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SUMMARY

1. ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION:

(x) Environmental Assessment
( ) Environmental Impact Statement
(x) Section 4 (f) Evaluation

2, ADDITIQONAL INFORMATION:

Additional information concerning this action may be obtained

by contzeting:

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Mr. Edward Terry

Acting Chief District Engineer

Bureau of Project Planning Federal Highway Administration
State Highway Administration The Rotunda - Suite 220

707 N. Calvert Street 711 East 40th Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 Baltimore, Maryland 21211
Telephone: (301) 659-1130 Telephone: (301) 962-4010
Hours: 8:15 a.m. - 4:15 p.m. Hours: 7:45 a.m. - 4:15 p.m.

3. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action would improve the operational and safety
characteristics of Interstate Route 70 (I-70) from just west of
Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland Route 144 in Frederick County,
Haryland (approximately 5.3 miles). (See figure 1) The project

area is the last segment of I-70 which does not conform to

interstate design standards.

4. ALTERNATES CONSIDERED

Seven build alternates and the no-build alternate are being
studied. The build alternates ineclude two widening alternates,
two alternates (numeral designations) for the reconstruction of
the U.S. Route 15/340 and I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchanges, and
three alternates.(letter designations) for the reconstruction of
the Maryland Routes 355/85 (Md. 355/85) and Reichs Ford Road/South

wi-



Street interchanges. A build solution would consist of a widening
alternate for mainline I-70, a2 build alternate for the U.8. 15/340
and 1-270/U.8. 40 interchanges, and a build alternate for the
Maryland 355/Reichs Ford Road interchanges.

Inside and Qutside Widening Alternates

The mainline altermates include both inside and outside
widening. The inside widening alternate proposes the additicn of
a third travel lane in each direction within the median wherever
pessible and results in a 30’ wide median with a continuous
concrete median barrier from New Design Road to Maryland 144,

The outside widening alternate retains the exisfing median
width and locates the additional lanes outside the present travel
lanes. (See Figures 7-9)

Alternmates 2 and 4 (U.S. 15/340 and I-270/U.S. 40 Interchanges)

~ Altermate 2 proposes the addition of the following movements
at the U,S. 15/340 interchange:
-Eastbound I-70 to southbound U.S. 15/340 (outer connection)
-Eastbound I-70 to northbound U.S5. 15/340 (loop)

~-Southbound U.S. 15/340 to westbound I-70 (outer connection)
-Northbound U.S. 15/340 to westbound I-70 (loop)

The existing northbouna U.S. 15/340 to eastbound I-70 ramp
would be reconstructed. Construction of the northbound U.S.
15/340 to westbound I-70 loop necessitateé the reconstruction of
the northbound U.S. 15/340 to Maryland 180 loép ramp of the
adjacent Maryland 180 interchange. Also, a new outer connecting
ramp is proposed in the northeast quadrant of the Maryland Route
180 (Md. 180) interchange to replace the Maryland 180 to

northbound U.S. 15/340 loop ramp. (See Figures 8a and 8b)
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Alternate 2 also proposes the following movements at the U.S.

40/1-270 interchange:
| -Northbound 1-270 to eastbouﬁd I-%O (outer connection)
-Westbound I-70 to southbound I-270 (loop)

Alternate 4 differs from Alternate 2 in that the northbound and
southbound U.S. 15/340 to westbound I-70 movements are located in
the northwest quadrant of the U.S. 40/I-270 interchange. Also,
there are no medifications to the Maryland Route 180 interchange.
Alternate 4 also proposes the same movements described for
Alternate 2 at the U.S. 40/I-270 interchange.

Alternates A, B-1 and B-2 (Maryland Routes 355/85 and Reichs Ford
Road/South Street Interchange)

At the Maryland Routes 355/85 and the Reichs Ford Road/South
Street interchanges, two recomstruction alternate; are being
considered. (See Figures 9z, 9b and 9¢)

Alternate A proposes the reconétruction of the Mafyland Route
355/85 and the Reichs Ford Road/South .Street interchanges to
current design standards in their existing configuration. At the
Maryland 355/85 interchange, the northwest gquadrant rampé would be
relocated to form a signalized intersection opposite Walser Drive
Maryland Route 914 (Adventist Road) would be terminated east of
the Seventh Day Adventist Church. Also, the southwest quadrant
ramps would be expanded with connections directly into both Md. 85
and Md. 355. A one-way turning roadway would provide continuity
for northbound Md. 355 from the new comnecting road toward the

bridge over I-70. At the Reichs Ford Road/South Street inter-
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change, Shaw's Road would be relocated approximately 300 feet
further north at South Street. At the Reichs Ford Road/South
Street interchange, ramps in the‘soutﬁeast quadrant would be
expanded to intersect Reichs Ford Road south of the Quarry
entrance.

The proposed configuration for the southern portions of
Alternate B, is the same as proposed for Alternate A. The
northern portions of the existing interchanges are removed under
Alternate B and replaced by two lane exit and entrance connections
into Walser Drive at East Street (proposed City project).

Maryland Route 914 would be realigned to intersect Maryland 355
opposite Walser Drive. Signals are proposed at the Maryland
355/914/Walser Drive intersection and Walser Drive/East Street
interchange ramp intersection. An outér ramp from eastbound
Maryland 144 to.westbound I-70 located east of the East Frederick
Elementary School would serve industrial traffic from the viecinity
of the Frederick Industrial Park and the Frederick Municipal
Airport.

Two optiondl alignments, designated as B-~1 and B-2, are being
considered for the extension of Walser Drive, B-1 proposes the
extension of Walser Drive easterly to South Street to a connection
to relocated Shaws Road. B-2 extends Walser Drive.northeasterly
to South Street at Franklin Street.

No~Build Alternate

The No-Build Alternmate consists of no major improvements to
existing I-70 and associated interchanges. Routine maintenance
would continue to be performed as warranted.

The Preferred alternate consists of inside widening frém Mt.
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Phillip Road to the U.S. 40/I-270 interchange, outside widening
from I-270 to Maryland 144 and Alternate 4. For additional
information on the alternates see.Section III-C.

5. ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY

The No-Build Alternate would result in increased congestion
and associated collision rates. Operational deficiencies caused
by missing ramp movements would remain as well as the resulving
circuity of travel and confusion for motorists unfamiliar with the
area.

Improvements to this section of I-70 are in accordance with
the Frederick City and County Comprehensive Plan.

One business would be displaced under the Inside Widening
Alternate, while the Outside Widening Alternate would displace one
business and one family. No relocations are required with either
Alternate 2 or ﬁ. Alternates A and B-1l each displace two
businesses. Four families and two businesses would be displaced

under Alternate B-Z;

Alternates A requires the acquisition of right-of-way from
Loats Park.

Right-of-way will not be required from ény nistoric site
listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places. No significant archeological sites would be affected.

Both the proposed inside and outside widening of I-70 crosses
tributaries of Ballenger Creek as do Alternates 2 and 4 proposed
for the U.S. 15/340 interchange. Erosion and sediment control and
stormwater management methods will minimize the effects of

- -



construction on the water quality of the streams.

The area of I-70 between Maryland Route 355 and East Patrick
Street contains a number of sinkholes. Three of these sinkholes
function as stormwater drainage outfalls. Since the reliability
of sinkholes as outfalls cannot be accurately predicted
severe flooding could occur if'they cease to functioen.
Alternative drainage outfalls will be considered as part of the
stormwater‘management measures proposed for this project to ensure
that no flooding occurs as a result of this project.

Construction of this project would require review and
approval by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources for 2
Sediment Control?Plaﬁ and Stormwater Management. Also, the
Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene must approve a
Water Quality Certificate. ‘

| No floodplains or wetlands would be imﬁacted.

The Department of Natural Resources and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service have indicated that ﬁhere are no known
populations of threatened or endangered species within the study
area.

