:?   ^ ^O 
Contract No. F 605-000-772 >3^ ^ 

Interstate Route 70-N o-^" 
Ijamsville .Road to west of Monocacy Ri^/o s: 

Frederick, Maryland < ^ ro 

In order to provide a method by which tlfe more^ 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- 
mation: 

NAME /jLb*A.L /sr,-<±./*:~,L<<Z 

ADDRESS   /.4<H   J<?y    AY'^'       /J/JX/M'./A ,   ^^ 

COUNTY ZIP  CODE ^t/jS  

Short  statement  concerning question  or other 
inquiry. 

7 •fy 
'Ui-W/, 

-.^•LLJI—SL •Jj'i±j^l^:)y. -J:—.j-'yy., ^Lu-,..'J.'-i\L. 
y 

Please   Mail   To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks. 
Actiiij1, I.ieputy Chief Enr, incer-Planning and Safety       C^ 
St^itc Highway Administration ' 
300 West I'reston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

,   ,   , ITEM 6 0 
LSF-3S   [7/12/71] W  v 

> 



PUBLIC HEARING  7/6/72 g ^ 

IJWI-ST ION  ANM/OR  RF.CCM01I:Ni)ATION   l-OUM = JJ-        ^ 
Contract  No.   F  605-000-772 ti^o 

2?D 

Interstate  Route   70-N fi-iS 
-o 

r«/> Ijamsville  Road  to west  of Monocacy  Riv^r ro 
Frecorick,  ?«iaryland •*£ „_. 

o> 
In order to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controversJ r.l questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following infor- 
mation: 

fV    0    P   „      -     o     ' 

ADDRESS' /J^E, ^ /3,vt,^6f  

COUNTYXX,^ ZIP CODE tX/Jo i 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

OVA/ gj? --r^n-^^-^&f n „ J.      "tthGL   

z 

Please Hail  To: 

Mr.   Thomas  Hicks 
Action   i-'oputy  Chief  En-inaer-Plar.ning  ar.d Safety 
Stale  iiiji?:way Adr.iinisvvatxon 
300 West Preston Stroot 
raltirnora,  .'ir.rylr.nd  21201 

* LSP.3S   £7/12/71] ,TEM &  1 
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^ 

PUBLIC HEARING  7/6/72 

nfli'£TV:>N AND/OR RFX^^r.NnAijQN.^nuMr; JO 
JUL  iij   p72     '   CoUract No.   F 605-000-772 

^ ^Interstate Route  70-N 

o 

^^ IjarnsK^/e  Road  t0 we3t  of MoT:ocacy Ri£^       rvj 
^^^^AFTT/Ovd^      Fredorick, Maryland gg^ o ^T o 

'JO. tTTrdcr  to. provide  a method by which  r^mores 
complicated or controversial J^stions ^an be ^ 
answered,  please  fill   in the following-<irfor-_ 
mation: 

ADDRESS      Ptftr-c,    , F P . e^.-—  

COUNTY /=£.<:-ae^cr      ZIP  CODE     2,/ 7 p /  

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

. A^, 

T 
77 

JT-t if->- >«r4-g... 

L^"v-^ 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thorons Hicks       .    „,        « cne^*^ 
Actin- Dj-ury Cniof Ensineer-Planning end Safety 
State^Higliway Aa?.inistration 
300 West  Preston  Street 

£ 
Baltimore f   f.urylana   21201 

LSF-3S   [7/12/71] 
rrs.162 



* 

vo 
PUBLIC IIHARING   7/6/72 S- rvi 

ZJ.e*.~i (— ii /o'- 
niir.snoN .AND/nu RI-COMMIINDATION I:ORM ^^f 

V^ Contract No. F. 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N ^ 

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riy^-*« 
Frederick, Maryland       "rl- 

In order to provide a method by which the"more 
complicated or controvers)al questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- 
mation: 

NAME_^_ _ / / / (   . /!/    ./ •' ''• < • **  /• J  / 

ADDRESS. jl-F j'>(-        yl' i.    A-'i'.^s:    "7?L/^\ 

COUNTY/',.-, ^..^.cCcc.ZIP CODE .1  <// f> /      

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

10 

j* ^   n. t.,.'} • jjx. 

-z^g- 

^ 
'/ 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Acting Deputy Ch.ief Engineer-Planning and Safety 
State Hif.liway Aiimin i s t rat ion 
.^1)0 West T res ton Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

LSF-3S [7/12/71] fTSV! 6 3 



'-• 

WFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING 6/22/72 Z*3 
jiur.sr I ON  A NI) / o U R H COMM 1• NI) A T j ON  I'OUMJ^ 

" "Contract   No.   F  605-006-772 i'g: 

2     « 
— i 

Interstate Route 70-N    _t2^;       ^ 
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy R^ ^ 

Frederick County, Maryland   <•• :> t3 

In order to provide a method by which t)e more^ 
complicated or controversial questions-^.an be _ 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- ©» 
mation: 

NAME  "\f\iv.. y  Y^^ ^   ^^ &-' •-> • t NV ' ''•' ^ 

ADDRESS  \" (.-. .. - 0 .  I   ' . —  

COUNTYJ^j^, ;,(-•/ ZIP* CODF._ .  

