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" SUMMARY - ) - 7

(1) Administrative Action
. ' . Federal Mighway 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.ffom
Ijamsvilie Road to west of the Monocacy River in Frederick
County, Maryland. The purpose of the project is to completé
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) Sumnary of Invironmental I1 PActs

. , The construction of a highway of this magnitude will result in



(5)

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.

Surmary of Alternatives

Four alternatlve design concepts were considered in thlS study.
They are referred to as alternative Plan A, Plan B, Plan B-1 and
"Do-Noth1ng." Based on the enV1ronmenta1 analysis including’
public and governmental comments, Plan B is the recommended
alternative of the State Highway Administration. Pian A, Plan B-1
and the "do-Nothing" alternatives are not recommended.
(a) Plan A (not recohmended)

This alternative 1nvolved upgrading ex1st1né 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 (rccommended)

This rccommended alternative involves locating ptoposed 1-70
north of existing U. S. Route 40. Two'dircctional type inter-
changes are provided. One is constructed west of the Monocacy

River and providecs access for westbound local and return traffic



SUMMARY

Relative Impacts of Plans A, B, B-1 and 'Do.Nothing °

: Paramecters -

Soéial

Economic

Relocation

Minorities

Recreation

Education

"Historical Sites

Archaeological Sites

Businesses

Property values

_ Agriculture

Natural

¢ Traffic

Notes:

Air quality
Noise

Water Quality
Aquatic ecology

Terrestrial ecology

Through traffic (overall)

National defense
Local accessibility
School bus safety

Energy consumption

Plan A

000 - N

N Lo W

Plans B, B-1 - "No-Nothing"
\
1 0
0 c
0 0
0 0
0 0
B 0
1 0
+ 1'
1 0
2 1
3 ]
2 1
2 1
03 1
+ 1
+ 1
+ 0
1 2
+ 1

1) Ranked in. incrcasing order of ncgative impact, hence "1' implies
the least negative impact and "3'" the most. '

2) In casc of similar impact the samc ruank applics to all.

3) A "+" indicates a positive impact.

W,



(6)

“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.

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

Foth Plans B and B-1 had a common beginning and end.

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.

E~4

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

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

in its present form with normal safety improvements.

Distribution of Draft Environmental Statement

Listed below are agencies that received cdpies of the Draft

Environmental Statement, circulated June 6, 1972:

FEDERAL

Mr. Theodore R. Robb
Regional Administrator
Department of Housing and
Urban Development
Curtis Building
Sixth and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106
Attention: Mr. William Kaplan
' Assistant Regional
~Administrator

Dr. T. C. Byerly

Office of the Secretary
Department of Agriculture
Washington, D. C. 20230

Mr. Roland B. Handley (7)*
Regional Director

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation
Federal Building

1421 Cherry Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102

Mr. John H. Gibson

Acting State Conscrvationist
Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture
4321 Hartwick Road

Collecge Park, Maryland 20740

-d



Dr. Sidney R. Caller (3)*
Deputy Assistant

Secretary for Environmental-
Affairs o

U.S. Department of Commerce
14th and Constitution Avenue
Room 3876

‘Washington, D.C. 20230

Mr. Leonard O. Walker (2)*
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

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 Cffice Box 8755

Friendship International Airport
Baltimore, Maryiand 21240

Dr. Neil Solomon

Department of Health and Mental

. Hygiene

Environmental Hecalth Admini-
stration

610 North Howard Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

()=

number of copies sent

Department of the Interior
Deputy Assistant Secretary

for Programs
Washington, D.C. 20240

Mr. Charles Fabrikant (5)*
Director of Impact Statements
Nffice

Environmental Protection
Azency

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

Mr. Charles B. Allen, Chairmar

Maryland State Aviation
Commission

301 West Preston Street .
Paltimore, 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

301 West Prestcn Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Attention: Frederick County
Board of Education



Mr. Orlando Ridout
Director

State Lizison Office for
Maryland

Maryland Historical Trust
Post Office Box 1704
Annapolis, Maryland 21404

Mr. Georze 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

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

2

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

‘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

Charnber of Commerce of Frederick
County

024 Last Strcet

Frederick, Maryland 21701



o))

" Mr. George W. Barlett . Mr. Richard Hammond
Vice President for Engincering Executive Vice President
‘National Association of Chamber of Commerce of
Broadcasters ' Frederick County
1771 North Street, N. W. Frederick, Maryland 21701

Washington, D. C. 20036
Attention: Maryland Representative

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

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

- A. Project Purpose

The following statement has been prepared in accordance with .
policies promulgated by the National Environment Policy Act of 1969.
?he Environmental considerations set forth are based on preliminary
engineering studies designed to establish the final disposition of |
I-70 from Ijamsville Road to wesf of the Momnocacy River in Frederick
County, Maryland. The exact stﬁdy area has been delineatedlin Figure 1.

I-70 is a major transportation link of the Federal.ﬂighway System.
The need and authorization for it is affirmed in the Federal Highway
Act of 1956. This Act providesvfor construction of a safe, efficient
national system of intefstate and defense highways. The I-70 arterv 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 réguiatiéns, policies and
criteria outlined by the Aﬁerican Association of Staté Highway Officials,

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

Today, I-70 in Maryland, is in various stages of completion. The
Baltimo;e City scgment 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, I-70 is open to traffic and
complete with fhc exception of signiﬁg, fencing, and landscaping.

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

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

eastern terminal of the subject project.

The subject of this statement is the final disposition of that

-part of I-70 from a point beginning 1,000 f:et 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 geometrics 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 éradé 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 thesc two county roads intersect with U. S.
Route 40.

Another steep grade (4.5%) is encountgréd 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 frcezing

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 densify
commercial ard 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 geﬁerate an estimated ADT of
62,300 by 1998. The distribution of the demand by specific dates is
indicated 'in Figure 3. A certaihty about this trend is that the
existing U. S. Route 40, with its current capacity of 42,600 cannot
accoﬁmodate the anticipated increase in volume without resulting in
0peréting speéds below 30 mph, increased travel delays, and increased
potenfial 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 arcas, a significant increase in local traffic may be
expected. This increcase may be gradual and dependent on other future
actions, but it will warrant improvement 6f the gcometrié design of
the present scrvice roads.

The new interstate facility will provide for full control of

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

20
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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 recnmmendCd.

All optiéns have a comﬁon beginning and ending wifh éﬁpropriate
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 récommended)'

The proposéd Plan A alignment (herein-after referred to aslplan A),
shown in Figures 4a and 4b, involved modifyiﬁg 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 cufvature, 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 Ri?er
Bridge location. A proposéd 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 proposcd along the outer portion of the existing dual highway.
West of the river, the median would have narrowed to 26 feet with
fwo additional lanes built on the inside. Existing drainﬁge struc-
tures would hayc been adjusted as neccessary. The widened road

section, the interchange criteria, and the approximately 51C0
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feet of Long Branch Creek relocation would have required new righf-of—
way acquisitions. Grace Trinity Evangelical Reform Church and Maryland
Route 144 would have been protected from encroachment by a retaining
wall constructea 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 Cqunty Master Plan) would have
been placed between Mains and Bell Lanes. This facility would have
been orientec to local service on the north by a new service road with
connections into Fredérick and on the south to existing Bartonsviile
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 créssing the present wéstbound bridge which
would have been reverted to the proposed sefvicé 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 I-70 traffic. A new bridge would have been constructed
adjacent to and south of this original span for use as the new I-70
eastbound crossing.

Starting from the castern terminus, the first grade crossing
elimination for Plan A would have been the Ijamsville - Mcadow -
Maryland Route 144 road configuration. This would have been accom-
plished by relocating Ijamsville and Meadow Rouad castlof their present

location and connecting them by a bridge across Plan A. The gradeline
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of Maryl#nd Rouze 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 eﬁceeding County speci-
fications. In addition to the main section of I-70, Plan A would have
included the physical improvement of Bartonsville Road, Mains Lane,

Bell Lane, Quinn Orchard'Rbad,'and'other'service'roads; to the extent indi-
: cated by Figure 4a.

The Plén A, eastbound Monocaéleiver Bridge would ha&e 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-
boqnd lane would have been.incorporated into thé 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 Strect Bridge to gain access to and from Frederick. This
‘widened structure would have allowed Tulip Hill residents access to
the interstatc via the Reichs Ford Road interchange. To supplement
this 1-70 (Plan A) - Tulip Hill - Frederick movcment, a éuggcstion was
made to provide a scrvice roud running dircctly from Quinn Orchard

~ Road to Reichs Ford Road.

27
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2%
2. Plan B (recommended alternative)

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

in Figures 5a and 5bh, proposes the construction of I-70 parallel and

. approximately one-half mile north of cxisting 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’ 1500*feet east’ of Quinn-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 thié 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 mefges 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 I-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. Roﬁte 40. Re-
located ITjamsville Road passes under Plan B.

Under Plan B the existing iﬁterscction of Maryland Route 144 and

Meadow Road arce rclocated approximately 500 fect to the north to
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S . A
allow local Frederick bound traffic.to use U. S.'Route 40. No access

to westbound I-70 is provided at fﬁis interchange under Plan B. Such

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

Continuing nqrtﬁwest;lPlan B spans a relocated Quinn Orchard Road.
,Eiisting Quinn Orchard Road is barricaded. Several homes in this zrea are
provided accesﬁ to the new Quinn Orchard Road lecation.  From here Plan B
assﬁmes an approximate east-west orientation. Shull Lane is shifted
east from its pregent location and bridges Plan B. West of Shull
Lane Plan B purallels 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 Monocac)” River bridge. The latter relocation would hecessifate
lengthening the bridge which would increase the cost. The . relocation
of Linganofe 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
a?proximately 2,200 feet upstream from the existing U. 'S. Route 40
bridges.

A grade separation is proposed at a location aﬁproximately 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-legged intersection
which also inéludcs Maryland Route 144 and U. S. Route 40. Another

component of this configuration is the castern oxtension of Patrick
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Stréet which will run parallel and séuth of. Plan B. A ﬁew median
- opening on U. S. Route 40 is proposed at this junction. Traffic
control devicgs will be installed at this intersection, at Patrick
Street, and at Quinn Orchard Road as needed.

A directiornal, 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 pfovided for westbound travelers on Plan B.
~ Such an exit is provided at the Ijamsville interchange..'Eastbound
Plan B traffic uses an exit to easfbound U. S. Route 40 which pro-
vides access t> the Tulip Hill and Bartonsville areas.

Under Plan B the Patrick Street bridge is extended frbm the exist-
ing'westboﬁnd lane of U. S; Route 40 over Plan A and is.improved to
accommodate two-way traffic. The roadway extends through Tﬁlip Hill
to the previously described four-legged intersection east of Quinn
Orchard Road. The existing Patrick Street merging lane into easf-
bound U. S. Route 40 is removed. Quinn Or-hard koad is barricaded
ét U. S. Route 40 and connected to the new ?atrick 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. Tuiip Hill residents can use
this ramp or thc improved Patrick Strcet bridge to proceed to
Frederick or I-70 (Plan B).

3. Plan B-1 (not rccomnended)

This plan, as shown in Figure 5a, would have been a variation of
Plan B. Both Plan B and Plan B-1 alignments have common termini.
They are identical up to the intersection with Quinn Orchard Road.

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

S
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. passed under Shull Lane approximately 1,000 feect south of Plan B.
From here, Plan B-1 would have turned northwast 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-1, the alternative of doing
nothing was considered. Substantial expenditures of public funds
would have becn required for surface maintenance and safety improve-
ments made necessary by anticipéted 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 :he.existing highway. In addition, overall economic
and community development would Have beén adversely affected.

D. Historical Resume' of Project

By virtue of the 1956 Federal Highway Act, the U. S. Route 40
corridor Qas selected és 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 13, 1968 - Conicrence was held with Frederick County
Comnissioners, County Planners and Highway Engineers; at

- which time an interchange was proposéd for the vicinity
of Linganore-Bartonsville Road.

September 25. 1968 - Presentation was made ot preliminary

engincering studics to Frederick County Commissioners.

A Public Hearing was scheduled.



November 12, 1968 - Public Hearing was held at Mount Airy,
Marylénd on Highway plans, including: |
(a) Interchange at ijamsville Road
(b) Overpass structure at Mains Lane
(¢) Frontage foads and new bridge over Monocacy River
for local use
(d) Overpass structure at Quinn Orchérd 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 followihg State Highway Administration plans were tenta-
'tively approved by the Coﬁnty Commission, Planning and Zoning
Commission and Federal Highway Administration:

(2) Interchange at Mains Lane

(b) Overpass at Ijamsville Road

() Overpéss at Bartonsville Road

(d) New bridge over Monocacy

January 25, 1971 - Public mccting in office of County

Commnission. Local citizens request project be relocated
north of existing U. S. Roufe 40, with interchanges at
Tjamsville Road and on west side of Monocacy River. This
resulted in Frederick County Commissioncrs' request to State

Highway Administration thut relocation concept be investigated.

3¢
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Federal Highway Administration officials initially objected

to the relocation concept, bu£ in view of the Administration's
Policy and Procedure Memoranda 20-8 and 90-1 inferring feasi-
ble alternates be held accountable, the new §tudies were
initia;ed. |

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 Locatioh.Public Hearing.

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

cerning the Frederick County Master Plan, discussions of I-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, tﬂe rest uncommitted.
(b} Two petitions were received, one fﬁvoring Plan A
and one favoring Plan B.
Based on the testimony and résponses prescntéd, the proponents
of Plan A appear to consist primaril} of developers owning
land north of U. S. Route 40, whiie the proponents of Plan B
appear to be primarily residcnts of Tulip Hill, Pine Cliff,

and Bartonsville.



I SOCIAL, ECONOMfC AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT OF PROJECT
' A Social Characteristics of Project Arca

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 develbped. 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 I-70 is southeast of
the City of Frederick. The area eést of the Monocacy River is pre-
dominantly agricultural and forest with low density residential
units concentrated in the Clearview, ?ine 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 tﬁe Monocacy River is

. a designated perp.etual conservation district.

The largest concentration of population in the study area is
in the community of Bartonsville, located just south of the 01d
National Pike (Maryland Route 144) near the Monécacy River crossing.
The houses in the town are typically small, modest units and are
occupied by a great many seniorcitiéms. The west end of town, the
oldest part, is an established black community. The general area
has changed greatly during the past ten yeers. Many of the old
houses have been extensively improved and a considerable amount of
new construction has occurred adjacent to the older area.

| The area immediately adjacent to U.S. Route 40 1is occupied by
single family residential units concentrated in the communities of
Tulip Hill, Pine Cl1iff, and Bartonsville, and separatec by farmland.

. Scveral comsercial, service oriented busincsses, and churches are
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~

located in the project area adjacent to U. S. Route 40,

l B. Economic Characteristics of Project Are:

1. Employment

The estimated.1970 population of.Frederick County was 91,600.
Election Districts 2 and 9 (see'Figure 7, iﬁ which the project is
located, constitute 34 percent and 5 percent of the County total,
respectively.

These districts will accommodate an estimated 39 pércent 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 resideﬁtial 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 fhe New Market area.

‘ The proximity of the study area to Baltimore, Washington, and
Ffederick 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 agriéultural acti-
vities and continues to prosper, primarily because of the increasing
demand for its products in the metropolitan'areas of Baliimore and

vasnington, D.C.
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TABLE 1
Occupational Characteristics of

Frederick County (1967)1

Industry Type Source of Employmené (%)
Agriculture _ 9.8
Mining 0.6
Constructien 7.1
Manufacturing ? - 20.6
Transportation, Communication 6.4

and other public utilities

Commercial ' 19.1
Finance, Insurance, Real_Estate 3.1
Eusiness, Pefsonal.Service 6.1
Professional 10.4
Government 14.2
Miscellaneous 2.6

1Economic Base, ‘A Background Study, Frederick County, Maryland.

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

Comimission, 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_agri;ultural area will
continue to decrease from the 1960 level of 12.2 percent to 3.8 per-
cent in 1990. A bréakdown of the 1970 Frederick County labor force,
by occupation, is given in Table 3.

2. Income -

The income levels of the persons affected by thé proposed pro-
ject range from upper middle to the lower income of Frederick
County. In 1960 and 1970 the median incomes for_Frederick County as

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

Land Use Pianning

Future land use changes are governed by the General Plan of
Frederick.County. The proposed alignments are compatibie 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 dénsity development._.
The Monocacy River Conservation Area is inténdéd to protect the
County water supply from excess siltation, to maiﬂtain uniform flows,
and reduce flood hazards by controiling 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 fa;ility forllocal re-
sidents with no direct access to the proposcd intefstnte.

The General Plan calls for medium density development from

S/
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TABLE 2

, Frederick County Labor Force

By Industry: 1960, 1990 (p'rojected)1

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
Gervices (including public schools) 19.3 20.8
ublic Administration 11.8 13.3
Not Reported 1.6 -
Total ' ' 100.0 ~100.0

24,173
56,800 (projected)

Note: Total County labor force: 1960
1990

Economic Base. A Background Study. TFrederick County, Mavyland. Marcou, O'Leary
‘ and Associates, Frederick County Planning and Zoning Comnission, February 1969.




TABLE 3

Frederick County Labor Force and

Employment Characteristics: 19701

. Occupation Male
Total 21738
% prof, tech, 14.5
% managers §&
adnin. (non-farm) 9.6
% clerical § sales 10.5

.cfaftsmen, foreman 24.0

S

% operatives 14.9
% laborers (non-farm) 7.5
% farm workers 8.0
% service workers 6.0

of State Planning, 1970.

Female

12494

12.8

36.8

18.0

19.8

lLabor Force and CGmployment Characteristics, Maryland Department

5/3‘_
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New Market, west to the arca of Bartonsville, and low density
development from that point west to Frederick.

Future land use plans within the immed’ate study area include
a proposed Planned Unit Development (PUD) 2ncompassing 270 acres,
approximately 1/2 mile ndrth of U. S. Route 40 in the area of

Shull Lane and Quinn Orchérd Road.

D. Natural Environmental Characteristics cf Project Area

1. Meteorology

The mean temperature for Frederick County is 54°F. 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 freqﬁency
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 meiting snow. Flooding
may also result from summer storms. Hydraulic design of transverse
dréinage structures for interstate highways in Maryland is based
on a storm whose inteﬁsity and duration should occur on thé average
of once every fifty years. Hurricanes affect Frederick County
about once every six years. The average <nowfall is 24 inches
per year in the project area but may fluctuate considerably from
year to year.

2. Geology and Ground Water

The project area is within the Frederick Valley Region of the



38

western division of the Maryland Piedmont Province. A large scale
igeologic 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.Marylénd 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 purityj. Grove
limestone (the more pure type) is presently being surfacé mined in
the western portion of the study area and is used 1oéa11y for a
variety of.purposes. |

.In general, east of the Monocacy River a number of metamorphic
and igneous rock types are found includiﬁg: quartzitic slate, gneiss,
granite gneiss, soft micaceous muscovitic schist, harder micaceous
and chloritic schiét, 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 depressioﬁs and foot slopes, to more than twenty
feet on hilltops, plateaus, and upper slopes. A number of homes in
fhe study area are présently using shallow wells as their source
of drinking water. Springs are located in the vicinity of Quinn

Ovchard Road -and Shull Lane.

46
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3. Soils

The majority of soils contained in the project area have de-
veloped from a weathering,proceés of the underlying rocks. Soils
and soil characteriétics vary considerably due to the differenées
in parent material and slope. The Soil Survey of Frederick COunty1
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 tﬂat these
soils are not suitable for cultivation or pasture, and recommend

reforestation.

4, quographyfand Stream Drainage

The ;opography 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 ngarly 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. Westlof 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. Tﬂe land
surface is characterized by gently rolling terféin and moderate flowing
streams with rock outcrops prescnt in some areas. Figure 12
delineates slépes greater thaﬁ 25 percent. Without special techniques

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

construction.

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 mi}e through this area. The streams then flow .into the
low level area of the valley proper. Water flqws 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 averageé drop of 2.8 feet per mile. Plan A, Plan B and Plan B-1
alignments cross the Monocacy River just east of the City of Frederick.

At this point, the Mohbcacy 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 westﬁound roadway of U.S. Route 40. A -
mile long portion of this stream was relocated during the original
construction of U.S. Route 40. Linganoré Creek is a tributary of the

Monocacy River and Long Branch is a fributafy-qf Linganore Creek.

5. Water'Quality

Water -quality is severely degraded in the five mile reach of
thé Monoéacy River below the City of Frederick (which includeé
the project area). The high bacterial count and periodically low
dissolved oxygen concentration lndlCng that the Monocacy River in
this area is not suitable for water contact recreation, and will

not support desirable aquatic-lifel. Table 4 summarizes

i -

State of Maryland, Departawent of Water Tesoavcels 'nd the Departnent
of Health and Mental lyvgienc, “\‘9**;521;T.L,ilﬂ vs of Warer Oualie:
and Sisnificant Sources of Wastowater bilcnuroes in saryland, 1970
135 pp.

o



Water Quality in Project Area

TABLE 4

Linganore Creck and Monocacy River*

Station Ro, Station Location lLins-rzo-e fGreeX, U.3.5.5.°0a~inz Station at the end of Quinn Ri,
Tean. Solids - pz= Turd.} D.O. Color | Colifcra .coli
Daze ‘-965 pH 5.5 N - T.5. J.C.Ul ppo. ppo. NPY,/13Col., !gh%nl. uc:::; ppm p::?
¥aren 211 8.8} 18.0{11.0 8 80 a8 5 12.9] 2.4 8 4,3C0 9.1 123 5.8 1.2
April 18} 8.1} 12.0{15.0¢ 13 126 142 2.b111.61 2.2 7 419 93 144 4,3 1.0
Yay 23 8.4 26.0{22.5] 24 12 36 5.31 9.51 3.7 M 9,3C) 2,300 155 3.1 1.2
Jure 20 7.6] 30.0[25.0§ 62 102 170 27 8.511.9 25 21,0C0 15,000 150 5.3 1.6
July 18 5.0 33.0}28.0} 12 60 72 7.1 9.7} 2.8 12 1,500 23 170 7.5 0.6
fug. 22 8.0 31.0126.3 8 120 128 16 8.81 9.9 15 15,000 2,3C0 195 3.2 1 1.0
Sezt, 191 7.5 5.0{ 18.0 L 48 2 12 9.8 2.3 15 43,000 4,500 165 3.5 1.2
Dete 17 7.7 2.513.0 4 80 84 3.5{10.4] 2.0 15 23,060 1590 155 6.2 0.5
dov. 21 8.1 8.0} 3.5 4 a0 gl 0.5|1k.0} 2.7 7 35,000 160 145 3.6 1.2
Jec. 2C 7.7 2.0f 1.0 12 124 136 3.0112.71] 3.1 25 23,0C0 L,x00 162 5.0 1.6
Station No. Station Locstion Morocacy River, just above znouth of Linganore Creek
roa“‘ ) =, Soliis - pp=. Turd.| 2.0, Color] Celirfirm B8 IS Lond. NC
1GE5 55, a5, T J.C:ul 0. 1. wpri/1ce=l, EAVEELRIS M mhos | ppa opc
arc:, 22: 7.8 .0 4 128 132 . 10.4 | 5.6 15 Lss,0C0 23,000 220 9.2 ] 1.2
2pril 19, 7.8 .0 16 144 160 10.2] 3.2 . 20 93,0C0 4,300 185 7.51] 0.6
lay 2 7.6 25003 b 124 128 5.7) 5.9 15 240,000 2%,030 218 5.5} 0.5
une 21 l 7.5] 3&.0 16 150 176 3.81 9.0 35 Lec,000 43,000 280 8.8 11.019.82
Tuly 16 8.9 N 8 164 172 9.5]15.6| 6.3 9 43,000 &, 500 560 118.0 | 0.3 10.7
luz. 22 ¢ 8.2 3.0 b 2u4 248 8.4} 7.8 20 |2,Q0,000 29,000 3e5 {15.810.311.9
sept. 190 7.k .5 4 | 1u0f 1bb 7.01 5.0 | 15 29,000 9,500 | 279 | 8.0 2.20]3.12
Jete 17 0 T.8 3.0 8 148 156 .0 8.61 3.9 15 46G,000 43,000 285 8.2 ]10.5]1.19
ov. 21 i 8.0 8.5 9 166 175 .0|r0.8} 5.1 15 240,000 93,000 2790 8.3 11.21]0.73
Jec. 20 7.5 3.9 16 180 196 .0j12.1} L.sS 35 43,000 4,290 225 [10.0 | 2.4 | 0.29
- !

* Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 1966.
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water quality measurements of Monocacy River water made by the
Maryland Water Resources Adminisfrationlg 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
causés of this stream degradation include the City of Frederick
sewage treatment plant, City of Frederick storm sewer drainage, and
industrial waste.

Lingancre 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. Aquatie-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 durihg

the study:

Sgecies Number of Specimens

Blzcknose Dace Rhinichthvs atratulus
Creek Chub Semotilu

PN N

Bluntnose Minnow Pinmouviaales noratus 6
Spottail Shiner Notropis nudscnius 1

1 DeRose, C. R., The Monocacy River, Phyveicol, Chemical, and Rasterin-

N

) s

lowical Water duulity, R
Y

< e . AT TN Nayen yed e F ol -
cport N 1, Mavyland Deparinent o4 HaAteY

Resources, Division of Water Quality Investigations, 1966, 102 pp.
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species . Number of Specimens
Silverjaw Minnow Ericymba buccata 6
White Sucker Catostomus commersoni 5
Yellow Bullhead Catfish_lgg{lyrus_gatléi 4
Rock Bass Ambloplites rupestris 1
Fantail Darter Etheostoma flabella-e 1

Collections wefe made using a 375 volt D. C. electroshocker and
ten foot seine net for a distance of approxiﬁately 300 feet. A
speciai attempt was made to saﬁple a wide variety of habitats, in-
cluding riffles, deep pools, aﬁd undercut streambanks. The stream
width varied from two feet to six feet and the depth varied from
several inchés to four feet; Aquatic plants were scarce.

No species of fish presently.considered rare or depieted 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'spécies 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 compoéed of farmland and pasture.
These areas contain few native plants species. The woodlands in
the project area consist of cutover forests fron which most of
the saleable timber has been rcmoved. 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 projcét

area:

57
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river birch sycamore
elm o hickory
chestnut oak =~ | beech

- red oak - sourgum’
ash | | maple

In a cool moist, 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 obseryed. Kingfishers and cardina;s
were common birds seen during thé site invéstigation. The cdto?er
forests in the project area support a diverge population of native
plants and animals, hoWéver'no rare or unique, native species were
observed.

§. Wetlands

The proposed alternate will not cross large areas of marshlands;
howevar, the flood piain of the Monocacy River and éeveral of the
farm ponds should be considered wetland arcas. These areas are
indicated in Figure 14.

The floodplain bottomland of the Monocacy River can be considered
a Type 1 Wetlandl. The area containé a high water taBle and supports
aquatic vegetation. In addition, several farm ponds (see Figure 14)

consistlof inland open freshwater, Type 5, Wetlandl. These ponds

1 s . vt . - .
U. S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Scrvice recomuiended
Wetland Classification System, Circ. #39. '

-~
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pfovide refuge for migrating waterfowl and support populations of

emergent fringe wetland vegetation.

E. Historical Sites:

Two primary sites of historical interest in the project area
-include: |

'(1) private residencé on the northside of the 0ld National Piké;
just west of what was the ''Jug Bridge' over the Monoeacy River. -This.
may bg an old toll house; ‘

(2) a stone monument on.an isiand between the 01d National
Pike (Patrick Street) and U. S. Route 40 just east of the Fredericek,
Maryland City line. This may be a monumentllocating the defunct
"Jug Bridge". |

F. Archaeclopieal “Sites:

On October 14, 1975, personnel of the Division of Archeology,
Maryland Geologieal Sﬁrvey, condueted a preliminary archeological
survey of the area to be.affected by proposed réconstruction of
Interstaﬁe 70 from east of Ijamsville Road to Eﬁst Patrick Street,
in Frederick County. The survey area was traversed by car, and the
open land within it was eﬁamined from different viewpoints. Pbssi-
ble site 1oea£ions discovered in this manner were then inspeeted
on foot. reas that ecould not be seen from existing roads were
visited on foot if topographieal maps indieated that the terrain
was suitable for archeologieal sites. Also, small test holes were
dug in promising locations.

Six sites had been previously recorded betwcen 1935 and 1961 in
the general survey arca. Two additional sites were discovered and

recorded during the 1975 survey. All site locations arc on file at



the Division of Archeology, Maryland Geological Survey. Of the six
early sites the largest is 18FR19, which dates to tﬁe Archaic .and
Early Woodland periods (ca. 800-300 BC).

The other “five smaller sites are designated as 18FR41l, 18FRS51,

. 18FR55, and 18%R64. 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 pasturé on a knoll overlooking a small stream. The location
was used as a garbage dump during the late nineteenth and/or
early'twentiefh centuries: .broken bottles, crockefy, etc., are
ﬁcéttered on the surface.

The southern end of the site beérs a very light.scatter of
stone chipping debris. Evidently the knoll was occasionaliy
used in prehistoric times as a workshop for the manufacture of
stone tools. The raw material was wﬁite qﬁartz, undoubtedly
derived from cobbles in the stream bed. All pieces were found
on the surface. Several small test pits were unproductive.

18FR136 (Linganore East): This is a cornfield of several acres

and bearing a very light scatter of broken modern crcckery and
china. One prchistoric object, a small,'crudc biface of rhyolite,
was fqund near the southwest corner of the field.

Although survey conditions were good (rcccht rains had
freshly cxposed the surface between the rows of corn), no other
prechistoric items were visible on the surface. Likewise, several

small test pits yielded nothing.

i
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ITI. 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 fesidential, 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 agricultural
(see Figures 15 and 16).

The improvement of Bartonsville Road would have caused con-
siderable disruption to the existing residentiallcommunity of
Bartonsville. A maximum of 120 pe}sons in 30 families, 25 of which
are owﬁer-occupants and five of which are tenant-occupants, would
have beenlaffected 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 Eartonsvillg'
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, §hc B;rtonsvillc
co::unity is integrated. Six of the families, who would have bcen
displaced, were members 6f a minority greup, ind these, thale were
tenant-occupants. The families were in the low and lower middle income

brackets. No minority busincsses or farms would hnuve heen affectesd.
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The people employed in the area were not members of a minority
group. Reﬁéusing the familigs in this arca 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 df
éommunity 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 Qouid have beeﬁ displaced, including a small
antique shop, a kennel, and a general merchandise éfore. Of these
three businesses, one prbbably would have discontinued operation.

A nonsecfarian church on Bartonsville Road would have been acquired.
There was no need for functional replaéement on this -.alternative
The resulting effect on the. local economy, including empioyment
would have been negligible.

Plan A would have changed the access of the smalllcommunities
along existing U. S. Route 40 to comnunity facilities and services
such as fire equipment. The alternate would not have had any
development. Plan A would not have causéd any significﬁnt changes in
population density or distribution. Property values would have
increased due to improved access to the undeveleped area.

At the time of the study, there were approximately thirteen

single family dwellings for sale 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 :ultiple
Listing Service was utiliiéd 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 improvehents to Bartonsville Road had béen
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 beeﬁ a problem since two of the businesses were.
considered to be family oriented and operatiﬁg froﬁ the home.
Federal, State, and County programs that may affect the supply
and demand for ﬁousing were not anficipated. A minimum of two
year% would have been required to complete rélocation, dué to
the lack of 2vailable housimng and the expectation of 'housing
as a last resort." The relocation assistance would only have
been resolvéd satisfactorily in accordance with the "Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisitidn Policies Act of 1970,
“public Law 91-646, if 'housing as a last resort' had been
required.

Plans B and B-1.

The arca of the project is rural residential, agricultrual,
and middle income. The alternates do not divide or distupt
cstablished communities, and no adverse cffects are anticipated

on adjacent comaunities. No businesscs are disnplaced but tuwo
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farms are affectgd. ﬁmployment is not affected. Thgre is no
known effect on existing developmeﬂt or on pcpulation density
and distribution. Property values will increase due to the
improved access to undevelpped arcas. The alignments, with re-
spect to zoning and land use, are shown in Figures 15 and 16.
‘Nine families, 36 persons, are rcquired to relocate.. T
Eight families are owner-occupants énd the remaining family 1is
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 poussibly 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 fental
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 diéplaced persons are in the
middle income brackets, no problems are foreseen in relocating
them into available housing. Two farms may be affected. One
Qf 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 necded for this
project. Approximatcly eighteen months will be required to
complete the relocation. Relocation will be accomplished in

accordance with the requirements of the "Uniform Relocation



Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970," Public
Law 91-646. Benefits and payments 'will be aiministered by the
Office of Real Estate District 7 Office, in Frederick, Maryland.
Ail those to be relocated will be treated in a timely, orderly,
and humane manner. .

."Do Nothing"

All properfies along U. S. Route 40 would have been ;dversely
affected by increased congestion and the difficulty of access.
“Travel time would increase, both for local andlcommuter traffic;
Noise and air pollution would increase and in general, the area
would not be conducive to further development. The relationships
A' of Plan A, Plan B, aﬁd Plan B-1 alignments to présent zoning aﬁd
existing land use are shown in Figures 15 and 16, respectively.