Noise analyses conducted for the proposed project indicates
that ambient or existing noise levels at three of fourteen
sensitive receptors exceed the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) 70 dBA noise abatement criteria. Seven receptors would
experience design year (2010) L10 noise levels above the
abatement criteria with the Build Alternates. Abatement
considerations are warranted at one receptor, the FEast Frederick
Elementary School. 8ix sensitive receptors will experience design
vear (2010) L10 noise levels above the FHWA criteria with

7l ~



the Ne-Build Alternéte.

An alr quality analysis completed for this project
no violations of State and National Ambient Air Quality
will occur for either the No-Build or Build Alternates.

Table S5-1 compares the impacts associated with the

under consideration.

vi{a)

shows that

Standards
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The fcllowing Environmental Assessment Form is
a requirement of the Maryland Environmental Policy
Act and Maryland Department of Transportation
Order 11.01.06.02. It's use is in Kkeeping with
the provisions of 1500.4 (k) and 1506.2 and .6 of
the Council of Environmental Qualitv Reaulations,
effective July 31, 1979, which recommend that
duplication of 'Federal, State, and ' Local pro-
cedures be integrated into a single process,

The checklist identifies specific areas of the
natural and social-economic environment which have
been considered while preparing this environmental
assessment. The reviewer can refer to the
appropriate sections of the document, as indicated
in the "Comment™ column of 'the form, for a de—
scrintion of specific characteristics of the
natural or social-economic environment within the
proposed project area. It will also highlight any
potential impacts, beneficial or adverse, thakt the
action may incur. The "No" column indicates that
Aduring the scoping and early coordination
processes, that specific area of the environment
was not identified to be within the proiect area
or weuld not be impacted by the proposed action.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

FPORM

Land Use Considerations

_]-C

2.

10.

11.

Will the action be within
the 100 year flood plain?

Will the action require a
permit for construction
or alteration within the
50 year flcod plain?

Will the action require a
permit for dredging,
filling, draining or
alteration of a wetland?

Will the action require a
permit for the construc-
tion or operation of
facilities for snlid
waste Aisposal including
dredge and excavation
speil?

Will the action oCccur on
slopes exceeding 15%2

Will the action require a
arading plan or a
sediment control permit?

Will the action require a
mining permit for deep or
sur face mining?

Will the action require a
permit for drilling a qgas
or oil well?

Will the action require a
permit for airport con-
struction?

Will the action require a
permit for the crossing
of the Potomac River by
conduits, cables or cther
like devices?

Will the action affect the
use of a public recreation
area, park, forest, wild-
life management ares,
scenic river or wildland?

ix

YES

NO

COMMENTS

Section IV.D



YES NO COMMENTS

12, Will the action affect the
use of any natural or man-
made features that are
unigue ko the county, )
state, or nation? ' X

12, Will the action affect the
use of an archeological or
historical site or
struckure? X

Water Use Considerations

14, Will the action reqguire a
permit for the change of
the course, current, or
cross—section of a stream
or other body of water? X

15, Will the action require
the construction,
alteration, or removal
of a dam, reservoir, or
waterway obstruction? £

L&, Will the action chance
the overland flow of
storm water or reduce
the absorption capac-
ity of the ground? X

17. Will the action require
a permit Eor the
drilling of a water
well? X

18. Will the action require
a permit for water
appropriatinn? X

19. Will the action require
a.permit for the con-
struction and operation
of facilities for
treatment or dAdAistribu-
tion of water? X

LA
Lo )
.

Will the project require

a permit for the con-

struction and owveration

of facilities for sewage

treatment and/or land

disposal of ligquid waste
derivatives? X



YES NO

2L. Will the action result in
any discharge into
surface or sub-surface
water?

COMMENTS

22, 1f se, will the discharge
affect ambient water
quality parameters and/or
regquire a discharge
permit? X

Air Use Considerations

23. Will the ' action result in
any discharge into the
air? X

Section IV. F

24, If so, will the discharqge
affect ambient air guality
parameters or produce a
disagreeable odor? X

Section IV. F

25. Will the action generate
additional noise which
differs in character ot
level from present
conditions? X

Section IV. G

26, Will the action preclude
future use of related
air space? X

27. Will the action generate
any radioleogical, elec-
trical, magnetic, or
light influences? X

Plants and Animals

28. Will the action cause the
disturbance, reduction or
less of any rare, unigue
or valuable nlant or
animal? X

29, Will the action result in
the siqgnificant reducticn
or loss of any £ish or
wildlife habitats? X

30, Will the action require a
permit for the use of
pesticidesg, herbicides or
other bhiological, chemical
or radiological centrol
agents?

xi



E.

Socio~ECconomic

31.

32,

33.

34,

35,

36.

37.

38.

3S.

40,

Will the action result in
a pre-emption or division
of properties or impair
their economic use?

Will the action cause
relocation of activi-
ties, structures, or
result in a change in
the population density
or distribution?

Will the action alter
land values?

Will the action affect
traffic flow and wvolume?

Will the action affect
the production,
extraction, harvest or
potential use of a
scarce or economically
important resource?

Will the action redquire
a license to consiruct
a sawnmill or other
plant for the manu-
facture nf forest
products?

Is the action in accord
with federal, state,
regional and local
comprehensive or
functional plang=--
including zoning?

Will the action affect the
employment opportunities
for persons in the area?

Will the action affect the
ability of the area to

attract new sources of tax
revenue? .

Will the action discourage
present sources of tax

revenue from remaining in
the area, or affirmatively

encourage them to relocate
el sewhere?

xii

YES

|:>~1

COMMENTS




YES NO

41, Will the action affect the

ability of the area to
attract tourism?

Other Considerations

42,

43,

44,

45,

46,

47.

Could the action endanger
the public health, safety

or welfare?

Could the action be
elimjinated without
deleterious affects

to the public health,
safety, welfare or the
natural environment?

Will the action be of
statewide siqgnificance?

Are there any other plans
or actions (federal, state,
county or private) that,

in conjunction with the

subject action could result
in a cumulative or syner-

gistic impact on the
public health, safety,

welfare, or environment? X

Will the action require
additional power gener-
ation or transmission
capacity?

This agency will develop
2 complete environmental

effects report on the
proposed action.

xiii

COMMENTS

X



16.

21,

23-24,

25.

47.

A sediment control permit will be required by the Water
Resources Division of the Department of Natural
Resources., Erosion control measures will be tazken to
minimize sedimentation during the project's construction
phase.

The action will reduce the absorption capacity of the
ground due to elimination of surface area. More water
will run off due to the impermeable surface of the road.
This impact is not significant. -

The project section of Interstate 70 crosses tributaries
of Ballenger Creek; sediment could be carried by small

drainage systems into larger ones such as the Monocacy
River. ’

Vehicle volumes on Interstate Route 70 will increase with
or without the proposed improvements, which may change
the volume and character of pollutants associated with
the project section of I-70. A detailed air quality
analysis has been completed for the project.

As noted in comment 23-24, anticipated traffic volume
increases on the project section will increase noise
levels in the corridor, These levels may exceed federal
design noise level criteria. WNolse sensitive receptors
in the area are few in number as the corridor is largely
agricultural. A detailed noise analysis of the No-Build
and Build Alternates has been completed.

An Environmental Assessment will be completed.

xiv
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I. Description of Proposed Action

A. PROJECT LOCATION

The study area for this project is located along I-70 south
of the City of Frederick in central Frederick County, Maryland.
(See figure 1) Frederick City is surrounded by several arterial
highways connecting Baltimore, Washington D.C., Virginia, central
Pennsylvania and the Mid West.

B. FPROJECT DESCRIPTION

The study segment of I-70 is a four (4) lane expressway
divided by a variazble width (28' to 38') rural median.

The project area extends from just west of Mt. Phillip Road
easterly to Md. Route 144 (East Patrick Street) near the easterm
City boﬁndary, a distance of 5.3 miles. See figﬁre 2.