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

X-        ""•     " •        t;- -     -(    ^'f'-    ^   • 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety 
State ""liiphv/ay Administration 
300 West'Preston Street 
Ualtimorc, Maryland 21201 

X 
LSh--35   [7/12/711 ITESj'Gft 



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 
r- 
O. . > ^  s= 

()Ui:Sll()N AND/OR RnCOMMl-NDATION _I;()UM gg^   f= 
Contract No. P 605-000-772     ^3"-:   ^ 

Interstate Route 70-N       gf-'g 
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv^^   g 

Frederick, Maryland       ^"^*/* 
. r\ to 

In  order   to  provide  a  method  by  which   tire  more-- 
complicated  or  controversial   questions   can be 
answered,   please   fill   in   the   following  infor- 
mation : ._.;     \'     ' / 

NAME     -'.y,.     / V •••.-/;> ^ .-    /-.V.     ^^^   ^V^^   - 

ZFf 

ADD8ESS      AV7- „/.',   ..t- L.I. 1*_ 

COUNTY cr "//•., /•^•:    ZIP  CODE^g/'?/)/ 

Short s 
/^c^liV^'V-f^ inquiry 

/ .,  Short statement concerning question or other 

 :  —" —' .,  / 77       I I    ^       7? f 

V  ' 

^ 

Please  Mail  To: 

Mr.   Thomas   Hicks 
Actinj:   Deputy  Chief  Engineer-Planning  and  Safety 
Sintc   Highway   Adniin i i. trat Lon 
."SUO   West   Preston   Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland   21201 

LSF-JS   [7/12/7U mM 



c_ 

IJUI-STION   AND/OR  RHCOMMI-NDATION   rOUM •;     "•? 
Contract  No.   F  60 5-000-77 2 f

f    /l Lpo 
Interstate   Route   70-N i i*^7* j^^        i" 

Ijamsville  Road  to west  of Monocacy  Rivljr-.' ^ 

„  Tjf 

In order to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controvcrsjal questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- 
mation: 

NAME yj^,  fo, VKltj^ -  

f\3 

Ox 

ADDRESS •R4. ^ 
COUNTY ¥<t>A &X\-C K-        zlp CODE 2)7^/ 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

4-/A^,C: .wtA Lx-a TU<. uS(> rj Kov. It1-*^ tu.K ai(oc<^  

Please Mail To: 

Mr.   Thomas   Hicks ^~ 
Actinj;   Poput.y  Cliief  Engineer-Planning  and  Safety ( 
State   lil^iiway   Administration "* 
300  West   Preston  Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland   21201 

LSP-35   [7/12/71] W WtuVO- 



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 5 ^ 

VJ^ om-STt'oN   AND/OR   RliCOMMTiNDATKlN   l:OUM T^r; -o 
Contract  No.   F  605-000-772 |#^        ^ 

Interstate  Route   70-N c-""^ 
Ijamsville  Road  to west  of Monocacy  Riv:^.-^ 

Frederick,   Maryland gj 

T3 
2= 

ro 

^2^1 

In order to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controversJal questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- 
mation: 

NAME/ffiy;   Ttffi/inA hf /f    JH,C£ :  

ADDRESS &l.tf£lx4ot.tL<.  A't    /&#£   J->y.rf:U(A./l<S 

COUNTY J-A* /?j_A(',£-       ZIP  CODE    .'2 ! 7f> {  

Short  statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

.*- (^ ^ ,  : •  

zn> 

r 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Er.giT.ccr-Planning and Safety 

~ State Highway Administration 
300 West "Vreston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

LSF-3S 17/12/71] l^'cUi 'O  7 



-2X7 
PUBLIC HEARING  7/6/7;: R § 

(JUI-STION   AND/OR  RI:.COMMr.Nl)AT \ ON. l;OKM  f       >        ^ ^r- 

Contract  No.   F  605-000-772 \     '•?       ^ 
Interstate   Route   70-N I      |       15 

Ijamsville  Road to west  of Monocacy  Rive   ,„J 5s 
Frederick,  Maryland ~\\ ^ 

•^ 
In order to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill in the fcllowing infor- 
mation: < 

$ 

NAME 

ADDRESS ^  &{/ • 

COUNTY ^hfJtlA/J       ZIP COHEXIHI  
Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

f V hMiUl;   A/^V     B 

Please Mail To: 

Mr.   Thomas  Hicks ^" 
Act in;'.  D^nnty  Chief  Engineer-Planning  and Safety V-- 
Statc'lUgisway Administration ^ 

" 300 West   Preston  Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland   21201 



r. 

PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72       li^   ro 

OUr.STION AND/OR RHCOMMnNDATION l:nUM j _g   *? 
Contract No. F 605-000-772      '^ '    ^ 

Interstate Route 70-N       *at 
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River 

Frederick, Maryland 

In order to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following infor- 
mation: 

Ok 

NA? 

ADDRESS   Y^_^. <&• ^JrJ C r- 
COUNTYSrjjjfcZL^tXf 11P  CODE    ^/ /d^/ 

Short  statement  concerning o,uestion or other 
inquiry. 

^   Jj/i.^^-^d^^w JQ. 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thor.as Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning end Safety 
Sv.ate Hi gin/ay Administration 
300 West"Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

LSF-3S   [7/12/71] f^iO 9 



PUBLIC HEARING   7/6/72 £>f£        5* 

niJI-STION   AND/OR  RKCOMMENDATION   I'OUM'-^        * (Q 
\       .......  •-—•-—•  • — •——*-•*— ...-—-  -      ,     .fW ^"^ 

Contract No. F 605-000-772    -w' 
Interstate Route 70-N Ok 

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River 
Frederick, Maryland 

In order to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- 
mation: 

mih^^^^^E^, 

COUNTY Trva^r;^^  ZIP CODE w^/7^/ 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thonas Hicks 
Acting Dcnuty Chief Engineer-Planning ond Safety f 
St;-.tcC'l!ii;fi'-'ay Administration *-v~' 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

LSF-3S [7/12/71) ^      Mllh 7 0 



21* 
PUBLIC HEARING   7/6/72                    h S 

8 • 

(HlliSTION ANI)/(m RHCOMMJ-NUATION l-ORM { l|: ^ 
Contract No. F 605-000-772      fe^ . ^ 

Interstate Route 70-N       y   *§ ^ 
Ijamsvillc Road to west of Monocacy Riv*'-*3 ^ 

Frederick, Maryland        *;" ^ ,0 

In order to provide a method by which the more o7 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill in the followin- -p^or- 
mation:                           0 * 

\ 1 ,,        ADDRrssl jt^-^^.^ i> ^ 

^lAX^Ote      COUNTYJ^Q^^J^ZIP CODE ^y 2 0/ ,_ 
Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

Please Mai 1 T o 

Mr. Thomas Hick'.; 
Artin,,; Deputy Ch j o C rnR j ncer-Planning and Safety 
.h t .11 u   lii p.h wa y  Acini 1111 r> t. ration 
30 0   West   Preston   .Street 
Ba I tiiiuu-e ,   Maryland   21201 

f0 LSr-35   (7/12/71 J HEf.17-! 



( 

PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72       f* ' ^ 

nUKSTION AND/OR RF.COMMF.NDATION >:OUM \    ;£   ^ 
Contract No. F 6O5-000-772     I     o 

Interstate Route 70-N       f  »   S 
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riy /^ 

Frederick, Maryland       y 

In order to provide a method by which the more 
complicated or controversjal questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following infor- 
mation 

NAME P\MCC •rD. Hr\L^ 

ADDRESS 

COUNTY ^eiTO'l^ .   ZIP CODE ^.dio.1.         

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

oV    (I <kj^ r,^' 

2^/ 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Enginoer-Planning and Safety 
State Highway Administration Q^ 
300 West Preston Street .     "*" 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

LSF-35 [7/12/71] ITEM ? 



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 2-?^ 

^ 

o n IJUIiST I ON AND/OR RnCOMMF.NDATI pN^imM 
Contract No. F 605-000-772     EU<Q 

Interstate Route 70-N       1: •»; ^ 
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rivr" J*7" b» 

Frederick, Maryland        t :p ^j 

In order to provide a method by which th. .,.<3re 
complicated or controversial questions ct"pi  be 
answered, please fill in the following ir"*for-  ZHJ 
mation: 

NAME  |Mr ^ Nlrs. LO'.iUfTN ^o ooo •,-»?-. 

ADDRESS ^OM-I A "^ 0  ' "8or-(jA&/.lU ^^ottci 

COUNTY 4 <-<Jgf,cl(   ZIP CODE   ^tlof  

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

-l-g^\     j^v^t     *V    r.^    a  pU^   -Vot-   yU   ^^4 

vA PUo     jV    uj!(t      t)^i4^r      ^g-fv/g^      -M^     people  o t- 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Acting Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety 
State Highway Administration 

N^^ 300 West Preston St roe"; 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 <A 

LSF-35 [7/12/71] r~'")\l  T 
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p^xb. 

PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 

nill-ST I ON   AND/OR   RF.CnMMl-NOATi (IN   I'OUM 
o 

CO 

Contract No. F 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N        ^.., ^ 

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riveg'^" 
Frederick, Maryland <^-2^ 

In order to provide a method by which the^more 
complicated or controversial questions crrfi be 
answered, please fill in the following infor- 
mation: ,. 

NAME 
,/ 

ADDRESS --;'/?vrt\.   C.      -:/^T/- '^-n "J 

COUNTY, ^(V/^ -0 I'fsl., ZIP CODE  .J / 70   I 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

3 

VJl 

JO. 

.^/ ^C&'./Sr 

Please Mail To: 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Ac tin?. Ocputy Chief V:.nr i neer-Planning and Safety 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 /—~-~v^ r7 

L 

CZ3?4 
V fi> 

LSF-35 |7/12/71] 
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'-Mi 
PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72        £ 

o 
J> 

nilliSTION   ANU/OU   RI-COMMJiNDAT-inN   l:ORM O^T- 
^ 

Contract No. I- 005-000-772      g^S' 
Interstate Route 70-N        ^G5"  • ?5 

Ijamsville ROIK;! to west, of Monocacy Riveg^c^ 
Frederick, Maryland o 

rn 
-<       O* 

In or<Jer to provide a mi-thod by which the more 
complicated or controversial questions can be 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- 
mation: 

NAME •geh-r-l ••.   '•  eyor  

ADDRESS       linen! iff.,  ilouto   f-.   l-'r^rierlck.   i'nryl-ond 

COUNTY \'voHopj cM ZIP  CODE        -1 701  

Short   statement  concerning  question  or  other 
inquiry. 

 On   .l')1v  *>. t   1   nttp.pdod   tiio   Tui'l i.c   ii^afin'    conducted  by  th o 

.'jt'-.t^n   :^nd  Co-^'ij ^rA.o.n   nt   K^st   Fr^derl c>  falc-^crit nry   Scnool« 

1  vos  phorked  b-   t-,; ->   fact  thnt   olthoii'M  6'"'-r)0./> of  the  oeople 

prcr.ent  v^ro   !-|Oi'i".  oi-rnern   in  the   iron   ?\ffccV.od   by   Plan  At . nil 

Vub  one   Qi"   t>'c   ircnlcnrc.   '-'ore  non-re? I dent"-   o^"  this   nrcai  

 Tn^".e   non-:'>,s i ••lonl-r   '•"•\''\i r-r^^lo'" Ln?.tc1 y  1 ''vrrcrs   w't^o  

rer>rcr.cnt.cd   vnrious  bunincis   intec' r.tr   end   ^'''.r^. 1 nn,^s   t'an.t 

could  be   ••'ffnet^d  hy   Tl nn  ^#     One. |n ,ro^''--,Icnlar.T-'OP.f t.o  prcat 

1 ^tT't-rjis ' o   -.p •••   t'nr-   . viv '.rry i•;• '..viL_ll. ?!. U1' 1 c•-•   of'   tlio   c^rc^   ilTccted 

hv   i In: i   .' . 

:• __M_riy- i     j J' ^_»i __L'j.'.; 11...e• i   ai'!''.•• c tof 1   ay    i 1 M-n   A,    .1    irk   th'it 

S-Sl Zl • '••"i' i^"'  • •.: 1 v • ii^t 'L_iiA'_-.j.j v„:..i:':;i^i^; S-,   'ny   r.^il.le^ 

'  '' ' ' O- "    '  •' Z • t'1" Grin.-. 1 do ;••' t.! ^n   should 

Please  Mai 1   To: 

?-1r.   Thohi.-::;   Hie!;:" 
Actin,1.   Deputy   Ciii-.-f  luu; ineer-Pldiming  and Safety 

' State   Highway   Adm : ni*. t rat ion 
;>()()   West   Preston   Stre«.M. 
Baltimore,   Maryland   21201 

($1 LSF-35   I//I 2/71] 
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2?^ 
PUBLIC HEARING   7/6/7? 

MUr.ST ION   AND/OR   RKCOMMIiNDATiON   l;()UM 
Contract   No.   F   60S-00<)-",72 

lilt ersf.ato   Route   70 -N 
I jomsvi 1 le • I'oad   to  v.-cst   of Monocacy   River 

Frederick,   Maryland 

In order   to  provide   a  method  by  which   the  more 
complicated  or  controvers ', al   questions   can be 
answered,   please   fill   in   the   following   infor- 
mation: 

NAME iUch-ird   ]'..   v over • 

ADORES S MrK-nlilT,   :(nwhe  ft,    '''r"d«*:' i ck,   i-.d. 