2. Summary of the Relocation Assistance Prégram

All State Highway Administration projects must comply with the
pfovisions of the "Uniférm Relocétion Assistance -and Real Proper;y
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970" (P.L. 91-646) and/or the Annotated
Code of Marylénd, 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 thelFederal and State Law require the State
Highway Administration to provide payments and service; to persons
displaced by'a public project. The payments that are providced forl
include.replacement housing payments and/or roving costs.- The
maximum limits of the replacement housing payments'arc $15,000 for
owner-occupants and S;,OOO for tenant-occupants. In addition, but

within the above limits, certain payments may be wmade for increased
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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 alsé moving cost payments
.to persons, businesses, farms, and non-profit organizations.
The moving cost payments are Broken dQWn inté several'categories

which inc¢lude actual moving costs and "in lieu of'" actual ‘moving
cost. Actual moving costs for displéced 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 replacément site are also inclﬁded. 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 éxisting 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 businéss, farm, or non-profit organization is entitled
to thiS'paYment.

A more defailed explanation of the benefits and payments availablce

to displaced persons, businesses, farms, and ncn-profit ofganizations
is available in brochures distributed at the public hearings for

this project and given to displaced persons.
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In the event adequate replacement housing is not available to
-rehoﬁse ;he 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 bylthe State Highway
Administration and approved by the Federal Highway Administration
before replacement '"housing as a last resort" could be utilized.
"Housing as a la;t 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 Highwayl
Administfatibn aﬁd such housing would be made available to the dis-
placed persons. In addition to the above pfocedure, individual
repla:emeht housing payments can be increased beyond the statutory
limits in ordef to allow a displaced person to purchase or rent.a
dwelling that is within his financial means.

The "Unifora Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970" requires that the State Highway'Administration
sball not procezd with any phase of any project thch 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 rclocated 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.PIan B-1 alignments to
geologic formations are shown in ?igure 17. The ﬁajor miﬁeral Te-
- source affectéd by all but the '""Do Nothing" plan is the Grove
Limestone, located near the western end of .the project arca. 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 quafry located
along Linganore Creek is nof impacted by any plan. Shallow bedrock
and rock out-crops will be a factor in construétiOn. 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-1 to areds with

highly erodable soiis and areas containing relatively steep slopes
are shown in Figures 18 and 19,'fespective1y. Plan A would have
encountered considerably more erodable soils on stcep-slopeé than
Plan B, or Plan B-1. Without spccial techniques for soil stabili-
zation such areas will erode rapidly if disturbed by conétruction.
In the "Do Nothing'" alternative, these soils would have continued

‘to erode unless reforested, as the soils are too erodable cven for

/4
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grassland and pasturel. Most of this arca is presently in grassland.

3. Water Quality

The Frederick County'Water Resource Inventory indicates no
conflict between Plans A, B and B-1 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 plaiﬁ cross-section 1is rot restricted bylthe
lstructures.

Plan A (not recommended)

Plan A would have adversely affected the water quality of Long
Branch Creek and the Monocacy River. A short term negatfve impact
on wafer quality would have occurred from increased sediment loads
during highway construction, and the rechannelizafion of Long ﬁranch
Creek. A Department of.Natural Résources permit would have been
required for this rechannelization. As vegetation re-established
itsglf, 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 éection 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 . T . . .
Soil Survey - Frederick County, U. S. Soil Consecrvation Service,

Department of Agriculture, September 19603, pl+d.
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Pollutants in storm drainage and accidental spills of hazardous
materials on highways can have an adverse impact on the organismé
in receiving étreams, With Plan A, storm drainage and associated .
street surface contaminents from the highway would have discharged.
into ﬁong Bfanch Creek and ultimétely into_the Monocacy River. At
present, there are no effluent guidelines regarding highway runoff.

Most of the aquatic organiﬁms including plénts and animals would
have required a minimum of two years'td re-cstablish 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 1life would have been
replaced as the mature insects dep051ted eggs in the new'sectioﬁ, 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-1 (Plan B recommended)

Plan B will have the same adverse impact on water quéiity from
short term erosion and long term storm-water drainage as describeq for
Plan A.. However, Long-Brgnch Creek will not be rechanneled. In éddition,
under Plan: B storm drainage will continue from existing U. S. Route 40.
“Plan B-1 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 rccommended)

Plan A would have had a major short term impact on the aquatic



ecology of Long Branch Creek and a minor short term impact on the
‘.Monocacy River. The.proposed'reghannelizatiOn of approximately one
mile of Long Branch Creek would have eliminated the existing bottom
dﬁelling oréanisms_aﬁd aquatic plant communities in this scction.'
However, similar communities would have re-t¢stablished themselves, as
indicated by the Créek's recovery from a previous rechannelization
provided a physically similar environment was reconstructed. A
mininum of two years would have.been required to re-introduce
(naturally) mcsf of the preéent aquatic plant and animal species.

Sediment load.increases during Plan A rechannelization wouid
have had a shorf term negative impact on fish communities in the
Creek. The re-suspended organic and inert sediments would have-
increased the oxygen demand; interfered with feedihg, and repro-
ductibn.

The bridge construction over the Monocacy River would have had a
minor negative'aquafic impact due to the temporafy inc;eases in
sediment loads.during construction.

Water quality analysis data on the Monocacy River (see_Tablé 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-1 (Plan B recommcnded)

Plan B will have a minor short term negative impact due to
construction, causced primarily by increased sediment loads in a
number of small tributaries of Long Branch Creck, Linganore Creek and
ultimately in the Monocacy River. Bridges will be constructed over

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

2



Plan B-1weuld 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

Thellong term impact on the élant and animal communities in the
proposed highway.area‘will vary, depending upon the ultimate land
use, e.g., parks, open space, residentiai, commercial or industrial
development. This change in land ﬁse 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 terréstrial ecology
in the immédiate vicinity of the proposed roadway. Plant life in
the area is typical of that found in unused farmland. Since Plén A
would have followed the existing highway, terregtriél 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 wbuld have occurred.

Plans B and B-1 (Plan B recommended)

Plan B will have a negative impact on the terrestrial écology.
Existing woods and plant communities in the righf-of-way wili be
cleared, but only within construction limits where grade‘chnnges are
accomplished. Woodland will remain to accomodate displaced
animal life. The Plan B bridging of the Monocacy River will allow

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

“4
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the structures will provide for wildlife movements throughout the
.Monocacy River Conservation District. The existiﬂg natural vegetation
in this area serves.as a nesting plaée and food source for a variety
of small birds and mamma}s. Plan B-1 impacts would have been similar.
Animals which cannot adjust to the increased noise bollution,
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 cfossing of the
Monocacy River contains a wide, frequently flooded lowland.

The structures in Plan B do not'resfrict the fioodplain of the
Monocacy River. Plan A and Plan B-1 would not have restricted fhe
Monocacy‘River.floédplain. All structures, therefore will have
little or no effect on the seasonally floodéd bottomland below.

In Plans B, and B-1, 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 undesirablc sound generated’
by vehicles in operation on roadways. The effect of this noise varies
with distance from the source, topography, traffic volume, vehicle
classification, metecorological conditions and the characteristics

of the transmitting medium. The general categories of effects of
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.noise on people are psychological and phyéiological. Psychological
effects are dependent upon the individual, and the quality and intensity
of the sound. People who are regularly expcsed to loud noises are less
sensitive to community noise intrusion of lesser intensity. The
physiological effects include sleép prevention and interruption, con-
striétion of arteries, and loss of hearing. The severity of these
effects is pioportionallto the amount of exposure to noisé¢. This

noise analysis was undertaken to determine probable ad&erse noise
related impacts on the environment.

The results of the noise ﬁtudy are given in terms of statistical
measures denoted by one hour L10 for.various distanées from the source.
Table 6 indicates the noise standards for a sélection of land uses.

The detailed study is available at SHA in Baltimore.

The flow of traffic on highways has been classified (see Highway
Capaci;y Manual)} into various service ievels, labeled A tﬁrough F.
Traffic fiowing at level of service A is 1light ;nd frée flowing,
with the driver haQing great flexibility of changing speeds and lanes.
Level of service F represents congested conditions cbmbined with
undesirably sluggish traffic. The noise investigation is based upon
level of service C which denotes a coﬁdition 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, 3A, 4A). Reccivers 2A, 3A, and 4A
would have experienced slight increases (2-3 dBA) above the ambient

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

7/



Land Use
Category

A

D

* Sourcc:

Design Noise

Level - L10

60dBA
(Extcrior)

7048A
(Cxterior)

75dBA
(Extcrior)

55dBA

Table 6

Design Noise Level/Land Use Relationships*

Description of Land Use Category

Tracts of lands in which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need, and where the pre-
servation of those qualities is essential if the area is to continue
to serve its intended purpose. Such areas could include amphitheaters,
particular parks or portions of parks, or open Spaces which are dedi-
cated or recognized by appropriate local officials for activities

requiring special qualities of serenity and quiet.

" Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches,

libraries, hospitals, picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds,
active sports areas, and parks. :

Developed lands, properties or activities not included in categories
A and B above,

For requirements on undeveloped lands see paragraphs 5.a.(5) and (6}
of PPM 90-2, :

Residences, motels, hotels, public meetings rooms, schools, churches,
libraries, hospitals and audicoriums,

U. S. Department of Transportation PPM 90-2

17

14
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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 ambignt
noise level at all four points is already above the 70 dBA, upper limit
for residential areas. |

Pians B and B-1 (Plan B recommended)

Residential receivers 1B and éB, Figure 21, will experience a
‘considerable increase (9 dBA) above the ambient noise level. Even
though this incr?ase is substantial, the new level will be well below
the design noise limit of 70 dBA for residences (see Table 6). Plan
B-1 would have caﬁsed similar imﬁacts.

Plan B will require the use of heavy-duty construction machinery.
The remote ldcation of Plan B wili result in a low:noise.impact during
construction. |

"Do Nothing" (not recommended)

As previously stated; an increase in tréffic voiume,is accompanied
by higHer ﬁoise 1e§els. Thus, the ambient noisé.level,'which already
.exceeds the 70 dBA upper limit for residential a?eas (1A, 2A, 3A, 4A)
would have increased.

To facilitate comprehensive planning, copies of this document Qill
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 aﬁd East
Patrick Street known as the '"Do-Nothing'" plan, (2) a 6-lanc build-
on configuration (Plan A), that'adds two lanes.to the ¢xisting road-

way and includes a proposed Frederick Beltway intersection, and

7 ‘f
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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 74250, has Seen used for all
predictive modeling on this project. T

(2) Plans and profiles'fdr the proposed construction, were pro- |
vided by the Bureau of Project Planning of the State Highway Adminis-
tration. These pléns:nrovided the basis for information regarding
spécific 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 condi;ion, the éxisting four-
lane roadway is projected to reach a level of service E capacity in
1985, with an ADT of 42,600'vehic1es, and remain at .that volume 4n al
later years. Construction of alternate Plan B will result in an

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

1

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,
1980 and 1998), and extrapolating the straight line to obtain the.
ADT for the year 2000.

(5) Traffic speeds were provided by the Maryland State Highway
| Adninistration. A spced of 40 mph was uscd for pcak hour volumes in

both directions (peak hour traffic indicates 60% westbound and 40%
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Table 7

Ambient and Predicted Noise Levels

Locations Shown in Figure 21

1972 leg 1992
Location Ambient L. Design Year L o lt Remarks
1A 79dBA 76 63dBA° o  Residential Area,
' ' anticipated reduction
due to cut condition
. 2A . 77dBA 74 . ' 80dBA 77 Residential Area
A 77dBA oy © 80dBA 77 Residential Area
A 81dBA 7P 83dBA - 60 Residential Area
1B 0 4agma oy 53dBA 50 " Residential Area

2B 44dBA U - S3dBA 5 © 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 coﬁsidgred; and was split equally between westbound and east-
bound lanes. Ramp speeds, in the case of the:iﬁterchange, were
forecast to be identical to the appropriate mainiine speed.

(6) The compérison of.the buiid and no-build alternates does not
'include any speed differential that might occur. The use ‘of no-build
speeds for the build‘alternaté analysis is conserQative 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 tiﬁe period involved. Off peak hour truck percentagés 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 percenf of ADT. of each type of heavy duty
vehicle. Based upon the total average daily hea&y duty vehicle traffic,
83% are diesel powefed while 17% are gasoline péwered. These values
were derived by computing the ratio of the percent ADT - diesels to the
percent AbT of all heavy duty vehicles, and the percent ADT - gasoline
HDV to the total percent HDV, respectively. The 83% dieéel - 17%
gasoline factors wefe assumed fof every hour of the day.

(8) All predictions were made for receptors on one sidé of the
highway. Due to an assumcd symmetry.(which occurs over the 8-hour
period when traffic is equally divided over the roadway); exactly the
same Tesults would be produced by using a wind from the northcast with
a c¢ross section on the southern side of the highway. Therefore, for

the ecight-hour averages, the values obtained for the cross scctions are

57
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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 werc macde using 60% of the houfly
_traffic volume concentrated in the westbound lane, and the rémaining
40% traveling eastbound. In the case of a 4 or 6-lane configuration,’
.tﬁe westbound and eastbound traffic was divided equally petween the
two or three westboﬁnd and'eéstboﬁnd lanes, respectively.

(10) Light duty vehicle emission féctérs were computed for
Frederick County using BAQC1 procedures. Heavy duty vehicle emission

factors for both gasoline and diesel vehicles were obtained from

AP-422.

(11) The eight-hou; predictions used an eighf-hour averaged
emiséion rate derived from the emission factors and traffic during the
8-hour period. |

(12) The 8-hour period from 1 PM to 8 ?M was modeled using a
wind speed cf 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-h6ur 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.

o

(13) Three wind angles (So, 107, 150) relative to the roadway

Maryland Burcau of Air Quality Control

(8]

Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Sccond Cdition, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air and Water Programs,
Office of Alr Quality Plunning und Standards, Rervecarch Triannle
Park, North Carolina, Scptember 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 examples and may vary with road

" width, road length, and stability.

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

any terrain featureé such as hills, woods, lakes, or large buildings.
The roadway and receptors were considered to be at the same level with
ﬁhé terrain features. Cut featﬁfes of the build alternétes wére accounted
for in the predictivelprOCess using the cut capability of HIWAY; with
the top of the cut located at grépﬁd level. o

(15) The "Do-Nothing" or no-build alignment of the future (1980 and
and 2000) was mbdeled using the existing roadway alignment and.traffic
appropriate to the year béing studied.

(16)'Plan'ﬁ (ETC 1980) has been modeled as a 4-lane highway with a
median and-a total width of 100 feet. The profile indiéates that
Plan B is mostly at-grade with some fills and essentially four cuts.
The fill or elevated sections were modeled-as at-grade roadways since
HIKAY 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 betwecn I-70 and the proposed Frederick

-
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Beltway was-modeled with the Plan A alternaté; Oﬁly the four
* other ramps of the cloverleaf weré modeled as per instructions
from the SHA. The interchange is assumed to have an ETC of 1980.

In addition, the interchange and chénges in traffic due to the inter-
éhange, were not included with the Plan B or the "Do-Nothing" alternate,
. (19) In lieu 6f on-site monitoring, background levels were pro-
vided by the State Highway Administration thfough 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 avéraging period due to

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

The followingﬁconciusions are evident based upon this study:

(1) Existing air quality in the région.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 near 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 surrounding the ihterchango

..-‘_'
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where the coﬁservatiVe interchange contribution of 1 ppm at all
.distances yields concentrations th;t 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 negiect
this intersection. In this case, the Plan A alternate would have

ranked lower than the '"Do-Nothing". The Plan B alterﬁate will resuiﬁ

in the lowest microscale levels due to the traffic split.

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

. scale carbon mcnoxide concentrations for both one and eight-hour

periods. This alternatelwould have had the greatest volume of
traffic flowing over a single alignment, which would have produced
the largest concentrations. The GDo-Nothing" alternate Qould have
ranked second, due to the limited voiume of fraffic in years after
1985 when level cf service E capacity would have been reached. The
Plan B alternate, due to the traffic éplit, follows closely behind the
"Do-Nothing" alternate (due to comparable traffic.volumes) and ranks third.
The year 2000 levels are generally redﬁced from those in year
1980 due to the decréase 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,
(3) Table 8 presents a mesoscale comparison of altefnates in
1980 and 2000 for carbon monoxide, toial hydrocarbons, and nitrogen oxidcs.
In addition, Figure 22 presents a burden vs. alternate grdph 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 due to the longer length offered and the

74
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TABLE 8§

Mesoscale Comparison of Alternates for 1974, 1980 and 2000

(Units Are Tons Per Day) _ -

Existing (1974)

co 2.679
THC .353
NO_ 1.182
Year | 1980 2000
Pollutant co THC NO,_, co THC NO,
Alternate
Plan B* 1.484 |.198 |[1.123 | 1.475 | .233 1.288
Build-On** 1.489 |.198 |1.127 | 1.491 | .235 1.403
Do-Nothing 1.444 |.192 |1.092 .962 | .152 .905
b

* Includes the existing roadway under tuild conditions.

** Includes Frederick Beltway contribution.
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contribution 6f the existing roadway traffic and length. The 'Do-

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

years, and espécially in 2000 when traffic would have been limited.
(4) The use of no-build sfceds for build traffic has produced
conservative estimates of micro and mesoscale pollution levels.
Faster speeds will result in lower carbon monnxide concentrations
(both micro and mesoscale) énd total hydrocarbon levels. Howéver,
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, ard summarizes the infor-

mation contained in paragraphs 2 and 3 of this section.

(6) Note that signifiéant reductions in the mesoscale loadings
are anticipated in future years due to lower emission factors. All
ldadings in futurelyears are less than existing loadings with the
exception of nitfogen oxide loadings for Plan B and Plan A alternates
in the yeér 2000. This inérease would have resulted from the large
increase in traffic volume in 2000 which would have offsef 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. Archacological Impact

Only onc of the sites of archacological significance as reported
in scction II.9 is direcctly threatened by the proposed I-70. Plan B

(and Plan B-1) will destroy Linpanore East, (site #18FR136). However



TABLE 9

Comparison of Alternates

87

Alternate Do~Nothing Plan B Build-On
Poilutant 1980 2000 1980 2000 1980 2000
Microscale 3 2 1 1 2 3
CO :

Mesoscale 1 1 2 2 3 3
CcO

Mesoscale 1l 1 2 2 3 -3
THC

Mesoscale 1 1l 2 2 3 3
NOx

Key: 1 = Lowest Level

2 = Middle Level

-3

Highest Level

9’...
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this.site is of minor cultural significance. It does not contain any
concentrated deposits of prehistoric objects. Despite good suiyey
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 furtaer archaeological attention.

Any or all of the sites could be indireqtly_affected by the
proposed work. Site 18FR42 has already been largely destroyed by a
housing devélopmeht. Further housing or industrial construction
near I-70 could threaten other sites in the survey area. However,
this poteﬁtial impact cannot be assessed at present. |

The U. S. Department of Transportation Poiicy and Procedure
Memorandum 20-7 discusses ﬁroceduies to be followéd for_érchaeological
and paleontological salvége. Their policies and procédures will be

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

A. Physical Description

The proposed alternative alignments are described in detail -
in Section I. Plan B is the recommended alternative. Plan A,
"Plan B-1 and tle '"Do-Nothing'" plan are not recommended.

B. Traffic and Accidents

The projected traffic volumes for Plan A, Plan B, Plan B-1 and
"Do-Nothing" are indicated on Fiéures 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 1nterstate stagdards incorporated into the geometric

design of alternate Plan B will accommodate, safelv and efficiently,
‘the projected increase’in traffic -volume.

The de31gn data for Plans A, B and B-1 are as follows:

Design Hourly Flow Volume (DHV) 12% of Average Da11y
: Trafflc (ADT)

Directional Distribution .60% ADT

Truek 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 figures 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-1 werc determined

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

and extrapolated to provide 1990 traffic estimates. The report is

available at the State Highway Administration in Baltimore.

g9
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TABLE 10

Twenty Year Accident and Cost Estimates (1970-1990)

For Plan A, Plan B, Plan B-1, and "Do-Nothing" Alternatives1

Plan A.

Fatal Accidents
Nﬁmber Killed
Injury Accidents
Number Injured

Property Damage
Accidents

TOTAL ACCIDENTS

Plans B and'B-lf

Fatal Accidents
Number Killed:
Injury Accidents

Number Injured

Property Damage Accidents 735

TOTAL ACCIDENTS

Do-Nothing:
Fatal Accidents
Numbér Killed
Injury Accidents

Number Injured

Accidents

TOTAL ACCIDENTS

1 . '
Maryluaad tlighway Rescarch Board.

29 2
37 2
642 46
1,104 73
1,064 74
1,735 122
I-70
(Relocated) - U.S.40
21” 11
27 24
454. 218
781 436
300
1,228 529

U.S. Route 40

36
80
749

1,497

1,032

1,817

31
39 .
688

1,177

1,138
1,857

Both
Routes

32
51
672
1,217
1,953

1,757

Accident Cost

$3,420,000

2,247,000

1,032,000

6,699,000

Available at SHA in Baltimore.

93

$2,960,000

2,063,000

1,138,000

6,161,000

Accident
Cost -

3,040,000

2,016,000

1,053,000

6,109,000

/oy
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In all cases, the accident cost by severity was based upon a
study conducted by'the'Highway Research Board using data collected
in Washington, D. C., I1linois 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'andi$364,000'more than for Plan B and"
‘Plan B-1 dﬁring the 20 year peridd. Figures for Plan A compared
to figures for the "Do-Nothing" aiternative, show 82 fewer accidents
at a saving of $954,000 ‘to the motorist over the Saﬁe twenty yeér
period. ‘The projections.used in this analysis are based upon actual
accident and cost figures determined by recént 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. Plon A (not recommended)

Plan A would have included the adding of two lanes to fhe
Bartonsville section of U. S. Route 40,.the upgréding of this route
to interstate standards, and the improving of some local service
rcads (sce Figure 4).

The projccted through-traffic volwnes (Figure- 23) for I-70
would have been adequately accomodated, up to 1993. However, this
accomnodation would have been achieved at the expense of local
acccssibility within the Bartonuville arca. fthe existing at-grade

trarcncrtione aloane 11 S Route 40 {acilit:ate conaccetion between the

e i

F-w—wm—-—-e--
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all at- grade intersections and would have substituted two 1nterchaﬁge>
one at Bartonsv111e Road and the other located just east of Reichs Ford
Road.

The limited access feature of Plan A would have made adequaté
.provisions for military traffic. In additicn the maintenance and
upgrading of lacal 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, inciude schools. The geometric
standards of Plan A would have eiiminated all at-grade érossings,
thereby decreasing the accident potential in school bus operations
between areas north and south of the proposed I-70. |

Plan A would have required a revamping of present bus routing to
adapt to the new service road_system; The new foutes 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 consumnption, and safer operation.

2. Plans B and-B-1:(Plan B recommended)

Plans B increases local and regional accessibiiity. 1In addition
to providing local residents access to‘the interstate highway system,
Plan B maintains the-present local traffic pattarn to which the

residents are accustomed.

ot
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Plan B has no significant advantage over Plan A in the areaé of
national defense and fuel savings. Plan B does not alter the present
pattern of school bus operation, nor does it present any ﬁew problems
in the planning of safe routing of emergency vehiéles.

By the avoidance of areas of relétively 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
énticipated. However, facilities should allow unimpcded access to
. vulnerable population cénters. Depending on the severity of any major
emergency, the need for assigning priority to military traffic and

rescue operations may be critical. Plan B-1 impacts would have been

similar to those of Plan B.

3. '"Do-Nothing'" (not recommended)

Curfently U. S. Route 40 is operating under capacity, and can
adéquately accommodate present local and through traffic volumes.
These volumes are expected to increase as the level df.economic
activity increases in Frederick County and adjacent areas. In'addition,
increases in tourism ‘and interstate commerce arc expected to occur.

Traffic volumes in 1974 weré 28,400 ADT (Average Daily Traffic
Voluze). 1In 1978, traffic volumes on the improved new'highwéy are
predicted to be 34,050 vchicles ber day. The predicted 1988 ADT is
48,200 vehicles. Using an average gas consumption of 14 miles/gallon,
1974 gas use would be 7708 gallons/day for the 3.8 mile improvecment.
In 1978, after construction of the new highway and increasc in pre-

dicted traffic volumes, gas consumption would be 9242 gallons/day

pZd
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for the 3.8 mile improvementl. 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 funcfionql.decay wéuld have occurred over the frederick
section of U. S. Route 40 by 1985, at which time the carrying
capacity of this secfion would have been reached. As a con-
sequence, locai traffic would have experienced increased delays;
, school buses would have encountered more hazardous conditions;
emeréency gervice vehicles would have responded less efficiently;
and local pfoductivity would have decreased as a result of the
nunber of man-hours wasted in traffic congestion.

.If'existing U. S. Route 40 were the onlf route, and were
designated for through emergency'or mili;afy traffic, the
congestion-created by military or emergency fraffic and local
traffic c;uld'have disastrous consequences. The Bartonsville
section of U. S. Route 40 appears unable to accommodate additioﬁal
service demands which may accompany national emergency
operations.

B. Costs

The cost breakdown for Plan A, Plan B and Plan B-1 in 1975

dollars is:

Scientific American, The Fuel Consumptien of Autos,

January 1975,



Cost Item

Engineering and
. Over Head

Construction
'Right—of~Way

Total

19
‘Plan A Plan B Plan B-1

$2,735,270 $3,588,414 $3,620,791
$12,739,610 $16,573,436 $16,863,959

4,719,735 $1,699,650  $1,699,650

$20,194,615 $21,861,500 $22,184,400

E. Sumnary of Impact

1. Comparison Chart

The social, economic, natural and traffic impacts associated

with each alternative (Plan A, Plan B, Plan B-1 and "Do-Nothing'")

~are summarized in Table 11 located at the end of this Section.

2. Advéntages and Disadvaﬁtages

a. Plan A (Advantages)

1'

would have minimized additional ecological impact
COmpéred to Plans B and B-1

would have provided an effective segregation of
local and through traffic.

would have had a shorter length and lower cost than

Plans B and B-1.

b. Plan A (Disadvantages)

1.

would have required acquisition of substantial
marginal right-of-way.

would have affected 25-30 families and‘S businesses.
would have recessitated lowering the pfcsent u. S.
Route 40.grade line near Rartonsville Road as much
as 18 feet to eliminate the present accident

hazard.

) ob “
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4.. woﬁld have réquiyed 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 proposéd Monocacy River bridge which would
have becen a safety hazard during freezing weather:

6. would have required constructing one-half mile of
new roadway west of the Monocacf River to accommodate
the propose& bridge.

7. would have nccessitated constructing a 3 to 10 foot
high retaining wall extending 2100 feet east from
Bell Lane fo protect a church and a private
property from encroachment.

8. would have required rechénnelizing approximately 5100
feet of Long Branch Creek. |

9. would have required improviﬁg ;ocal service roads.

10. would have caused congestion durihg construction.

¢c. Plan B (Advantages) '

1. affécts 9 families compared to 25-30 affected by
Plan A.

2. provides greater design flexibility:

a. achieves a 1.5 percent vertical grade én
the proposed Monocacy ﬁiver 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 tincluding U. S. Route 40).
4, improves local and through traffic flow.
'S. minimizes.congestion during construction,
d. Plan B (Disadvantages)
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-1 (Advantages)
1. would have had advantages similar to those of Plan B.
f. Plan B-1 (Disadvantages)
1. would have amnlified noise and air poliution problems
by its prox1m1ty 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 béén the most-expeneive.
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 nccessitated initial and continuing costly

spot repairs.

[92]

would have increased congestion and traffic hazards.

F. Summary

" ’ Other combinations of interlocking alignments and interchange

schematics have been studied within the project arca. 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.

Naa e s e e A wtrepma . Amawawms mmane
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Relative Impacts of Pla

Parameters
Social
- ,Relocation
Minorities
Recreation
. Education

Economic

Natural

Traffic

Notes:

Historical Sites

Archaeological Sites

Businesses
Property values

Agriculture

Air quality
Noise '
Water Quality
Aquatic ecology

Terrestrial ecblogy

Through'traffic (overall)

National defense
Local accessibility
School bus safety

Energy consumption

Table 11

Plan A

OO0 O = N

N o W

the least negative impact and "3'" the most.

102
ns A, B, B-1 and "Do-Nothing"
Plans B, B-1 "Do-Nothing"
1 0
0 0
0"' 0
0 0
Y 0
1 0
1 0
+
1 0
2 1
3 1
" .
. 2 1
3 1
+ 1
+ 1
+ 0
1 2
+ 1

1) Ranked in increasing order of negative impact, hence "1" implies

2} In case of similar impact the same rank applics to all.

3) A "+" indicates a positive impact.

.
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Y. PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED

Unlike adverse environmental effects which can be minimized or.
eliminated, this section concerns the effects of impacts which cannot
be reduced or av01ded

"A. Relocation

Right-of-way acquisition is an unavoidable - adverse 1npact
Plan A would have affected 25-30 families totalling 100-120 persons,
and Plans B and B-l affecf nine families totalling 36 pérsons. In
addition, three businesses would have beeﬁ 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 P011C1es Act of 1970.

B. Aesthetlcs

Freeways for the most part do not favorably lend themselves to
the overall appearance of the abufting environs. Plan A would have
maximized the disturbance on human life, while Plans B or B-1 will

disturb the serenity of an area Presently devoid of urban 1nf1uence.

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 objectipnable

to many prescnt residents far from the existing highway.
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E. Sedimentation

During the past several years, the safety provisions of highway
design speéificationé; such #s widened recovery zones and flatter
slbpes, haﬁe required.ever'increasing land areas to be stripped
of vegetation during construction. These stipulationms, increasé the
probability that certain amounts of erosion and sedimentétion 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.

)/



V1. 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
_locai residents. Steps taken to minimize this adverse impact are:
1. Establishment of a Right-of-Way
The establishment of a right-of-way which minimizes the impact
on homes, businesses, historic sites and major property improvements.
2. Payment oflfair 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 ownef of a discontinued
.or rélocated business or farm operétion 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'$2,506 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 gré assured safe and sanitary housing, and reimbursement
for interest fate differentials and costs incurred ircident 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 1is described in Séction I1T1.
3. Displaced Fersons
Displaced persons will rcceive assistance from a specially

assigned representative of the State Highway Right-o{-Way Division.

B
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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 a:chitectural

treatment of structures and interchanges will improve compatibility.

C. Air Quality | -

The initial cléaring and grubbing within tﬁe right-of-way will
be controlled by contract provisions prohibiting contractors from
burning -materials: The State Highway Administration construction
specifications have been approved by the Maryland Bureau of Air
'Qﬁality and Noise Contrql.

D. Noise

Noise pollution will be minimized by use, wherever feasible,

of protectivé 1andscape buffers éuch as trees or walls.

E. Sedimentation

Erosion Control - A temporary control scheduie and method of
operation will be worked out and approved by the State Highway
Engineer prior to construction operations. The contractor will
be required to control run-off by means of earth berms, slope drains,
-and portable flumes. Where neceésary, energy dissipators, rip rap,
sediment traps and basins wiil be incorporated at earliest time
possible to minimize pollution. Items in the contract'specifications
restrict pollution by requiring final clean-up on completion of
projcct; carcful handling and storage of material, contralled or no
burning of dcbris, sceding embankments and éuts to insure stability,
trimming of borrow pits after use, protcction of adjacent properties

during dredging or hydraulic £i11 activities, rcplaccment of salvage

)4\
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topsoil, etc. fhese temporary and permanent control .measures will do
much to reduce highway oriented pollution such as siitation and
sedimentation. The control measures will be effective in protecting
streams. Détailed 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 Mate?ials, Highway, Bridges and Incidental Structures."

In addition, the Administration's "Erosion and Sediment Control Program"
issued August, 1970, has been adopted and épproved by the Maryland
Depaftment of Natural Resources. A copy of this document is available
“at the State Highway Admlnlstratlon in Baltimore.

Contlnulng liaison will be maintained with the Maryland Department

‘of Natural Resourceé concerning the locapion and design of structures
which affect ﬁater courses.

F. Construction

A fémporary adverse effect will Be caused by activities
connected with the cdnstruction phase of the projeét. To reduce
these undesirable impacts, certain standard specifications are
written into.all State Highway Administration cqnstruction contracts.
These specifications define staﬁdard operating procedures to minimize
environnental 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.pcrmits and approval from
the appropriate public agencies for work such as borrow pits and

waste area operations performed outside of construction limits.

S
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The permitslare predicated on treatment during, and after completion
of the grading. ‘

In most 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 ‘n a manner so as to
cauée the least practicable obstruction to traffic.. This would
include providing access to abutting businesses and residents.
'Barricades, warning ;ignals,_fiagmen' and detours are to be used as
added s;fety precautions. Construction activities and storage of
material will be restricted to within the actual right-of-way limits.
If'dust.éonditions occur, they will be watered down or treated_with
discrete amounts of calcium chlofide. Liability insurance is
required against possible personal injuries and property damages.
In addition, contractors are directly responsible for éompliance with
llocalg State and Fede;al Laws applyiﬁg to any aspect of project

construction.