The purpose of this project is to study al;ernates which
would upgrade 1-70 to current interstate design standards and
thereby increase the mobility of interstate travellers on both the
primary and interstate highways.

C. DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

1, Socizl Environment

Frederick County

Frederick County's populaticn in 1980 was 114,263 persons.
During the 1970's the county was one of the fastest growing areas
in the State. Its population increased 35.2% from 1970 to 1980.
(See Table 1) This growth reflects the in-migration of people who
want to live in Frederick County and commute to work in Raltimore
or Washington, as well as those who are employed by the expanding
federal govermnment and related research-oriented bus;nesses

located along the I-70 and I-270 corridors.
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" The Maryland Department of State Planning predicts that the
county's population will increase by another 37% by the year 2000.

Frederick Region

The project study area is within the Prederick Planning
Region as defined by the Frederick County Planning Commission.
The Region contains about 40% of the County's total population and
has the highest density of any region in the County. Frederick
City lies within the Frederick Planning Region.

Election Districts 2 and 23

Approximately three-guarters of the study area lies within
Election District 2 which includes Frederick City, and the rest
lies within Election District 23 (Ballenger). The two districts
are very different in character. District 2 is far more urban and
has a much larger and.more diverse population ghan District 23.

TABLE _1_ |

1970 - 1980 POPULATION IN STUDY AREA

1980 1870 % Change 70-80
Frederick County: 114,263 84,927 35.2
Prederick Region 44,689 36,255 23.3
Election District 2 29,847 25,908 135.2
(Frederick City)
Election District 23 1,779 1,110 60.3

(Ballenger)

2. Economic Environment

Because the ccounty has an abundance of fertile soil and

tepography suitable for farming, the major industry has been,



ELECTION DISTRICT -

FEIN

LEGEND
ELECTION DISTRICT 2
ELECTION DISTRICT 23
FREDERICK REGION

FIGURE 3



until recently, agriculture. Frederick County is still the major
dairy-producing county in the state.

Since World War II, however; the-county’s economy has become
increasingly dominated by the expansion of federal government
related and research oriented businesses, as well as growing
service and trade industries.

By 1980 less than 2% of the emploved labor force in Election
District Z were enmployed in agriculture. Even in Election
Distriet 23, which is far more rural in character, only‘about 3%
were employed in agriculture. There is also a trend away from
employment in traditional manufacturing with primary metals, and
toward new, high technology electronic and instrument
manufacturing.

TABLE 2
1980 LABOR FORCE BY INDUSTRY

Election Election
Frederick - .District 2 District 23
County (Frederick) (Ballenger)
Wholesale or i
Retail Trade 19.3% 23.1% 16.6%
Services 23.2 . 32.4 25.4
Manufacturing 15.6 14,0 22.9
Publiec Administra-
tion 10.2 10.0 8.5
Construction 10.4 7.8 8.7
Transportation &
Utilities 6.4 5.6 7.1
Finance, Insurance
& Real Estate 4.9 5.4 7.9
Agricultural 5.0 1.7 3.1
100 100 10G.72



Frederick City is the retail activity center for almost all
of Frederick County. Because of the large population
concentration in and around the city, its central location and the
absence of any other town of similar size which is closer than
Hagerstown, Frederick City is the logical center for extensive
retailband wholesale operations.

Retail expansion in recent years has occurred in the form of
shopping centers. This includes three large shopping centers
along U.S. Route 40 west and the Francis Scott Key Mall between
1-270, Maryland 355 and Maryland 85 south of the study area.

The City also continues to be the center of most of the
county's service activities. By far, the largest share of the
county's professional, financial, insurance, real estate and
communication activiﬁies are based in Frederick.

In 1980, 33% cf all Frederick County residents commuted
outside of the county to work. This represents a 22% increase
since 1970. The Maryland Department of State Planning projects a
20% increase in the number of jobs w1hh1n the county by 1990.

Every major employment category within the county is expected
to increase. The construction industry and wholesale and retail
trade are expected to increase most dramatically. This is basged
on the assumption that the recent high demand for housing in the
county will continue (Frederick County experienced a 51% increase
in housing units from 1970 to 1980). Expected increases in the
trade sector are based largely on the need to serve the relatively
affluent pepulation that is moving to Frederick County in

increasing numbers.



3. Land Use
Existing
Curfently about 80% of the Fredgrick Planning Region remains
in woodland, agricultural use or  some other kind of open space.
Residential uses comprise over 10% of the area and the remainder
of the land is in commercial, industrial and public use.

Residential

Residential laod use occurs at several points within the
project limits. Medium and low density housing is located near
the U.S8. 13/340 interchange, near the East South Street/Franklin
Street intersection and at Tulip Hill at the eastern end of the
project. Several residences (some associated with farms) are . .

scattered along the length of the project.

Agsricultural

Cutside the City limits the most common land use change in
the Fredericﬁ Region in recent years has been the conversion of
agricultural land to residential use. Near the study area this
trend is wost evident in the Balleﬁgef Cféek area south of I-70.
Because the Frederick valley is extremely rich in prime farmland,
the county has recently taken steps to prevent further developnent
of this land by establishing agricultural preservation districts.
There are mo agricultural preservation districts within the study
area. The western portion of the proposed project (between Mt.
Phillip Road and the U.S. 15/340 interchange) is partly on
farmland of statewide importance. The land in this area, south of
I-70, is currently in agricultural use. Coordination with the
Soil Comservation Service regarding this farmland is underway.

Commercial and Industrial

Commercial and industrial land uses are scattered along the
1-70 corridor. The highest concentration of businesses is located
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in the Evergreen Point area which is between Maryland 85 and

Maryland 355 south of I-70. A large  limestone quarry and
assoclated aggregate and concrete operations are also located east
of Maryland 355, I-70 also serves the Frederick Industrial Park
(84 acres) and the Airport Industrial Park (37 écres) located to
the north of Md. 144 in east Frederick.

Another new pocket of light industrial land use lies in the
southwest part of the city adjacent to I-70 and U.S. 15/340.

Within the study areaz only a swall portion of land 'is used
for institutional or public use. A cemetery is located along I-70
between New Design Reoad and I-270, and the Maryland School for the
Deaf, the East Frederick Elementary Schoel, the Prospect High
School and a Seventh Day Adventist Church are all located within
the immediate study area,.

Future

Frederick City and the surrounding area is designated by the
County Planning Commission as the major new development center in
the county for the next two decades, IOut;ide of this growth area
the majority of the county is intended for only low intensity uses
such as conservation and agricultural/rural uses.

Residential

The area north and west of the city limits to the foothills
of the Catoctin Mountains has been designated as the main low |
density residential growth area. Tuscarora Creek forms the
northern boundary and I-70 forms the southern boundary of this
area.

The Ballenger Creek area south of 1-70 calls for high density
residential use adjacent to the city and for medium density |
housing toward the creek to the south. Since Frederick City lies

within a large belt of prime farmland, it is inevitable that some
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planned growth will occur on prime farmland. In order to minimize
that’use the county encourages this high density development ag
close to the city as possible. The areas designated for high
density residences are just south of the U.S. 15/340 and I-70
interchange.

The area known as Tulip Hill is recommended for low density
residential development.

Agricultural

The land south of I-70 from Mt. Phillip Road to west of
Maryland 180 is recommended for agricultural/rural uses.

Commercial and Industrial

The comprehensive plan calls for office and light industrial
land use in the area west of U.S. 15/340 just north "and south of
I-70. Continued commercial and industrial development is
recommended for the Evergreen Point area, as far‘yest as I-270 and
as far east as Reichs Ford Road. An office/research park is
planned for the areas just south, north and west of Evergreen
Point because of their access, visibility and proximity to the
city and to other major employment areas aloﬁg the I=-70 and I-270
corridors.,

Another office/research park is planned east of the city to
serve as a buffer between the residential area and the airport and

industrial parks on Md. 144 (East Patrick Street).