COUNTY ZIP  CODE 

Short  statement  concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

M'I yr-- ho.    •': von   '"'-••r'   '..Y-.r^r.n   'XT',   fn-n'lle^   nnd   •^IHII   r.nf? inenser.   th-it 

vrill.   be   nnronl-•••d   r.h-'-nl d    '"l in   (\   ho   ndy'?'h r:d.  

('ho   'ip   L':'>   Invf'Tr;   cf',r' ented   about   the   d^t-.vrnenb   to   a 

future  iviirs;.nf    l^volcu-nent   tint   would   bo   .•if't'er.bod  by   Il.an  H. 

i-iere  -trnin,   it   "t'c-i;-.   ttvt   we   nro   rutt^nr  t.lic   notentlql   future 

b u r ' n e n:'.   i n (-. o r. • r tr,   of   ••>   non-i' <;:•-. IrbM-^-   •'' o- •<  of   t'io."o   people 

T rosoMtl.v  livJ':'-:  'in   tho   ^nr   ••.rid;-o   iiill.   nrcn.    

 Tho   "It-ito   Ho.-'dr;   Commlsr, inn,    t.'ic   elected   offic^ls   of 

j?r<-.,',.f.l ..'•   Coun'-v   •••"••"I   l'-j.::   "''T'-f „of.'i-iryl.-ir'd   rili.ST   conr.ldor   the 

^rVj_£;v   ',M   : :''    r ?.' :."(-r-'-- ••':• I-'- 'itr:   n.r   '•''••   -''V     "ridr.o   ii.ni 

":L>::in;^-.'. 'l-.-.r.. :'• '.': .J*.MJ-_JLI:-^L. -  

Please   Mai 1.   To: 

Mr.   Thoir.i',   ilicks 
Act in}',   Depiii/  Chief  Hnn i noer-Planninp,  and  Safety 
!"> t a t e   I i i K'

1
'
1
'" f   ^u':r: i'"»i r> t ra t i on 

300   West   Preston   Street 
Baltiiinrc,   Maryland   21?.01 

LS1--3S   17/12/711 *"       »   ^ 



 ,   s^&we;; 
Vlr. & Mrs. W. C. Ambrose 
Fe-    "xma, 
at.« Quinn Rd. 

rt'i,-> !   '    . 

Zf^ 

§ 
o •x>- o s 
t: . :"7*, 
V- -4 "— U4 
w.. ^^   • 
;• "---a 
»-' I--0 -o 1      - •.„ •p» 

«       o 
C    -i-i-iO 

••;••'      : *• 
•*=c.   • • 
:^ •»    ^• 

^H^ 

•*m  ->* •U 

Mr. Thomas Hicks 
Asst. Chief Engr. 
Traffic Planning 
State Hwy. Adm. 
P.O. Box 717 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Dear Sir: 

For what it is worth, take plan B ,  or Bl DO NOT TAKE PLAN A, 

if you will look on the map you will see , it comes right through 

my pond. And it will cost a hell of a lot of money to replace a 

pond that size. Besides -I have live stock on «y place i-need all 

of the water we have. 

V 

Lets face the facts the shortiest distant between two points is 

a stright line, look on the plans and you can see. 

"7   ^7 ) ^ 

Thjnk you, 

W i 1 m' • r C . Amb rose S r. 
Rt. 6 Quinn Road 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

VCA/nha 
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'-'rQ'!L\\7?>-^       PUBLIC HEARING  7/6/72 /^^>-H   'M-£C 

-M.f     ,; it)??     IJUliSTION   AND/OR  RECO^ENDATION   »:OUM 
•.s.Contract  No.   F  605-000-772 

--. ,xf> Interstate   Route   70-N 
^"/C <:••,--•,-!• Itosvilie  Road  to west  of Monocacy  River 
^^•^:j^.--—*' Frederick,  Maryland OCr  ?<;   /g^, 

In order  to provide  a method by which  the moTepHlLiP R 

o-^ 

en 
CO 

O 
O 

.-3 r- 3 
^ o 
•>? 
o 

In order   to provide   a metnoa  oy  wnicn   tne  moic      "-'^ R. MILLF 

3   complicated or controversial  questions  can be       CHIEF Bu&r?, 
'    ansv/ered,  please  fill   in  the  following   irfor-    LCl*L SEnvfc^ OF, 

mation: 

NAME 

OS 

ADDRESS Ql,-r.<-^-     ^'   -    /£?.>J£^.   c^& 
->? v 

-NT- 

IGUNTY    v3l,-^rfcV^    ZIP   CODE    ^ / 7g / 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

.^Z^-a^s^ /2A t'-V ^Z. —^ ^^ 

•^' r^-^ -v^c -<^L-<- 

—^r>^~cl^r%/ ^3    ^<-^i-J   s<Dje^:«.c^-&, <^ 

^t^r^. '7o «/ u •» r/^.      7^ s 

..^"^S^cd ^at. -r.-^T^c-^ ̂  

C^—^ cl< -S&-    <^t-^u 

^ 
X'^t 2 •^£~ 

7> 

^*~   sC-tn.<-'r-^£> ^ i.-t-tz-C- -7^^.^^     -£*./z*?"     y^Z^z^rr. 