A



VII. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT
VERSUS LING TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Highway improvements have inherent adverse short term impacts
during the construction period. ‘Traffic detours, congestidn, land-

. scape damage, noise and construction activity will undoubtedly in-
convenience area rcsidents. The State Highway Administration will
make every effort to minimize these inconveniences.

One of the'immediate short term impacts will be the removal
from the tax roles of taxable property. Long range effects, however,
of interstate hiéhway construction on tax revenues have proved to be:
generally favorable. Expanded';evenues will be generatéd as
suburban developments grow along 1-70.

Local community traffic movements would have been notably altered
under Pian A. A1l af-grade intersectioné and turning movements at
median openirgs presently allowed on U. S. Route 40 would have been
eliminated. Localltraffic would have been relegated to the probosed
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 I-70.
The short term adjustments fequired by Plan B will be more than com-

pensated for by improved safety and access to other urban areas.

)07
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VIII. TRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRICVABLE 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-1 would have had a similar

' impact.

IR
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-+~ IX, . RECOMMENDAYION AND DISPOSTTION OF PROBLEMS

The Maryland State Highway Administration, to meet .its respon-
sibility relative to a decision making policy, has actively sbught
the participation of all agencies and individuals known to be in-
terested in, or affected.by, the proposed highway improvement.

A. Early Coordination -

Early coardinatioh consisted of'advisiné concerned Federal,
State, and County agencies, public officials and public advisory
groups of its proposed highway improvement plan.

Teptative plans for the.future alignment and interchanée lo-
cations‘of I1-70 Qere discussed with public agencies as early és
May, 1968. These early communiéations are outlined ih4Section 1.D.

Two concepts evolved as the most reasonable alternatives for 16-
cating the préposed highway. A éomprehénsivé description of these
basic plans, known as.Plans A and B, was distributed December 22,
‘1971, t94ovef 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.

O0f the 27 concerned offices that were contacted, responses
were receiQed from 20. An analysis of these responseé indicated
that 3 agéﬁcieS‘favored Plan A, 3 favored Plan B, and the remainder
deferred an opinion pending further developments.

B. Comments on Draft Eavironmental Statcment

The Draft Environmental Statement for the project was issued
for review by pubiic agencies and citizens on May 23, 1972. The
agency distribution roster is included in the Surmary Section of

the Final Environmmental Statement. Citizens were afforded opportunity
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to review the statemenf at the State Highway Administration office,
- 4 Locust Street, Frede;ick, Maryland.

Of the twelve separate item Tesponses, two favored Plan A, two
favored.Plan B and the remainder offered commentary and suggestioﬁs
6n both Plans. The respoﬁses were giﬁen every consideration during
the evaluation process. Copies of this correspondence ére included
in the Appendix.

C. Public Hearing

Opportunity for citizen participation in the disposition of
the proposed pfoject was afforded through an informational hearing
on June 29, 1972, and an official quridor Public Hearing on July
6, 1972. Both hearings were held in the East Frederick-Elemenfary.
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, af 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 aﬁove actions was carried out in
accordance with Federal Aid Highway Program Manuals, Volume 7, Chapter 7,
Sectiens 2, 5 and 6, and was certified and approved by that agency on
AuguSt.21, 1972,

0f the fifteen citizens who submitted testinony at the official
public hearing, five spoke in favor of Plan A, threce for Plan B

and six raiscd questions concerning various design features. A
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statement by one non-resident coendemns all new roads and the higﬁway
administration. Three of the speakers have supplemented their re-
marks with written'statements. These briefs, resulting fromlthe
hearing, are included in the.Appendix. Public opinion was also
assessed thrcugh questién/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 mémbers of the
Bartonsville Jackson United Mefhod%st Church (Item 83). A third
petition .(Item 84), consisfing of 240 names, favored Plan A. At
‘least 38 names appearing on this petition do not reside within
the project's immediate proximit&. ‘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. Edwiﬁ E. Wélls, a local citizen residing iﬁ the Jug Bridge
Hill areé. His supplemental statement (Item 29), included herein,
adheres closely to his public hearing address. Much of this
narrative is echoed elsewhere in the Environmental Stétement, how-
ever, it does contain some interesting background informaticn on
the neighborhood affected by the project. His comments con-
cerning the relocation characteristics of méjor portions of the
Federal Interstaté Highway System pointedlf dernonstrate that Plan B
is not a radical aberaticn 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 prinmary concerns involved an affected proposed Planned
Unit Develophent 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 (Itcem 30).

Phase application for the Planned Unit Development (PUD)}, Long
Branch Estates, has been under arbitration since as early as . 1965.
One reason for thi;lsituafion is that existing U. S. Route 40 from
Ijamsville Road to the Monocacy River was planned and constructed
as a controlled arterial Highwa}, and right-of-way was acquired
gccordingly under the policies in existence at that time. This
‘was done to iﬁprove highway safetylin this highly diversified area.
Tﬁday the right-of-way into the Mﬁrphy property does nét meet the
necessary subdivision access criteria as pfomulgated by the Frederick
County.Planning and Zoning office. The proposed subdivision is com-
pbsed_of_approximately 270 acres of land located édjacent to and-
west of a proposed interchange shown on Plan A. fhe planned traffic
movements in the proposed PUD wére prediéated 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 I-70 (Plan A).

Consideration has been given to Mr. Murphy's statement and
-pertiment SHA comments are presented later in this Section.

D, State Highwav Administration Final Evaluation :ind Decision

As a result of the Draft Environmental Statcment and Public
Hearings, several new construction provisions have been advocated.
These additions have nccessitated updating the costs quoted at

the Hearing and in the Draft Environmental Statcment. These revised

/22 .
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figures are presented in Section IV-D.

Based on the environmental impact evaluition presented in this
report, including comments by various governmental agencies, private
cqmpanies; and.individuals, the State Highway Administration in its
;esponsibility relative to the aligﬁment disposition of the proposed
project, has recommended the adoption of Plan B.

E. State Highway Acministration Responses

1. Early Coordination and Comment on Draft E.I.S.

The SHA responses directed to all correspondence irom 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 preparcd 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 environmentdl consideration be made by the operating
agency responsible for initiating, planning, designing and constructing
a highway project. For highway scctions financed with Federal funds,

the State Highway Administration would normally be the appropriate

)2
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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

Iten 6: No Comments Required.
Item 20: No Comments Required.

U. S. Department of Interior

Item 4: 'No CommenFs Required.

Item 4a: Impact on national and cultﬁfal features is
dlscussed in Section III. The State Highway Administration supposes
that the hlghway 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 1is distussed in Section II-C.

Mr. Handley's July 21, 1972, letter contains one sentence suggest;
ing that County or State officials consider multiple use or joint
development along Fouche Branch if Plan B is chosen. This is exactly
what is proposed, and full cooperation is planned. The Sta;e Highway
Administration has made initial contact withsthe 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 aesign. In ordef
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 maximuwn 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.

_Partiéipation 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.

Itém 5: '_ Hisforic sites are discussed in Section II-E.

Item 8: Refef to commenf on U. S. Department of
Interior, Item 4a.

Item 19:  No comments required . _

Ttem 19a: The exact right-of-way needs for the Plan B
alternate cannot be accurétely determined until completion of design
engineerihg. Computations, howeQer, based on the geometrics of
Plans A and B indicate that the required acreages will be approxi-
mately equal. TheAillusion that Plan A réquires'less acreage because
of the utilization of existing right-of-way along U. S. Route 40
is misleading for the following réasons;

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 noisc and air impact
exists along U. S. Roﬁte 40, tﬁc pcople living here, as can be

attested from letters and public hearing comments, are not acclimated

to it.
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Sedimentgfion impact is discussed in Sections. III-B.2, and
V-E, F.

Park lénd 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 qualify and water quality impact are discussed in Sections
II-D.5 and III-B.3.

The State Highway AdminiStrqtion has considered three structure
options inlcrossing 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 ariées
as to what type is needed; i.e., preservation, prlic enjoyﬁent;
suburban growth oriented or highway oriented. This should be
properly resolved after the location énd design of the proposed
highway is qlarified. No further land use commitments other tﬁan

those in answer to U. S. Department of Interior, Item 4a, will be

made at this time.

U. S. Office of Economic Opportunity. (OEQ)

Item 9: The revised assessment of relocation re-
quirements for Plans A and B are discussed in Scction 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 accessibllity is discussed in
*Section IV-C.2.

Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene

Item 14: The agency's submission was informative
~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 Séction_III—B.?}tends to absolve Plan B of excessive
noise impact.' | |

Item 27: ' Refer to Sectioﬁ'III-B.S for air quality
impact assessment. Both Plans A and B will by-pass Frederick
compared to the old me£hod of routing through traffic via the .
central business.district; as is the case with éxistihg 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 comﬁents required.
Itgm 1la: The early opinion of the State Plaﬁning
and Clearinghouse Review favoring Plan A was modified after issuance
of the Draft Envirénmcntal Statement. A Clearinghouse Review of
“this document tended to reverse or qualify the original position.
This is verified by the Departﬁcnt 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 water quality and aquatic
and terrestrlal ecology are discussed in Section II-D.5, II-D.6,
II D.7 and III-B.3, III B.4, III-B.S, respectively. Land use

planning is discussed in Section II-C.

Item 13b: No comments required. i
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
S0 years to be economically unrealistic.

The description of alternatives including vertical and horinontal
alignments. is provided in Section I-C.

Ex1st1ng 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 comments required.

Item 1la: - Supplemental infbrmation wan provided to the
erylnnd Department of Water Resources by a State Highway Adnlnlstratlon
letter of Jannary 10,1972, and an on-site project tour with highway
officials on February 23, 1972. As a result, the Department of Water
Resourcns endorsed Plan B with conditional qualifications as noted

in follow-up letter of March 1, 1972.
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In any case, there will be no restriction to the Monocacy ;7(’
River flood plain by either plan. The State Highway Administration
is recommending thét 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 ﬁinganore Road. This can oniy begin afte; 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 Commission
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 iméact on traffic’
flow, includiﬁg 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 concepé across Long Branch Creek, andlthe re-
conmendation 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, doliar cost is only one of the decision variables requiring

consideration in this Environmental Impact Statcment.
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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. Correspondeﬁt.Brosius; in.addition to residing

in the Pine Ciiff 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 fhis capacity,
he has been vitally interested in the proposed highway and in pérti-
cular the disposition of the interchanges. His knowledgeable back-
ground and local insight are appréciatcd;’howcvcr, somc of hi; criti-
cisms of the Draft Environmental Statement are unfounded.

Along with other opponents of Plan B, he has attemptgd to
discredit the comparative cost of the élternates. A case in point
in his grossly over-estimated bridge construction cost of eighty
‘ dollars (80.00) per square footlas 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 aréa.

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
somehow aécomplished 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 sérvice on Plan B will-be accommodated’
via the reépective interchanges at both ends of the.relécation,
and utilization of U. S. Route 40.

Flexibility is also provided for an interchange contingency
when the need arises. Other land safing design options mentioned
on pages 6 and 7 of fhe Brosiué correspondence all have been
previously explored, and determined to be unsuitable. This includes
the double deck bridge concept mentioned in Mr. Brosius' public
hearing discourse. A structure of this type was investigated éarly
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 Bianch Creek is now recommended. These added costs are
included in revised Plan B estimates (Section IV-D)., The cost of

Plan A has also been revised to reflect the County's request to
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improve certain configuous local roads.

Estimatéd right-of-way cost for both plans are predicated on
facts presented from the same schematics aﬁpearing 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
Plannipg and Zoning réquirements. -The State Highﬁay 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 Administrafion is of the
opinion that the'estimates, based on_preéent day condi;ions, will be
close to the herein quoted right-of-way.estimates.

The Ridgeville rest area, mentiéned on page 4 of the Brosius
corresponden;e, will be a partiéllfacility serving I-7O 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 I-70 traffic. A desirable criteria uéed in spacing rest area

facilities is based on driver fatigue involving thirty minutes
driving time. This is not a fi¥m guideline, however, and more often
than not the sclected locations depend on site availabilityp That
means that if during the course of right-of-way acquisition, a
parcel is acquired because of scverance or damage, thc unused land
will be then considered for open space utilization. This could
mean any use, from a étntionafy vista consisting of only'off highway

parking for obscrvation, to a complete park facility. In view of
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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. Brosius' 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 ahthorities.

Item 30: Footnote 1, Page 3: - Mr. H. D. Korrell of

the Federal Highway Administration was in attendance at the unofficial
and official public hearings of June 29, 1572, and‘July 6, 1972. He
was formally introduced from the floor on both occasions.

Jtem 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.

Thé 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, cfficient 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 sfagc 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 llighway Progrum Manuals which set down
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j specifié‘procedures to be used.

The purpose of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is
to assure that careful atfention 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 Drait Environmental Impact Statement is circulated for
review and comment to Federal,‘Staté, 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 Transpbftation makes its recommendﬁtion,of the aiternative which
minimizes the harm to the human environment. The Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement, ihcorporating the review comments and
any changes in the statement as a result of those.commeﬁts, is
forwarded to the Federal Highway Administration for final approval
and acoption.

The process indicated above delineates the detailed environ-
mental impact analysis required for the project and assures that
the analysis is rcviewed by many agencies with diverse concerns.
Thus, there is a process which goes beyond the scope of the High-

way Administration, that minimizes 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 'is 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 engineeiing study relative
to the upgrading of U.S. Route 4d to interstate standards. A
topographical map deiineating a proposed service road was attached
to this transmittal. The plans were stamped "téntative 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 delegafion representing a muchllarger citizen
group who had met previously on January 23, 1971. - The meeting was
held to discuss their opposition to converting U.S. Route 40 to

interstate standards.

Item 30:  Section III, Pace 10: - The Feleral 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 tley 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 chénge. |

Item 30: Seétion 1V, 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 what'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 1V, Pace 16: - An extensive service

road system would have been needed for Plan Al

Item 30: Section Vi - The severe impact of Plan A on
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Long Branch Creck must be considercd.

Item 30: ‘Section VI: - The accident statistics pre-
sented in Section IV-B of the Environmental Statement are forAthe
¢xpressway type facilities.

Item 30: Section ViI: - The Council on Environmental
Quality, fﬁe Department of Transportation, and the Federal Highway
Adninistratior. 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 éonsiders environmental impact
at the earliest possible time in the plannning process. The State
Highway Administration in coordination with Federal Highway
Adninistration initiates a review of environmental factors related
to possible routes often before initial rcquests for federal funding
have been submitted on projects where subsequent federal parficipation
is anticipated.

Item 30: 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 interstatc 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 assﬁre that the best -
alternative will be the most economical. However, economic factors are
always a principle determinant in the develcopment of route locatioms.

| Iteml30: Section IX: - Mr. Mﬁrphy alludes to the
followiﬁg letters from state agencies contained in the draft statement
concerning environmental damage as caused by alternéte 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 nﬁmber of lanes,
this amount would not be significgntly greater than the'construction
of two additional lanes under Plan A: |

Air pollutioﬂ does not confine.itSelf to a narrow corridor
around a highway, but rather is subject to metebrological conditions
including wind and temperature. The two proposed alternatife 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," tpar. #4). While this is true, the

noise impact is only onc of many considerations which must be taken

| /37
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into'account when considering a high&ay alignment. Under Plan B in
the vicinity of each noise sensitive area, the L10 neise leVele will
be well below the design standard of 70 dbA (refer to Section I1I11.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 completelre-examination of the Land Use Plan
for the area between the two highwayst(Plan B and existing Route 40),"
(Par. #2). The land involved is changing from-agricultural to
urban. The General Plen for the.year 2000 indicates that the
concerned area is designated for low and medium density development.

Mr. Mﬁrphy's reference to the Department of Interior refer to
it's letter of February 4, 1972,:to Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief,
Bureau of Locatlon 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 ehould our comment be construed
as a complete endorsement of one alternative over the other, since,
obviouslylthere 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 ncarby vicinity in the
attempt to be reasonably close to the existing old through highways,
and yet not eliminatc existing settlements, villages, and communities."

The position of the State Highway Administration is to minimize
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this type of land carving, but this is not possible in all cases.

Mr. Murphy also claims that implementation of Plan B would
sever the the PUD and destroy the approved use of the property for
low-density residential dwéllings.

Mr. Murphy's proposed PUD, Long Branch Estates, has, received
only conceptual approval and has not received all the neceSsary

.abprovals‘ While it is acknqwledged that Plan B will split

the proposed PUD, it will not completely destroy the botential

for the land to be developéd 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 refernce to the highway running fhrough a 10 acre
elementary school site is in.errop. In a lettér-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 thg 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 rcduce noise levels.

The primary rcason for Mr;.Murphy's strong opposition to Plan B

appears  to be the severence and luack of access for his proposed

py
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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 fhe State Highway
Administration more than a decade ago laid ovt a corridor for pro-
posed I-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 mileé are in the same I-70 corridor.
The narrow island situation is found throughout the interstate
highway system.

Sub-division proponents are active on either side of the Murphy
tract. As all these properties would be adversely affected by Plan B,
two of the owners, Mr. Rovert M. Keatg, President of Investors and
Developers Service Inc. of Chevy Chase, Maryland (Iten 31), and Mr.
Morris Kanfer, President of Metro-Land and Growth Investments, Inc.
of Washignton, D. C. (Item 32), have closely.aligneq themselves with
Mr. Murphy in opposition to Plan B. All of their propertiecs are
presently farm land tracts to the north of U. S. Route. 40. None
have the proper access requircments to become residential developments.
Plan B will require concessions and expenditures by these'dcvelopcrs
to properly qualify their land as bonified property for planned unit

developments.
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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 6bjections raised in these items have becn discussed in the
_Environmental Statement. Thirty;four of these items favor Plan B,
eight favor Plan A, two are neutral, and three are against both of
the preferred plans. Many of these pedple nave also documented

their views with various elected officials and government agencies.
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THE ASJISTA\'\.T'SECRETAW OF COMME"
Washington, 0.C. 20430
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December 28, 1971 s
bals L4

. o %g?;. ]

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief | B N

. . ’ <!

Bureau of Location & Surveys | ] %ﬁ
State Highway Administration G

300 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Dear Mr. Thompson:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter transmitting a document

cntitled "Draft nvironmental impnct 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 cach Federal agency
contemplating a major action which may have a significant impact
on the cnvironment to prcparc a draft cnvironmental impact state-

~ Full participation by the Federal "leatd agency" in the preparation

and/or review of cach draft cuvironmental impact statecment prior
to its rclcase 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, 197) (Vol. 36, No, 79), Thercflore, 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 Draff Environmental Impact Statement.

For this recason, we offer no comments on the report which you sent
us, Undoubtedly, your commeaents will be most helpful to the lcad
agency in its preparation of the required draft environmental impact
statoment, which it will send Lo us for review and comment,

Sincnrely,

S Tt
Steiney LGaller
Deputy /\°<Lst'1nt Sccrotary
for Envirommantal Afl~irs : , -

wE



" 207k0, to send you SC3 comments and suggestions.

-l | s

CUNITED STATES. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

eCiL CONU L WVATICH SIRVICT

Washington, D. C. 20250
pEc 2 9 BN .

4

Mr. Roland M. Thompson; Chief
Bureau of Location & Surveys
Stotz Kizhwey Adninistration
300 Wezt Praston Street '
*Baltimore, Md. 21201 4

Deaxr Mr. Thompéon:

Subject: Contract No. F 605-000-772
Interstate Route TO-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 hes becn
referred to the Soil Conscrvation Service stete office for hanldling,

We are asking Mr. J. H. Gibson, Acting State Conservationist, Soil
Conservation Scrvice, 4321 Hartwick Road, College Park, lMarylind
He and his local

staff people are in a better position to do so than would be the

' case at the National level.

)

+ . Sincerely,’

' 4/ pi.vwdw’ /(j:\ (S';_' -

PLadEan ST o iy

£

TR T, VS Ry

Kenneth E. Grant ) r
Adminiztrator TULAET '

N \

J. li. Gibsca, Acting State Conservaticonlet
8¢5, Coll:ize Park, Md.

W. B. Lavey, SCS, Wush. D C.

e e
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE - 4321 Hartwick Rd. L Rm. 522
College Park, Maryland 20740

January 10, 1972

Roland Y. Thompson, Chief
Bureau of T.ocation & Surveys
State Highway Administration
300 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Re: Contract No. 605-N00-772
Interstate Route 70-N
Ijamsville Road to West of

1 . , Monocacy River L

Dear Mr. Thompson:

Your letter dated December 22, 1971 addressed to Dr. T. C. Byerly,
Office of the Secretary, Department of Apriculture, Washington, D.C.
concerning comments on the location on the above mentioned highway
has been referred to this office. The location of neither of the
alternative routes involves no projects tunat the Soil Conservation
Service foresees in the future and we have no comments goncerning

the relative advisability of selecting one alternative over the
other.

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing the proposal,

_8incerely,

| ke S SR
h. .y;’:-" l‘;‘:o_v"; . \)( é N -0’., e . ]

' - ohn H. Gibson i -
P Acting State Conservationist

cc: Kenneth E. Grant, Administrator, $CS
G. Paul Fdwards, D.C., Frederick, Md. =
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF TIIE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

Decemher 3(, 1971
: <€) Lo

”
-

Dear Mr. Thompson: P
n \.’
, <
This is in regard to your letter of December 22, 1971, 3
requesting the Department of the Interior's review and

comments on proposed location alternatives for Interstat :

70-N in Frederick County, Maryland.

Interior Department agchcies which may be concerncd with the
locations proposed have been asked to respond dircctly t .
your office in providing comments. Because of the holid vy

- period and the backlog of work at field-level offices wh ‘re

most such proposals are revicwed, it 1is 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,

Yol for

Bruce Blanchard, Direct r
Environmental Project R :view

Mr. Roland M. Thompson

Chief, Bureau of Location and Surveys
State highway Administration

P. 0. Box 717

Baltirore, Maryland 21203

C
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UNITED STATES - 48 |
DEPARTMENT OF Ti'lT INTCRIOR' -
BURCAU OF OUTDOOS RECREATION

</
‘
gt ’ LD AL feuait atNe,
P R Y ety
WLy ML T .
N FHILADLL VAL U MNNSYELVANIA 19102
' : [ ' . .
t
FEB 41972
Lo . i

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief
Bureau of Location and Survoys
Ltate Highway Administration
0 tiest Preston Ltreet
‘Baltimore, Maryland 21201

WY

Dear Mr. Thompsont

In response to ycur letter dated December 22, 1971 to the Depart-

ment of the Interior, this agency has reviewed the two alternative

locations proposed. for that segment of 1-7UN southeast of Frederick,

Maryland (1jamsville load to west of Monocacy River), and our comments

are as follow.

Your one and one-hal f page letter, together with the map illustrating

scheme B, comprise our total source of reference, 50 of necessity

our remarks must he qgeneral in scope, and are offered in the nature

' of technical assistance. In no way should our conments he construed

\;;} as a complete endorcement of one alternative over the other, since
‘ obviousty there is not eufficient information on hand to form such

’ a judynent. : .

It appears to us that the reconstruction of U.S. Route 40 to three
travel lanes in each direction is preferable to construction of a new
interstate highway north of the present U.U. Rloute 40, Ve believe
that the negative cffects on the environment, including soitl ordsion

. and subsequent siltation of the Monocacy and fecder streams, and also
the loss of valuahle crop land, forest land, and wildlife habitat will
be exteasive in the ovent that Scheme B is pursned.  The rechannelization
of Long Nranch will be necessary if the former alternative s
selected, and this will involve the loss of certain natural values,
hut om halance we bejiove that reconstruction will reqult in less
overall deqgradation of the environment.

Ve note, in addition, the existence of a public recreatlon area, 0.,
Monocacy Pine ClEf1 Park, about a halt milo south of UL, 40, ve
urge the Ltate Highway Comnicsion to consider the posalbility of

| | | S
/ ' | ' . ETEFJ’; é:?‘A v
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Joint development, perhaps access from the proposed Interstate, and
also the acquisition of londy In oxceas of highway needs.  The
latter 1o fn accordance with FHIA*« PEM 21=19 and M 21 -4 ey, aned
has been uned succesatully by the Interstate Diviolon for Udltunmn
City to add to the recreation base In that municipality.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment, and trust that you find
the e comments to be of some uscfulness.

uincerely yours,

Rolland O.. Hnndloy
Regional Dirccto"

- T
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e«--
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United States Depariment of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
NORTHEAST REGION

143 8OUTH THIRD STREET
REPLY REFZR TO: . . PHILADELPHIA. PA. 19106 o
r | IR R A
030 - 2 2n 1972 - N
NER(CP) : SRt £l : Co N .
LOCATICN /.3 GURVEY
Chief

Bureau of Location and Surveys
State Highway Acminlstration
Baltimore, Maryland 2120]

Dear Sir:

two proposed altern
state 70-N, |jamsvil]

atlves for location of Inter=-
e Road to West of Monocacy River, Frederick
County, Maryland. _ ' : :

As far as we can determine, the proposals will not adversely affect
any exlsting or proposed units of the Natlonal Park System or other
Programs of the National Park Service, : '
To Insure that the project will not affect a
archeological resources, it |s recommended t
Register of Historic Places and also consult
Officer for Historic Preservation. The Infor
two sources should then be Incorporated in yo
statement. '

ny historical or

hat you check the National
with your State Liaison
mation galned from these

ur forthcom(ng environmental

Sincerely yours,

« Hiller
Assistent Director
- Cooperative Programs

ITEM B
Pedcinieait o e ol COTCRIR ANPRN |

.

hid
N



A\

¢

[ N PRV, VRN

-

<UENEENS
[

." .

N OF COMMISSION

'

LE1OR OF HIGHWAYS
ALY, I

.
JNNELD

ol .
TR

"yl }‘\:;\

/.
N ‘
£ -_\'.,.‘,", l‘.
v ':‘ B "')',
LI IO
. ce Yy

fy

.\
STATE OF MARYLAND |

STATE ROADS COMMISSION
300 Wesr PRESTON STREET

BALTIMORE, MD. 1201

(MAILING ADDRESS. ¢+ nax 717, NMAL I, 'UNK, NN  21209)

. Py .

/57
O

WALTER I WOQOPOND, ia.
T cmier gnsiigrn

OEIUTY CHIEP TNIINERRS

. PLONNING & BATRYY
HdeM 6. nowis
THAINFENMING D2 'ELOPMENY

“‘-‘a-..... L N Y Y o

Lo LEZLIE 7. M-cAnL
t‘t'”' March l'), 197 3 QPERATIONS
ann , :

: RE: Contract /7 (u, =« 772

; Upgrrding U.S. Reate WO

! To Interstate Slindards

. - From Eagt of Ijrmsville -oad to I-70S

qryland Jistorieal Trust
,slando Rideut, IV, Director

- -¢ Liaison Officer for Marylend

fox f170h
folis; Moryland  21hok

{4r. Ridout:

'!T'nis office is presently conﬁucting highwoy studles on 1J.5. Reute 4O, from
kville to I-70S in Frederick County. Our iatent is to upgrade and convert

dcection of roadway to Interstate loute T0.
‘ .. : °

: The wltimate improvement may be influenced somewhat by confliction with two
¥inle historical sites. In particular, we refer to the following locations:

(1) A private residence on the north side of the 01d lational Pike,

: Just west of what was the "Ju: Bridg." over the Monceney River.

t It has becen brought to our aticntion this mey be an 0ld toll house.

(2) A stone monument on land residue betveen the 0ld National Plke
(Patrick Street) and U.5. Route W0 Just east of City Line of
Frederick, Marylend., Thls irny have been o monument formerly
located on the defunct "Jug Dridge".

]

The enclo:zod vicinity map may be of use in identifying the exact loenla,
wld appreciate your help in csteblishing if these are registerced historienl
**§ and 1f so, of wiet significruce.

Thank you for your interest and please advise if we can be of agssistance.
Vexry- ours
?W }’!‘/S,) ! /
Gl g et P M \(j

Rolan:d M, Thewmuson, Chief {
$lSTibe Burcau ot Location & Surveyti
<lnent

Mre Mugh 6o Downo

‘o Willioa Fo Ling

ITEM BAv

-
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
AEGION 11
401 NOATH BROAD STREET
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19108

January 26, 1 972. ‘ OF#ICE OF THE
REGIONAL DIRECTOR

MAILING: ADDRESS:
P.0. 803 12900
PHILADL iL.PHIA,
PENNSYLVANIA 19108

Mr. Roland M. Thompsoa

Chief, Bureau of Location & Surveys
State Highway Administration

300 West Preston Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Dear Mr. Thompson::

This is to advise you that the Regional Director of thc Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, Region III has no comment to make on

the eriviron.mcntal impact of the following project which was «ent to
him for review,

Contract No, F605-000-772
Interstate Route 70-N _
‘Jjamsville Road to West of Monocacy River

. (/fl-t ‘(ue/(. r.-] /

Edward Jon GuUss .
Assistant fRégional Director for
Planning and Evaluation '~- bt

cc: Robert D. Lanza : '
HLw, Washington, D.C. Y

Rl S il b -
=ity ™

-
H



e |

» m
&)

, o Y 20t Y AN Py
J N S e N i s

LX TR WL R

L0 TN

e e et

13
s g e e A o=

(54

Mr, Roland M. Thompson

et e
¢ o !
L O A
A ,M .
= ,

‘

US.ENWRONMENTALPHQWECTK»IAGENCY
: REGION {il: . Td
6th & Walnut Sts., Philadeiphia, Pennsylvania 19106

-LJCAﬁf"T EJ' Janu;ry 27, 1972
e s, ;"':VEY

Chief, Bureau of Location Surveys

State Highwzy Administration

300 West EFrecton Strest

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Ret Contract No. F 605-000-772
Interstate Route 70-N
Ijamsville Road to West of Monocacy River

Dear Mr, Thompson:

In response to your Decerber 22, 1971 requast, reference above, we have no
specific ccmments to present at this time. However, we offer the following
general comments for your consideration,

We will assume that any significant environmental impact produced by this
project will be jdentified during the feasibility investigations stage, and
that these effacts will be heavily weighed early in the decision-making
process, '

When the environmen;al impact statement is prepared for this project, the
total and curulaotiva effects of this highway on the surrounding area should
be considered and evaluated, including the City of Frederick. in this light,
you may wish to assess the impact of future I-70H and other adjacent highway
construction plans in one overview gtatemant rather than using the pieccmeal
ercrozch uszually taken by most State Highway Agencies, Your attention io
invited to paragraph 6. Procedures of PPM S0-1, which supports our opinion.
Our stzif is available to assist in this rcgord.

e appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely yours,

-w—‘“‘::p £ e vt
] L B « ) "
W é,,l\ N .mww:)—
Robert J. Blanco, P. E.
Environmental Iuwzact Section

L et ¥ Sine egpe -
_ v



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION
FEDERAL BUILDING
1421 CHERRY STREET

TO:
frRereR : PHILADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA 19102

! fa : ~
! foi [
. §S

 FEB 41812

.'.'.
favd
’e

.I:)LRVEY

iy,

Lochi,
, Rolend M. Thorpson, Chief
eau of Location and Surveys '
;te Highway Administration
¢ test Freston Sireet
{timore, Maryland 21201

{Hr ur. Thompsons

response to your letter dated December 22, 1971 to the Depart-

t of the Interior, this agency -has reviewed the two alternative
ations proposed for that segment of I-70N southeast of Frederick,
snand (Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River), and our comments

¢ 3s follow.

i one and one-half page letter, together with the map illustrating
I~eze B, comprise our total source of reference, so of necessity

§: remarks must be general in scope, and are offered in the nature

{“ technical assistance. In no way should our comments be construed -°
-2 complete endorsement of one alternative over the other, since
iusly there is not sufficient information on hand to form such
“Agment. : ' x

AEY ' .4

"1opears 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
‘etstate highway north of the present U.S. Route 40. We believe

" the negative effects on the environment, including soil erosion
'f‘lbseQUent siltation of the Monocacy and feeder streams, and alsc
" 9ss of valuable crop land, forest land, and wildlife habitat will
*tensive in the event that Scheme B is pursued. The rechannelization
t "9 Branch will be necessary if the former alternative is

i “*ted, and this will involve the loss of certain natural values,
o balance we believe that reconstruction will result in less
'21l] degradation of the environment. .

v -
RSN St 43 oot

o Ve e

e :31@, in addition, the existence of s public recreation ares, i.e.,
.‘.,.;“:iY Pine Cliff Park, about a half mile south of U.S. 40. We
; ¢ State Highway Cormission to consider the possibility of

P e
™o

ER)

A T - & Pty eI B e

-
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.« a

{nt development, perhaps access from the proposed Interstate, and
50 the acquisition of lands in excess of highway needs. The

jter is in accordance with FHiIA's PFM 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 nunicipality.

jappreciate the opportunity to comment, and trust that you find -

gse comments to be of some usefulness.

% | o Sincerely yours,

—

Rolland B. Handley
Regional Director

AR poaf s s SPg W o P R el . B -
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

Or'ricr Oor tCONOMIC WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506
?“"“4 gx”‘ﬁﬁ A mg ia Y Re: Contract No, F 605-C00-772
Jh ﬁ "hd'a a i.i A J " Interstate Route 70=N

Ijamsville Road to West of
7 e - Monocacy River
W FFP 1572 |

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief
Burezu of Location and .Surveys
State Highway Administration
300 West Treston Strect
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Dear Mr. Thompson:

Phillip Sanchez, Director of Office of Economic Opportunity, has

asked me 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
thecefore urge serious consideration for implementation of Plan 'B",
unless adequate provision for property appraisal, compensaticn and
satisfactory comparable relocation housing is assured.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these documents.