4, Parks/Recreation Facilities

Several parks and recreation areas have been identified in
the project area. (See figureé 9a-9¢)”

Loats Park (42 acres), recently deeded to Frederick City for
park development, is bounded by Maryland Route 355, Maryland Route
914 (Adventist Road) and New Design Road. (See figure 12)

Proposed Lewis Park is a four (4) acre parcel located east of
the Union 76 Truck City along Md. 355 and abutting I-70. This
arez 1s owned by Frederick City, but is not proposed for
development or recreation use. (See letter of April 28, 1981, from
Robert Strine in the Appendiz) Based on coordination with the City
of Frederick, this arsa is not considered a 4(f) iséue. The City
will be paid for the property and those monies may be applied
toward replacement land.

East Frederick Elgmentary School is located near the
project’'s eastern limit oﬁ Maryland Route 144 at Shaws Road,

5. Historical and Archeoclogical.Sites

Historic site surveys of the study area have resulted in the
identification of six (6) historic sites which are listed on the
National Register of Historic Places or considered eligible for
the National Register.

They are listed in the following table and shown on figures §

and 9.
Table 3 - Historic Sites

Site No. Name Significance level
1 Prospect Hall Listed on National
Register Sept. 1980
2 Guilford . Listed on National
' Register 1975
A Frame House Maryland Historical

Trust Inventory
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Site No. Name - Significance level

B Stone Building Maryland Historical
‘ Trust Inventory
s
I Kline Farm (Linden Grove) National Register
' eligible
J Tidler Farm (Wm. Howard Farm)'_ Maryland Historical

Trust Inventory

- Humberson House Maryland Historical
Trust Inventory
Statements of Significance

Prospect Hall. This commanding large seven-bay collonaded

structure is architecturally and historically significanf for the
Frederick area.

Guilford was built in 1810 and is one of the finest of the
big country houses in Frederick County.

Linden Grove is significant as a late 18th century farmhouse

built in a significant federal style more commonly found in towns
than in rural areas. It ma§ be the omnly building remaining from
the original farmstead. |

No significant archeological sites were identified iﬁ the
project area. See the letters from the Maryland Historical Trust
in the Appendix.

6. Natural Environment

d. Physiography - Topography

The I-70 study area lies within the Frederick Valley
physiographic province. This province is situated between the
Catoctin Mountains and the Western Pledmont. Topography is
generally rolling, with slopes between 0 and 20%. Rarst
topographic features such as collapse areas and sinkﬁoles occur in
the study area east of I-270.

Elevations in the study area generally range from 270 feet
above mean sea level (msl) to 420 feet above msi. Elevations

gently rise from east to west.
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b. Geology
The Frederick Valley is underlain by a continuous belt of

moderately deformed Cambio-Ordovician carbonates and siltstones.
The geologic structure of the area is an asymmetric synclinorium
composed of three major formations, the Araby, Frederick, and
Grove Formations, vertically from bottom to top. The study area
extends across outcrops of the Frederick and Grove Formations.

The outcropping Frederick Formation consists of & sequence of
micritic and peloidal limestones and dolomites. OQutcrops of the
Grove Formation are dominated by light gray limestones, and white
or buff dolomites which contain varying amounts of coarse Quartz
sand.

The study area lies on a single hydrologic unit composed of
the limestones of the Frederick and Grove formations. This unit
contains the most productive aquifers in the Maryland Piedmont
.Regioﬁ. Yields of wells range from ome (1) to 580 gallons per
minute (gpm), with a 20% chance of exceeding 50 gpm. These yvields
contrast with the surrounding aquifers, which are among the
poorest in the Maryland Piedmont Region. Well yields are
dependent on the amount of fractures in an area. The carbonate
rocks of the Grove and Frederick formations are subject to
weathering, but have a fair degree of permeability. Fracture
zones where solutional weathering has occurred usually produce the
highest yielding wells.

Solutional weathering in fracture zones also produces
sinkholes, a geologic feature in the study area unique to karst
topography. Sinkholes are formed when rain or runoff flows
through a fracture, dissolving the surrounding carbomate rock.
The fracture is dissolved to a point when the overlying soil can
not support itself, and forms a depression, or sinkhole,
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Sinkholes may form at rapid rates, depending on the amount, and
acidity of runoff, and the solubility of the underlying carbonate
rocks. Karst topography ié conducive to the development of larger
or new sinkholes.

Fourteen (14) major storm water outfalls were identified
along the I-70 improvement corridor in a preliminary May, 1984
"Sinkhole and Stormwater Management Study”". Three (3) of these
outfalls currently drain into existing sinkholes. These three (3)
sinkholes drain a total area of approximately 460 acres.- (See
figures 9a-9¢) Sinkholes Numbers 1 and 3 have existed for sone
time and are presently operating as storm water outfalls.

Sinkhole Number 2 is the residual of an old clay quarry. The area
around Sinkhole Number 1 has recently developed new adjacent
sinkholes. Should these sinkholes cease to function as outfalls
for storm runoff, severe flooding could occur if no other outlet
were provided, Implementation of a feasible alternative to drain
the watershed should these sinkholes fail is under study,

The limestones of the Frederick Valléy are actively mined in

‘the study area. The Grove limestone is used for Portland and

masonry cements, agricultural lime, and crushed stone aggregates,
Carbonate rocks of the Frederick Formation are too thin bedded or
schistose for use as crushed stone.
c. Soils

Soils in the I-70 study area belong primarily to the
Duffield-Hagerstown Association. The Duffield soils are dominant,
developed from interbedded limestones and shales of the Frederick
formation. Hagerstown soils developed from the massive limestone
of the Grove formation.

This association is very productive. The soil is deep, well
drained, fertile, gently sloping in most places, and easily
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managed.

d. Surface Water

The I-70 study area is in the Monocaey River watershed, and
crosses tributaries of Ballenger Creek.

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) classifies
the waters of the State into four classes, based on their intended
use. Ballenger Creek, in the study area, is designated as Class I
waters (Water Contact Recreation and Aquatic Life). Waters of
this designation are suitable for water contact sports and
activities where the human body may come in direct contact with
the surface water and the growth and propagation of fish (other
than trout), other aquatic life, and wildlife.

e, Floodplains and Wetlands o

No designated wetlands or 100 yvear floodplains have been

identified in the project area.
f. Ecology
1). Vegetation

The native vegetation of the study a;ea is classified as the
Tulip Poplar Association (Brush et al 1976). However, little
native vegetation remains, as the area has been extensively
cleared and developed. Current major uses are of a commercial,
industrial and residential nature. A few farms remain in the
area, producing corn, whegt, and alfalfa crops. The majority of
land which would be converted to highway usage currently exists as
mowed right-of-ways along the existing highway énd interchanges.
The only treed areas remaining are: (1) a2 tract north of I-70
between Reichs Ford Road and Maryland Route 355, (2) a small
cak-maple woodland associated with a tributary of Ballenger Cresek
ét the U.S. Route 15/340 interchange and (3) a few_miscéllaneous

fence rows which separate various land uses. The first area
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mentioned above has been extensively disturbed as the result of
dirt bike riders using the area. This use is not sanctioned by
City officials.

2). TUnique/Sensitive Areéas

The Maryland Uplands Natural Areas Study (1975) is part of an
ongoing effort .by the Maryland Coastal Zone Management program to
describe and assess the resources of Marvland's coastal areas and
contributing watersheds. While this does not afford any protec-
tion to these areas, it is hoped that identified areas will remain
relatively undisturbed. Area 5300 is in the study area,
immediately west of U.8. Routes 40/15 and north of Prosbect Hall
High School. The 170 acre former farm is "an abandoned crop and
pasture land with many heavy thicket fence rows and small areas of
mature upland deciduous forest. The headwaters to Carroll Creek
are also located here. Especially noteworthy is the diversity of
both plant and animal species inhabiting this urban wild area".
This area would not be affected by any of the proposed improve-
ments. h

3). Wildlife

a). Terrestrial

The project area is heavily used for industrial and
commercial purposes, and there is very little remaining natural
habitat for terrestrial wildlife. Habitat types available inélude
mowed right-of-way, crop fields, and the few treed areas mentioned
above. Only those species which can tolerate extensive human
activity can inhabit this area. This includes songbirds, rabbits,
groundhogs, skunks, raccoons, and eastern gray squirrels.

b). Aquatic
The project area lies within the Monacacy River watershed.
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Four tributaries of the Monocacy, a state Scenic River, would be
crosséd by this project - all unnamed tributaries of Ballenger
Creek.