&L 
7<£. ... 

^ 

^^-'^ 

'^ 

^LX 
TJ—^ 

^X. ^-<S' •^>T>T--r  yt -    C- ̂ i_-Z 
•y 

.^, ^-r'. ^ 

ST", ^s" TT 

.C.-^  ^j^^ ^r 

> 

• 

Please Hail To: 
i": ^- •••' 
»*3        t*' 

v.^ Mr.   Thor.ias  Hicks 
Act in;;  Dj-uty Chief  Ensinoer-Plann-xiij  and,Safety 
State  Hi^r.^-ay  Ai-.-.iinistvation » 
300  West   Preston Street   ^ c ^FIE3 (_ 
Baltimore,   Maryland  21201 —LARHV L'N3iNEER     ~~ 

LSF-35   [7/12/71] , Vl) V w rjBVEY -    • 
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'"J m^mEm 
LAND DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES inc. 6811 KENILWORTH AVENUE   RIVERDALE. MARYLAND   2C3«0 

SUITE GOO       3Qt/277-HC3 

September 7,  1972 

ik • 

vD. 

r" ..fd 
c» CO o P1 

ojfi;; _    - 
^7-' 4> 
^;>-i 

'• £3 ©21 '   "*3 •5-* 
•t^c-' C-;*- {/J 
» to 
-C 
5 ro -< NJI 

Mr. Roland ThompiOn, Chief 
Bureau of Location & Surveys 
Room 500, 301 W. Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland   21201 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

Let me take this opportunity to thank you for the time that you spent 
with Tom Munz and myself in discussing the routing of 1-70 in the Frederick area 
on Tuesday.   We appreciated your comments on the various plans as they affected 
our property and your insight into the problems in that area. 

It is always nice to discuss a particular situation with a person like 
yourself v/ho is familiar with the area and is thoroughly experienced with the 
project.   Once again, thank you and we. look forward to the possibility of working 
with you in the future. <•'. 

Sincerely/ 

Land Development Associates of Baltimore, Inc. 

C. Dennis Webster, President 

CDW:mrs 

.'COPIES 
^AREA ENGIN£EB\  . 
-LOCATlOnJ- 

;. ^SURVEY    .    ••' ••" 
f" - — ,— ' 

—--p». 

/i 



/ PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 

()IJI:.ST ION ANM/OR RF.COHMr.NI)ATl(^N l-'OKg 

Contract No. F 605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N      7>Z!"- 

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy R^ysti 

ro 
ON 

Frederick, Maryland 

In order to provide a method by which ffte mord^ 
complicated or controversial questions"tan be ^ 
answered, please fill in the following irfor- 
jnation:  i       ^^"j 

ADDRESS ; 
•!---  ^ 

COUNTrf^V :,iG^a V^ ...ZIp CODE    eU f  ( U | 

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

3*/ 

-ygjai**? i,^Vu»: %oa^ 
. trt^^ai 

.•"l '• * 1-'/ 
x .-T 

l_-  .'—»«!» 

4 -;  .- i  -• v. •> 

_c 

Please Hail To: 

Mr. Thonas Hicks 
Acting Dcnuty Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety 
Stfcto'Yj.^t.-ay Adainistration 
300 Vicst Preston Street 
Baltimore, riarylcnd 21201 

C 

LC?-35 [7/12/71] s 0 



* .»J«"T" ' 

PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 

o 
>• 

3^ 
-.f ll-STION   AND/nil   Rr.COMMF.NDATlON   J;OHM 

Contract No. F'605-000-772 
Interstate Route 70-N 

ville Road to west of Monocacy RiveiC^.-o 

-^ r"- nJ 

Frederick, Maryland «•.': -to 
ro 

In order to provide a method by which the^ote _ 
complicated or controversial ouestions can be © 
answered,   please  fill   in  the  iollowing  irfor- 
tnation: 

NAIIE Manuel  M.   V'einbera,   Escuire uu 

ADDRESS 10 West College Terrace, Frecerlclc, Md^ 

COUNTY  Frederick   ZIP CODE 21701  

Short statement concerning question or other 
inquiry. 

Within the next 10 years there will be approximately 10,000 

new homes in the Ijamsville area which will be occupied by 

approximately 30,000 people.  Llnganore Corporation has already 

sold over 1300 home sites with more than 10,000 sites available 

in this development.  My client, M. Robert Ritchie, Jr.. owns 

several hundred acres of land immediatoly East and West of the. 