.Sincerely

C w&% / «M( /v

ﬁrt}lur Jt IL id‘ JI‘.
Director

Intcrgovermental Relations

1
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STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

WESTERN MARYLAND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT OFFICE
100 W. WASHINGTON STREET, MAGEIRSTOWERN, MARYLAND 21740
‘ TELEPHONE - 731.2222 '

December 27, 1671 -

-
g. -
> . K%
e [
B R

Mr, Roland M, Thompson, Chief ;Ej;j *

Bureau of location & Surveys - ali T

State Hirhway Adrinistration 5w

300 West Preston Street ™ et

Baltimore, ld, 21201 = -

+ - Subjscts Contract No, F605-00(L??2, Interstate Route 70-N

Doar Mr, Thompson: o ~’

Your lettor end naps of Dacember 22, 1971 have been reviewed by this
office end we have found that since we primarily cover the three
wegternmost counties we have no particular intorest in commenting on
this project. '

1 en, therofors, forwarding your material to Mr. Williem Braun, Chief,

Foderal & Field Liaison Office, Div. of Economic Davelopment, Anmnapolis,
in the event staff thore may want to provids socue imput,.

Sincorgl' ' /7 ( '
-/ - o) 4
7 "{/ PR
7 /‘;f,’fr-(////( '/“‘4“’27'

S
Mol S, J. Rohrer, Jr, v

Don
Cuicef, VWestern Muryland
Ragional Devslopuont Office

WR/rs.

ce! V¥William B, Braun

NS
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EMERSON

STATE OF MARYLAND
Dc.PART\’thT Or VW ATER PESOURCES

" STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

ABL

December 29, 1971

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief
Bureau of Location & Surveys
State Highway Administration e
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 studles 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 zdditbn to the
structure over the Mondcacy River. '

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
project. We are looking forward to attendlng the public

hearing.
t Very t*uly yours;/i:7l/
A / 49 'L_)
B 4 L \Jf
§ Michaecl A. Ports

3
.
R 5 PPN
|

A IS A S I

HERGERTY M.

VR . AN RGTNCY OF TRE MARYLAND DEPAHTKENT OF RATURAL RTCDUACEY D
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HERDERT M. SACHS

DIRECTOR
O

4S1ON
e

f SIEGEL
b AN

1GREEN
J. MELEOD

JUERSON

. STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

March 1, 1972:

- ;
- r
) ‘.
I~ . :
she '»
Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief P
"Bureau of Location and Surveys G
State Highway Administration 2 -
300 West Preston street . )

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 ™
Re: Contract No. F=605-772

Interstate Route 70N

Ijamsville Rd. to west

' ' , | of the Monocacy River
\6 Dear Mr. Thompson:

»

. As ‘a result of a meeting between Mr. Michael Ports of
this office and Mr. Charles Anderson, Chief of Landscape Bureau,
i this Department has further comments concerning the above refer-

enced project. It is recommended that Scheme '"B" be adopted
if the follcwing changes can be made:

A

le 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.

‘2e 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 Department would
Preter Scheme "B". It is further suggested that consideration be
3 3iven to the possibility of a scenic overlook betwcen Long Branch
> Ind Linganore Road as well as a seperation ot the east hound and
¥est hound roadways over Long Branch. If the natural forested
¥ %rea is left in tact, it will provide a beautiful sctting for
e overlooX. It may be possible for the Department of Natural

"‘ ” ZQSCUL‘CGS to coopcrate in the purchase of the Long Branch Valley \—C,

O ensure that the arca remains scenice.

‘
!
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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,.
) 4 ] Y+, ,
(rj(j&,ﬂi )lé’i(n«] \/7,
Robert S. Norton, Jr., Chief
Surface Water Management
RSN:MP:cscC .
cc: Mr. Louis Phipps
' Mr. Fred Eskew
Mre. A.’ Fe Abar

-1
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REDERICK COUNTY ROADS BOARD

WINCHESTER HALL, FREDERICK, MARYLAND . 21701

January S5, 1972

- R

) [

: 52 £

: o 21

Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief ' S -

Bureau of Location & Surveys ' . . bt
State Highway Adminiastration —_—

300 West Precton {treet e o3

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 ZiTe _

Dear Mr. Thompson:

This letter is in reference to your letter dated Décember 22, 1971 in reference
to Contract No. I' 605-000-772, Interstate Route 70-N, Ijamsville Road to Wast

of Monocacy River. I have reviewed your letter and the accompanying Schemes\/
A ard B and have made the following observations.

Scheme A = I request that the relocated sections of Meadow Road and Ijamsville
Poad be built according to County Specifications and that their final alignment
¢ approved by the County. : : '

1f Scheme A is the scheme which is finally decided upon, the following questions
are raised by the County Engineer. : o

1, If Bartonaville Read, Mains Lane, and Bells lLane become service roads will thc
% improved by the State Highway Administration at no cost to the County? It ic
luestionable whether these roads could in their present condition adequately servc
S gervice road.,

2, Scheme A shows a cervice road connecting Quinn Orchard Road with existing Reic
Ford Ploud and paralleling Dover Otreet within Tulip Hill Subdivision., T would
weemmend moving this proposed service road o the south approximately 300’ co th.
P tter conneotion can be made, I have enclosed a sketch which shows the propoc:
limment of New Reichs Ford Road and how the proposed service road can be built
“eijunction with the proposed Reichs Forcl Road. - If this proposced service road is
ved further south I feel that traffic could In kept away from Tulip Hill Suixiiv:
s thus elimiate and reduco traffic within this residential area. It is also
?%nd that exiut ing Reichs Ford Road from the City Line to the beginning of the
i construction of Reichs Ford Road can be relocated in a better location to
tovido botter aligmment with the propo:ied cervice road and the enterchange 1 S
2ar the M,J, Grove Lime Plant, ' ‘<:;

ITEM 12V
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" Mr. Roland Thompson
. January 9, 1972
" Page 2

Scheme B - I request

that the relocated sections of Quinn Road, Meadow Road,
Linganore Road and Iljumsville Roat be built to County Specifications and their

final alignment be approved by the County.

I thank you for the opportun11y Lo review those schemes and I would be happy
to mect with you at your conveniecnce to discuss these schemes ir more detail

if you so desire.

WSF:1b

Enc;

cc: Board of County Commissioners
Mr. Walter L. Woodford, Jr.
Mr, Hugh G. Downs
Mr, William F. Lins, Jr.
Mr, Philip R. Miller
Mr., Thomas G. Mdhler
Mr. H. Thomas Sunmers

Sincerely,
{/ lif .( |
William S. Fout

County Engineer

)6%/

pewrmn N A
‘i b badwd E&ee
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MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING

301 WEST PRESTON STREET
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201
TELEPHONE 201-383.2401

) VLADIMIR A. WAKSE
SECRETARY OF STATR PLANNMNING

}!VIN MANDEL

NORMAN HEDDEN

GOVEANCA .
) OEPUTY SECARTARY.
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Baltimore, Maryland 21201 . ¢ .

Januar&_lo, 1972

1

o~
-d -w
.

Mr. Roland M. Thompson

Chief, Bureau of Location and Surveys
State Highway Acministration o "
300 West Preston Street . .

S

pay

RE: Contract No. F 605-000-772 b,
Interstate Route 70-N -
Ijamsville Road to West of Monocacy River
(Part of State Clearinghouse Project No. 298)

Dear Mr. Thompson:

In accordance with your January 3, 1972 telephone request that
the State Clearinghouse circulate your Derember 22, 1971 letter on
the above project in advance of the determination of 5tate Highway
Adrministration 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 commenis developed by that review.

Because cof the lapse of time since receipt of your letter. all
replies may not be available by your requodted response date of January .

. 21 19‘20
Sinceye%f,
\.f .:A ;
y Edwin I, Powell, Jr,
Chief, 3State Clearinghouss
ElP:ss
Ats,

€: Northan &R, Friesc

."-"m'\l
“")
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MARYLAND :
DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING | —Q

301 WEST PRESTON STREET
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201

TELEPHONE 301.383.2451 NORMAN HESDEN
| coveamonr .

[
VLAGIMIR A. WAKBL

SECRETARY OF STATE PLANNING
‘,.vm MANDEL

DEPUTY SCCATITARY

January 21, 1972

Mr. Roland l. Thompson, Chief
Burcau of Locatlon and Surveys
tate li~nway Administration
300 West Preston Streetl
Baltimorc, haryland 21202

Dear ¥r. Thompson:

In response to your request that I circulable your December 22, 1971
letter concerning interstate Route 70N from [jamsville Road to west of the
onocacy River, L have received comments from within the Department of

" State Planninge I have also received a copy of the January 18, 1972
letter from lr. Ldward I, Hlolter, of the Irederick County Planaing and
Zoning Commission, to you. 1 have not received any information from the
Department of Watural flesources or the Division of Air Quality Control,
in the Puvironmental llealth Administration, in response to my requesi that
they forward their comments directly to you. -

The comments from within the Department of State Planning tend to
favor uperading the cxisting highway alignment (Plan A). Concerning the
northern alternative (Plan B), it has been noted that its selection would
require a complete re-cxamination of the Land Use Plan for the area between
tte two hirliwayse. ‘ihe recently adopted Comprehensive Development Plan :
for Fredaick Ccurfiy recommends lcw and moderate density residential development,
nd a new.plementarny school in the area through which alternative B would passs
Physical or water ahd sewer constraints must be examined in terms of their

impact on development in the corridor. The impact on the Monocacy watershed
would also require ctudy. :

—

1 tmst, that tkus information will be of benefit to you and appreciate
Jour cocwcmmon vwith the State Clearinghousea

-

oJI"C mu,
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- Chief, Stete Clearinghouse e
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L\‘ *C¢ Tdwerd Iy Moller

; Jezn J. Schwencinan

X Anthieny Abar

Nortiam B. Friecse
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MARYLAND
/ . DEPARTMOENT OF STATE PLANNING

301 WEST PRRESCTON OTREETY
DALTIMORID MARIYLAND 21201
TELEPHONR: 801-880-849°

- VLADIMIA A wAKBEL
CLCARTARY OF STATE PLANN'NG

HORUAN KETODIN

TS

t‘,." DAPU .Y SHTTNTAAY
“\‘L U?Z February 20, 1977 -
—
Fr. David !Is “isher, Administrs tor
Stete icheay Aduinistiralion
300 Vest Precleon strect ,
tadtimore, Uarylond 21201 . -
o
RE: State Cloaringhouse Projsct ifumbor (,-,-?Z L
=70 Seenice Cverlcok '
‘ (,oni,x.lf b F=0O05-96-770
ileny P, IMiubhors
. The State Clearinghouso has received tho notification
of intont to apoly for Federal aid for tho obove projoct.
The reviow of this project has no boon initistod and you
may oxpoct a reply from us by sareh DUy 1ern
If you hava any quastions concerning this roviow, ploaso
contact i, Allen Files (363-2071) of this
Clearinghouse. .
We are interosted in your project and will makc overy effort
to ensure prompt acticn, Thank you for your cooperation
with the Clearinghouss program
Sincorol
. \ //,;;4//
: R ‘()\.'\ﬁ 'I-. (\(IA’ HWl'e 1
3 Chico, slote Clearingheuse
“.Piss '
cer Gioritham 1, Wreicne
.
. ooy L Woodford
g L Downs
i . B Fries
! .l"!‘:'\‘ Whit o /
W q “lane Fhompson e TN e

i
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DCPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE

Neil Solomon, M.D,, Ph.D,, Secretary

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATION
610 N. HOWARD STREET @  BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201 o  Areo Code 301 o 283-

frregey 19, 107¢ b

o o
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FREDERICK COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION . Lawrence W. Johnson

—— Director
WINCHESTER HALL FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701 301 663-8300 Er - O
| January 18, 1972 - - -

Ly

PRV |

%, Roland M. Thompson, Chief

jureau of Location aand Surveys e~

jtate Highway Administration G+

00 West Preston Stroet Com
jaltimore, Maryland 21201 » ' ~ ;3

RE: State Clearinghouse Project Number 298
Widening Highway I-70N in Frederick County

‘ear Mr. Thompson:

“he Frederick Countv Planning Commission meeting in public sesslons on January 13th

nd January 18th have reviewed the project for upgrading U.S. 40 to Interstate

‘=ute 70% from Ijamsville Road to west of the Monocacy River. The Commission

‘sels that based on the information submitted, Scheme B, would appear to merit
:onsideration.

i would also like to repeat the same requests that we have made in all of our
.ther reviews of this project, that mcre information be submitted so as to make

: solid judgement. For example: we have not recelved estimates of costs, we

sive not received indications of what would be the difference in terms of homes
senoved nor the way in which individual properties were effected. We also do not
~ow how the interchanges are to be deslgned so as to see how traffic movements
«l11 be handled. ' '

~—

1i¢ know that this information is available and wduld‘request that it be sent to
3, :

Sincerely

d EDWARD F. HOLTER
E : Chairman

Lddisde

¢ % dwin L. Powell, Jr. .
lef, State Clearinghouse

» | C

13 ) . .

¥ \’ -

iy Trana
COWARD F ROLTER, Chalrmian CANICL £ WIGHTY. Vice Chairraan ‘ (S VE I |
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lf::;,'.;" PR ¢ January 25, 1972

Ro: Coniract {10, ¥ {O05«CA0%72
farcan of Lucation and Lurveyo Interciate oute 7O«
State Highway Administration Ijamscvillis iile to Cost of
30 ¥, Proston Street , Honocuey Glver

Balticore, Md, 21201 . - ' '

Rolanéd . Thempoon, Chief

Dear HMr. Thompson:

, Soveral of our membors have considored the roguest vlhilch

4 you mado to Mr. Freeman by your letter of Docember 22, Hast ef
them do not ferl that they have enough informatlon at this point

"to give you a very detailed answer. ‘

A L

However, wve do not want you to think that the Cuincber of
Cozmerco hao no interest in this project bocuuse wa doe &5 of
fcy, wo seew to fecl that 41 we had to choose betucea plaus A
' ard B, wo would probably prefer B; but coae of the mon are nob
¥ co suro thai thero.may not be a better alternative than eitlior ©udlde

At an} rato, vwe should like to bo hcpt infornmed of furiher
devolopments and particularly of the date of the hearinge

¥e ayo alno intorosted in the planc for US 1Y% 4a tho arca
ef Catoctin Furnaco. Our chief concern hero is that the furnace
and itg historical area be preserved. ‘

10 g,
- 2 TaEETY 2

Ireoe Vica Droclidens

e weuld npprecinte it if you would include this office in
; Your furiuer comwnicaidions on eithcr projeck.
f Sincerely,
E
5' s / "“"w\
e, . ) ]
; s ..‘\/.-.—,\\'/j'(-:d!"hm
{ '
i Richard De llariiond
)
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BOARD OF EDUCATION OF FREDERICK COUNTY ANNEX

ROUTE 1, BOX 16A

FREDERICK. MARYLAND 21701 o ‘_

. 1 - ' Mavch 16, 1972 . v:u:lpnou:

! ) . (301) - 662-4191

i

E.‘land M. Thompson, Chief
\. of Location & Surveys
gighway Administration 5 o

.z,\s-t Preston Street -

-

-ore, Maryland 21201

Ré: Contract No. F 605-000-772
Interstate Route 70-N
Ijamsville Road to West
of Monocacy River

e - -

piic:

"-entative future school construction plans indicate a school in the vicinity

s-tonsville in the area bounded by Bartonsville Road, Mains Lane and US Route

i:he’ proposed completion date for the school is September, 1975.

‘ilso, future school construction plans indicaté a school in the area of Long

. + Creck, south of proposed Scheme B 70-N and north of the present US Route 40.
:oposed completion date for the school is September, 1977. The school will
-ated in the Long Bianch PUD.

3
éﬁ.ude from the propused schools, we are interested in knowing the effect
C‘\/V"?GS in the present collector roads would have on school bus routes.

{
i"e shall appreciate continued contact with your department concerning changes
! Route 40 to Interstate 70-N. )

; Yours truly,

/
.’,/') ., ' C/'
fricceoniTLLUL0 2t

/JAMES P, MASOOD, SUPERVISOR
! OF TRANSPORTATION

oad A

P, P

“r. Gilbert U. Newby, Director
f Logistical Services
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE"
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE - 1321 Hartwick Rd., Rm. 522

/72

College Park, Marylend 20740

July 26, 1972

| d L.
. «d L
Mr. Roland M. Thompson, Chief $2 ¢

Burenu of Locations and Surveys ' E;;f.
State Highway Administration . e "
30C West Preston Street I -
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 t:;_; e
LA '

. m

Dear Mr. Thompson: < G
't

This 1s in response to your communication of June 5, 1972 to this
office and Dr. T. C. Byerly, U.S5.D.A. Washinzton, 2.C., requesting
review and comments on a draft, "Environmental Impact Statement for
Contract No. F 605-000-T72." We regret that our comments below

are late but offer them never-the-less.

Our primery 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 evail itself to the Frederick

County Cooperative Soil Survey as appropriate.

Let us know if we can assist you with this proposal in anyway and
ve trust our comments, though late, are helpful.

Sincerely,

(/ /"’/l‘, /"I ...(' /' /'; /‘/;T [
L / . :'
d / . s
GRAHAM T. MUNKITTRICK e
State Conservationist

cc: Dr. T. C. Lrecrly
Kenneth E. Grant, Administrator

COPIES

T~=ADCA ENGINEER
- LOUTATION
—SURVLEY

— s et
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United States Department of the Interior /73

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

Jut e ayrA

,.Daar lr. Woodford:

Thias ia in rogard to your letter of June 5, 1972, proquesting
the Department of tias Interior's veview and commont on a
draft envircnmontal statement for Interstates Route 70N,
Ijeasville Road to west of Monucacy Kivar [Contract lio.

F 6G5-000-772], froderick County, MHaryland,

This is to inform you that the lepartment will have commants
on the draft environmental statement but wiil be unablae to
raerly by the date you raquected as wa have just recaivad
your submittal of duplicate copies to satisfy our intra-
departiental distribution needa. Our cownents should ba
available around the end of August 1972.

Sincerely yours,

(Ui:" P, n.io.'.uuiiurd.

P nd
Bruce Blanchard, Dirsctor
Environmental Project Review

Mr. Walter E. Woodford, Jr.
Chief Enginacyp

State Highway Administration
P, O, Box 717

Baltinore, Maryland 21203

-
cc: Mr. R. Thompson v
Mr. Friese
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UNITED STATES = 8§ N i1

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR-" &
' OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY %7 - ¥
NORTHEAST REG.ON e ~ ,
JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING  ori,! - W
ROOM 2003 J & K Sy 33 !
; BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203 < : ;
; ™ n e
. - o
. ~
81 L8

Mr. Roland ¥. Thompson, Chief

Bureau of Location and Surveys

State Highway Acministration

300 nest Frestun Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 .

Dear Mr. Thompsont

Pursuant to your letter dated June 5, 1572, the Department of the
Interior has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement
prepared for that,portion of I-70N from Ijamsville Road to West
of Monocacy River; in Frederick County, Maryland. We are pleased

to offer the following comments.

Our overall impression is that the environmental 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 neced for 161 acres for added right-of-way. Plan

8y which is essentially new construction on undeveloped land, would
require the acquisition of nine improvements, together 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- {Z}
if Plan A is adopted. Ve submit that the final statemgg}\ihould :

explain the reasons why this is so. :
ks the environmental statement is now written, one gains the impression
that the air pollution prublem, as well as the noisc problem, sum to
certaln unknown values wihich remain quantitsti olv unaffected regardless
of which plon 435 ultinstely adoepted. t apgears that the cholce

1o be made is simply one of locationt should trese urdesirable .impacts

be Iniroduced invo an area where they are now minimal, which would be

cc_«v‘r. {

e 1GA L



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 lost - and thelr extent -~ as a result of rechanneling _ ‘{
Another step should be a realistic appralsal of

Lorg Branch Stream.
potential park and recreatlon 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
It appears that other impacts, particularly

both I-70N and U.S. 40.
alr and water polluticn, as well as anticipated increased noise levels,
should, under Plan B, be totaled for I-70N nd U.S. 40, and compared
to those corresponding values anticipated under Plan A. -

]

Vle appreciate_ihe opportunity to review this draft statement.

rely yours,

: - Mark Abelson _
2 Reglonal Coordinator _

r U
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE : : / 7¢
ALCION NI :
. 401 NORTH UROAD STRELT :
PHILAUCLIMIIA, PENNSYLVANIA 18100

S . .--—ql-/v-; 2 . .
e GER S July 27, 1972
OFFICE OF THE

REGIONAL LIRECTOR

]

 MAILING ADDRESS
?.0. 8UX 12C0

JUL 31 1912
PHILADELPHIA,

CaEF CRCINCER - R ECILIVE D PENNSYLUANIA 19108
1

#r. Valter . Woodford, Jr. AUG 2 19712

Chicf Engincerx _
State hLighway Adminiutrntioq DEPUTY CHIILF ENGR. " »

360 Vlest Precoton Strect DEVELOPMENT '
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 \
Dear Mr. Woodford: .

draft

Thioc 1o to advise you that we have recvicued your
Pavironncntal Impact Statement on Contract Ho. F 0605~
000-772 Intcrastate Route 70K, and concur vith the En-

vironmental Statcment.

Thank you for the opportunity to commcnt on this otate-

ncut.
Sincercly yours,

(/ { A
Xzil/(), L.kfsfcli/(:nn;( -

Regional Environmental
Coordinator :

cc: Mr. Robert Lanza _ 2
A NS

CfC°AQr!%aW7/i)‘/. Gl
/) frie, -
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8/7/72 Mesars. Thompson and Ling - For your information,
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Mr. ¥aller B, Woodford, Jr. -

Citiel” Enrineer

Clate Highway Administration
300 Veut Preston Glrcet
baltimore, Maryland 21201

Re: Contract Ho. ' (:05-000-'/(, Intcrstate Route 70-H,
Ljam~ville Road to Weal ol Monocacy Kiver,
Frederici. County, Maryland

Dear Mr., Woodford:

! Ve have compleled our review of the draflt environmental inpact
ctaterent for the ohove-relerenced project and oftlcr our commcebbs
for your conuideration in preparing Lhe final impact statoment., Our
comments will be orpanined in three parts:  air, vater, and land une,
We have no ougyrested additions or corrcebions to the account of the
rrojeet's impaet on noise levels at siles alonyy the propesed alignments,
Air

The draft statement note: on pare ¢ that 1ve5 CO is emitled per
vehicie mile travelled on expresswoys than on facilities such a. the
arterial street, local street, aud ceulend Lusivess avea noted in the
table at the boltza of the sane papre. The final suatement should also
evpinin thal althoush the proposed cxpreroway will veduce emisszions of
CO per vehicle mile, it may pronerate ononph new Lrips to make its con-
trivuticn to 1ol lovels of CO sabsbabintly Jarsee Lhan what could
Lare been expected trom the enteidng tacility i Lheve were no new
con Lewctinn, (The draft Lepact «UoLenent projects AT for Lhe new
erxpresavny abopeardy theee times the vresenic AM alone Boule Lo,
aAlbeise L does nobl dndicate whnl Pk lon of Lhis dnerecoce in
atiributabie Lo the inevensed ctiicicney and capacity offered by Lhe
projest,)

The statement’ should al:io note thal emissiens of MOy per vehicle
wile incrcane with veliiele pecd, An abLampt Lo dndiecate the nagsnitude
of this dncrease wight be made using a table siwtinr Lo that of'fered
for 9,

Cr * l"{ /i)l‘“%t’

~N
s R IAmptma ,

VA YT.'I.‘.
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Hater
We note a seeming Inaccuracy In the statement's declaration (p. 7)
that "(w)ater quallty stawdards, adoptad by the Maryland Department of
Vater Resource, reveal that the rviver below the Froederick County
Filtration Phimt is musatistactory tor water -supply, fish habitatlon
and/or vecrveational water,” Water Quality Standards issuved Aprlil, 1969,
classify the Monocacy as o Clasa B Stiream and specify among {t5 uses
municipal watcer supply and water coutact recveatlon.  Presumably the

Mstimdards” relerred to are in fact quatity levels that currently exist

along the atream,

We note alio in the statement's discussion of alternatives under
I'lan B, the costs ol a bridge and vidaduct across Long Branch Stream
arc compared vothe cxpense of an alternate box culvert construction
(p. 37).  In dts discussion ol the dwpact of crossing Long Branch
under Plan B, however, the statement wmitkes no mention of a box culvert
but considers the velative werits of a bridge and a viaduct only
(pp. 23-24). 1If a culvert is under scerious consideration, it should
be mentioned at this point with some indication of its desircability
from an environmental standpoint.

T.and Use -

On page 24, the statement details the attributes of the scenery
along proposed Plan B.  In light-of the added dmpetus to suburban growth
that will be gencrated by the new scction, we recommend that the final
impact statement spell ont a comwitment on the part of responsible
State and Vederal highway officials, in the cevent Plan B is sclected, to
enter into negotiations with Maryland's Department of Natural Resources
and local bodics that have power to zone and acquire land for open space
purposcs.  such unegotiations would aim at prescrvation of the stream
villley of the Linganore Creck tributary mentioned on page 24 and help
develop land use controls that will insure development consistent with
the scenic amenitics which arce described in the draft statement. If
such steps are not taken, the acathetic benefits which are cited by the
draft statement as part of the strong case lor Plan B over Plin A would
be negated at least in part by Plan B's very implcementation. ‘

Thank you for the opportunity to veview this impact statdment, We
would Tike a copy of the final fwmpact statewment lor our files.

Sincerely yours,
r'/.—. ’ ) —_ AR
. - e ~
M{;\ t‘-(l‘u\s:(- \ \j'éaﬂr‘wt/&)-

Robert 1, Blanco, PLE,
Acting Chicotl
Environmental Twpact Statement Branch

ITEM 25
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301 WCST PREOTON STREET VLADIMIR A. wAHSR

CHIEF ENGINEER MARYLAND |
DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING

DALTIMORE. MARYLAND 2125072 JUL 12 P 2 0}..'... OF $TATE PLanMINg
MARVIN MANDEL TELEPHONE: 301.383.2481 ‘NORAMAN HEL. 'N
. SavERNOn OEPUTY SECRETARY
STailb lQnQS
COHHICSICH
July 6 Lﬁy%}lﬂ"‘ AND SURVEY
"RECEIVE D
‘ Mr, Walter B, Woodford, Jre '
. Chief Engincor - - . JUL 10 1972
State Hipbway Administration
3C0 West Preston Ctreet - - : . PEPUTY CHIEF ENGR.

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 : DEVELOPMENT,

" Re: State Clearinghouse Project Noe 7”-6-?‘%3, Contract # F 605-000 772

Interstate Route 70-N Ijamuville Rd to Vest of Honocucy River
Frederick County

Dear Mr, Woodford:

The State Clearinphouse is ‘reviewing the referencod
; oroinch . In accordance with the procedures
‘ established by tho Federal Offico of Management and Budgot
Circular A-95, we forwarded coples of this ]
to interested State and Pogional apencies for their comments and
recommendations, As of this date, we have not received a reply
from Prodericlh Coa & Do ploobliral, Dosoureps and will therofore
need an extension of tima to complete our review, '

We are ‘interested in this project and will provido you with
the final refults of the State Clearinphouse review as soon as
possible, Thank you for your cooperation, .

incnx:

/ iy /:~)//

/ Edwin L, Powel;, Jr.
Chief, State Clearinghouse

7/11/72 Hl/r. R. M. Thompson: For your information,

ElLPiss : Mr. W. F, Lins, Jr,.: " " "
cct  Anthony Abar H. G. Downs
L.mrcn(,o Johnaon C
‘_ . Qen /,,; F;‘?W o L et '

b D7y | T e

A - R | ITER 27V
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FRSNAIN o
N B ' ) . o . ve
’ ,,‘”';‘“ . DEPARTMENT ,OF STATE PLANNING AR
: "‘::" ' . 301 WEST PRESGTON STRCET a VLADIMIR A WA 1€
' . BALT‘“‘OR[’. h1A"Yl-A'J(.) 2 ;-'0‘ - I'Chl'VAﬂv or SVATL r \“"‘"c
MATIVIN MaNDEL TELLEMONEL 301 30832451 : EDWIN L. POWELL JR.
COVENNOR Aubu t 29 197? VEPUTY QLCRETAP
: Tus s 2
| - RECERWED ¢ o
' . T "
Ire Waltcr E. Toodford L P
Chief baupilncer ' AUC 80 1O12 Sl )
. State Hiphwsy Administration . ‘ : ¥ Wi
1300 ¥est Preston Strect P ) FISAT
Baltimore, itaryland 21201, - HILF ENGINERD ety n
' F 7Y -
SUBJECT: IEJIRONIGNTAL IiPACT STATTRENYT REVIES ['.:' -
. S Ul
Applicant: Gtate llighway Administration B
Project’s I 70 i - Ijamsville Road to West of Monocacy River )
Contract ## F 605=000-772 g MRS

.
' TR R

@ZmT

State Clcé.ringhousc Control Number: 72-6-233 ,
‘State Clearinghouse Contacts Edwin Lo Powell, Jre (383-2L67)

’
.

'Dcar ir. Woodlords
The State Clearinghouse has rcvicuad the gboirc noted Environmental Impact State. nte
In accordance with the procedurcs cstablished by the Office of ifinagcment and
Budpel Circuiar A-95, the State Clearinghouse rcceived comments (copics attache::)

from the followings
Plauning Commission: recommended the adoption of Plan np

Frederick County
The Cormission strongly rccon onded

and made specific objeclions Lo Plan “B-1'.

that an interscction be considerecd for location between Shull's Lanc and Quinn Rde
Department of Public Safety and Corrcctional Services: noted the nced for the
project and spucified an endorsenent ol Flan upy, ' .
noted stron~ interest in the project and

Departirant of Katural itesources:
reooi anded thab Lreidres or viaduets be cousbrucled ab Srossings of waler-

courses and Llood plails bo nitinise the cnvirumental dmpucts of the high:aye

Departient of tiealtn and Fental Hyplenat  the Dureau of Ailr Quality Contro!
indiculed general appreoval ol the staluenent, but noted speeific chunges thab

should be nade in Lhe seetion on air pollutions

Our shatl revieed the statement and found it Lo bo a comprehensive prescntation
Of particular inlerest 1is

of the eiviromaenbal iwpacts of the proposed fueility,
tiie acknouledrenent of the constraints Lo ke highuny location tmposed by Lhe
proximity of Frederick and adjueccnh urbanination. Our staff noted the folloulng
arces vhich should o addressed in the envaromicntal statesent by detuiled N ot
conparisos ¢f the two alternative alipnicnbs: Lig rolublive envirenmeutal: damage; ..
the polentiel for slimidabing urban development; construction coutg; amd the .. °
: "8¢-F—nq “ENEY A v/

varisien in the nouber of propescd traddic laneds,
. S . L
o 'b4w:4"' iy Lan o™
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A.tlonmlly, our .,La.ff commented on othor aspects of the statement as follo;;s:

- Provision i3 made in both altcrnat;vo" for an interchanme with a proposcd'
Frodocick beltwayes Statements relutive to Lhe belluay should be kept very

Honocacy River,

« The rechannclization of Long Branch Uircam under Plan A provides
for visual enhancement of the roadway althoush there will be some short lerm
adverse effceise Past cefforls 6f this nature conlribute to the visual qualities

. of Uo-Se toute 4O ab presents

- The statement relative to limestone resources (page 6) chould be clarificde.

~ In view of the rezent flooding expericnec, particularly in the Frederick
area, lhc design criteria for lransverse drainape slruetures (page 8) muy
need to be reconsidered with a view to using the Standard Frojeet Flood Criteria

storm ¢riterias

as a basis for structure des ign, as opposed Lo the Y0 year s

- The discussion of additional traffic being placed on rural roads as the
result of Flan A constlruction should include consideralion of provision:s

will be made for joint devclopmenl of these roads il Plau A is usede

- - The traffic and accident data (pares

" . iraffic projections ure showm for each. alternatlive.

that

19-20) 5 very pood, but the same
In the instance of the

Bio nothing" scheme, riven the peak and dircclional splits shown, it is not

believed that the preseat road could carry

= The comment (pape 20) rclative to larylund's s
should bLe factually supported. Alse requiring supporl i

suchl volunues.

share of the trucklnp marPet
the statement (page 21)

- concerning the regaining of tax revenucs losl by ripht-oi-way GLQULuitlono

- We howe that thecoe comments will assist you in the preparation of your final state-
rent and lock foruarl to continued cooperation with your ageney in the Clcar;nghougc

review oi thnc complele project presentalione

Eneclosurcs

- cct Bdward T, Holter
Lisirenase dehnuon
deduard Heath
GColeonel Lally

‘ Cdothiony Atar '
odenn Sendaeneman

Charlces Pixton

\.pl.cc’ /:c"o /"\’W . ‘. t ‘.. '~ - W

. /r.l' u. /6 S ;4'[“’\.-
A, /""..