Ballenger Creek flows south of I-70 through rural,
agricultural land and is of relatively good quality. Prior to
1978, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources stocked
Ballenger Creek with brown and rainbow trout. This was an
experimental program, and was discontinued because temperatures in
the ecreek were too high to support trout life yearround:

g. Endangered Species

Coordination with the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicates that

there are no known populations of threatened or endangered species

within the study area.
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7. Existing Noise Environment

a. Identification of Noise Sensitive Areas

The noise sensitive areas (NSA) utilized in the analysis
consist of residential, educational, and religious use areas. The
locations of these receptors are shown on Figures 7-39.

Following is a brief description of these:

NSA 1 - one story brick East Frederick Elementary School
located on East Patrick Street, north of Interstate 70. The
building is not air-conditioned. A hard surfaced play area is
located between the building and Interstate 70.

NSA 2 - a two-story frame house located at 7891 Reich's Ford
Road, south of Interstate 70. -

NSA 3 - the I-70 Motor Inn located in the northeast quadrant
of the I-70/Maryland 355 interchange. The area consists of a
brick air conditioned motel and adjacent parking. No exterior
uses were evident.

NSA 4 - a farm owned by the Maryland School for the Deaf,
located on Carrol Street north of Interstate 70. The building is
not air-conditioned. '

NSA 5 - a one and one-~half story brick residence located at
5874 Maryland Route 355, south of the alignment of I-70.

NS4 6 - the Seventh Day Adventist Church and School complex,
located west of Maryland 355 and north of Interstate 70. This
building is air conditioned.

‘NSA 7 - the Mount Olivet Cemetery, located adjacent to the
ramp from westbound Interstate 70 to U.S. Route 40.

NSA 8 - a National Register historic site located at 5927 New
Design Road.

NSA 9 - an historic site located adjacent to northwest
quadrant of the Interstate 70/Interstate 270 interchange. The
site consists of a frame farm house and associated out buildings
and is north of Solarex Corporation building.

NS4 10 - a two and one-half story residence located at 6023
Fair QOaks Road,

NSA 11 - a one story brick residence located at 6446 Maryland
Route 180,

NSA 12 - a two story stone residence, known as Park Hall,
located at 1100 East Patrick Street.
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NSA 13 - a two story frame residence located at 802 South
Street,

NSA 14 -~ four brick residences located at 6026 Fairfax Court.

NSA 15 - a one story brick fasidénce located east of Mt.
Phillip Road and north of I-70.

b. Existing Noise Monitoring Program and Results

An on-sité nolse monitoring program was conducted at each
sensitive receptor. The monitoring was performed on August 7 and
14, 1984 using a BBN Model 614 Portable Noise Monitor System. The
6l4 is a combination sound level meter/microprocessor/printer
which automatically measures, calculates and prints a wide range
of statistical and cumulative sound levels including Lipg and
Leqg-

Monitoring was performed for ome-half hour periods at a

location adjacent to each sensitive receptor. The system's

microphone was calibrated both before and after each monitoring

period to ensure the accuracy of results.

The results of the monitoring program are shown in table 4.
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TABLE 4

EXISTING NOISE LEVELS

Noise Sensitive Area Ambient L10
1 61 dBA
2 69 dBA
3 (75 dBA)
A 54 dBé
5 65 dBa
6 (72 dBA)
7 69 dBA
8 52 dBA
9 63 dBA

10 o 69 dBA
11 | 59 dBA
12 ' 67 dBA
13 - : 60 dBA
14 (74 dBA)

15 (71 dBA)

) Exceeds Federal Highway Administration noise abatement
criteria.
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I1. Need for the Project

A. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This section of I-70 is the last segment of 1-70 which does
not conform to current interstate design standards. Missing
movements would be provided and geometric deficiencies would be
improved at study area interchanges. Thus, interstate travellers
on both the primary highway and interstate highway systems would
be afforded increased mobility by the completion of this project.

B. PROJECT BACKGROUND

The proposed roadway improvements conform to the goals and
objectives of the January.1979 Frederick City and the December
1983 Frederick County Comprehensive Development Plans.

This project is included in the Interstate Development and
Evaluation Program of the 1985-1990 for Project Planning and Final
Design. TFunding for Right-of-Way acquisition and Cons;rﬁction is
not programmed.

Highway Needs Study History

The 1977 and 1979 Highway Needs Studies included the
reconstruction of I-70 from I-270 to Maryland l44A (East Patrick
Street) as a six (6) lane freeway.

The 1980 Highway Needs Inventory and the 1982 update of the
Highway Needs inventory included a six (6) lane divided
reconstruction from U.S. 15/340 to west of East Patrick Street.

Highﬁay Program Eistory

In the 1979-1984 Consolidated Work Schedules (CWS), the 1-70
project was included in the Interstate Project listing. Beginning
with the 1981-1986 Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) the
project appeared in the Development and Evaluation Program, and
has appeared in each succeeding CTP.
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C. OTHER AREA PRQJECTS

1-70 from Ijamsville Road to East Patrick Street

This project is under construction and consists of the
relocation of I-70. Construction is scheduled for completion in

June of 1986+,

D. DEFICIENCIES OF THE EXISTING FACILITY

The study segment of I-?O is a four (4) lane expressway
divided by a variable width rural median. Each lane is 12' wide
with a maximum 3% grade. The design speed varies from 60 to 70
miles per hour (MPH) with a posted speed of 55 mwph. The
expressway was built in accordance with design standards and
criteria in effect as early as 1954, This criteria allowed
closely spaced interchanges and short exit and entrance ramps.
Some interchange movements are absent. Interchange ramp geometry
is deficient under current standards. There is no safety grading.
Full shoulder wiaths are not continued across bridges and several
bridges will require redecking within the near future. Since 1960,
design criteria have been revised to @ro%ide safer and more
efficient expressways. |

The interchanges at U.S. 15/340 and I-270/U.S. 40 lack some
turning movements and do not provide access to I-70 in all
directions. These movements are provided elsewhere. However,
interstate travellers unfamiligr with the area, become confused
and make sudden lane changes to access desired exit ramps. As
traffic and development continue to inerease, the missing
movements will present ever increasing operational safety
problems. Further, the interchange between Maryland Route 180 and
U.S. 15/340 serving local traffic presents an operational problem
due to its proximity to other interchanges.

Three (3) sets of movements are missing in the existing
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network of the U.S. 15/340 and 1-270/U.S. 40 interchanges. The
three (3) sets of movements are currently accomplished in the
following manner:

- the missing southbound U.S. 15/340 to westbound I-70 and
the return movement, are made via the U.S. Route 15/~
West Patrick Street interchange (north of the study
area) and west along U.S. 40 to I-70 west. This portio
of U.S. Route 40 (known as the Golden Mile) traverses
one of the most significant retailing areas of Frederick
City, contains several traffic signals and carries
local, intra-state and interstate traffic.