Ijamsville Road which eventually could be developed into sites 

for 2,000 homes.  I cannot understand how 1-70 can be improved 
out 

with/an interchange at the Hamsville Intersection which is 

already servicing a large number of people. 

A> 
V 

Pleasa Mail To:  . 

t-ir. Thomas Hic'cs 
Actir.g 'Denuty Chief Enpincer-Planning and Safety 
Str.to 'ni'a.\\:zy  Administrrrcion 
300 West Preston Street 
Boltxrr.ore, Marylcnd 21201 

LS«-35 [7/12/713 



3t3 

r REFERENCE:  Upgrading Rt 40 to interstate standarda 

TO: 

State Highway Administration 

County CoinmiEsioners of Frederick County, Maryland 

Gentlemen: L • ' 

The undersigned, being homeowners in Tulip Hill area 
request approval of Scheme 13; and further request that the 
proposed jlovcrlcaf shown on the westerly end bo moved just 
east of t:ie limits of the City of Frederick. 

V* 
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'.J C t- 
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Reference:     Upgrading,Rt  40   to  interstate  standards 

TO: 

•3°i 

State Highway Administration 

County Commissioners of Frederick County, Maryland 

Gentlemen: ^ 
<••., 

The undersigned, being homeowners in Tulip Hill area 
request approval of Scheme B; and further renuest that the 
proposed cloyerleaf shown on the westerly end be moved just 
east of the limits of the City of Frederick. 
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REFERDNCE:  Upgrading Rt 40 to interstate standards 

TO: ... 

State Highway Administration 

County Commissioners of Frederick County, Maryland 

Gentlemen: 
ocw 

.'/ r- 

The undersigned, being homeowners in Tulip Hill area, 
request approval of Scheme £3; and further request that the 
proposed cloverleaf shown on the westerly end be moved just 
east of the limits of the City of Frederick. 

^ 

X, , -/ 

S' S^J.^l'- 

I    -i.-.'T''•<-•- ' 

. ^iL ^' foJdL-J. 

* l ;• -^  

i^^i^T* f^*-^—v*r-*c^ 

A 
.!•' 
/ 

. v 

'y/ 

--iS 
<>' 

\S t^tn 

C 

Iv u^i U <- 



( ) 

<*& 
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« •„•....-• i .        ' CJc^3 =» 

:K    '-.   • Ij.imsviUo   '•'..•    :•••••••      :   •••>-'• «   ••irv   ,<l^T o 

«*»•• 

In  orrt.-i    =.-..    ••    •'     • -'   •• ••••  ' •    '"•'"•   U''*  ,:,:}ru 

ernir.l.:» .• I-j !      .    ."'  •       •    • •> •    >    'i :    ..-••>>   .•:.»   t.-': 
anyv-M-   •!       v:     . .:•...:    ..»«-•;  ' M        '-or- 

niat ion : 

"    couNTYj/i^f/«-(v/l. ..'n-   ::^>i   J I j;/_o_.l  

Sho* t   st-Jlc; ••:• -'J.   c: i.»«.«-mj.r^   >f .' -t.t. s "n   or  other 
inquiry. 

W- 

.JiJ.Jl-'.-S.J— {•<* «-    't' 1° A  . «.   I    t'"   >>. '1 .>-L 

y,i,.:„L6'.,    • v..Y.(c_-._.^.,L<.,... <; (.LJ.^J.LC£. 

S/.,TA.. :i'J.... <\....,.rS J.'X..:.....<r-'"A-r i   , Aj—Jr-m.'':•> 

/t-Jxl 

t  it r.'JL'JJ-- s*-.... •l'-^^ ^J/L 
< 'r'->^   i,.r-.v....-^ L..fy- -..'2..L^'. c.vy>.v.._-. 

D... .    c 

i'.t    -1 i.ttifiinn   ^''^  Safety 
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AE THE UNDERSIGNED PROTEST "THE USE BY'f-: 
THE  STATE  OF   FLAN  8.   OR   PLAN  B.    I   AS  SHCWN 
r'N   STATE MAP '^C   F6C0-OO  A   I7.0N..    .,'.'_ •. ' -: 
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ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS'        ^ft' 

The following qucst.ions should be answered by placing 
a check m the appropriate column(s).  If desirable, the "com- 
.ments attached" column can be checked by itself or in combination 
with an answer of "yes" or "no" to provide additional information 
or to overcome an affirmative presumption. 

In anr.wering the questions, the significant beneficial 
and adverse, short and long term effects of'the proposed action, 
on-site and off-site during construction and operation should be 
considered. 

All quest-ions should be answered as if the agency is 
subject to the. same requirements as a private person requesting a 
license or permit from the State or Federal Government. 