Sineerely,

\

\\.'('_

Vladimir Wahbe

e "c-'-.‘\—\ Tl {l"-\(.\\-\ (L 3

Lentative since it appears that this coneepl needs additional study palhlcularly
in rclation to further mdtiple crossings of the

an opportunity



BOARD OF EDUCATION OF FREDERICK COUNTY )52

CVIS LAST Ui RTRELT
FREDERICK,MARYL.AND 21701

. ( - !
OHN \ . CARNOCHAN, IH, July 14, 1972 TELEPHONY
UPERINTENDENT OF 4CHMOOLS . ) 301 - 6G2-9200
re ..
) )
3 )
. LI
Db
' : ey
Mr. Roeland M. Thoapson, Chicefl _ CoL : -
Burcau of Location aml Surveys o -

State Wiphway Administration '
3OO West Preston Street ' E:
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 ~3

. .

Re: Interstate Route 70 N°°
"Tjamsville Road to West
of Monocacy River .
Frederick County, Maryland

Dear Sir:

The Supcrvisor of Transportation, Board of Education of Frederick
County revicewed the draft copy "Environmental Impact Statcment" on the
above referenced project.

Our primary concern deals with safe routing of school buses via
access roads on cither side of the I 70 N corridor. It appears that
. adequate access roads will be provided in association with either plan
AN or plan B, ’

We arc particularly interested in the prospect of having interstate
standerds imposced along the proposced T 70 N routes.  The present at-
privde crosyings and wedian strip crossings age vnbuciu!!y hazardous where,
by nceessity, school bus drivers mast neprotiate such crossings. Either
plan A or plan B would climinate these hazardous interscctions.

Again we would cmphasize the nceed [or adeqnate access roads along
the proposed I 70 N routes.  The access roads sbhould permit school bus
ruuting without causing the sddition ol wnlue s turn-around mancuvers.

Yours truly,

H_ K st

o b, Goornoddug, e,

pet tntendent of Schools

JLC I bp

ces M, Geovpe Co Mycers

r ey

" C -
\’7 !Tl’.—uui Lom Cs
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Department of _
Economic and C@mmumny
Davelo:

Marvin Mandel
Covermor

) GECEWEL
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JuL 21 1972 July 19, 1972
CHIEF ENGINEER 5 .
) =o'
Mr. Walter E, Woodford, Jr, =L
Chief Engincer LN
State Highway Administration : - tniae
300 West Preston Street §§2d)
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 st
-

Dear Mr., Woodford:

L.

/&3
Edmond F. Rovner
Secretary

william A, Pate

Division Director O

S

— 4o e
Al e e

”
R

ARURK

The staff of the Division of Economic Development
‘have reviewed the draft "Environmental Impact Statcment”

on Contract No. F 605-000-772 (Interstate Route 70N -

IJamsv1llc Road to West of Monocacy River),

The only clear cut opinion derived from discus-

developnent,
in the cvent that cither plan is selected,

sions on this project is to.the effecct that Plan A or Plan
B will provide a beneficial impact in terms of economic

and the staff finds no grounds for a protest

There is some inclination by the staff to favor
Plan B due to the cxpectation that it may have a favorable
effcct on development by improving accessibility to an

interstate highway for more pcople thron would Plan A,

f.\‘
N
such as this from many points of view,
{0 assist you in our area ol cxpertise,

Sincerely,

! 1 ’.
I""I‘"’l-.}"" \_/ ../.
Robert M, Sparks
Deputy Director

RMS:r0'C

‘Qm.-, .
. d
C‘C‘ /{."-u 7"'”"#:,\” /
o ‘
Division Cf Economic Development Tei: 3

Lo

2525 Riva Road, Apnansiis, M, 21401

We appreciate the neccessity to evaluate a project
and we stand ready

g'&'r*a n

W SO

c.,.é;v‘
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July 19, 1972 [:

—~4¢y
1

A ™)

Mr. Walter Woodford, Jr., Chief Engineer Ei;ﬂﬂ TE
State Highway Administration GO —

. 300 Yes: Preaton Streot = -
 Baltimore, Maryland =< o

Re: Copntract No. F 605-000-772

Interstate Route 70N .
Ijamsville Road to West of
Monocacy River, Frederick

- County, Maryland

Dear Mr. Woodford;

A number of our members inéluding two different Committees
have studied this report and have attempted to formulate a

position.
ing and the July 6% hearing.

Some of them attended the June 29% information meet~

After much discussion the consensus of opinion is:

l.

2.

Plan
Plan

A
Ny

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. a
For example the study does not Jay 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,

Ve geherally favor the plan whi ch is least cost-
ly and which affects the least number of people.

The first of these considerations would seem to favor
4 and we believe that the second congiderz

tion would also favor
if sone adjustments could be mad

¢ to more nearly use
cocentially only the present right-of-way '

RDH/{so
ce!

Dr..Robert Sparka
) ? e
ﬁo"’"""v"‘\/“ //‘:-4—-«./ :'M—' AA/ f;

L. J. Daugherty;
Je W. Freomany

Very truly yours,

-

A '
A~ / : .
./é". Vol [/)'\_74’4'”/»‘\ f)".—‘c

Richard D. Hummond,
..... Exccutive Vice Prosident

*

L. J. Bronius
C. Schroor
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BTATE OF MARYLAND - : /f{
ST . PEPARTMENT OF PUDLIC SAFETY AND. CORRECTIONA. SERVicEs

~SUITE 300 ¢ EXECUTIVE PLAZA ONE & HUNT VALLEY, MARYLAND 210319

(301) €67-1100 C

LEIGHTON w. DUDLEY
. MARVIN MANDEL . . _
GoveaNoR ‘ I _ T e _ DEPUTY SECRETAAY

FOR CORRECTIONAL SCRvICES

"ROBERT J. LALLY - -

- Lo ' EDWIN R. TULLY
pusf.'écgffir"fm KL ) DEPUTY SECRETARY
IS o SURVEY . FOR PUBLIC SAFETY

CORRECTIONAL SERVI

July 10, 1972

Mr. Roland M. Thompson

Chief, Burecau of Location & Surveys
~ State Highway Administration

300 West Preston Strect

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Dear Mr. Thompson:
This is in response to your June 5, 1972 letter

regarding Contract No. F 605-000~772; Interstate Route 70N,

Ijamsville Road to Woest of Monocacy River, Prederick County,
_ Maryland., ~
. We have reviewed the draft Copy on referred project
and the Maryland Statco Police agree that the implementation
of Interstatce Routc 70N through the Lastern part of Trederick
County is sorely nceded. we lean toward Plan B since it scems
to suggest a smaller loss of tax revenue, less disruptions of
the ccology, and less displacement of persons and businesses.
More significant to our department is that for the most part,
the construction would cause the lecast disruption of traffic.
Under Plan B, the existing U. 5. Route 40 would become a local
dual highway, able to take carc of traffic from an arca of the
county prescntly undor intensive development. This local
traffic could move without interfering with the through traffic
on Interstate 70N.

I hopce these comnments arc helpfual.,

Sincerely yours,

N - < K ,
U PR ESEARN RIAY (r._LQ,(_{
“ —
SLECRUTARY

. ZANEA ENUIN}EEH

oecs ION
, : —-SURvVLEY

vo .4 o~
,l‘x ' . -t rem o g .-""-‘\’,

(*.
i | | | . iVl aw
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s a new envicomment created by Brosoos
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July 14, 1972

Mr. Thomas Hicks
Assistant Chief Lingineer
Traffic Safety Division

Maryland State Highway Admmlstratzon
Box 717 :

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

-
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Re: Draft Environmental Statement,
"Administrative Action for

Contract #1605~
Dear Mr., Hicks:

000-772

At the public hearing held on the above question at East Frederick

LElementary School on Thursday night, July 6, 1972

, { was one of

the speakers opposing 1’lan B and B-1 as presented in the above

study. Th2 purpose of this letter is to get to you and to amplify
some of those thoughts expressed at that meeting on paper. .
T'irst,

would be involved in any taking for
{his contract,
of Rouwe B oor B-1, 1 live in the Pineciff

aren adjoining
erty of Dr. Bill Thomas,  PPlan B or 13-1 would have the

let me make it perfectly elear that 1T have no property that
any of the proposed r
but I weoeuld persenaliy herett from the construcetion

outes in

i the prop-
radvantage

for me of moving the noise of traffic away from my property,

while lun A would bring it closer,

LAXE LINGANORE at Faglehead

e deesiw B e Reas

Plan 13 also would advantage

TEL] 28 L

Haltaunre 4850929
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Mr. Thomas Hicks -2- July 14, 1972

me by not requiring me to change my travel patterns and habits
getting to and trom my home. 1 am speaking as an interested prop-
erty owner and tax-payer who, like everyone else, teels thal publie
funds, in too many instances, are unncceessurily wasted ab a great
expense to the general tax-payer. We as tax-payers cannot on one
hand compliun about the waste and spending of tax funds and then,
on the other hand, ask for the wasted expenditure of tunds in our
area because it would bencefit a specific few

] do not pretend to represent any group, though it was evident at
the public hearing that therce were many in attendance who strongly
supported Plan A and opposed I'lan B, even though, in several in-
stances, Plan B would specifically benefit those individuals:

In reading the report 1 was very disappointed in government to find

that what was issued and represented as a fair comparison 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 compuarisons.

Plan A costs in this proposal are based on the complcetion of six
lanes in initial censtruction, PPlan B costy are based on the con-
struction f only four lancs initially with provision of the rigin -of-

way for six lanes, At the present time six lanes arce being constructed
from the arca of l]amsvﬂlo Road east to Baltimore. It is ohvious
that if six lanes arc required now from Baltimore to Ijnmsville Road,
those same six lanes arce required on into FPrederick., For a truce cost
comparison, therefore, a total of six lunes in Plan A should match
a total of six lancs in Plan 1.

In both Plan A and Plan B the connections from Tulip Hill into the

Cterminug of East Patrick Street are nearly identical. Yet, in Plan

A an wdditional road is shown alomyr the southern boundary of Tulip
151 conneeting to Hast South dlreet, Tiere is no greater need for
that counection to Sou in Strect in Plan A than in Plan B. I cost
comparisons, therefore, are to be made on an cqual basis, that
extension io the south of Tulip Hill cither should be shown on both
Plans .\ and B, or should be removed from Plan Ao There is
nothin,s about Plan A and the aceess for the people in that area
that necessitates the South Street connection,

L T X2 L X
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Mr. Thomas Thcks -3- | July 14, 1972

. Plun A provides all of the right -of-way and much of the construction
for a full interchinge in the area of Main's Lane and Bell's Lane to
provide for a futnre north-south expressway.  Plan 13, on the other
hund, shows nothing hut w smwall green dot for the possible future
location »f an mterchange for the north-south beltway. I a genuine
comparison is to be made, then the right-of-way cost should he
included in the Plan B estimate sinee it is included in the P'lan A
estimate,  lunderstand that there would be a need for a cross-over
hridge to get to the service road, but all of the right-of-way for a
futurc 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 ucquire the right-of-way for I'lan A, then it

certainly also would be desirable to do so for IYlan 3. If, on the

other hand, the Staiec Rouads engineers and designers feel theve is v e
little likelihood that a north-south freeway will be built in {he for-

seeable future and thercefore did not provide for the right-of-way

on the Plan B desipn, then the right-of-way should not be provided

on Plan A. Either way you look at it, either therc urc wastod

funds in the estimate on I’lan A if more right-of-way is being

required than is needed, or the ultimate cost on Plan B is being

improperly reduced in the estimate. -~ '

. The Environmental Stutcment 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, thig is totally
misleading, since the State Roads Commission has exhibits in
their office that have heen discussed on many océassions with
a PUD known as "Long Branch Ilstates. " This PUD has been
in the enjzineering and planning stages with full knowledge and
concentration with the Stute Roads Commission. It hars bheen
tnlly approved by the Fredervick County Planning and Zoning
Commission, and the developer has been required (o pay the
County a substantial sum of money for the sewer and wiler study
as a first means of getting the necessary sewer and water so that
construction could bepin on the development of the area. Thoepre -
tore it s totally misteading 1o sav that all of the vight-of -way
eslinuides are hased on aorieultural contng. 'The ripht -of-way costs
for PLan B and B-1, theretore, would he extremely high o this
area, sinee the owner obviously can not oy cstablish substantial
value for that land but also could establish substantial damage since



@

Iy

)70
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all of his engincering, desipn, and cfforts for the last many years
would be completely wasted time wnd expense,  He would have to
completely re-plan the entive property since the proposed 13 plan
would divide the property into two separate sections with the vne to
the north having u much morce difticult aceess,

Concerning that piece of property the Environmental Statement goes
on to say that it has an added advantage since it has pretly scenery
and that 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 asg
listed above, that would be highly impractical since the land would
be difficult and expensive to acquitre at a price that the County or
the State would he willing to pay tor parkland. The Environmental
Statement comments on the added beauty of the arca of Plan B over
that of Plan A 1o the motoring public. The public travelling on a
highway with design stundards of a seventy mile-per-hour specd
limit does not have a great deal of time to enjoy the scenery., In
‘uddition, this arca is of such a short duration that it hardly scems
worth considering, It certainly is not an area that would be devel-
oped as a rest stop, since the Staté is now developing rost stop:s in
the area of Ridgeville, a distance of about ten miles (o the cust,
with another rest stop already in existance on the cast side of South
Mouatain, a distance of alout twelve or fifteen miles from this
property,  1do not know what the standards are on the spacing of
rest stops, but this would scem to indicate too muny rest stops in
that distance, B

The Environmental Statement also states that taxes paid to the County
would not be affected and would, in faet, possibly be increased hecause
of the increased value of the land on cither side of the expressway., I
do not think this is a misteading statement, but 1 certainly cannot
afiree with the statement and think it i1s 1n error, On the comtrary, the
Eind on ecither side will not 1o nereased in value, bul rather will be
decreased Secuuse of the Cividing of the Lirge iraet of Lol into two
seperate sepments, Tand divided inlo smalior tracets gy abways more
difticult to plun to its highesi and hest use,  In addition, petting w high

tax baze for thig area into the County system wonld be delayed, since

the man now has Ins plans complered that could be converted into a

high tix base hromptly, whereby with the adoption of Plan I3 it wonld

tuke several moroe years to re-plan aud poet that saume tax base ostablished,

¢
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1 am enclosing a photocopy of an article from the I'rederick IPost of
July 5, 1972, in which J have cneireled a statement by the Planning’
and Zoning Commission con¢erning the Long Branch IZstates devel-
opment which further substantiates my positioa, If that PUD, for
example, approved four units to the acre, if the right-of-way

taking would reguire forty acres, and if the value of the land is
'$1509/1iving unii, that would result in a cost of a miniinum $240, 000
for thet ore rizht-of-way. 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 cxpense
will have been lost. It is obvious that the right-of-way cstimates
given for Plan B are substantially in error.

After moking the statement in the study that there is very little
diference in the cost estimates as arrived at by the State, the
State rec ommended Plan B. I might point out that there scems to
be a rescrvation in the State's mind as to what will be required
across the stream of Long Branch and, in their own statement, they
jndicate 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, bascd cven on the State's own study, places
too high an extra cost on I'lan B over Plan A,

" By the State's own cstimates based on an inquiry made by one of
the other opponents to the State, Plan B will requirce 247,000 square
feet of bridpe construction. Plan A will require only 80, 000 square
feet of bridge construction, This results in 167, 000 morce square
fect of bridge construction in Plan BB than in Plan A. At an estimated
cost of eighty dollars per square foot for such bridge construction,
that means that P’lan T3 will cost in bridge costs alone $13, 360, H0oo
more than ’lan A, When you take this figure and consider the added
right-of-wiay cost that is not veflected in the Pian B3 study; when
vou consider the added Tnnd that would be reguired for the {uil inter-
chan,ce that was not considered in Plan B, when you add-the two
million doilars for the viaduct that in Plan B3 will probably be re-
quired in Long Branch, it becomes pretiy obvious that Plan 13 would
cost many millions of dollars more than Plan A, A1l of these
adjustments would be necessary in order to come to a reasonable
comparison between the two piuns, ' '

(. . . . ymmeE ey FUTY
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In addition to the cost factor, there are other considerations, Plan B
is contrary to all the best practices in land use and planning, for it
will create a relatively small island of land between two major hiygh-
ways. Inland usc practices it has been gencrally accepted that it is
unwise to plan dual highways in a roughly paratlcl alipnment closer
than one mile apart. To do otherwise creutes land use problems and
miuch 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 3. However, I might point out that this was
done with very little consideration and after only one presentation by
the proponentg of Plan B, without the benefits of comments from
people who might be opposed to Plan B. 1 wonder if that same group
would take the same position after careful consideration of all the
facts,

1 fully understand Mr. Rosenstbck's support of Plun I3, as well as

‘Dr. Bill Thomas' and sympathize with their position. [ also under-

stand Mr. Edwin Wells! support of Plan B, However, in this partic-
ular instance, it should be remebered that Mr. Wells hought his
property and built his home very recently, being fully aware prior

to the nurchase 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 pesition 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 Stute could design tor 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 not show any right-of-way taking
for « ruture interchanpe tor a north-soutl expressway, therve is

a preat deal of reservation in their own mind as to the probability

of such i north-south expresswiy's heing buiite U is my own view
that such a highway will be moree than teenty yearsan the future and,
therefore, it is quustionabic whether it can be properly pranned for
now, '

I would like to suirgest, to reduce larxd taking, that a diamond-type

Lags

exclange, which requires considerably less tand, boe planned for
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. and built at this time. This requires considerably less ripght-of-way -
and construction expense and would handle the needs tor the foresee- "

able future, [ would also like to suppest that the State, in utilizing

Plan A, move the Monocacy River Rridge to a locution between the

two present bridges, in licu of one proposed immedintely adjucent

to and south of the present cast-hound bhridge, | further sugpest that

the roadway in the arca of Jug Bridge 1lill be 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 suggest that the present Md. 144 in the arca

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 [1ill, 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

Roscnstock, | '

The Environmental Study scemed to put a great emphasis on tho
necessity of re-channeling the strecam of Long Branch, It is my
view that much of L.ong Branch would not have to be disturbed if

. Md 144 on the north side of US 40 would be extended from its nd
present interscction near ljam sville Road in a westerly divection,
keeping the roadway just to the north of Long Branch and with some
slight realignment of the road hed of US 40 from Quinn Raud to
about 500 fect cast of Pearl Bargain House., The existing right-of-
way in that arca beginning at Quinn Road is 300 - 400 feet wide 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 sug;gcsiions
would resultl in reductions in cost, While the cenid result may be
somewhat higher cost than that estimated in the proposal made for
Plan A, it would still he substantially tower than the proposed Plan
13 and would reduce the tuking and damage to a number of pcople,
as woll as create a botter use of the land,

After the Environmental Study wias completed and presented, Mr.
Rodiey Thampson visited Fapglehead and toured the property.  In
your considerations of your finalizing of the plan for uperading TON,
I am sure Mre. ‘Thompson and others are now aware of the status of
Lake Lingunore at Eaglehead and will plan for the traffic movements

@
e

\ﬁ’\ | | ' | | GTﬁgnu L X

L-‘u\-l L::L.o'j’w

L



Mr. Thomas Hicks ; -4- ' July 14, 1972

that have been and are being ereated by this very substantial devel-
opment. Eaglehead consists of approximately 4000 acres and
ultimately will provide for 4800 single fiunily cesidences and 4800 .
high density residences (25,000 4 people), At the present time we
have sold and deeded approximately 1300 proporties.  We have

two lakes completed und in use, with the third dam completed hut
the lake not yet flooded.  Our fourth and m.ogjor dam, which will -
create a 204 acre lake, is 857 conipleted, waiting only for a

period of approximately ten days without ruin to divert the water

from Linganore Creek through the diversion pipe to complete the
carth fill across the stream bed itsclf. 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 scetion 1S in opoeration;
our olympic s:ze swimming pool, bath house, sauna house, and
cabanas are complceted and in use. Six tennis courts will be put
into usc by the tenth of August. We have twenty-five miles of
roads at various stagces, ranging from grading complete to three -
miles of finished paving and with fifteen miles of base coursce i,
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 interchangpe.

.

Sincerely, '.

LINGANORE CORPORATION

= -
TN S ror

Foonsed o f Brosius

4

v :{/.."-;\."(‘mtit.'nl

L.13:ch

Enclosure :

cer Johm Derer, President, Fredoerick County (.‘mnmissin’nnrs
James L. Bryan, Clerk, Frederick County Commissioners
Lawrenace AL Dorsey, Frederich County Commissioners
Donald Lewis, Frederick Coeunty Comriisisioners )
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tdward ¥, 1 Uer, Cludimnnn, Irederick County PLhmning and Zoning
Ernest W, Aushveman, rederich Connty Planning and Zoonmys

Jogeph C. Free, Froederiek County Plaming and Zoningr Connunission
Richard 1., Grossmokice, Mroederiek Conates Planmmng, i '/,nninp,f

Georpe AL Speer, Peederiek Conuty Plivnming and Zonme Connmsdion
Dincel B Wight, Frederick County Plannic ¢ and Zooning Commission
awrence W Jolimson, Planuing Divcctor, Prederel, County

Lawrence 170 Nelson, Planning Associte, Proederict County

Richard Hammond, Fxeculive Seercetarvy, I'rederick Chamber of Commerce
Bdward Daugherty, President, IPrederick Chamber of Commerce

James Freeman, New [ndustry Committee, Frederick Chamber of Commerce
Art Reilly, Transportadion Committee, Frederick Chiunber of Commerce
Willinm IFout, Frederick County Eagincer '

State Scnator Ldward ', Thomas, Jr,

State Senator Chalres 11
State Delejprate
State Delegate

Smelser

Julien 2. Delphey

Wallaoce M, 1utton

C. Clifton Virts

J. Glenn Beall, United States Senate
Charles Mce(., Mathias, United Stateg Scenate
Goodloe Byron, House of Representatives
Mianuel Weinberp, Esquire :

RobLert Murphy
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BEFORIZ TI
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

STATE OF MARYIL.AND -

PUBLIC CORRIDOR HIEEARING
PURSUANT TO 23 1J.S.C. 128 ON
CONTRACT NO. F605-000-772

INTERSTATE ROUTIS 70-N

Liamsville Road to West of Monocacy River

Frederick County, Maryland

SUPPL.EMUENTAL STATEMENT
or
EDWIN i, WIS
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

fearing continued in . Frederick, Maryland on the cvening of July 6,

1972 regarding the proposed location of that portion of 1-70N in the
project hercinafter discussed.

I.  Background

At the public information hearing and the similar public cor-
ridor hearing pursuant to 23 U.S.C. Scction 1;28 on Contract No.
F605-OOO-772 for the creation of Interstate Route 70-N from U.l S.
Route 40, between the old Haugh's Blacksmith Shop Road that leads

from former Route 40 to Ijamsville, now known as the [jamsvillc

Road, and the proposcd interconnection with present dual .S, Route

40 at or ncar the overpass bridge leading from Last Patrick Street
Lxtended its traffic into U. S. Route -0, it became apparent that
the proponents of Plan A and Plan B had developed int a contest

between the established residents of Fulip Hill, south of U. S. Routc

.«

40 and west of the Monocacy River, as well as the residents of Pine -

[7EM2 9
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cliff and Bartonsville-Pearl, cast of the river and south of present :

U. S. Route 40, and land developers on the north of UL S, Route 40
consisting of Mr. Murphy, of Washington, D. €., and associaws,
who now own or control the old Kent farm which includes the former

Flautt farm and the Schcel farm, and Mr. Xcats, of Montgomery

County, Maryland, and associates, who control the lLundgren farms

oxcopt the mansion house and the curtilage of somce six acres.  Both

-of these development groups have applied to the Planning and Zoning

Commission of Frederick. County for planncd unit developments, which
are still in an embryonic stage.

Before the construction of UJ. S. Route 40 as a dual four-lane
highway, the Kcnf farm had a Sixtcs-:n foot way through the meadow,
leading into old U. S. 40. This was condemned in connection with
the construction. of the aforesaid road. The Fléutt, lFouché, and
Scheel farms had a private road twenty feetr wide leading into old U.
S. 40. In order to furnish the Kent farm with access to dualized
Route 40, they constructed a scr\‘/icc road from the private road
scerving the other three farms and rcebuilt the bridge after obtaming
a right-of-way to U. 5. Route 40. It has only been within the last
sceveral n)onths that Mr. Murphy and associates have been able to
obtain sufficient land in the meadow between their land ﬁnd present
U. S. Route 40 that they might mect the rc.quin'um'nts ()f the TFreder-
ick County Planning and Zoning Commission of a fifty foot entrance

to a public road.

ITEM 2 9
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CAt these hearings, testimony was likewise presented by
Messrs. Willinm and ouis Brosius, the former developers of Pine-
cliff and presently developing iaglehead at Take llinganore, a P.U.

., extending over 4,000 acres of land.  Mr. William Brosius re-

sides in Bethesda, Montgomery County, Maryland, and Mr. Louis

Bfosius resides presently at Pinccliff.

Old U. S. Route 40.in the carly 1940s was developed into a-
limited access, dual, four-lanc highway mostly on a new right-of-
way. At that time the unuscd portions thereof were designated as
Maryland Routc 144. [n the building of the present U. S. Route 40
only a small portion of Long Branch, draining a lérge area from
[jamsville to Linganore Creek, was disturbed. lowever, ecologic-
ally speaking, this small disturbance causcd the loss of all of the
then existing minnows, crayfish, muskrats, and frogs that inhabirted
this stream from the point where U. 8. 40 crosscs the éame to its
juncture with l.inganore Creck. This damage was not healed by
naturc for from five to cight years. |

Maryland Route 44 (old U1, S, Route 40) brcaks at present
UL S0 40 tess than 1000 fecr west of Hamsville Road and then con-
unucs on the south swde of U S0 Route 40 some scvc?xﬂ hundved
tecr west thercof and runs through the north side of Pearl and part

of Bartonsville, interchanging with the origimnal Baltimore Road by

4

way of Bell's and Main's Lanes on the south side of the last mentioned

portion of Route 144, and at its castern extremity is situated two

historical winte conpregations.

e 2 9
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Bartonsville is a unique community, in that through the fore- @

——

iar of a NMu. Millev, atter 1840, his farm was divided into four -
and five-acre parcels which he sold to freed slaves, who established

their modest homes; most of which are bcing occupicd by the fourth

and fifth genecations of the first settlers.  This village grew on the

north and south side of .thc old lklltimorc Road that formerly, at

the southwestern side of Bartonsville, ran to a ferry over the
Monocacy River, and then proCccdcd to then Fredericktown until the
building of thc 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 peaccably and harmoniously

together. In Bartonsville arc two chufches whose congregations ars ~
black and draw not only from the village and countryside, bﬁt also

from residents of Frederick.

II.  Background of [-70N

l.ct us take a moment to review the construction of interstate
routes in other states,  For instance, Interstate 81, at lecast through
the greater part of Virginia, is on a new right-of-way although paral-
lel o and interconnected at wraffic i_ntcrscctmns_ with oid'L‘. NI
this is. likewise true in Maryland ;md_ Pcnnsylv{mm. In tact, Intor- _
state 70 at its lx-g.illnlming at the Baltimore Beltway is not built on old

Route 40's roadbed but is a half-mile approximatcely to the north

thereof. This is a six-lane highway that merges imnto a four-lanc ~

CITEM? g
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highway also built ona new right-of-way that will presently merge

into-a six-lane highway, being upgraded (1. S, Route 40, througir the

rural portions of lloward, Carroll, and Frederick Countics. This

portion, froin the juncturce with preseat [-70N and U, S.. 40,

coriginally was designed w end at or about the Mussctter Road but

for practical purposcs had been continued a mile or so to the wos:
“aicn would be. an excellent location on the top of a 'hill L;ast.of
tlamsville Road, for an mterchange and the bcgiﬁﬁing of Plan B as

a road without grades through cxisting dairy farms 5t the expense of
dislocating, at the maximum, hine homcowners.

The present geometrics of the western portion of this project

‘will bc much improved with Its- juncture with four-lance 1. S. Route

40 than now cxists. It is also to be noted that [-70S was not built
on the old Georgetown Pike, wliich is ncw known as Maryland Route
335, but was construétod on a virgin right-of-way and was one of the
best-planned roads in the United States.  Likewise, [-70W was not
built on rcconstructed U. S, Route 10, but on a ncw right-of-way all
the way to the Pennsylvania “Turnpike to indianapolis, Indiana, and
cven on through Missouri, is not constructed on old U. S. Route 40
or Li. S, Route 50 except for a few rural scetions.,

Tt is also interesting to obscrve that Interstate. 95 from the
Pelaware state hine o the city of \V;lshingion, D. C. and then south,
Is practically all constructed on new right-of-ways and not on the

CXisting roads within the several states, When UL S, Route 40 was

scanstructed inothe carly 1940, the land north thercof, in the four

ITEM2 9
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miles under construction, was being farmed.  On the south side
from the crossing of F.ong Branch to the Monocacy River was occupicd
by the village of Bartonsville-Pearl.  West of the river was open

farm land to the Quynn Orchard Road and then following the south-

cerly side of the interstate highway was the development of Tulip Hill.

The opposition to 'Plan B, as has bcen stated before, is the
prospective developers of two P.U.D. s.

I11.  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 be cquated with the injﬁry to long Qstablishcd commun -
itics, particularly the one occupicd by our black citizens, as well

as the ecology.

‘

The reconstruction of l.ong Branch in.Plan A will wreck the

present ecology for many years to come.  The construction of Plan

B will crecate, of course like any road construction, noisc and dust

during the consrruction period, but will create a far safer highway
than Plan A since it will practically run from the Tjamsviille Road to
join with present four-lane U. S, Route 40 on much safer geomeiries.
It is to be remembered that at least four deaths liave been caused in
the sharp curve of U. S. 40 from the Grove intersection to Quynn
Orchard Road =olcly due to the geometric plan causing motorists to
collide with the abutments of the bridge .lL-;lding from liast Patrick

Street Bxtended o U, S, 40 J o st
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Think of the disturbance of rhe four congregations serving

Bartonsville and the adjoining countryside by being caused to travel

over extended Route 144, a proposced twenty-four feet of road metal

on an eighty foot right-of-way. Project, if you will, the local

traffic over the five ycars after the completion of Plan A, on this
rcconstructed Route 144 serving approximately 3,000 addition‘al
s llings on the Lundgren-Kent-Scheel and perhaps the Fouchél
iarms, including Pinccliff, Linganorc Road, and Bartonsville.
IV. Costs

In considering the differences in the cost of Plans.A and B,
there should allso be considerced Plan A will require at least the
taking of nincteen homes and twb places’ of small business against
the .nine homces rcquircd by Plan B. These nincteen residences do
NOT include the damage that will be ncccss?tatcd by upgrading the
fancs and the main road through l%adonévillp to carry the increaséd
traffic pattern through that black village. .

Since .Plax.1 B will bc constructed through farm land rccently
acquired at a cost of from scveral hundred to $1200 per acre as
against the tightly buiit homesites with their respective landscapes
being owned by the more affluent or less afflugnt; who .n re atfected
by Plan A, thus creating a tax loss to t'h.c State of Maryland and the
County of IFrederick estimated by the Sr'ug to be 709, less by using

Plan B over Plan A.

TEM29
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It would stand to rcason that Plan B, with its presently to -

V. llighway Safcty

be built four lancs carvying only interstate traffic would be far safcr

than Plan A, carrying a mixturc of interstate and intrastate traffic;

the latwer 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 berween

that city and Mt. Airy. |

Likewisc, from the safety standpoint, Plan B proposes a
highway running along or ncar the tops of existing hiﬁs, 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 clevations. | ~

The fact that motor vehicles will not have to drive up and
do'\\'n 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 1-70N is bound
to cause morce distraction of the traffic on Plan A, particularly on
the westbound lanes, than would ever oceur by the homes built be-
low the hills on which Plan B is designed.

‘We must recmember that the previous toll road, the used
portions being now designated Maryland Route 144, from Baltimore
to Frederick, was abandoned in the construction of U. S. Route 40
dualized except for that portion from the ljamsville Road to Frcdcrick_. -

Thercfore, Plan A is atempting to take the route used by the old toll

ITEM 2 9
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road to the Jug Bridge over the Monocacy River as its location for
modern [-70N. 1t should also be kept in mind that instead of the
opposition thcory that Plan B will only presently contain four lanes

that with the use of present U. S, Route 40, you will have eight

. Ian;:s scrving not only the interstate traffic but also the intrastate

trafflc originating in growing Frederick and presently estimated in
e oenvironmental study as consisting of 259 of the L;xisting traffic.
Vill not Plan A bc ihadéquatc within five years after the develop-
ment of the present paper PLU.D.s? |

Were Plan A constructed, and during construction, the pre-
sent 20,500 vehicle da_ily traffic cannot certainly bcl funncled in the
twenty -four foot scrvice road or Marylaﬁd Route 144 with safety.
There is an cstimated 10,000 more in the ncxé five years with t.he
development of the Murphy and Keats propertics.