- the missing northbound U.S. 15/340 to westbound I-70
movement and the return movement, eastbound I-70 to
southbound .U.S. 15/340, are the most complex set of the
three (3) missing movements. This movement must be
effected by proceeding north past the I-70/U.S. 15/340
interchange, through the U.S. 40/15/&efferson Street
interchange to the U.S. 153/40/West Patrick Street
interchangé, then west along U.S. 40 (Golden Mi}e) to
westbound I-70,

- the missing northbound 1-270 to eastbound I-70 movement
and its return, are now made at the I-270/Md.85
interchange (south of the study area), north along Md.
83 to Md. 355, then a left turn at the Md. 355/I-70
interchange to east on I-70. (It should be noted that
Md. 85 is now approaching cbmmercial developnment
equivalent to the "Golden Mile".)
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~The interchanges at Md. 355 and South Street/Reichs Ford
Road have geometrically substandard radii and acceleration and
deceleration lane lengths. Substandard radii are critical because
of high percentages (up to 33%) of heavy duty trucks using these
interchanges. Intexchanges ramps which are substandard with tight
radii contribute to vehicular rollovers and collisions.

Short acceleration lanes result in loaded trucks entering
main line I-70 at speeds far below normal, thus requiring
avoidance manuvers on the part of other vehicles. Short
deceleration lanes can contribute to excessive vehicular speeds on
the turning roadway.

E. TRAFFIC

Existing average daily traffic volumes along éhe study
segment of Interstate Route 70 range from 25,000 to 32,000,

Trucks constitute approximately 25% of average daily traffic
volumes on the ramps of the Md. 355 interchange and up to 33% of
the average daily traffic on ramps of the South Street/Reichs Ford
Road interchange. These truck percentages are significantly
greater thap on most State highways. The highway has adequate
capacity for exisﬁing volﬁmés during peak hours, but is
approaching unstable flow.

| By the design year 2010, traffic volumes are predicted to
increase substantiaily (953% to 120%)as a result of planned land
use in the vieinity of the City of Frederick and improved national
mobility. Forecasted average daily traffic volumes range ffom
approximately 54,000 west of U.S. Route 15/340 to 70,000 east of
U.8. Route 15/340 to 51,000 east of East Patrick Street. See
figure 6.

Quality of traffic, flow aleong a highway is measured in terms
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of level of service (L0OS). This measure is dependent upon highway

geomeﬁry and traffic characteristics and ranges from LOS "A"
(Best) to LOS "GC" (Minimum Desirable),. to LOS "E" (capacity), and
LOS "F" (Worst or Forced Flow). If no substantive improvements
are implemented by the design year, the portions of the project
from Mt. Phillip Road to U.S. Route 15/340 and from South Street
to Maryland Route 144 are predicted to operate at capacity {(Level
of Service "E") and the segment from Interstate Route 270 to South
Street is predicted to operate at forced flow {Level of éérvice
"F"). These operating conditions are characterized by low
operating speeds (15-35 mph) and recurrent stoppages, Table 5
Indicates existing and projected levels of service for other
segments of the project,

F. SAFETY

1-70, from Mt. Phillip Road to East Patrick Street,
experlenced 75 reported accidents during the study period from
1980 through 1982, resulting in an accident rate of 45 accidents
per one hundred million vehicle miles (acce/100MVM) of travel.
This existing rate is presently lower than the statewide average
accident rate for similar design highways now under State
maintenance. The cost to the motoring and general public as a

result of these accidents is approximately $500,000/100MVM of

travel,

The interchanges along this section of I-70 are presently.
experiencing operational deficiencies. Most notable are the
missing ramp movements, and the existing ramps of substandard
design. However, the accident experience at these interchanges
(with the possible exception of the I-70/Maryland 355 interchange)
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does not indicate any severe accident problem. The low number of

accidents at these areas is probably due to local drivers
exercising caution as a result of their knowledge of the deficient
ramp designs. Also, the reduced accident reporting policy adopted
by the police agencies 1s believed to have had an impact affecting
the reporting of property damage only accidents in the study
section.

The ramp from eastbound I-70 to southbound Maryland 355
qualified as a High Accident Interchange Ramp during 1980 through
1982, This ramp experienced six accidents in the three-year
period, all of which involved heavy-duty trucks. Overall, 20% of
the vehicles involved in reported accidents within the study area

were heavy;duty trucks; however, heavy-duty trucks do account
for 22% of the total traffic volumes in the area.

The accident costs as indicated include present worth of
future earnings of those persons killed and permanently disabled,
as well as monetary losses resulting from.injury and property
damage acidents. The unit costs utilized in the above
computations were based upon actual cost values obtained from
independent cost studies conducted in Washington D.C., Illinois,
and the California Division of Highways, and have been updated to

1982 prices,
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I1I. Alternates Considered

‘A. PROJECT HISTORY

l. Project Initiation Meeting_
On July 6, 1978, a Project Initiation Meeting was held at the
East Frederick Elementary School in Frederick City, Maryland. At
this meeting, the original project which extended 2.6 miles along
I-70 from the I-270 interchange to Hast Patrick Street was
introduced to the public. As a result of comments received at
that meeting the western limits of the project were extended from
the I-270/U.S. 40 interchange to the U.S. Route 15/340
interchange, a total distance of 3.8 miles.
2. Alternates Public Meeting
Approximately 65 persons attended the Alternates Public
Meeting (Workshop) held om January 24, 1980 at the East Frederick
Elementary School. At that time, the addition of a third lane on
thé outside of the existiﬁg roadway and improvements to the
interchanges were presented to the Public:, The following
improvements, as well as a no-build alternate, were presented:
U.5. Route 15/340 interchange (These proposed improvements to the

U.S. 15/340 and I-270/U0.S. 40 interchanges have subsequently been
refined and designated as Alternates 2).

- A new ramp from southbound U.S. Route 15/340 to westbound
1-70

- A new ramp from eastbound I-70 to southbound U.S. Route
15/340 |

- A new loop from eastbound I-70 to northbbound U.S. Route
15/340 which would necessitate construction of a new outer
connection from the northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to eastbound I-70
movement

- A new loop to provide for the northbound U.S. Route 15/340

to westbound I-70 movement which would require the removal of the
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loop ramp from Maryland Route 180 to northbound U.S. 15/340

northbound

- A new ramp to provide access from Maryland Route 180 to

northbound U.S. 340/15 and U.S. ﬁoute 40 southbound
I-270/0.8. 40 interéhange

Iwo additional movements were proposed:

- A new outer connection from northbound I-270 to eastbound
1-70 and located in the southeast quadrant

- & new loop in the northwest quadrant for the westbound I-70
to southbound I-270 movement

Md. 353/85 and Reichs Ford Road/South Street Interchanges

Alternate A proposes the expansion and reconstruction of the

existing Md. Route 355 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road
interchanges utilizing their present configurations. The
southbound Md. Route 355 to westbound I-70 ouger conmection ramp
would be relocated opposite Walser Drive. Maryland Route 914
(Adventist Road) would be closed with access to the Seventh Day
Adventist Church and school from New Desién Road only.

Alternate B proposes a new partial interchange to replace the

I-70 westbound off and on movements at the South Street/Reichs
Ford Road and Md. Route 355 interchanges. The proposed new
interchange ramps would tie into an easterly extension of Walser
Drive to Scuth Street at Franklin Street or to South Street near
Shaws Road. Both versions of Alternate B would intersect at-grade
with the Frederick Subdivision of the Chessie System Railroads and
an industrial siding. The existing interchange movements in the
southern quadrants would be reconstructed as with Alternate A.
(The version of this alternate designated Alternate B-1 intersects
South Street at Shgws Road and Alternate B-2 intersects South
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Street at Franklin Street.)

Alternate C proposed a full directional interchange tieing
into an easterly extension of Walser Drive at a location similar
to Alternate B. This interchangé repiaced<the existing Reichs
Ford Road and Maryland Route 355 interchanges. (See Alternates
Dropped Section B.-2b)

3. Project Status Report

4 Project Status Report was sent to the project mailing list
in May, 1980. This report advised recipients of pending alternate
modifications and provided an evaluation of_comments received as a
result of the Alternmates Public Meeting (Workshop). Alternate C
was dropped from further study.