* Comments 
Yes  No   Attached 

A.  Land Use Considerations 

1. Will the action be within the 
100 year flood plain? x 

2. Will the action require a permit 
for construction or alteration 
within the 50 year flood plain?       X 

3. Will the action require a permit 
for dredging, filling, draining 
or alteration of a wetland? X 

4. Will the action require a permit 
for the construction or operation 
of facilities for solid waste 
disposal including dredge and 
excavation spoil? X 

5. Will the action occur on slopes 
exceeding 15%? X 

6. Will the action require a grading 
plan or a sediment control permit?    x 

~>.     Will the action require a mining 
permit for deep or surface mining?        X 

«.  Will the action require a permit 
for drilling a gar. or oil well? X 

0.  Will the action require a permit 
for oirpo.rt construction? 

10.  Will the c-tction require a permit 
for the crossing of the Potomac 
River by coniuits, cables or 

•  other like devices? 

•See appropriate section of the Environmental Impact Statement for 
further information on each question. 
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11. 

Yes-      No Attached 

Will tho action-at feet the use _y I f 
of a public recrea'.'.ion area, park, 
foresr., wildlife management area, 
scenic river or wildland? *      

12.  Will the action affect the use of 
any natural or man-made features 
that are unique to the county, 
state or nation? Z 

13.  Will the action affect the use of 
an archaeological or historical 
site cr structure.' X 

B.  Water Use Co;:oideration:; 

14. Will th<:: action require a permit 
for the change of the course, 
current, or cross-section of a 
stream or: other body of water?         X 

15. Will the action require the 
construction, alteration or 
removal of a dam, reservoir or 
waterway obstruction? ____   % 

16. Will the action change the over- 
land flow of storri! water or 
reduce the absorption capacity of 
the ground?• * %   ^^ 

17. Will the action require a permit 
for the drilling of a water well?       X 

18. Will the action require a permit 
for water appropriation? .    X 

19. Will the action require a permit 
for the construction and opera- 
tion of facilities for treatment 
or  distribution cf water? X 

20. Will the project require a permit 
for the construction and operation 
of facilities for.sewage treatment 
and/or U.no disposal of liquid 
waste dc-r L vati ves ? 

21. Will the action rer.ult in any 
di.:..:.b..\i-qe into surface or sub- 
surface 'wciter? 



22. If so, will the discharge affect 
ambient /.ater qua] ity parameters 
and/or require a axocharge permit? 

Yes No 
Comments  1 
Attached 

3-^d 

Air Use Considerations 

23. Will the action result in any 
discharge into the air? 

24. If so, v/ill the discharge affect 
ambient air quality parameters 
or produce a disagreeable odor? 

25. Will the action generate addi- 
tional noise which differs in 
character or level from present 
conditions? 

26. Will the action preclude future 
use of related air space? 

27. Will the action generate any- 
radiological, electrical, 
magnetic, or light influences? 

X 

X 

Plants and Animal: 

28. WiJl the action cause the dis- 
turbance, reduction or loss of 
any rare, unique or valuable 
plant or animal? 

29. Will'the action result in the 
significant reduction or loss 
of any fish or wildlife habitats? 

30. Will the action require a permit 
for the use of pesticides, herbi- 
cides or other biological, chemi- 
cal or radiolouical control 
agents? 

X 

X 

Socio-Econoir, i.c 

31.  Will tho action 
emption or divi: 
or imp.air their 

re'-.ult in a pre- 
iion or properties 
economic use? 
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S^.  Will the action caur.e relocation 
of act i.v i .*..LeG , structure:;, or 
result in a chanq.? in tno. popula- 
tion fJen.-iity or d.i str ibution? 

33. 

34. Will the action affect traffic 
flow and volume? 

Yes 

Will the action alter land values?  X 

No 
Comments 
Attached 

32/ 

35.  Will the action uffr-ct. the pro- 
duction, extraction, harvest or 
potential ur,e of a scarce oi 
economically irm>or i.ant resource? 

30.  Will the action require a 
license to construct: a sawmill or 
other plant'for the manufacture 
of forest products? 

37." Is the action in accord with 
federal, .vtate, regional and local 
comprehensive or functional plans— 
including zoning? X 

X 

X 

38.  Will the action affect the employ- 
ment opportunities for persons in 
the area? X 

39. Will the action affect 
of the area to attract 
of tax revenue? 

the ability 
new sources 

40. Will the action discourage present 
sources of tax revenue from remain- 
ing in the area, or affirmatively 
encourage them to relocate else- 
where? 

41. Will the act i. on affect the ability 
of the area to attract tourism? X 

X 

F.  Other Consider,! t. i'.ai:.; 

42. Could the action endanger the pub- 
lic ho.ilfh, safety oi: welfare? 

43. Could r.he Mctjon be eliminatod 
without ieleterious effects to the 
public health, i-ifety, welfare or 
the natural environment? 

k fi 