VI, Environmental amage

The grcat damage to Long Branch has been previously alluded
to. Likewisce, there has been mentioned that Plan B, because of its
construction along the tops of hills will divert the pollutents to ¢cach
side of the hitl rather than concentrating them in the Fong Branch
valley, which would be done by Plan A, .’I‘hcrc is also to be con-
sidered that construction of Plan B through open farm fand with its
attendant dust and noise will only affect ﬁftccn to twenty homes while
such construction along Plan A including the cutting of Jug Bridge
Phil cast cighteen fect will cause great damage o thc' many inhabi-

tants of Pincchitt and Bartonsville, 1t is to be recognized, however,

tl\l ? Q
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that the lowering of the roadbed on the [undgren farm will incon-
venience approximately six or seven dwellings. “The building of a
third bridge ncar the two oxisting bridges on present Route' 40 will

only compound the flooding of the Monocacy valley that was witnessed

in the recent llurricane Agnes cpisode.  If the additional bridging as

planncd in BT through viaducts with adequate spacing for the passing
»f not only the water but the debris carried by it, there will be far
less probability of flooding.

The opposition to Plan B comments on "the creation of a nar-

row island of prime land squeczed between the two highways and

only about onc-half mile in depth at its widest point constitutes a
violation of cvery sound principle of land-usc development recognized

*

by all authoritics™. flowever, 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 cxisting old through highways,

and yct to not eliminate existing scttlements, villages, and communities.

If Plan B is uscd, it is conceded that part of its 300 foot
right-of-way will be through both paper P.U.D.s. This would scem
to be less of an environmental shock than the six lanes of proposed

Plan A and the two-way scrvice road by way of Route H4 that, as

cxplained above, must be dualized to afford ingress and cgress when

-
e
B

these two paper developments are finally developed over the next five
yoars would be ro the old established Ba rtonsville community, includ-
ing Pearl, Pinccliff, and Tulip 1L

IVEM 2 9
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The Department of llealth of the State of Maryland, the
Maryland Department of State Planning, and the Iepartment of In-
terior do have detters 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 cach of these

iotters, its writer qualifics his tentative opinion with cqually as

countforting remarks to the supporters of Plan B.

VI, Conclusion

It is the conclusion of this writcr than Plan A would disturb
and destroy the homcs, thc tranquility, and possibly the fortunes,

of alrgady estabhshcd I'rederick 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 CQunlty.

The dctailed opihions of the unb’.a.'scd experts of the State of
Maryland Department of Transportation State Highway Administration,
and whose function it is to study such matters in én objective way,
as indicated in the Draft Environmental Statement, cerrainly have
more validity as to cost, as well as o the distinctions between the
two Plans, than the unstudicd opinions of biilSL"d laymen.  The Draft.
Lavironmental Statement would tend to prefer Plan B over Plan A,

and with this, the writer concurs.

T
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I. INTRODUCTION

This statement deals with two altefnative

proposals advanced by the Maryland State Highway Admin-

istration for the construction of a portion of Interstate
70N in a 4-mile arca lying just east of the present city

limits of the City of Frederick, Maryland.

The first proposal, called Plan A, yould up-
grade existing U.S. Route 40 to a 6—1ane, non-access
highway, with suitable overpasses, service road$ and an
interchange. It is compatible with the coﬁstruétion de-
sign and highway geometrics both to the east and west
of it, since I-70N from Baltimore to Frederick is gener-
ally constructeé 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 seccnd proposal, called Plan B (o B-1),

would depart from the existing roadixed of U.S. Route

2 O
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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 cbmpatibie with

~ the 6-lane portions of I-70N both to the east and west
thereof. 1Its "costs" have been grossly underestimated
"at $15.5 or $15.6 million. Its true effective costs,

- however, can ke reasonably estimated at $30+ million or

double those ascribed to Plan A. It is conceded that

it is a ;onger; less safe road than Pian 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—Aideighways 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-1)

made at the public hearing conducted at Frederick on the , !

ITENM3 0
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evening of July 6, 19?2, regarding ﬁhe'proposed location
of that porﬁion of I-70N embraced in the aﬁo?é project.l/
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 ana destructive consequences in-
flicted upon the 1,286 unit "Longbranch Estates" §1anned-
Unit Development upon the 270—acre.Murphy tract which
would be se;ered by Pian B (including the desfruction of
a8 10-acre elementary school site) but also to prevent a
grave.and costly mistake on.the part of responsible Stat~e
highway officials to the detriment of the majority of

people living in the area.Z/-Indeed, to recommend Plan B

1/ The reculations of the Federal Hichway Edministra-
tion provide that "...it is desirani=
engineer or hils representative attend a public hearing
as an observer. At a hearing, he may properly explain
proccdural and technical matters.” D2licy and Procedure
Memorandum 20-8, &8(d)(9): 23 C.F.&. App. A (1972).
Not a single Federal Highway officizal was in attendance.
2/ Petitions objecting to Plan B.(or Plan b-1) have been
signea by more than 150 resicdents of the affected area
and filed with the State Highway adwinistration on the
evening of July 6, 1972. 7The silent majority thus
sceks recognitlon and consideration.

=430
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‘ ' 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. -

17



II. QUESTION PRESENTED

Is it the p&licy.of the Federal Highwéy 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 practicabie within thé policy and standards

of the Federal-Aid Highways 2ct?3/

3/ 23 U.S.C. §101 et sey

-
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IIT. BRIEF HISTORY AND BACKGROUND OF I-70N

In ‘accordance with the 1956 Federal-Aid High-

ways Act, a cbrridor closely identiiied with U.S. Route

40 (2 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 1965, access to Route 40 for
Longpbranch Estates was denied and the exact lines of the
pProposed service rcad es it aff-oi-ga that properiy were
officially given on a topograpnical map which was fur-
nished to the State Highway Adninistracion. Rencwad .
requests for access have toen denied by State Officials
on the grounds that U.S, Route 40 wouid becoxne I-70N ~
(non-access) and that the service road would afford (:f

access.  The planned suburbun urnis development on the
property was specifically engincer2d on this basis and
was 5o approved by the Frelericoh Jounty Planning and
Zoning Commission. Tho necessary right-of-way on Long-

branch Estates has beer. offercd at no cost to the goﬁﬁ;q~qm;
SO
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As the schematic plans evolved, they were
the Suﬁject of consultations betveen State highway
officials and various public repriosentatives so that
there was no mystery as to the gpgrading of U.S. Route
40. The proposal'was pPlaced in a critical category in

1968 with authorization to begin preliminary engineering

shortly thereafter.

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

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.i/

By September, 1968, preliminary engineéring
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 thoct its constant shifting hzs led to long
and costly delays. Tae impact of the interchange is
more dramatic upon homes and businesses than any other
phase of Plan A,

206
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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 weré requested to'shift‘the interchange to a
third location -~ The Mains Lane area -- at the behest of
the Planning and Zoning Diréctor. 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, errpasses at
Ijarsville Read ‘and Bartohsville Road, and ; new bridge

acress the Monacacy River, were tentatively approved by



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 1oﬁg-

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. g

VWithin weeks, however, a small group of vocal
citizens, at a meefing with the County Commission on
January 25, 1971, requested the Commission to prevail
upon the State Higﬁway Administration to relocate the
entire proiect by swinging 1£ off its existing roadbed
of Ijamsville Road and projecting it on a north/northwest
arc, threough’ 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 bridce.® The Commission

6/ The Frederick Post, Januaryv 25 571, referred to this
broposal as the "Ganlew pPlan® Fresumatly bocause a local
realtor, Paul R. Ganiey, made the pr esentation to the
County Commission on the basis of his arawings or sketches.
It is common’y referred o as snch Ly many of the local
‘residents. It is now under sorious considerat

tion herecin
as Plan B (or B-1), recommendud as an a¢lternate to the
long-neld plan to upgrade existing U.S. Route 40 (Plan A)

which had already received tentative approval of all
concerned.

ITEi13 0
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was persuaded to make the request to the State Highway
Administration that this radical departure form the ror-

mal highway corridor be studied.
We are advised that:

"Federal Highway officials initially
Objected to the relocation concept,

- but in view of the Adidinistration's
Policy and Prodedure Memorandums 20-
8 and 90-1, inferring feasible al-

—- - ternates be held accountable, the

' : new studies were initiated. "

(emphasis added)?7/

:" We are not advised, as ?et, of the .bas.'.is fo; this
initial federal objection. . However, it is plain that the

- "Ganley'Plan" (now rec0mmeﬁded by the State Highway Admin-

istration as alternate Plan B or B-l) called for such a

sweeping and raaical deﬁarture from the tentatively agreed

pfoposal of many years to upgrade existing U.S. Route 40

as to constitute a complete variance with the corridor geo-

metrics both east and west of the area in questlon and wouldl

demand further lengthy and expensive studics

On or about June 1, 1972, the public wes advised . .

. o for the first time that Plans A and B would be the subject

7/ See Drart Enviroameatal Statement, p. 13,

. rrETﬁ:B O
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of a public hearing on July 6, 1972, and that maps,

drawings and other'information would be avalilable 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 givén prior to the July 6th pub-

"1ic hearing.

It was further stated that a "public info;—
mmation hearing" would be held in June. fhe full spect-
rum of Plan B.and its implicétions thus was first éub-
licly .disclosed only a few weeks ago. Sinée 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 woula 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, suitéble and practicable alternafé

-- and the only alternate -- to Plan A,
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IV. FULL COSTS OF PLAN B NOT DISCLOSED

The true, effective costs of Plan B have not

been presentéd 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 inqdiry 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 wﬁich the State Highwéy
Administration has widely circulated to the public, the
press, thé Federal Highway Administration, and various
other agencies and officials of the state and federal
government. This has led many to say tﬁat the costs of
Plan B are ;about the same* aé Plan A or that they are
"only slightly more" than the $15 million Plan A costs. 4

Nothing could be further from the truth.

BRridcing Costs

A few minutes prior to the public hearing on

July 6, 1972, the comparative figures for bridges on both

8/ The Division Engincer of the Federal Highway Admin-
S, g Y

istration in a July 12, 1972, létter to Mr. Murphy
indicated that he toc has Icoen led to believe that
the costs of Plans A and B are aoout equal,

ITEN 3 0
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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 costs 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. Louls 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 unreélistically iow figure of $50.00 a
square foot, bridge costs alone on Plan B Qould exceed the
total cost of construction estimated for it in the Draft

Environmental Statement.lg/

9/ This doces not include an alternate 12,100 square foot
bridge for Plan B-1l.

|5
~

$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 enginecering expense.
(Draft Statement, p. 37). '

i
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Interchange Costs

An interchange is included on Plan‘A.l It is:

excluded on Plan B. However, Plan B seeks to conceal

such a patent discrepancy by showing several sites wﬁléh
are called "Future Contingency Intefchanges." No reason
is advanced for this strange omission. If one is needed
on Plan A at a point to accomodate a futﬁre planned county
beltway, it is obvious that one is likewise required on
Plan B. The costs.for land acquisition and éonstfuction .
running into the miilions is thﬁs 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
béing relegated to four lanes. Wny? Obviously, to mini-
mize the present cost. Plan A fulfills the 6-lanc regquire-

ment. We are entitled to have the truc costs of these

MEM 5 0
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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

recenéiy 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 1s grossly underestimated. The sever-

ance damage on the Long Branch PUD, for example, is not
clearly écknowledged 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-way 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

224 |

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 Statement.

|
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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 109(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

waintenance."

In addition, a service road between Reichs Ford
Road and Quinn Orchard Road ig 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-séme under either proposal. Again, the true costs
of Plan B are deliberately minimized.
V. PLAN B WCULD VIO;”_&TE THZ PCOLICY
AND STANDARDS OF THE FEDERAL-AID
BIGHWAYS ACT. (23 U.S.C.$101 et seq.)
Section 101 of the Federal-Aid Highways Act

provides in pertinent part that it is the intent of Congress

—15
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that "insofar as possible ..... existing highways located

on an ihterstate road shall be used to the extent thaf

‘such use is _practicable suitable and feasible....."

What 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 o? Tranéportation for each con-~
struction prdject "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."

'Plaﬁ B, as a 4-lane highway, would be ob-
solete as socn a5 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 capacilty to meet federal interstate
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- standards (Draft Environmental Study, p. 38). ‘Yet the

same report seeks to suggest that a 4-1aﬁe 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 hational
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

eas, historic sites, etc., but also to prevent the en-
vironmgnfal waste and damage resulting from drastic de-
partures from existing highways su~h as is the case with

Plan B. If there are compelling public interest reasons
fof.doing so and if there are no feasible aiternatives
available, then, of course, the scenic beauty of the countr?-
side must be relinquished. That, however, is not the case
here, since Plan Aéis clearly feasible, practicable and

suitable.

ITER 5 @
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1. HIGHWAY SAFETY IS LESSENED UNDER PLAN B

It is highly 1mportént to ﬁote that the accident
projections outlined in the'Draft Enviroﬁmental.Study
(pages 14-20) clearly indicate that Plan A is superior to
Plan B. It will ﬁe observed that the retention of U.S. |
.Route 40 in itg present state as a sp-called service road
with its numerous grade separations, plus thosé tha£ 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.l Ité imporfance to the
federal interstate system, however, is particularly signi-
ficant. .The one Congressional mandate in the Federal-Aid
Highwayé Act which specifically restricts tﬁe discretion
of the Secretary is that which forbids approval of any

plan which, inter alia, compromises 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

ITEN3 @



29

- 20 -

safety and to curtail the mounting toll of highway acci-

dents. In the present circumstances, therefore, it is

inconceivablé fhat 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 Eﬁvironmental.
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 42 U.S.C.l§4332(2)(c) requires

all federal agencies to issue a "detailed statement" on

" the environméntai impact of- all "major federal actions

significantly affecting the quality of the human environ-
ment..." l=15/This section is an essential "éétion—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. Calvert Cliffs Coordinating

Cecmmittez, Inc. v. United States Atoaic Enercy Commission,

449 F. 2d 1109,1119 (D.C. Cir. 1971).

Pt
—
~

There 1is no doubt that a Federal-Aid Highway Pro-
ject in the $15 million+ category is ¢ "major federal
action", Nawod Tndividual Membuors of San Antonio
Conscrvation Socicty v. Texas HMighway Denartment, 446
F. 2d 1013 at 1024-102% (5th Cir., 1971).

|

')
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Up to now, the only such statement available to

. the public is the draft prepared by the Maryland State

nghway Admlnlstratlon. This statement'ls heavily orlented_
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 fﬁnds to construct this
project and c0nsequentiy 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 resoufces andltechnical expertise
to providelan effective analysis of environﬁental faétors.
This is the function of the federal agency. It cannot be
delegated to other persons and certainly not-to.interested

applicants for federal funds. Greer2County Planning Board

V. Federal Power Comaission, 455 F. 28 412 (2nd Cir. 1972).

Section 102 of NEPA explicitly requires the federal

agency's own detailed statement "to accompany the proposal

ITEH 3 0



through the existing agency review Frocess." Here, how-
ever, w¢ are now in the midst of a review proceés and no

o such federal independent study is available to us.

It would appear reasonable that if the responsible
federal highway é@thoritiés were actually to view the siﬁe
_ | Lof this project, to study the affected area and to conducf

lits own independent appraisal of environmenfal 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-

R native to Plan A.

The: dangyer 1o that the faderal ageiny, .1n atult
cating its responsibility to local parties, can create an
almost inflexible situation. The early prepération of a

- federal environmental statement would not only accelerate

| the construction of the best road for the lowest cost, but

it weould insure that the public inte%ést in environment,

~ safety, and other important considerations would.be properly
protected. Thus in the recent case of Arlinaton Coalition..

. K
_ . - . :
.

~@ V. volpe 3 E.R.C. 1595 (4th Cir. 1972). the court specifically  —

ITE 3 0
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~ stressed the need for such compliance with the spirit as

well as thé letter of the NEPA. As that court noted,
once the hijhway 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 c<hrough more studies.

MEM3 G
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These recent federal court cases all undor-.

scored the need for responsible federal officiais 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

‘@ study prepared by the state officials cannot be sub-

1

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 contréversial projects
continuing to be foigarded for review by FHWA Headquarters

in Washingtoﬁ. Senator Muskie, however, expressed reserva-
tions about the possiﬁility that federal regional administfée
tors will rely to heavily upon state highway depaftments

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-

ITEN
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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 puﬁlic information hearing held in June,
Mr. Rolaﬁdﬁ}ompson 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 consisten£
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 pribr to the

actual approval of a project by the Secratary of Transportafion.

ITE: 3 Q
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42 Op. Atty. Gen. Feb. 25, 1967. The view expressed by

Mr. Thompson would eliminate every incentive for good

managemenﬁ and the practice of common sense economy which

is incumbent upon the executive branch of government.

Y

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'gfeater.than
that resulting from Plan A. This fact is recognized in

at least three comments frcm responsible government agen-

- cies contained in the Letter File relating to this project.

They were not alluded to in the Draft Environmental State-

ment.

ITE:
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Thus the Department of Health of the State of

Maryland has asserted that Plan B would have the greater

adverse eftect on air pollution, particularly during the
construction phase. With two construction phases necessarv

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 Marylaﬁd Department of State Planning has
stated thét the comments from within that department
favor tﬁe upgrading of the existingaﬁighway alignment --
Plan A, The? pdint out that the selection of Plan B
would run counter to the comprehensive develbpment plan
of Frederick County which calls for the dedication of
this property to low-density housing development. It

Suggests that its selection would requlre a complete re-
examination of the land-use plan for that narrow island

of property which would be created between the two highways.

L
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This approach is proper and specifically required by
_™~Section 102(2) of NEPA which states that environmental
statements nuét weigh short-term uses of the environment

against lony-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.sS.
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 iSiand 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 developmeht recog-

nized by all authorities.

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

237
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scenic park and recreational areas sget aside therein.

Importantly, the highway would run directly through a

10-acre site set aside for an elementary school. These
cast aside in thenDraft Environmental Statement.

X. CONCLUSION

It is respectfully submitted that Plan B --
the "Ganley Plan“ -- is ill—concelved, exce851vely costly
and injurious to the area, It must be reJected Its
adoption would constitute an arbitrary and capricious

Judgment on the part of governmental authorltles

238

Plan A, on the other hand, is the shorter, safer,

less costly and less damaging road. There are no com-
pelllng publlc interest reasons to abandon this long-

approved proposal.
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mﬁtsnhes AND DEVELGP R“ SERVIGES, IN(,

\ )DERT M. KEATSG, PPRrOIDFNT

'\.D\

N sSunrTeE 1610

s ION6%2-50702

Octobhea 18, a7

M. Thoma:- Mohifoer
State Hoad s Commi sion Ottice -
N loenst stveet '

Froedevick, Mavyvlamt 21701
R Route 70N
Near M. Mohler:

A= von know, 1L am a property owner anxions tor ynn'
to recolve the tinal location obf Route [0 5 where it cvosces
the Monocacy River. 1 apain nrge vori to obaacdon ol alter-
native plans inelnding the Gapley Plan and aoceed with i~
pateh Lo develop Ronte 7O N along the oviginal conrse = over
the exixting Ronte 10 Right ot Way. '

L do not know what | could add v the report ot Mr,
Murphy other than that T hope in your il of way acgrisition
of my properiy van considercd my nlbtimate o Cidential densi-=
ty it yon were not goiug throngh my propoe: i, {i.c. \ny soet=
tLement counld not be at tarm prices=. tul wontd probablsy have
to e based on an overall dens=uty ot 12 = 15 anits per acve
plus compensation tor the tremendonws blicin yon worn bd wronght
on thisx proposcd Planned Unit Development o I von woun b
like a copy of my comprehensive plang 1w il e hiappy Lo [har—
nish vou with same, althouyh a copy hias been available Lo you
through the Conmly since spring.

Please et me hear fvom von as. o when yon think

a Jdeciston mioht o yreaehed,
Thank yon very wnch,

Sinceroely,

290

KO3 WOl AVEMNEIE .
Coervy veew, Mruroarny }f(.)'l"')‘@

INVESTORS AND DEVELOPERS SERVICES S NG

il
. ,r!‘ i \ -~ - - -
oot T e
lobwat M. Keats o o

Proe-adeait
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INVESTORS AND DFVELOPERS SIZRVICES, INC.

JBERT M. KEATS. PREBIDENT

_ SUITE 1610
- . : 5530 WISCONSIN AVENUE
‘ . _ : - CHEVY CHASE, Marviano 20015

PrNg: 301-6%2-502332

December 6, 1972

( 5 %
. o o -
. e 4

Maryland Department of Transportation. e -

State llighway Administration 3 H

JOO West Preston Strecot . L -

P.0. Box 717 . _ el Tl
Baltimore; Maryland 21203 2o

. : m
o RE: Interstate 70N ~ &

East eof Ijamsville Road to
West of Monocacy River

Gentlemen:

I wrote a letter to Mr. Mohler dated October 18,
1972, which he torwarded to You on 9ctober 20, 1972,
awaiting your reply. What is the
alternate Routes of 70N? -

i

I am
current status of the

-

Sincerely,

INVESTORS7AND DEVELOPERS SERVICES, INC.

ey Y
- \: /%’\C_,.
Rober

M. Keats
President

Enclosure
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, , METRO-LAND AND Gnowm INVFSTMENTS INC.

bt
ulr rurn.chH HIRLCT N ‘W ~ é’
WASHINGTON S L € a P : \_Q
:):"t‘)t_ﬁ ”rq-'”““‘ 72740
c%;w
. L, S N
Jut oo L7, 1o -
zmn ™
ono
Ar. Thoaas ok 2323
Joling oopnly Chach davcape r=florngng and Safety ™ ©
SLlate Hichwov winihidsoral e on - - g
JUY Wesi rreston Slredti
daltinore, Morylono  2LeOld
Re:  Corriaor Public Hearing, July 6, 1972
‘ TContract ol ¥ GOH=DOU-T72
Interstalbe itk 70-i
(] Tjanavilice Roal Lo west of Honocacy River
Fredesiciy ftucland i
Dear Mr. ilicks:
PMobtro-hanw I GL-)wth Invest: nenis, ine,., do the owner

g IS N |
Of _;..).;

aeres ot Lon. in Yroderick Counkty, derelata, in Lhe

ArCGH anaer Conside res o ab the above-mentionea pablic heaving.

PThae et Leacnc s ool tied dn sapdort of D

oowhaelt was proe-
senreoean al Lhat bheac:ar o

, ol in owoosiitdlon wo o Pian G, -

e oroocceys 0of Lhiae cnrn-\)ru!:inn
vicinlity f S e davger Lrnct
dr. lurens reoc Eerahy Lo osaae el

ie .n the iaeediate
Wl iy soleer U . flarpnv.

il gl Ll aeacing tae reasons
wav the acowntion of Plan B or ibe alternaobke, vian B3-1, would be
contrary o the pablic intevesc o Lhat tacee ave longer, wore

costly, loss safoe o more detriveatal to the environuent., We.
concur in bis criciciese of PLac 3 ond -1 and endorse his pre-
~centation 1n asaboor . an Plaa

,

T oaviaeat v vl e 0 ar arave aoncern that
Lo e vl ot 0 aamd ccsteen, it oo Lewranl agdencey in-
Vel ape v ehe sy anowr L, oo s tooo oW cnvivonsontal 1m-

DA HTT s T e e 1ot Gee e b)Y ot Watdonal
Favcron e atal Uoadae s e T, e i ey nees () o We
R ' ' Ci U CovAronaent )
conridor e sons v ol ol e e aidica uh phan o have,
I b o "lil T e L e b e L p e s L Heryrlanda
SLALC T awe e U

oty o, o vl andorstated in the
soRbartaon ol Laco oo s

TR TR R A S BT I TR Y SR TS NN S W B

«cinally to the casual ( \
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HMr. ‘rhonae Hiche

e 17, w2

vaage 1wo

reiorenect an e Soaee e e o e otemegri L S aleenl Lo thie
slannee arcon deu o bo ey e e pohe Wranct ot Lee, on Lhco
ity Lroacroy wasch o wen e e s L Tre e e Coonly
Plonning ond coniue Coanoelon doveral veero ol Gur propertv,
pedlng in tihe imcelite vicindty, wo.oda e aval ta.le for cuac
conyatible urce, '

e ol for Losg Sy non peialon cally dor 1,000
ewellaona undte noavroMmuaa Do o paCl Aarcan, e Lad-acre cchool
sooe 1ncbhics s hat Hlan adgoeine anl v oernionis ow are. of
oy mbanadne sconse ovaut o {cee Draltlt rnvivenmeantal A aceaond,

D 20) clrea by Jecranitog Tor pale e 1o o duroass b .

Foae e lerar cae o aad Phl e alannes arpar cevel oo cni woar e oro-
Vietee b, 00 tvac s o Live novi Logranbin of thie Ui pen ey i

Liml. I o thor cenegaiopon ene in o goeneratioans boo Soee, raoucande
of Frcdorisy Conph - cosdaents vl bo af fordes e ootvantaca of
Lavireg dn o oonrb e caviconacoi wilh Blve rono o o dla b s g

LI Conve s ol

P T L P B S S N N TS T O R O I A A M deoe can Lhe
oo e anveoncee liogy G :IL..L:-.!-_.i.‘;;.n-/.-v Fosaaaetration
teoocomodews 3l vt be 7 e ea e Ul wonte AT Lo inder-
Tlele standiasde and orovioarng o cwablel rervico roat for loceld
svafiis, jusk o nos o lvendt hoon donc one the paritiene of 1-7uUN
e b ecacrt of this i-r:.'r‘-lr-a:-l.. e, Lhe iamplementation of this
PUN dr co sonrent on o car cagolion of dlan A for the complotion of

Pode s en, oo vrepn reed e sl rapseat s of et Plan 3 ane
I N L U RS T b s o e e aneh te rates, s tiroy-
Lihwe Lo U, e R e e ot gl Lo oropecty for
N )t.‘li'l-.i-': o . HPR ¥ B ] e ' i R G Qo - )
R ¢ C T re b, e Do a'e Lrart

Lt P S O KU e o e (e e Y erbaemt v ahsora-

R L A R e e S e ey e by et Lot
RN ot U . . S : D R Loy e aaend of
Tt e [ Myt - - Yo i ot L S t N N BN . l':.l'lll“' ni ree

T D] L R S 1 TU L U S 0 el s e {0 L), o compari-

POML e e G et e e N e ehatt ol naotay Brancehh Bstoles

3

’

I ke dies Licae e e dleneaent cean s paght Torow Hhie ochioold
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Mr. Thotan Hieks : .
. July 17, 1972 o

Dacie Ihrce

The decleratlon o ooticy of (e Mational Fnviroa-
. - wental Policy act of Lo vertives dn o oan Lhat LYo Fedorel
( . Maghwaw Aeminletration, A L Codera ] i ooy here involved,.
chall (12 U.o.C. e, A331) "Rk X Juynrove and coordinatc
Federnl nlane, Munclions, arodrans, and resources to the cond
that tae Hation may -
(1) fulfill the responcibilitier of cacn qoneration as
trustee of the environaent for sneceeding generationss

() assure for all Anericans safe, hecolthful, productive,
and esthetically oad culturally pleasing surroundings;

(3) atlain the wiriest range of beneficinl uses of the

cnvivonment withonl decradation, risk Lo nealkbh or safety,
or otier undesiranlco and unintencded CcOasapences;

' (') * * % A0 intain, whercver ponsci ble, an omraropment
whicn supnorts iiversite andg varicty of invliviaga I choice;

(5) achieve & Halance hotwoen popuiaiion and resource weoe
which will et Nivh c<honusyds of living and a wide sharing

of life's awcnitien:

(G)  * % #*»

The voaniion of 1 ang 0 il cechle Lhonsands of people

OL Lhie sone i eneralsoe e e e nd ool Loeael o

LEehoal an G seliding o0 e L ot Y etrow Liat Jdwenl
COMMLEEY, ool Toovs (e - 1, RS FEE R R UL I I VAN Cevelopine

Lwoy e ngr g e b ey e b acy i - Leisdd nortin of

Plan v L o N I A S N L TR RN ENE P S Coucied e oF vl ie Lfanas
— Y e i ey IR L T ot eacta For o ovihiie
(‘ ! prafecs Ensrt U oy e aond . o P e N Rt ) I
o the dionar U o ra b An Lhie Calape aee af Lthe
cave bang neler Mo - o oo T L b Lhie oruject od 4o

Fors Loy Procie pact Counc s v . el tan b ac i tions ancer

(|
g .
Uil
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Pir. ']"'(q'n‘tl.‘.- 'f ;tc"..'
Jdnulv 17, 1y
Par ¢ Four

Lie resoeclive nlims (lan Np F1 o, 0h 00 plan s, S, 100,00,

SOEL suvironmeenlol oo e B, v ) g e bicbic sne
slsleading.  The ad iilion OfF 4,00 sive Mlane dle o tive: tay

pasce ot Lhe Zounly tiocongh the vevelooneal. of the Mitrpay PUD
would hHe possible moder Plan A, and Lhe incr ascrd LAt revenues
woa b mare ticn offset the lornes hecauss Gther lande vere removerl
Frosg vbe tax roile.  soch an nereasc will gever e wensible under
vlan i, ' '

In nralne e aonplion of vian SV wWe o nob ovarlong
the valid concern o Lhase property owners i Lhe Qurctonnvilie

drce Aot bhe deeeo CELLTan A Bheir e, . Feel sure,

Chowever, that onece plim A Qe adopled, the (ngince, s will e ahle
.L!..

in thcdir detoiled plane minimize the i vact o Lhe chanees 1

thabiorea, in Liae wiin coae of Lhe sugaosiions o 7 v, Lou
Brocaus ab L ey g, '

Concves 0 Lo ies! LG Rt ey i Of Lhe cranl; Looof
ANV envivenaend o aa oon e - UERELE P R R Y R SR TTR

dlace An wader i iy

CoOTCSC v o et e g
o as oo Ui e i e SEMNCS e b anncann g ol peonic
-mf',' e st s s a0 e lane e Letweoen
Donalalion ope Tennre e wnion L harcdl o Nl ~tindard of

Pivins ana o wide ARETSE o I FLSSRNE B I N PR PP

}
lan A

TLHAS OIS0y o

e iUien . e submih Lha

e O R P TN X TE RN I S TR national environ-
vaatil nlics,

e BT L £y
.
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27 | <.. .
« w7 Oranict of Comenecice of Suderich € ouny
- o
' _ FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701 - PHONE (301) 662-4168 -®
o v x e "':;
| Juy 19, 72 -
_ ' ‘ - Eﬁg. nY
€ Mr. Walter Woodford, Jr., Chief Engineer 'Eiziﬁa a2
State Highway Administration G0 —
300 ¥est Preston Street < -
Baltimore, Harylsnd =< o ‘
| Re: Contract No. F 605-000-772
_ Interstate Route 70N
, Jjamsville Road to West of
¢ _ o Monccacy River, Frederick

L

~

R _

A
.»\O

g s e

— f.mz?""'wsf" //4-**4*/““’“""

County, Maryland
Dear Mr. Woodford;

X 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 end the July 6% hearing.

After much discussion the consensus of opinion is:
l. Ve 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 crocsing at Long
N
%

BPranch. There is a tremendous difference between
the cost of the culvert and the viaduct.
2. Ve generally favor the plan wh ch is least cost-
1y and which affects the least number of people.

The first of these considerations would seem to favor
Plen A and we belicve that the second conside
pl&ﬂ ;»1\ 2

o Srvm oy

"a s
K
..'-.L DLl

ration would also favor
tdjustoonts could be razie to rore neerly use
essenatially only the preseat right-of-way.

Very truly yours,

, CCPIES ,/7 Va . ~
T ~_ANCA LNG!\L_ER '/-l (//\ X ‘/;T) 2'4?4 _
—LoCATON Richard D. I dy
._S VEY chard D. Hamaond,
%Elqsﬁ” Exccutive Vice Prosident
rOH/§8 :
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ADDRIES S f SRSV /YN (A A P ) R S
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Short statement concerning quostion or other
inquiry. .

§ ™I " -

247

A

I Guesticn  pRiE_E gm_m_-__z;;____:f [ an

Vet wo P ..f.'?._(_.l\ Ny

"
{

eid ’Lﬂn:..-.tL e SRS N VAP L/ 51 | 1A S A% 0

SRR} H____el_z.;ss I | . R

£ A

Ry i Ee BAGE s P W Loy

R 3. . .. . e v e - ; R )
Pop L, wonby o ~_.L\;..u_.l;~_~_'~’..'.-._.L.’...._1;’L._-’.\!:~ %

Hiapwacs ¢ Blrsci_ AWV

YWl e CSE U ATE
- G TRy

sma;. R -

SV ) AW SN Y. o G (CF

- PO R .
.'4". - L\-..JIJ 2y f -'\»Lr...):.;.’

AT .

S R F LTRSS P P N L B Y s IR
!\4 I i .‘ L ‘v-. : } I U F— - \,\-. .\.“'-‘ [ SRS ‘_...._‘_¢~ .n.L -1_ ‘:’:_.——_—————

Plese Mo e,

Mo, o dhewier tbiok

Aotanysbene e daaet bopiancer-Planning and
Cratee Paoearoay b Siatran

N oo ton Street

ibtamere, Macviauwd 21201

LSE=40 | 7/7102/770

.\..