4. Refinement of Alternates

In August, 1980 the following modifications were proposed for

the interchange alternates selected for detailed study:

At the U.S. 15/340 interchange:

- Include a collector/distributor road along northbound U.S.
15/340 (See Alternates Dropped Section B, 1-C)

- Study an additional interchange south of I-70 in order to
eliminate all zccess between U.S. 15/340 and Md. Route 180 (See
Alternates Dropped Section B. 1l-2a)

- Modify the alternate under study (now Alternate 2) to
eliminate the close proximity of the northbound U.S..15/340 ramps
through the I-70 and Md. 180 interchange areas (now Alternate &)

1-270/U0.5. 40 Interchange

- Study means of providing a more desirable merging length
along southbound U.S. 40 between the proposed westbound I-70 to
southbound I1-270 loop ramp and the existing eastbound I-70 to
southbound I-270 outer connection ramp

- Consider relocating the proposed northbound I-270 to
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eastbound I-70 ramp to the east side of New Design Road

Md. 355 Interchange

Alternate A

- Expand the median distance (beéween the off and on ramps)
to 50" (at the Md. 355/Walser Drive intersection) to avoid wrong
way ramp entry.

- Study operational characteristics associated with the
proposed cul-de-sacing of Md. 355 at Evergreen Point (area located
south of existing Md. 85/355 intersection) and re-routimg traffic
via Md. Route 85

Alterriate B

- Lengthen the deceleration lane along westbound I-70 to the
northbound Walser Drive Extended to allow for more gradual slowing
down of vehicles

- Consider an additional left turn storage lane and free
right turn lanes at ﬁhe intersection of the exit ramp with Walser
Drive

~ Add the movement from eastbound Md. Route 144 to westbound
I1-70 to accommodate future commercial/industrial traffic

5. Public Informational Meeting

On June 14, 1984, a Public Informational Meeting was held at
the Frederick Senior High School to present the alternates
(described in Section III.C) proposed for detailed studies. The
project limits had been extended from west of Mt. Phillip Road to
Md. 144 (East Patrick Street) approximately 5.3 miles. Approxi-
mately 105 persons attended this meeting.

The following issues and concerns were discussed at this
neeting:

~ The opticnal relocation of New Design Road into Md. Route
914 (Adventist Road) at the Seventh Day Adventist Church and
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school was questioned as being conducive to higher operating
speeds. Alternative aligmments for a relocated Adventist Road
were suggested to the north of the church and school buildings
through Loats Park. b '

(Through subsequent coordination the City of Frederick indicated
that the suggested relocation of Adventist Road, through park
property, was not acceptable to the City. The relocation of New
Design Reoad across I-70 into Adventist Road at the church was
deemed excessively expensive. Therefore, both alignments were
dropped from further consideration).

- Mr. J. Wm. Brosius suggested a number of conceptual
revisions to.configurations of the I-270/U.S. Route 40, MJd. Route
355 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges including new
access points to the interstate highway. (These suggestions were
further described in Mr. Brosius' letter to SHA dated June 25,
1984). )

- Two businessmen expressed concern about access to three
commercial enterprises located on the east side of Md. Route 355
immediately south of I-70.

- Frederick County endorsed Alternates 4 and B-1 and;

1) advised against cul-de-saccing Adventist Road as
required by Alternate A,

2) suggested that traffic flow to the Md. Route 355/New
Design Road intersection be minimized," : '

3) favored maintaining planmned continuity of the local
street system,

4) rejected Alternate B-2 due to disruption of travel
patterns and displacement of residents, and

5) found the proposed ramp from East Patrick Street to
westbound I-70 essential for providing access from the
commercial/industrial area in the vicinity of the airport, to the
interstate system.

B. ALTERNATES DROPPED

During the course of the Project Planning study the following
concepts and alternates (by interchange areaz) were developed and
subsequently dropped from consideration due to deficiencies and/or
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other aspects deemed unacceptable at the time of evaluation.

1. U.S. Route 15/340 - I-270/U.S. Route 40

a. Alternate 3

Studies were conducted in tﬁe viéinity of the U.S. Route
15/340 interchange focusing upon weaving problems (attributable to
the close proximity of the Md. 180 interchange ramps) along U.S.
Route 15/340 associated with Alternate 2 (an alternate now under
consideration). Alternate 3 was developed as a modificatiqn of
Alternate 2. It consisted of the removal of all ramps of the Md.
Route 180 interchange, and a replacement diamond interchange
located on U.5. Route 15/340 midway between I-70 and Mt. Zion Road
to the south of I-70.

Alternate 3 was eliminated from further consideration because
it did not address the operational problems on I-70, it resulted
in significant adverse travel, and it crossed a major tributary of
Ballenger Creek. Construction costs alone were an additional $5
million (not including right-of-way costs) which was not cost
effective.

b. Alternate 3

Alternate 5 was an attempt to alleviate the problems
experienced by motorists travelling southbound on the existing
collectordistributor road within the Md. Route 180 interchange and
along U.S. Route 15/340 and being required to select from three
directional options (southbound U.S. Route 15/340, westbound I-70
and Md. Route 180) with Alternate 2. Alternmate 5 consisted of
relocating the southbound U.S .Route 15/340 to westbound I-70
outer comnection ramp from the southbound collector-distributor
rcad alomg U.S. Route 15/340. An outer connection ramp was to be
relocated in the northwest quadrant of the I-70 intersection with
Md. Route 180 (Jefferson Pike) adjacent to the electrical sub
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station.

Alternate 5 was eliminated from further consideration because
of residential displacements, diversion of significant traffic
volumes onto a secondary highway‘and Eecauée it constituted an
additional (unwarranted) access point to the interstate system
from a secondary highway.

c. Other Optiomns

Other options considered in various combinations in the
vicinity of the U.S. Route 15/340 interchange included:-

- a collector-distributor roadway adjacent to the nerthbound
roadway of U.S. Route 15/340 to alleviate weaving problems,

- reconfiguration of the loop in the southwest quadrant of
the Md. Route 180 interchange to reduce the number of simultaneous
directional decisions required of motorists, and

- an at-grade intersection.ramﬁ of Md. Route 180 at US Route
15/340 to alleviate weaving problems along U.S. Route 15/340.

These options were eliminated from further consideration for
one or more of the following reasoﬁs;

- weaving/merging problems;

- inadequate capacity;

- excessive volumes on collector-distributor roadways;

- inappropriate introduction of a stop condition on a
freeway; and

- required rehabilitation of roadways not directly related to
I-70 operational problems.

2. Md. Route 355 - South Street/Reichs Ford Road

a. Trumpet Interchange at Extended Walser Drive
This early (1979) interchange was located midway between Md,.
Route 355 and the South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchange. The
interchange consisted of a large loop ramp and a directional
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connection in the southwest quadrant providing exit and entry
ramps’ on eastbound I-70. Outer comnmection ramps were provided in
the northwest and northeast quadrant providing exzit from and entry
to westbound I-70. | .

This alternate was dropped from further consideration due to
right-of-way impacts, inadequate traffic service and inconsistency
with local master plans.

b. Alternate C

Alternate C presented at the January 1980 Alternates Public
Meeting consisted of a full directional interchange reﬁlacing the
Md. Route 3535 and the South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges.
The replacement interchange would have been located midway between
the existing interchanges.

This alternate was eliminated from further consideration
because:

- Preliminary traffic analyses indicated that a Eentral
interchange could not adequately handle the anticipated traffic
volumes which would have been concentrated at the intersection
with Walser Drive extended.

~ Newly acquired recreational property at the Md. School for
the Deaf would have been impazcted.

- Right-of-way was required in close proximity to active
mineral extraction operations.