2
«iT>

Safety



<)

[

249

-

[ 4

()

>
ol
' G
Siate el A unistration Tam
33 Ninot Ppocton Cleael, ')'-:“""7’
Bl ti: -, . PB5

inere, - outylocd 210201 piA<]

N
'S0

Aldar i e " Voymem I i s TP
Atteutiont “toans Qleks, Deprty Crkel ol Taelnoordins

-

¢c O W 1€ NS

~A3AYD

Tur il and Snfoyy

! cw 3 o1 PURAEEDY, WAL Or 3
v e tFaxe Lo wedor il Sogcie oo Ionecestanely
e e it N Y]
Y asrss RELTEPSG i :
- . PP £ e g H "
2r3S 1 N U SaY GLil ot Lrvvead Ly ifan N, L oaens
a'= -
) h\ Fl ] 7 hd 3 »‘,... eyt , .
Lo ™eLesh Anvingt Bhin Mave
Ih

by P PO Ghete 4 v dio : '
JELTU 0L chna'n tha 1 T aLlicveniiey n thie oo3d of

. (1) Lo b ool imig

o~ ra
EXRY |

oyt R Iy -..
ALLASL L

N [APIPTE S 1 ves
'\l.. 4 05 L ox )4‘ ]."&AlC's
ey

o2t

e
o
,-.l
L
-t
i
-

8o (3) Gost of sradine of L0

mvionn )

Aol e (5) Cost of 1 wohlamse Thase
Dot oF %0 oo

in tha- over Ll rend

; Y PRV Y . vl T
v T ot dnehdon 101
SRSV DG, Ty |

-
Y3 SR poaslile G w oo Unlorct e Ponte to bhe
b, ta secenianl cldabl e and Doste . , .; }' ;’1.’...' AN e
- N [N §
bon eoteT Lo (g T G T R v g
Coo3 ‘;' * E".'_J","a .-

} Lt e BRx .:."'.’.L'.t..’.on nere for
& I‘O..‘."_}-;.; S T Y AU |

e~

Yoy

ory tirdy youwrg,

WEM3 I o



el ¢

: /;774{ Z2/70 7

Fhodusik

_._.u N 31

toam
2L h-. ._._.,Ap"u. L
SLygy 31s1s

f"" .y ALY AN

~
v

£l 2 W4 92 nr e

ITEV 3 5



FRitIt

PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

UL 1 1972

\,( - \gpu?as*r LON AND/OR_RECOMMENDATION FORM
Rar 4" Contract No. F 605-000-772
Feie gapeTy N> ’

™

E
Interstate Route 70-N igw
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv?

Frederick, Maryland

\__ o o
-

. t —i
In order to provide a mcthod by which th{ more
complicated or controversial questions &yn be -
answered, pleasc fill in the following irfor- ©

mation: . -

is
4 52 ¥ UA

NAME Raymond J. Reilly

ADDRESS  Maryhill, Ro.utc 6

COUNTY Frederick Z1P CODE 21701

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. : o :

Ecology is not for the birds, it is for people and their relation to

their environment,

Plan A disrupts this relatiodship by adding new eastbound lanes

through people's homes and affecting the balance of environment for many

more.

Plan B disrupts the relagonship by increasing the cost of the project

1 .. ¢ . .-

(when 6 lanes and Frederick Beltway Interchange are included), and by

increased taxation reducing one's ability to maintain one's personal ccology

or baltance.

Mr. Lou Brosius' Plan - Six lane urban interstate in the existing ripght-

of -way _dpeuenad cut at Linganore Road to reduce tne grade (and noise
-.Sﬂl.l. .L&.L.LAA >

leve!l'. double deck bridpge for local and west bound lancs, stmplified diamond

interchange 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: ' (Over)

Mr. Thomas Hicks

Acting Deputy Chicf Engineer-Planning and Safety
State Highway Administration

300 test Preston Street

Baltimore, Marylana 21201 '
LSF-35 [7/12/71] - - . .2'3?';,";‘5‘3 6
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-“’. enhancing the ecology.

Please give it full consideration - it will work.
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LRSI nm's\um AND/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM:ZT X 0
s ~Contract No. F 605-000-772 ws: T e
“éq”)‘fbﬁ ey \‘““ Interstate Route 70-N S=a =
~al - Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River no
Frederick, Maryland =< <

In order to provide a method by which ‘the more
, _ complicated or controversial juestions can be
- : answered, please fill in the ifollowing irfor-

matlon

NAME & oo hdj ;D MCM{J
ADDRESS ,?/ ~ad, G - »ﬁanl&wnﬁﬂ ﬁj

. coumyfru,clw 2IP CODE  2./774 /)

Short statement concerning quest1on or other

nquiry.
- f ,Oamé/Zu Sl ernal [l (8 *z!m/x,/
-ﬁp,e,/ A8 UDMLQ/ e / 0 otm 4,4{4
j;‘/b /7/97?’,4/54‘() (L{/Cxﬁ_zi //é*b ¢ ) ///ff.';.-‘“ / /A./f’)

\, ,XQC(J—{';"@& /"r,a”'-n’(.z;/ Lo gL e L A <z
/j/’dm Vo ax /%) /Z,L;A .;"f/ 4/ Lpenn Rster o ”
dég £y lé—v/r/ O Ay, -<'), n;,,(/nf N —"',-'-‘.{,«a?fjx)*;?-:-w

/4 L1 . ’//‘/ /6 /:'/f. l' "Ll T j A /7'/-)'/ (v;-f‘/-_/:’/.j/,c.;bé;
/L(,’ \ - .j‘/-'/r_"?./ ’f(//*. )£1044/ 420
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/, s /f‘-:' % m :
/! J )
/c* / /_> G e L/Mr..a-«‘ s, rel o, 9} Dt O 2L 7/
e 1 - . e g J/d/-//d
/\ //A/ f { / / /ﬁk’} .’A'/- U /4_.)} /IO(///")<) llf/v/ /,‘

/ | , ) . ' /:
y Oﬂ/ﬁwh op L S R At zi L ,/ X éuték
(- A ' PR . f
N s R A R R P R AL // ATy ]/ S ()A
L .- ;',\ ",,' T .
[,(,/\-{’ /.\{?/r&'.{.( ¢ K . (({. JL .(‘)//()/,'{ }/ ,f /4 /A_{) LM . M%
/{5(40 > Plecse Mail To:
: Mr. Thomas Hicks
Acting Deputy Chief Engincer- Plannlng and Safety —
‘ State Higauay Administration C
~ - 363 Vest Preston Street -
Baltimore, Marvyland 21201
LSE-3S [7/12/71]) Py
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INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING 6/22/72

HIH ST l()N AND/OR RECOMME Nn/\l FON FORM
. -

/"'.’- r“ i, :;
~@ & E:,‘C’ ” Contract No. F 605-000-772 3 R (D
%‘ Interstate Route 70-N B &= ~
L L QIJamssllle Road to west of Monocacy E}gg? _
J 3T o Frederick County, Maryland = 3

PRl

in @‘dcr to prov1dc a method by which %h:fmorép
Sf°'“¥9 pTicated or controvers;al questionsScan be
‘“ﬁnswcrcd please fill in the f0110w1n6§-nFor-

matl
ADDRrssp% @M,( - A

COUNTY ﬁ/’ﬂ #/ 11P CODE 14/7 o/

Short statement concerning que<t10n or other
inquiry.

ST T

| )3’5' e

Ll ¢

Please Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks
: Acting Deputy Chief Engineer-Pilanning and Safety
' " State Hlighway Administration C
.y 300 West Preston Street '
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

—

LSF-35 [7/12/71]
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INFORMATIONAL PUBLLIC HEARING 0/22;72
OHEST JON /\NH/()R R] ( ()'\H\H Nl)l\l l(\N l()l{"ﬁ:‘
GUR-000-772 >aﬁ

- J"z)
Con + D

R Contract No. I
o Interstate Rnutv =N
lJﬂmsVLllo Road to west of Monocxgy:;u_cr

Frederick County, Maryland "-ﬁ‘:

-
in arder to provide a mcthod by which the molp

complicated or controvers,al gues stions can be
answared, please (ill in the following irfor-

Smation:

NN D didhed 27 Daar).
ADDRLSS @24 # ¢
COUNTY Sy tonecdls  ZID CODE_2/7p /

Short stuatement concerning question or other

inquiry.

¢ Wd 92 1r 2
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Plecasc Mail To:
Mr. Thomas IHicks
Acting Depuiy Chict Ingincer-Planning and Safety

State Hiphway Administration
300 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 23201
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i Mo Departinent of |
Gorernor Economic and Commumnity
RECCIVED Development

JUL 231 19712 July 19, 1972

CLHICF ENGINEER

Mr,. Walter E. Woodford, Jr.
Chicf Fnrincoer

State Highway Administration
300 VWest Preston Strecet
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Dear Mr, Woodford:

257

Edmond F. Rovner

Secr lary

William A. Pate
Division Dircctor

RECEIVED

JUL 24 1912

DEPUIY CHICF EilGR.
DEVELOPMENT

’ The staff ol the Division of Economic Development
have reviewed the draft "Environmental JImpact Statement'
on Contract No., ¥ 605-000-772 (Intcrstatc Routc 70N -~

Ijamsville Road to West of Monocacy River),

The only clear cut opinion derived [rom discus-

sions on this project is to the. effect that Plan A or Plan

B will provide a beneficial impact in terms ol ccononic
\v‘ development, and the staff finds no grounds for a protest

in the event that either plan is sclected,

There is some inclination by the staff to favor

Plan B duc to the expectation that it may have a favorable

cffect on development by improving accessibility to an
interstate highway for more pcople than would Plan A,

" We appreciate the necessity to cvaluate a project
such as this from many points ol view, and we stand ready

to assist you in our arca of cxpertisec,

LX)

Sincercly, p

' f - o~

. . , 2 .

Sl e =
[N

Robert M, Sparks e o

Deputy Dirvector N =~
L‘.

€. ™

RMS:ro'c: S L

m N

— o

) l?’“’"’/

©CCe fh 2 Timpi

Division Of Fconomic Development Tel: 301-267-5501-

2525 Rfiva Road, Annapeolis, id. 21401
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72
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¥\ . Contract No. F 605-000-772 =EEm R
JUL 1o 1972 ,‘ Interstate Route 70-N 5038
IJaqp ille Road to west of Monocacy Rive . 3 =
AN ) el "2/
| 9.\\“,-./":“‘/ Fredcrick, Maryland 15 h S
“Th order to provide a method by which ‘th&* pore 3

complicated or controvers.al questions can be
( . , answered, please fill in the following Irfor-
- ' mation:

NMW/&?UOM %,/’7{
ADDRESS ﬂfﬁ /4 %a/ AN
COUNTY -,-;(,L/,“;(; Jud 21P CODE_2/ 70/

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry
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Please Mail To: ' , L
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Mr. Thofas llicks
Acting Deputy Chicf %nhlﬁcex-Plaﬁn1ng and Safety
‘ State Highway Administration
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Baltimore, Maryland 21201
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INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC LiFARING 6/22/72

\ ’l, , '..'.
QUESTION. ANI/OR_RECOMMENDAT ION 1ORM \" T (
Contract No. F 605-000-772 N
Interstate Route 70-N e 555{b"Y BTN
ljamsville Road to west of Monocacy F1ver A T _Dw\flz’
Frederick County, Maryland Hm =
gv;‘)} [
In ordcr to provide a method by which ~Ef“morqh
complicated or controverssal questionsg’ i be

answercd, please fill in the- follow1né:23For-:?

matlon

NAME 7//Dﬂ/ ZA\A/L.L& 77/{ /,f/r/-://

ADDRESS T eci e £ 6 ’?/zcc/é/t(é fe, 7}@4@{’&4‘0(

COUNTY - O/Z‘uzgf/ul[g Z1P c/om: 270/

Short statement concerning question or other
1nqu1ry
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k)?éﬁ’ﬂﬁ (B foag | /Q(/’Q/LCJ' A// 2t /f«:a/(// émé/l
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Llzite Lo ///ﬁﬂ oA, YTz é[ /2444 20 Szl
Lrrrege =St rpree M Zend Y @l Z
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Pleasc Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks '

Acting Denuty Chief Engincer-Planning and Safety
State Highway Administration

300 West Preston Street

Baltimore, Maryluund 21201

LSE-35 [7/12/71]
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

Contract No, F 605-000-772
Interstate Route 70-N
[jamsville Road to west of Monocacy River
Frederick, Maryland

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,

i L

Edwin E. Wells

[TE

nA T
&‘\-ﬁi “'g’

ERY

2%

-

6



AN

¢

A7

(7// - (’7/ V
FTEM 4 7



-' £ /;‘ el Vﬁ“,\ . reis ec %/
/ : *{ .o .. _ f‘%
. | § >
. ' / ‘:é‘ﬁ‘,l: =
N \/ % 7 / SN
' , < /Lj gé';; o
X
. (//6» ek __— / ‘Z@L—C.-/W N
(2

’5/> wze , )

e Ol o //%M/ %/
M_Zyé) //{/Z’k) <,,u/¢ //)/ e 2

. i e/ﬁoe//zw?///u/éoé,/

@

é ‘// /)/c v

T
VA

”

é | 5 /é/{ 3 /7(
_ //, o . .
i pith ol 2 pl e //

// LA v A~ ///zom%l /v/é’ Ctiet—

L/é’%{,e,a/ 7/

Na L) //)N( /)/(//41/
0 ;
/[/u/»(//u, /

17

// % "/7“{@; —7 S %ém

L <
//M//'ZL f///v"”"”/ /f@(// 5%(,/‘

- /7/(/06,//2«4//

7,_,@__, ,

Sl e /

I e
QZ}?ZL, >//’uc//( ///V/’fc" o/;Ju

r e S
V“’v ,G

_,_7 =

l

!_t 7



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 - §§
§, =
QUERT I()N AND/OR RECOM! H‘NI)MI()N FORM © o5 ~
Contract No. F 605-000-772 gt R
N Interstate Route 70-N ¢ o
; )“ ‘.sv111e Road to west of Monocacy Rive .o 2
A Frederick, Maryland . Eg . ~
g i
\ﬂl!l& ﬁﬂgln orBir to provide a method by which -th&é* more &

1
g

t

¢

(
S
\f\

cqurgcated or controversjal questions can be
’*’”“red please fill in the following irfor-

mmuon

NAME 2701/, °+-25baxz, éiacébdi}((. (57 4§lqué;21

ti\'_,

¢ W/& ADDRESS - ¢ /3t n¢ 3

~J'.' Az

M COUNTY =Thp Lorcde TIP CODE__2 ) 7 (

Short statement concern1ng question or other
inquiry.

Aoir 14%' 25(2 e, <:7L ?97/7( /7/b4,\/ A

Lt_( /Q- h'} fw?lzl 544 Q Soud. .é— C j—f;zi d/

AL vﬁfp/ L$‘Jf Zﬁilfi% .JZKZI/L 1;4L_vxllc; )() [f}kdgjﬁi:4{f ~

%{5‘4 Q/vfé,f,LT /2 go)mcu,: N D AL /)M;Z??

'fbuiﬁrug/p- // ‘f’f{C /LGAM»[K;»Z: ju(a/'f' 5 M,é

/LL—CZK‘ an Jé&>u CA/ ¢ l?ud,/ A ;7[A ;C{/) fvaprA/)

4M1/qu¢1\4 (f:u Zf’ /7/0*—&/({— z(/(,M,(/{ /Iﬂ/sé@w

/M//\z C'/f: (L(bel" f ("‘ 1”1( ’1’/&.7(- e jZ(’ A {4(/ b52./

j/\f /Z =T 7€ O—’)wu——«v’f C i LE LL 7// O‘)\/‘mw L{‘-)«7

A T7~ . /

L// g_ ) qA,__,__w( /x/ A7 /g/’ {‘—’;f Q 'O/A{_ ;/‘ ‘;,.(}4 /\_.LJLA’,[_(Q’
. <,
&‘/K‘\ ALZJ,._'}/' Q. x\/g 1,))\ oy~ /l(" IS Kr\---L -3\ 5’_'2"1/"7‘21/

o y .WOf — :
wl"lc‘k\—'/ 7{3‘{j(“ ~Z // V Fonc /(] f 1/4//'/’»11 Ll s 2! Lur z. :7& Y)'

Please Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks ' ' ..
Acting Deputy Chief Cngincer-Planning end Safety (:

State Highway Administration
300 ¥est Preston Strect
Baltimove, Maryland 21201 R
. ,
WEM4 B

LSE-35 (7/12/71)
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> . PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

,.‘ l { ‘“ -

w ——, fq \
”UI H()N /\Nl)/ﬂll RECOMMT .‘\I)ATIUN U?RM

PR ] -. o
Contract No. F.605-000- 772
Interstate Route 70-N
rjamSV1lle Road to west of Monocacy Riv
Frederick, Marylaad

0G 11 WY 92 nr e

In order to providc a method by which the more
complicated or controvers;al cuestions can be
answered, please fill in the followm6 irfor- .

mation:

NAME MANUEL, T, PADILLA

ADDRESS Route 6 ~ Pinecliff

COUNTY_ prederick ZIP CODE'_ 21701

Short statement concerning qu=stion or other
inquiry. _

" 1L live in Pinecliff and will obviously be affected by the final decision

on_the proposed road changes from Ijamsville Road_to West of the Monocacy,

Getting into and out of Pinccliff will be more difficult and time consuming

it will

add copnsiderable mileage. to my cars and add to the amount of time getting into

town (Frederick) or goin 3 imor closc proximity of the road to

my home will also grcatly increase noise pollution, Plan A will greatly

increase traffic in front of East Frederick Flementary School, thercby

increcasing the danger to the children that attend this school., I have two

children there,

I 2lso _feel that the truec cost in terwms of morey and humin misery have not

been shown, I am certain, thouch not by desipn.,  If Plan A is implemented,

someone would have to improve and widen Bartonsville Road. tow much will this

(Continued on attached)

Please Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks

Acting Deputy Chief Enginecer-Planning and Safety
State Highway Adaministration

300 West Preston Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 N
ITEM A4 9
LSE-3S [7/15/71] ' '
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cost? Who will pay for it? The County? This will probably be a County

e

~
Py

proféct. How many families will be displaced? dho will relocate them and
also pay for the rolucatioﬁ? Becausce, i('this ié a county project, thpse
peoplc will not be eligible for relocation assistance by the State or.chersl
Governsment. The people that live on Bartonsville Road are predominantly black,
also somé whites, and most of them are of small financial means. It wadld.be.
é gross injustice to them to tear up these homcs; when a road. could be built
where there are no homes, or very fcw, affected as Plan B proposes. Also,
these pgoplc on Bartonsvillc Road would have a very difficult problem in fird-
ing adequate housing in the Frederick City arca because of limited financial
resources and becausc they are black. That is where the humah misery would
come, where you cannot place a dolia£ and cents fligurc. The opponents of
Plan B arc only concerned about the amount of moncy they would not make if
their proposed rcsidcntial development does not come into being. -~
I have lived in Pinecliff for six years. 1 consider the people on
..Baftonsvillc Road as exccllent to outstandiné peoplé. They live and let
live, even though we do not visit with cach other, i consider them, as do
the people of Pinecliff, to be good ncighbors. ‘
It would be tragic to disrupt thesc people, when there is land available

on which people do not live with very fcw exceptions.
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 g =
Fxl o
: »="" OV
QUESTION AND/OR RGCOMMENDATION BORM & 72
Contract No. F 605-000-772 el =
Interstatc Route 70-N et =
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River . u

Frederick, Maryland

In ord>r to provide a mecthod by which the more
complicated or controverssal questions can be
answered, please fill in the following Irfor-

mation.

-
’

N, , / - ;
NAME /7 Y Ty yope . L8203 =
. - . .—/
. 2! L a5 e = . 77
s ADDRESS - Loy /o G S o) i

¢9Q1Cﬁww\%-fﬁ . - A :
| COUNTY ))jtwid. o/ 21P CODE_ N/ 7} /

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. .

) 14
. /, - — ’ v -
IR ja ) 2T AT, L r’ e Z A~
T ' R
R A S A R S L S 4 / a4 oL )
/-)rx < /L ¢ ' by )
. /r
/ .
{

Pleasc Mail To:
My. Thomas Hicks
Acting Deputy Chief Engincer-Planning and Safety
State Highwuy Administration
300 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 ‘ _ :
' SHTR4
5845 0

LSF-35 {7/12/71)
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‘,‘“' PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 . 2 Zé7
-7 i/j(\\ "‘_: §
n(fi\um ANN/OR_RECOMMENDATION FORM f?,,_q 2
KA L.Pntract No. F 605-000-772 PE R B
Interstate Route 70-N o .
: Iaamsville Road to west of Monmocacy Rivi % %
. ! Frederick, Maryland Q,Aﬁ
( P }9
In order to provide a method by which th adre =
complicated or controvers;al questions cun be ~

answered, please fill in the frollowing itfor-
mation:

NAME ”\am o VR, Te b ‘(‘\. Bouwchor™ .
ADDRESS R{ A

COU=\'TY /~7~5A<-A:.'c (z 71P CODE 2/70/

N

Short statement concernlng question or other
inguiry.

I— Ry )v\ C\/O/-J¢ MHQ\ M\f{thx — (,Vf\ QQ 0(1/1:{ m A?.ou)\__

?IM\ B JfoA.  Zi "lr/fe 70-4. J f{C( /Z%"(’L//‘/L‘A/LL‘I\
an o-(’d %}Lum </ (”S YO) ,d; 440‘{\ e l{ éxfét_. ’c—c'Z‘&Ln;; a,jd»él/t.

AV é’LC /z‘c o ({/0. 144&4. R A (»M—)ﬂ'/lfu’\ a{M gw’?L‘)
¢ -
[ﬂt Goo Coenes i AL g Lo 47(22:/% /Wufnvl't/""\ £

[1444&(/ [fa/h xZ\ P/tbw /3 Mu[;e ﬁ‘@o A J%L, A/&:y’

" dn(C ,27;:7" //d Srrerigy Lot e !/.5%«)7\./‘/'\ /’";/ éf‘/’t
Z

.

J

i \,/\//,A‘<c(

[
i~

\"

Please Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks |

Acting bcruyv Chief Engincer- Plxnnlnp and Safety :
State Hi:hwway Administration Ci
300 Vest Preston Strecet

Baltimore, raryland 21201 ' -
LSF-35 [7/12/71])
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N PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 s 3
. : o9 =
OUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM 225
v PR SALDN PNRR = :
‘ : ~ (ontract No. F+605-000-772 2. 2
Interstate Route 70-N GER o
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy RiVG¥a ™
Frederick, Maryland ~ r
o ~< —
In order to provide a method by which the more \
complicated or controversial questions can be
answered, pleasc fill in the fo21lowing irfor-
mation:
)./ - :
/ . w R
NAME~(, /a ,ﬂ,/// /o, SRy
ADDRESS /[ (5
CouNTY i (V... /  L1P CGDE
f3 ﬂiT;§AAﬂ24} Short statement concerning question or other
2 Gl [, inquiry.
~ o\
. B 7% /f
- .t A
“ .
® / e
. .y ool
) W
. , /
5 o ( . i ’ L P 7 )
’ ‘ , ¢ 4 / Vs 1 .,’~'~///~"/*(/(
4 .
N A 4 / ;o ! i — LA ! i

Please Mail To:
Mr. Thomas ilicks
Acting Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety

\“‘ State Highway Administration
300 West Preston Stieet
Baltimorc, Maryland 21201

LSF-35 [7/12/71]
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

o | 5 N
V. OUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM g o &
. v P RUAALS LA M 7 <

Contract No. F 605-000-772 e
Interstatec Route 70-N R o)
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rivq S
Frcdcr1ck Maryland ¢ 3 =

':.:“” —-—

In order to prov1dc a method by which th™imore
complicated or controversi;al questions ciabe =2

answercd, pleasc fill in the following irfor-
mation:

- NAME '/(////A/)fé/)é/f///{/paﬂ -,/42_«,«(.

ADDRESS oy ot L Sfond DG
7 " .

COUNTY ,/;é&g/ 21P CODE 7 /74 [

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry.

/M /(44/\ /4"““‘(— :{//fp,(mjg)
Aé?;,oLLUL.77 /7) /4.?”145’ 194' £§74/(;L>714~Lf¥7 «/44»147715§xné§éz

s/
‘ -VJ//(MZQ/ c\/('(e,ocd.a /4/’(/ Mcé('/ Z,[Z.é’( /2{&/1’*(7

N . //-'éz 4"//‘_/(_")-7/ ;,1,/;)?/_{9'_'@ 124 / /LNZ(’// (/‘/<9'ﬂ///*€
. -?/ ( /,«1_2 jL{J*{L << )4‘9 > 24

Please Mail To:

. Mr: Thomas Hicks
Acting Deputy Chief Engincer-Planning and Safety
o State Highway Administration

300 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
-, ~

r
i
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In order to provide a method by which the more

INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING 6/22/73

UESTION AND/OR_RECOMMENDATION FORM

Contract No.
Interstate Route 70-N

amsville Road to west of Monocacy Ri

Frederick County, Maryland

F 605-000-

—

(Ve

-

N

(X [

Do =
S

5 =3 0D

77 =z L
zu)iu
cLenco

L Lapw 2z

ogh =

Y —

< o

m
U
O

complicated or controversial questions can be
answered, please fill in the following Zirfor-

mation:

NAME Q%kaw;émmo L£&4¢wu/‘510bmbt/

.,71 /-"' .
ADDRESS /(-t b - ‘ PA/M ¢ LA
T

,I - A
COUNTY _J eodinr« b 71P CODE

.7?/70 /.l

Short statement concerning question or other

inquiry. .

12;7'1;/’}

2 purm addrnes i adip-oton Nl Sl VA RN L R I S VS R SRV A Rl B o B Yk B i B |
\;\ - ‘ A x ' ; 7 ". j - s R
Q! “?nd c.rany intarast in the locatiom of I70N. "o are nlreedy canfronted
with ==2 =arablam of sovare neiso onllutinn, 7o wars westhor, whnn cur
(A3 51U IR R Su s SRAc1 EPUNR M RSN S10 R CACHNS 8 - ST AP RERVEN giet< Rt e M AN SR v Es B SR S TaTo A RS
& And lac 6 oyeeld el tg oA lonog gf Spaffin sy mlasar oo ihon
th2 -or=2nt nacs orc. Thet is gur ficst ree-os §or stironoly ntizct-
ing "z Jlan .
P AN Soes LIS IS IDInIS LA N S CRNIY S perTa A6 0318 B ARE ste PRteicd s IS BNV FICRINC B I IR AT IENR S DASRTCT R4
and Focure tralftin in onn lgestian, theorobic iocmoszice goh anly the
noiss Tactnr bul alen the hozords.,  dn belisve 1t is not nnly sefer
but =izn lzss noisy to disperse oo troffic, espneially sinmce 1t will
e IQRLASE A Sner et Yo IR SRR o ¥ I GENVIS EENRS MEND SE WO SR S U MLV FISRA VESE g
L T biec amdeptinan Lo ositsn ff n o ths gecs oac phoog 0 gt b
cronoc it tvyioa b rAarouie 25,000 mars daily whilo oo hioahozsy will
e Tyt ien. Lo oouin o ges bl ons s vty haseor ous citontion,
- =TT T, TR, CoTTTISTTITT T ot o il woan one
Caontemnoen, st doanite or Laose wen heys glov Top SlALSoRRsiol Bulbill Nalasbs:
nort oo diotwny L) un Fonlo that thoon who nre alvoody sottled ond

Plcase Mail To:

Mr.

Thomas Hicks

(ovat)

Acting Deputy Chic? Engincer-Planning and Safety
State ilighway Administiration

300 W

cst Prest

il Strect

Raltimore, Maryland 21201

LSE-35 [7/12/71]
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hoave heill hoee dooocve anre coansidecalion L an peaspective devdloper:,

Finally, we.belicve Frodorick sirnly none i Lo hintiwoys 1ostoad

of oo, coperetslly alaes Bl oo Baeietnd el Tae b cilding nooow hissoay
in o el Lo boe o Sl b enc gl Smroncior, o el nane, TE ok
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/ 2 S e -

o Ho?) &
" 235 N
QUESTION AND/OR_RECOMMENDATION FORM :0 2
Contract No. F 605-000-772 R =
Interstate Route 70-N S=5
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rives -
Frederick, Maryland ~< v

In order to provide a method by which the more
complicated or controvers.al questions can be
answered, pleasc fill in the following irfor-
mation: e ' T

NAME _g/‘/*:ff V7.5 4D d el ozl
7 L) 4 oy ;
ADDRESS A v /j?,/z,‘,&oj Lo 1o

T T

COUNTY_WZIP ConE 9/ 2.4

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. :

3 bt ot
. // /f

A

R |

Please Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks _

Acting Deputy Chief Encincer-Planning and Safety
Siate Highway Administration

300 VWest Preston Street

Baltimore, Marylond 21201

LSF-35 [7/12/71) | | | e 55



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

QUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM

Contract No. F 605-000-772 o
Interstate Route 70-N AT
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv e
Frederick, Maryland ;_‘._.Er

r:"
-

i3

In order to provide a method by which tth ~re
Lomp11c1tcd or controvers;al questions cg1
answered, please fill in: the following =% Lor-
mation: =<

woie_ Loy Wo o b

ADDRESS K[, Q@@// Db O

G 11 W 92 NP 2L

Jils

o
(RVIRVyRY 484 COUNTY e donicti 21 CODE_Q (74

i

ile
I Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry.

) pordeq, ff/jmc/ﬁ 'L//;QC(L(J/::/Q——/

Jl[O M Q/sf’é( /hm&/ M//Q_pﬂ B

ol Ko A/mﬂ/@

Plcase Mail To:

Mr. Thomas licks

Acting Dbeputy Chief Engincer-Planning and Safety
State h»;nwjv Adainistration

300 West Preston Strect

Baltimorc, Maryland 21201

LSF-35 [7/12/71) - | - ITEk
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

OUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM

Contract No. F 005-000-772 ~- 3
Interstatc Route 70-N S; =N
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rivi:r C.
Frederick, Maryland < ;..;j =

I ny

In order to provide a method by which t; :
complicated or controvers;al questions | 3

answered, please fill in the following .. -
mation: ' e n
<

NAME MR & MRS CHARLES R.EROOXS
RFD # 6 (Bartoneville)

ADDRESS
ZIP CODE 21701

COUNTY rrederick

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry.

A lot of tne homes on Partonsville Road are owned by

retired and low income people.To put these homes closer

to the recad weuld te quite disturbing asiwell 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

widening of Bartonsville Road~tnis man is now retired

The plan that would widen the Bartonsville Road would

disturb more families than other palns that you may have.

In order to build ,the county made me build anproXimately

70 feet from LHartonsville road, and would not let me build

on_tne ola_homezite which vogp ot Toagt fifteen feet mere

from bartongvilie roeod.The videning of Fnartonsville Foad

will put my home closer to the road, For this reason 1 am

in favor of nlan npg n
Pleasec Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks _
Acting Denuty Chief Engincer-Planning and Safety
State Highwiy Administration

300 West Preston Street _

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

ITEN 57

LSF-35 (7/12/71)



i <,
|NEORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING 6/22/72 3
m
v' QUL HH()N /\NI)/OR RECOMMENDAT 10N IORP‘ . g
45"“’,:‘29?%\ Coniract No. F 605-000-772 % z ™
/ \;@L- < ;\\ Interstate Route 70-N oam @
A’P}m il1le Road to west of Monocacy R. 2 3
“wsf \\ Frederick County, Maryland P2
Job 18 IR I LT ~
' In oxdGT to provide a method by which ty > more _
a? CaTTaLdT ated or controverssal questions can‘be W
fqu‘”*'-“ﬁhwq,“crud please fill in the following irfor-
~rp _Ase—-"mation:

NAME /% 4 /,,/ ‘?z(ff//\/"rj/
ADDRE\JS /‘) ,_'_‘v,-,\l:)’j /5;{.‘5':’6/-”:(’/@"/( /}7@/

COUNTY iﬁi;ﬁg_ ok 21P CODE 2221

Short statement concerning question or other

ipquiry.
- ,,LZZ gz é/,zw/* D papprebed ng //

i et QAEJX?\ﬂL1£&2Lﬁf'é?21¢57347 /Zrha/y. :iéggg

O 4 SMwm«Z’Z’ Lnfm/[) M /de/wccarq éﬁ

ma’/\fﬂ/—(?‘ff% ,(L@ﬂ/j éd, //7{,44//'7/90 -/\gcd,‘fdzp

A »‘4&‘//]’@1 ,,4_;11'1/ /W CZ,/""O c[' r?‘/"f Eds_AGF &)Q‘l

-

jﬁ%ﬁ‘i%)‘// L' /,&/["(/’/) /s('/’/ / /i =~ <‘//”/////LI)&"LJ'Q

/7 A alds

-—"A‘————‘*»-—“ﬂul—ut-f’ g - XW«L (/uv'[ f“"‘l 27, f"//n é',.f,(f}’“ qu_

_/L/ /A} AWQLKTOAJI;’)—ON d'/? [ ey /i ."L{ /k//\(_“ AO,\:J«[L*}}.(&_

Please Mnl To: -

Al
Sp ‘ 2 LA
Mr. Thomas Hicks . /(A

’ Acting Deputy C‘nuf Engincer- Planning and Safety
State Highway Admin: ‘stration
300 West Preston Strect

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

LSE-35 [7/12/71 | e g 2
A (77327711 i
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 <

| S N

. = . =

QUESTION AND/OR_RECOMMENDATION FORMZR-
Contract No. F 605-000-772 =TI .

Interstate Route 70-N 508 o

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rig: 73 =2

' Frederick, Maryland - 2 o

™M
In order to provide a method by which tfte more(;
complicated or controvers;al questions can be
answered, please fill in the following Irfor-
mation: ' ' '

NAME (b yni L ercafon bl |

7 T — ,.
ADDRESS /5o DFY A~ A lomsit Ve P
COUNTY ._ Z1P CODE_// 72/

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. '

. . / — . .
- f,/-’ L. gl é) L,m e gt~ /4: i Vs
;.7 VAR /

[ I, - . - N . .
A /)la ;-[(A"'-"-'-'w L L) ~'/V=' Pty w/r»“'-'( Ll By dw'
. - f 7 /

. ; - / Cp
-(A//A-u B g L LY gf PRy /11:;.—./:' /d../du ~ ¥z {:/(/'(‘X'ul/ A
77 / 7/ / 7

1

./s/ /b 'l("’L‘- ,4 PRI "é"i‘lléj _ £t i'.(.(_;:i 4/!"—/{«:”{’/1 - /-{(;’; /17 A’/ﬁf"t—; £ .
/ l: L P},»"JZ:\;"( :;/ ,Lé;‘w— // 4&’Z’D-Z’[ A / Ll ,-gu-f Af.?,"-/t'.\s'r./.. //‘L
7 e
/(" Con /,L'. TS (L2 A el l( d0 aere fae (—/l."; w //47\./ ﬁ,{{ /éf.\. 5
. v 7 7 7 7

. ' ‘ ’ l: . ¢ ! . 3 t
¢ _pn i Lo, —;f'fzc/ Lol // Pz } ,/&})/1 ;«7 /v(*am ‘f/ /Qa;.%"/ ’
at.l(,'/,\‘/uu.\_-.( c . ;/b"-r{—u ,4:7‘l ‘.{—G,g l,(t_/_‘-..,‘. 64"-' '_11(11,#.Z,?’("2‘. x_/‘,‘?(((/g_, . e ‘¢I¢L/

b

O

. - ‘ / s, . . PR ’ .
L. L T ,1.14;—,\»,_\ / ;:},(f“t Al ~§1 ¢« (/(, - /,/( 147.-7)*-1 Z; el i i 1/; .

- , / S
ljﬂli.é{—hs}_{éL___é TRANR AT 2 e ¢rm L /”:f{ t/(z /m_u--i.

L _‘.Q"f:‘i'v'f"-"‘/ [ WIS A L,"t/
el s 4";/_._ - ey > //

Pleasc Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks. ,

Acting Deputy Chief Engincer-Planning and Safety
State Highway Administration
300 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 ,
l.] l&v'i 6 O

LSE-35 [7/12/71]



: r!' §§
PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 o >
Tt &
€02
OUEST I()h AND/OR RECCIHMENDATION mRM;:{" >
Contract No. F 605-000-772 Emd . o
Interstate Route 70-N g:;__:é; =
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv TY 0o
Frecorick, Maryland o —
' o
In order to provide a method by which -the nore
compi.cated or controvers;al questions can be
answered, please fill in the following irfor-
matiomn:
wwie_{) YA 1,
RME_L G2ty ﬁo«m“,
ADDRESS Aeuli b /305207
coum'YZ,@,Wg ZIP CODE 2 / 70/
Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. '
: -JI.',,_- —t L L, ! ‘l l M -
t«".ﬁvﬁi’/ . L L, !/ PR O A i A LI
i ,
7{‘.(;({'; 'fﬂpfim/ A /Af‘bd( “[.,/l L /(,4/«’—49“7’\/
_/MV\/ & W\A;»/L} 2 ey =0
c D 200

Co adlilill o

A

L e ;;ff{gi%frb/ ';Ezr

re

L/

Pleasz Hail To:

M. Thomas Hicks

Acting Leruty Chicf Ensinacr-Plarning cnd Sefoty
State Highuay Adminisdravion

300 Vlest Pre s

t01 Strcot

Faltimors, Movylond 21201

7/12.71)

TEM {

250



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

e
ORIV ~ |
e e O

oF
- . {3" «3‘&‘.:;5;%%,0:4 ANN/OR RECO:MENDATION FORM~ <
. . . - 4w e e tms w .13 ;\.

\ JUL 16 ja;p  Coljtract No. F_605-000-772 o o~

N / Interstate Route 70-N Jed &
‘\ﬁgﬁﬁ 1jansySyfe Road to west of Morocacy RIS &y
RN Q%m('g;j}:&-' Fredcrick, Maryland %Eg S

. : In order to.provide a method by which~3fﬁ§moré§

: ' complicated or controvers;al ciiestions~can be,
answercd, please fill in the following<irfor-__-

mation: )

v Al / | -
NRME Mp /g, PoBeeTl O SHepoMAN

/
ADDRESS_ Piptec L 1FE, R b
2IP CODE__ 21 7 o |

COUNTY fee Beric i

Short statement concerniag question or other
inquiry. : .

e f.‘; f‘"’ o /L//,/c;:;&/:w OJ/ ol B
Lo JO-N e My ol Zj 4y

pai m&Aﬂ« _

@ e Tl et 4o, T erentd v 0 |
. . ~

' A Lo ﬂ i cernd gl X elp r'{’x—vﬂfﬁﬂ'n /yt-uylmf;,

k"// -
djl

(/47/ A LL ! C/h(’_, 4,212/(2.‘),“ P 44}»4)6

Opoite 40,

-

Please Mail To:

‘ Mzr. Thomas Hicks
~ Acting Denuty Caid
State Highuay Administration
300 Vest Preston Strect
Baltimore, hatyland 21201

of Enzineer-Pianning ond Safoty (:

M6 2

LSF-35 [7/12/71]



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 - =3

5 &

. N e =

OUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM £33 p

e e e e i i =+ e o - 3 _._.,::; ' o)
Contract No. I 605-000-772 Tim

Interstate Route 70-N e B =2
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv, .7¢

Frederick, Maryland '%E- >

L a—

o

In order to provide a mcthod by which the more
complicated or ‘controvers.al questions can be
answered, pleasc fill in the following irfor-

mation:
. - ) '
NAME_( (o ( M e e —y
- o e Co .
ADDRESS . /\, YEPEE (- e L (~[..' I Z’,’_/_ '7‘/( ‘
7 7 1 P4 -

COUNTY 72 Lesani (e ZIP CODE_L of 7 0 /

Short statement concerning qucstion or other

26 2

inquiry.-
.. . A )
N ey g /5
y A e
Plecasc Mail To:
Mr. Thomas Hicks _
Acting Deputy Chicf Enpincer-Planning and Safexy
State tHighway Administration
300 West Preston Sireet
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
V- . . TS .
LSF-35 [7/12/71]) | Wﬂh"} 6 3

v
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TNFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING 6/22/72.
: r~
QUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENDAT ION 1ORM &
F 605-000-772 . @835

Contract No.

P

=
T i
~

Kd 92 e g
O

€

Interstate ‘Route 7C-N =
Ijamsville Road to west of Mcnocacy R +2
Frederick County, Maryland ffPQ
: i~

i

In order to provide a method by which {:e morer = . .
complicated or controvers,al questions=can be .

answered, please fill in the following irfor- &

mation:

’\\ H b .\ t AR
wwtE_ Na ez Radend Moo

ADDRESS - \ 1o . 0.1

COUNTY Dhpoodops oo
Short statement concerning question or other

!
)
ZIQ)CODE

inquiry.

Lv
s
e
=
1 o
| —

% (> 30 C‘.)"J-‘. —LA... ) .g Catan y
—% 5

Please Mail To:

Mr. Thomas licks : .
Acting Deputy Chief Engineer-Planning and Safety
Statc Highway Adainistration ‘ o .
300 West Preston Street 'Sij
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 ' .
LSE-35 [7/12/71] - .
ITE G
Livi W L



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/772

| S N
: R e
- 3 QUESTION AND/OR_RECOMMENDATION FORM P32 =
® Contract No. F 605-000-772 N
Interstate Route 70-N g
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riw 3 =
" Frederick, Maryland STw ‘
: 5 )
In order to provide a method by which tiic more —
. : P ’ . . . . Q
complicated or controvers:al questions can be
answered, please fill in the following irfor-
mation: . N :
.. K g ! / ‘—)\'\ ) / ’
NAME 3, AN e s SN N A g,
. : ) ;0 ‘7[, / o T .o
ADDBESS T "
= : P A
COUNTY =" 7/ ¢ o, ;4o LIP CODE_X/)"/7 /
R [ﬂ Short statement concerning question or other
'I?M,-Lc'wyw.;‘;? inquiry. :
' : k.
- . ‘ 3 .
- A - g s
’.’7/31 4 R = Y e} A7 LA
. b ) A ¢
! e \ [ f -f— 7
\ {5'121_4771 S /\/ r L/l S A N ~C/1LLAT PERVLIN O B A L Lo
,‘ . .- ..‘) o - //: :
. \"\/{'1"\7{/:: : /kd/,/‘ Lé/d/[ : 'LA))" /

[

¢
O
Please Mail To:
Mr. Thomas Hicks
“ Acting Deputy Chief Engincer-Planning and Safety
. State Highway Aaministration
30 West Preston Strecet
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 .

., a L‘
, LSE-35 [7/12/71] ITERdo 2
A
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. &3 =
PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 ;g;.«ﬁ g R
. A . P s O
QUESTTON AND/OR_RECOMMENDATION FORM © "z >0~

Contract No. F 605-000-772 C% ipE

. Interstate Route 70-N Y S
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riwv r.° o

Frederick, Maryland -7 i;' n

o

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_ AN yo, D, bl

ADDRESS RA . (5

COUNTY Y ed erve o ZIP CODE_22)70]

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. '

'F(cw‘ -h\,c ,?qSA».c.« as a '[es‘Aerﬁ o N f’)ar-k,\c V«_\l(’ RGGA) P‘?\m ) hi\'_s
\vv.\.M,,r aduan \A.ﬂlu over Plav AL The Yuree Ma'}:f aduawn ba,es
: 3 7

Acl as (ol\owsj’lv,'rhe u:":};dé\mg o.i‘ F?‘«’\r"‘r.'h',u.u( P\OAA bp% +\48‘5‘(’d+€

Lu.ﬂ ho" be h(’t"c‘(‘r'!};&; ‘ﬂtere Lo be Vio V\éé(‘ ‘L St.‘-r}em T lee

Lreat %] th s ol ¢xuo }..mf, Vloweww Too 8l Lor Tl tweedesed
1 : .

+V°£Lg#‘a»;é last The pse 05,}?0u11L4a w. (B (g

A [ta V2 vleal Orea !Df’hu(’fw Frederie e aud .i}aw.s ¥ Road

/6 d(u//o,"( L{_,,f/; OC i1 aAg‘Iq(uCI P riide p,}ad-

Please Mail To:
Mr. Thomas Hicks ' :
Acting heputy Chicef Engincer-Planning and Safecty (:
State Highway Administration
300 West Preston Strect
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

-

- o6
LSF-35 [7/12/71) bvt -

*



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

QUESTION AND/OR_RECOMAENDATION FORM
Contract No. F 605-000-772
Interstate Route 70-N

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rivi,
Frederick, Maryland «

X3 A
P

Y MY 1LY 20
Y 3

SSIHGD

3

s
(S22
L%

s¢

e

9l 2 Wd 92 1Mr g

In order to provide a method by which ‘the more
complicated or controversial questions can be
answered, please fill in the following irfor-
mation: '

NAME]Z"%/ A ;/c e /lﬂ j;é«_/c(
7 - , . S
ADDRESS 5 4050y o le Kot A7 & Fu e (® e
7
COUNTY Ft, Foscod.  LIP CODE_ 2! 7/

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry.

f S pesral o (Z) _ part-
[dé’(awv (20 | |

Plcase iail To:

Mr. Thoias Hicks

iActing Deputy Chief Emnginccr-Planning end Safety
State Highway Administration '
300 VWest Preston Sireet

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

. . e~te Gas g "
LSF-35 [7/12/71) : . E@'z;w'io

7
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

-

ot
.

2 s
&

QUESTION AND/OR_RECOMIENDATION FORM
Contract No. F 605-000-772 o
Interstate Route 70-N M
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rive |
Frederick, Maryland FE

¢

o : 2
In order to provide a method by which the more
complicated or controvers;al qiestions can be

answcred, please fill in the fcllowing irfor- -
mation:

w0 Cathinins . 1L
ADDRESSMB k DN |
county_ W diodgh  21p cone ) (7]

O

R Y]
2.

ol @ Ky CF Iras
\

Short statement ccncerning question or other
inquiry. :

Lj///l(L(ﬁzle/ 4/1M4%/7\ £3
7T /

LSE-35 {7/12/71)

~—
Please Mail To:

"Mr. Thomas Hicks , (;
Actina benuty Chief Encincer-Planning 'and Safety .
State Yignway Administration ~
300 ¥est Preston Strecet

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Fe g
Viewi W O
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 RIS

QUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM | _5 &

-@ - Contract No. F 605-000-772 O
' Interstate Route 70-N 3 P

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River
"Frederick, Maryland

In order to provide a method by which ‘the more
complicated or controvers;al questions can be

ansverei, please fill in the following Irfor-
mation:

M!édéhi//éﬁzfgxwm{;/

COUNTY ;Kgﬁg_fz 5_44 21P CODE ./ 74//

Short statement concernln oubstlon or other
inquiry.

P]ea e Mall To:

. Mr. Thomas Hicks
Acting Deputy Chief Engincer-Planning end Safety
\,' Stvate Highway Adninistraticn
300 wWest Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

LSF-35 [7/12/71) Fima 9
‘l'o"l s

&
f (\D

Azl
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Bras 9

.. PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 xEr
. 5.73

.2

.,

QUESTION AND/OR_RECOMMENDATION FORM .7

Contract No. F 605-000-772 o

Interstate Route 70-N M

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River
- Frederick, Maryland

91 2 K4 o2 Mn
(
O

In order to provide a method by which ‘the more
complicated or controversial questions can be
answered, please fill in the fol.lowing irfor-

- mation:
iE_ G L e RO
ADDRESS /ﬁl«,(;gg 2 g s BL T
COUNTY_iZy@Q rief{ LIP CODE_ 2/ 20/

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. .

- JQ 1?&ﬁ£/¢44/ | Fj ;/vﬂ/ .

-
Please Mail To:
Mr. Thomas Hicks ) .
Acting Denuty Chief Engineer-Planning end Safety &
S A

State Hipnuay Adainistration
300 West Preston Strcecet
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 ]
TR e
Vi 7 O

LSE-35 [7/12/73] | J

I H



290

PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 g g

.”‘r~"' C...

- . sy =
()Uliﬁ'}'l()N AN!)/()_R___IEQ)EH]\JP/\I_I()N I“().R.M. : ‘:":" nS
Contract No. F 605-000-772 SN
Interstate Route 70-N S )

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv: g =%
Frederick, Maryland % N

In order to provide a method by which the more o

complicated or controvers;al questions can be
answered, please fill in the following irfor-
mation:

wie_ Vg ELGe) & /o,

eyl
ADDRESS R,wal__“i/ b J

C’_ (inf&-w,yvi/l@ COUNTY 72760/9?!‘;2. K zIp CODE_ 2/ 2 0/

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry.

dﬂ) ;?Qldx7yi;/1;7 i 71222;/ﬁb) if?.

R

Please Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks
Acting Deputy Chicef Engincer-Planning and Safety
State dhiphway Administration
300 West Preston Street
CBaltimore, Maryland 21201

LSE-35 (7/12/71]



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

S |23
. e
QUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM D i
v. ‘ © Contract No. F 605-000-772 3B
' Interstate Route 70-N P>
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riv
Frederick, Maryland 14

In order to provide a method by which ‘the more

complicated or controvers;al questions can be
‘ . answered, please fill in the fellowing irfor-
' mation:

.NAME Qx,\Ct’/ D A\LL

QIZHdQZlﬂPZL&

ADDRESS ?f? (o — QM N4 - Pﬂeo)\é’/ MDY

COUNTY VREQ'W .  2Ip cove_Qdol

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. '

£

N VS N TG

Please Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks

Acting Deputy Chief Engincer-Planning and Safety

. State Highway Aaministration
;“z‘ 300 VWest Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 .

LSE-35 [7/12/71)

29/
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

QUESY l()N /\Nl)/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM 5 L
Contract No. F 605-000- 772 Iy
Interstate Route 70-N i S
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Rive .7
. Frederick, Maryland e_f§

v f,

In order to provide a method by which ‘th ..dre
complicated or controvers;al questions cth be
answered, please fill in the following itfor-
mation:

NAME AﬁAp « Mes Wikam Socuie
ADDRESQ;E?0444 L Sacdassville =04

COUNTY Jr (Q_J) ecoelc ZIP CGDE X170

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry.

L1 2 W 92 T

\U e, P(Z‘(Q/(‘ Q\aﬁ rg \)-@QALL €. _

'C@a\ HO—* \" T4 Qa o\ar\ -g:o( “\“Ll. ‘L«AM/Q

Q\&s |¥ w (| B@th ‘6ewe, *4¢ ?eogk,ot

J‘Affza(ioc\svk\\b (e a

Please Mail To:

ir. Thomas Hicks

Acting Deputy Ciief Engincecvr-Planning and Safety

State Highwey Administrazion
300 West Preston Streel
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

LSE-35 [7/12/71)

e
v
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

-
. . S

COUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM 9 3

. .. ——— e am e . — e Al

Contract No. F 605-000-772 CES

Interstate Routc 70-N Sien

Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy RiveZ &3

o

)

Frederick, Maryland

YNS gy
vai S

!
S

In order to provide a method by which theimore
complicated or controvers;al questions caf be

. answered, pleasce fill in the following irfor-

mation: ..
/’/

. . ,—(l, v S /' , »
NAME (' l'/{d \)/u’{ttf\dzr( /"ai’t )
A B ) - ” ~ - /
ADDRESS ,,/: /)\.' LjZL- é‘ 'l;('\_“'{y){’ m-/\/'-'ﬂ ~J, ,
COUNTY. “2i . g tlol, 2P CODE_sl /) 70/

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. -

16 1 W 92 e clel

\ ! iy ’\ -
. V] . ' Ve
.'-l("""" L ""ﬂ’u“f'""-‘ WA AP &/1‘; L/f?r
v 7 ;

7

¢ [/

Pleasc Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks

Acting Deputy Chicf Enginecer-Planning and Safety

State Highway Administration
300 VYiest Preston Strect
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

LSF-3S (7/12/71)
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PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 o 3
2 <
: S Zan F
OUESTTON AND/OR RECOMMENDATTON FORM 501 -
) AL ML SRR o
Contract No. F 005-000-772 kdﬁ; -
. Interstate Route 70-N S,’:'_—,g = )
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy Riveg®a _ :
Frederick, Maryland ~ ©
' ~< . (&Y
e

In order to pruvide a method by which the nmor
complicated or controvers,;al questions can be
answercd, please fill in the following Irfor-
mation: :

NAME Hiekhovl T, feyer

ADDRESS  linerliff, Route 4, wprederick, aryland

COUNTY ipndarick Z1P CODE ~1791

Short statement conccrning qucstion or other
inquiry. '

. On dlv A, 1 attended Lihe vunlic iearine condncted by the

Stetes cad Comilasion at Eaat Fredevicr nlementary Scliools

1 “1a3 shneked b ti o fact that altiionch 80-21035 of the neople

preasent werne Yioon owners in the areca affected by Plan A, 90ll

bat ore o bhe aneakera ware non-re=idente ot this area,

Trnaase nen-venidont.e wepre veademinately lawyers who

rervesented varions husiness Intercchke ond “apm londs tnal

colld ha affaected by T1an ", Cne, in pnrﬁicnlqr,munt'to_frcgt

lencthe " e tor snvieonrertal ziwdles of tlie qrea aticeted

et U e L

by 1lnan 1,

Ao pead oal S bt e adtected oy cdsa Ay, L acic that
.
o R ) oy
cona ccearior o tven b vy coavioenmerb, gy Uomilies
Cowivooert o el oo iariransante. Gonaddeentlon should

Plcase Mail To:

Mr. Thomas Hicks
Acting beputy Ciadef Enegineer-Planning and Safety
State Highway Administration
300 West Preston Stroeel
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

- Paata

" 275

LSF-35 |//12/71]) | o )
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~ . PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72

tontract No. F 605-000-772
[aterstate Route 70-N
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy River
Frederick, Maryland

" , OUESTION AND/OR RECOMMENNDATION FORM v@
\,", ! AATARANEALUL R

in order to provide a method by which the nore
complicated or controvers,al questions can be
answered, pleasc fill in the following irfor-
mation:

NAME Riehard .. Vever
’ ADDRESS Fineel i, ‘:m:!to 6, wpedecicle, Fd.

COUNTY Z1P CODE

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry. '

dlrm be ctven Tam Lrnsa 2 fanilies and cunll husinesses thet

2rill be ueroot od ahenld lan A he adonhkaed,

One A L Taunrs cor-ented abont the (dntriment to a

future honainge levelorsment Lhat wonld be sftected by flan B.

dera arain, il ceenn thoh we are_rutting the not,ent ial future

bue near intoaprcsts of a non=pesidont ol ae i off {aoce peonle

vregently 1iviee in the Jur cpriase (1i1l area.

"he 3tate Rorda Commission, the elechted offici-ls of

_Bpecenict Conpty nod bhe Glate of Taryland JST consider the

ofviet ooyt rnovert_ it pte op Rhe Wine Yridpme iti11-

UL L. e e aatend AL

Llemtover Tt en D ULl Ll
~
Ner”
Please Mail To:
Mr. Thomras ilicks ' -
. Acting Licpudy Chiet Enpinucer-Planning and Safety ~(,
et State Hipghwey Adminlstration

300 West Preston Street
Baltinore, Maryland 21201

oH LSE-35 [7/12/71] | WEM7 5
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Mr. Thomas Hicks
Asst. Chief Engr.
Traffic Planning
State Hwy. Adm,
"P.0. 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
: . w L P we
pond that size. Besides I have live stock on my place ¥+ need 811
of the water we have.
Lets face the facts the shortiest distant between two points is
a stright line, look on the plans and you can see
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Wilmer €. Ambrose S,
“ Rt. 6 Quinn Road
Frederick, Maryland 21701
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Interstate Route 70-N
0

Road to west of Monocacy River
Frederick, Maryland

[
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rovers;al questions can be

answered, please fill in the following Iirfor-

mation: _ :

NAME ;/z& A i%ﬁ;zﬁﬂnn $<50L;foﬁﬁ”
- ~—TN hd
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Short statement concerning question or other

ingquiry.
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8811 KENILWOATH AVENUE RIVERDALE, MARYLAND 2C340
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. MLl Mr. Roland Thompson, Chief - L L“t})‘:’ s
-".... - Bureau of Location & Surveys ' ‘g;._.‘,,‘, o
S Room 500, 301 W. Preston Street = ro
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 < <t
Dear Mr. Thompson:

Let ine 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 araa

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
yousself who is familiar with the area and is thoroughly experienced with the

project. Once cgain, thank you and we. look forward to the possibility of working
with you in the future, '

Sincerely, S '

Lond Development Associates of Baltimore, lnc.

: Q‘\ a1 e NS !E ﬁ ﬂ"n"‘“’ )
N W VA St ®
. 3 4

C. Dennis Websizr, President )

CD'W:mrs )

.

t

NARCA ENGINEER” |
L Locariow- )

© L e=BURVEY

PN ‘-_-"‘l/,.‘

ot

haan 4

._.1 '

] . . L
A _r-";."::'.a DR & TR
PN "::.5' .

‘ M "
.t . .

Ccomigs

1‘- 4 e [: N ":-,-'~(
LS S ,"\'\" y :



X

1.l |

.

PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 | ,' 30/
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QUESTION AND/OR RECONMMENDATION FOR
Contract No. F 605-C00-772
Interstate Route 70-N
Ijamsville Road to west of Monocacy R
Frederick, Maryland
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In order to provide a method by which g
complicated or controvers.,al questions-tan be 3
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answered, please fill in the following irfor-
mation: ‘ -

o et (3D AOS)S

] [N

Cony 0 o= wes g f cem o R
ADDRESS .72« €5 F o {7 g Y

e * —ize ot

] L
.- reret® £"'")’ e ST

o
3
o
-
K/

'
R

PAKUBR 3

CouRTY (2 N 21p cobE___ "2 (1 & § |

C.orer

Short statement concerning question or other
inquiry.- ' '

/‘.w, ﬁ *’A/.\S * . , |
téjpéﬁgéggpiéﬁfiﬁ.fﬁ.. ® 52 &?@%ﬁﬁiﬁg&ﬁﬁh@;ﬁzgéz,{;:

Paint

ey

~yp 78 /

AR AR NN W

é)m - oA, P R e W ) e

L) 4
( ;‘V [/ - ~

D 74 77
o B i ’d 4
DJMA 4 N P [”3 BT AR o e
Heme : Nt Mwm:;{\ T ’M ,f? .. | S < R G N T |

EY For R
D &
¢) 4 .
3 A : :
‘r‘ll 1 P i é’ﬁ €T3
i o & el oy Pl “ : & 'E f]«) 4
/’ Nt IR c"'{“ Vg ’A"\M;&M”A"“B‘ P 5 \{.. Lasw
O RO X A JERSabte 5 &L g ool
. 3 .
TS PRl B SRE NI B A N N T
i‘ . T S Rt PR N I R i
P SURURIRICIO S~ AP L pU SR RO S e st e et iy i S
<, y 5 o ¥ ST
S £y [ BV CEN
ety oA EE Pt} et a
o TN A c T
—p rmmn T AL, et

T

Picase lizil To:
ir. Thomas licks
Acting Denuty Chief Eagincer-Planning and Safety -
Stutn Liighvay Administration g;
300 ¥est Preston Street
Baltimore, Lavyland 21201

=
[ @1
I/J
[}
Lt

35 [7/12/71)

-

-
© e s U S



PUBLIC HEARING 7/6/72 ' %

- | ; § ‘ 4

)?HES'I'I()N_”AN_I)/OR RECOMMENDATION FORM 3 _.,» &

Contract No. F 605-000-772 %iﬁi XY

M Interstate Route 70-N =0 P

Y2amsville Road to west of Monocacy Riveﬁ;:_-zg =
Frederick, Maryland §$33

' s LN

In order to provide a method by which thecjore

complicated or controvers;al cuestions can be ©

answered, please fill in the tollowing irfor-
mation: -

NASIE Manuel M. Weinberq, Escuire

ADDRESS 10 West College Terrace, Frederick, M4,

COUNTY Frederick ZIP CODE_ 21701

Short statement concerning question or other
ingquiry. -

Within the next 10 years there will be approximately 10,000

new homes in the Ijamsville area which will be occupied hy

“apprcximately 30,000 people. Linganore Corporation has already

sold over 1300 home sites with more than 10,000 sites available

in this development. 'Myiclient, M. Robert Ritchie, Jr., owns

. several hundred acres of land immediately Fast and West of the

Ijamsville Road which eventually could be developed into sites

for 2,000 homes.

I cannot understand how I-70 can be improved

oyt
with)én interchange at the Ijamsville intersection which is

alreadvy servicing a large numbher of people.

Pleass Mail To:

~uty Chicf Enrincer-Plsnning and Safety
Stete Migavey Adminisircodion :

300 Viest Preston Street

Baltirmore, Muvylend 21201
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REFERENCE: Upgrading Rt 40 to interstate .standards

(
o
N

TO:
: Statc Highway Administration
]
i County Commissioners of Frederick County, Maryland
.:; Gentlemen: L'.'.f, : 'Y""'Y

L ' The undersiqned, being homeowncrs in Tulip Hill area,

. ’ request approval ot Scheme B; and further request that the
proposed cloverlecaf shown on the wgsterly end be moved just
cast of tue limits of the City of Fre.de‘ ck.
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Reference: Upgrading Rt 40 to interstatce standards

TQ:
.. .0 . -
State Highway Administration ) : S TP
County Commissioners of Frederick County, Maryland
Ll )
Gentlemen: : “|n

The undersigned, being homcowners in Tulip LIJ.ll area, .
feguest approval of Scheme B; and €urther request that the
proposed cloverleaf shown on the westerly end be moved Just
east of the limits of the City of Frederick.
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Q : REFERENCE: Upgrading Rt 40 to interstate standards

‘ TO:

State Highway Administration T A
County Commissioners of Frederick County, Maryland
i
- Lager, Y
Gentlemen: ML BN
tlemen vy
The undersigned, being homeowners in Tulip Hill area,
request approval of Scheme B; and further request that the

proposed cloverleaf shown on the westerly end be moved just
east of thbe limits of the City of Frederick.
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ASSESSMENT OF SICNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAI, EFFECTS

The following questions shculd be answer

‘ or to overcome an affirmative presunption.

34

ed by placing
a ~heck in 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

In answering the questions, the significant beneficial

énd adverse, short and long term effects of the

proposed action,

on-site and off-site during construction and operation should be

considered.

All questions should be answered as if the agency 1is
subject to the same requirements as a private person requesting a

license or permit from the State or Federal Government.

A. Land Usz2 Conziderations

l. Will the action be within the
100 year flood plain?

2. Wili the action require a permit
for construction or alteration
within the 50 year flood plain?

3. Will the action require a permit
for dredging, filling, draining

. or alteration of a wetland?

1. ‘Will the action require a permit
for the construction or operation
of facilities for solid waste
disposal including dredge and
excavation spoil?

9. Will the action occur on slopes
exceeding 15%2

6. Will the action require a grading
plan or a sediment control permit?

7. Will the action require a mining
.permit for deep or surface mining?

¢. Will the action require a permit
for drilling a gas or oil well?

. Will the action require a permit
for airport construction?

10. Will the action reguire a permit
for the crossing of the Potomac

‘ River by con-uits, cables or

‘ * other like devices?

Yes

No

* Comments
Attached

*See appropriate section of the Environmental Impact Statement for

further information on ecach question.
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11.

12.

Will the action-alfect the use

of a public recreaiion area, park,
forest, wildlife management area,

scenic river or wildland?

Will the action affect the use of
any natural or man-made features

that are unique to the county,
state or nation?

Will the action affect the use of

an archaeclogical or historical
site cor structure?

Woter Use Conszideration:

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Will tha action require a permit

for the change of the course,
current, or cross-scction of a
stream or ather bo-dy of water?

Will the action require the
cor:struction, alteration or
remcval of a dam, reservolr or
wateswsy obstruction?

Will the action chiange the over-—

land flow of storm water or

reduce the absorption capacity of

the gqround? - -

Will the action require a permit
for the drilling of a water well?

Will! the action require a permit

for water appropriation?

Will the action require a permit

for the construction and opera-

tion of facilities for treatment

or digstribution cf water?

Will the project reguire a permit
for the construction and operation
of faciltitles for. sewage treatment

and/or lund dinsosal of liqudd
waste derivatives?

" Will the action result in any

disthavrgn into surtface or sub-
surface water?

Yes

4

hadia b Al L LA ol R

Attached

27
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C.

22. If so, will the discharge affect
amblient sater quality parameters
and/or requice a aischarge permit?

Alr Use Considerations

23. Will the action result in any
discharqge into the air?

24. If so, will the discharge iffect
ambiert air quality parameters
or produce & disagrecable odor?

25. Wi1ill the action generate addi-
tional noise which differs in
character or level from present
conditicns? :

26. Will the action preclude future
use of related air space?

27. Will the action generate any
radiological, electrical,
magnetic, or light influences?

-

Plants and Animals

28. Will the action cause the dis-
turbance, redvction or loss of
any rare, unigue or valuable
plant or animal?

29. Will'the action vesult in the
significant reduction or loss J
of any fish or wildlife habitats?-

30. Will the action require a permit
for the use of pesticides, herbi-
cides or other bionlogical, chemi-
cal or radiolouical control
agents?

Socio-Economic
31. Will the action re-ult in a pre-

emption or division or properties
or lmpair their economic use?

Yes

No

Comments ‘
Attached

720
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33,

34.

35,

3.

37.

38.

3%,

40.

YRR YA S A 191 - W) ’ .

Will the action cause relocatio
of activities, structures or
result in a change in the popul
tion density or distribution?

Will the action alter land values?

Will the actlion affect traffic
flow and volume? '

n

Q-

will the action afflcet the pro-
duction, cxtractiosn, harvest or

potentlial use of a suarce ot

economically impaoriant resource?

Will the action require a
license to construct a sawmill

or

other plant  for the manutacture

of forest products?

Is the action in arcord with

federal, =tate, reg:onal and local
comprchensive or functional plans-

including zoning?

-

Will the action affect the employ—

ment opportunities for persons
the area?

Will the action aff{cct the ability
of the area to attiast new sources

of tax revenue?

Wili the action discourage present
sources »f tLtax revenue from remain-

in

ing in the area, or affirmatively
encour age them to relocate else-

where?

Will the astion affect the ability

of the area to attract Lourilsm?

Other Considcrzot o

Could the action endanger the p
lic health, safety or weifare?

Coula fhe aclion be eliminatoed
without icletericus effects to
public health, vafety, welfare
the natural onvironment?

up-

the
or

1<
o
0

b

Comments

Attached

22/
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