3. Planning Concepts

At the Alternates Public Meeting (workshop) of January 24,
1980 Mr. J. William Brosius described conceptual proposals for
reconfiguration of the interchanges at I-270/U.S. Route 40, Md.
Route 355, South Street/Reichs Ford Road and East Patrick Street.
The proposal as further described by Mr. Brosius' letter dated
February 19, 1980 to the SHA also included new access points to
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and from I-270 and New Design Road, and proposed to upgrade New
Design Road to a "gateway" into the City of Frederick for
motorists with origins and destinations to the south toward
Washington, D.C.

Similar proposals were suggested by Mr. Brosius at the Public
Informational Meeting of June 14, 1984 with further description
and sketches submitted by letter to the SHA dated June 25, 1984.

These proposals were eliminated from consideration because of
unacceptable geometrics, weaving deficiencies, lack of éontinuity
of street systems, reduction of traffic service and inconsistency
with local master plans.

These conceptual proposals and copies of the responses, dated
April 2, 1980 and Augusﬁ 8, 1984, are available for review in the
Bureau of Project Planning, SHA, 707 N, Calvert Street, Baltimore,
Maryland, 21202,

C. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATES UNDER CONSIDERATION

1. No-Build Alternate

No major construction or cépacity improvements would occur
with the No-Build Alternate. Bridge deck replacements,
resurfacing and routine maintenance within the existing
right-cf-way would be performed as warranted.

2. Build Altermates

The most recent geometric standards promulgated by the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) have been applied during development of the build
alternates.

All build alternates are compatible with the ongoing
construction of I-70 on new location from Md. 144 (East Patrick
Street) easterly to Ijamsville Road and with the proposed
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extension of East Street (City project) southerly to the vicinity
of I-&O. The East Street project is not currently included in the
City budget for comnstruction.

The seven (7) build alternates should be considered in three
(3) groupings. The first grouping consists of two (2) methods of
widening Interstate Route 70, Inside Widening and Outside
Widening. The second grouping consists of two (2) methods of
reconstructing the U.S. Route 15/340 and the I-270/U.S. Route 40
interchanges to provide missing movements. These alterﬁates have
numeral designations. The third grouping consists of three (3)
methods of recomstructing the Maryland Routes 85/355 and the South
Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges. These alternates have
letter designations. Thus, a complete solution to the 1-70
transportation corridor problem consists of an alternate for
widening inside or outside of the existing travel lanes, a
numbered alternate, and a lettered alternate. The State Highway
Administration has a preferred alternate in two of the groups.

The alternates under consideration are identified in the
written deseription that follows:

a. Inside and OQutside Widening Alternates

The build alternates include two (2) methods of widening I-70
to accomodate design year capacity and safety requirements. See
typical sections, figure 10. .

Both widening alternates propose three (3) through lanes for
I-70 eastbound from Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson Pike) to
Maryland Route 144 (East Patrick Street). Three (3) through lanes
are proposed westbound from Maryland Route 144 to the beginning of

the truck climbing lane west of Mt. Phillip Road at the base of
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Catoctin Mountain.

Continuous fencing would be constructed along the
right~of-way line of through highway.-

The inside widening alternate locates the additional travel
lane in each direction within the existing median wherever
possible. This alternate would result in a 30' wide median with a
continuous conerete median barrier from west of New Design Road to
Md. Route 144, a distance of approximately two (2) mileg. Present
easement areas would be acquired in fee simple.

The outside widening alternate retains the existing median
width and locates the additional lanes outside the present travel
lanes. This alternate requires more bridge reconstruction and the
acquisition of slightly more right-of-way than the inside
widening. Outside widening requiresla short segment (1,500' +) of
concrete median barrier at New Design Road, but preser@es the
present 50" median width from Maryland Routes‘355/85 té Eastl
Patrick Street. - .

The existing aligmment is retained with a minor exception
which occurs at the intersection with New Design Road (grade
separation) thch forms the eastern boundary of Mt. Olivet
Cemetery. At this location, the alignment of I-70 is shifted
south as much as 40' and utilizes a retaining wall to avoid
encroachment upon the cémetery.

To minimize right-of-way acquisition and displacements, a
retaining wall is proposed along the south side of I-70
immediately east of Md., 180 (Jefferson Pike). This wall avoids

the acquisition of a home containing four apartments.
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The outside widening alternmate requires a retaining wall

along the south side of I-70 west of Reichs Ford Road to avoid

agquisition of a stone washhouse and eneroachment near a two story

frame residence. Another retaining wall is required with the
outside widening alternate along the south side of I-70
immediately west of Maryland Route 144 (East Patrick Street) to
avoid encroachment upon the backyards and septic drain fields of
two residences within the Tulip Hill subdivision.

The preferred alternate for the widening consists of a
combination of inside and outside widening.

- Inside widening from Mt. Phillip Road to I-270/U.S. Route
40

- Outside widening from I-270/U.S3. Route 40 to Maryland Route
144

b. Alternates at the U.8. 340/15 and I-270
~interchanges

Alternate 2

Alternate 2 proposes the addition of most missing movements
at the U.S. Route 15/340 and the U.S.'Rouﬁé 1-270 interchanges and
the relocation of northbound movements at the Md. 180 interchange.
(See figure 8a)

At the U.S. Route 15/340 interchange, the following new

movements are proposed:

Eastbound I -70 to southbound U.S. 15/340 (outer
connection)

Eastbound I-70 to morthbound U.S., 15/340 (loop)
Southbound U.S. 15/340 to westbound I-70 (outer connection)
Northbound U.S. 15/340 to westbound I-70 (loop)

11

The northbound U.S. 15/340 to eastbound I-70 outer

connection would have to be reconstructed due to its displacement
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by the proposed new eastbound to northbound loop.
éroviding the northbound U.S. 15/340 to westbound I-70 loop

results in displacement of the existing loop ramp in the southeast

quadrant of the adjacent Md. Route 180 interchange. The displaced
loop ramp (northbound movements) is replaced by a new outer
connection in the northeast quadrant of the Maryland Route 180
interchange, connecting to boﬁh northbound U.S. Route 15/340 and
the southbound cuter connection at the adjacent U.S. Route 40
interchange. The loop ramp from northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to
Maryland Route 180 would be reconstructed for improved geometrics.

At the U.,S. Route 40/I-270 interchange, the northbound I-270
to eastbound I-70 cuter connection and the westbound I-70 to
southbound I1-270 Yoop are added. The westbound I-70 to northbound
U.S. 40 outer connection and the southbound U.S. 40 to eastbound
1-70 direct coppection are widened to two,(2) lanes. The
westbound I-70 to northbound U.S. 40 outer connection would be
narrowed to a single lane prior to poqnecting with the auxiliary
lane along northbound U.S. Route 40.

Alternate 2 provides all turning movements and tends to
retain through traffic on the interstate system.

Alternate 4 (Preferred Alternate)

Alternate & provides essentially the same accessibility as
Alternate 2 without modifying the Maryland Route 180 interchange.
(See figure 8b)

At the U.S. Route 15/340 interchange, the following movements
are added the same as Alternate 2:

- Eastbound I-70 to southbound U.S. 15/340 {outer
connection).
- Eastbound I-70 to northbound U.S. 15/340 (loop).
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The northbound to eastbound outer comnnection would be
reconstructed as per Alternmate 2. Instead of reconstructing the
Maryland Route 180 interchange and adding the two ramps on the
north side of the U.S. Route 15/340 interchange required by
Alternate 2, movements from both northbound and southbound U.S.
Route 13/340.to westbound I-70 are provided by a new outer
commection in the northwest gquadrant of the I-270/U.S8. 40
inferchange.

At the U.é. Route 40/I1-270 interchange, the northbound I-270
to eastbound I-70 outer connection and westbound I-70 to
southbound I-270 loop movements are added similar to Alternate 2.
The westbound I-70 to northbound U.S. 40 outer connection and the
southbound U.S. 40 to eastbound I-70 direct connection are widened
to two (2) lanes, the same as Alternate 2.

_ Alternate 4 provides all turning movements and tends to
retain thrbugh traffic on the interstate system. There is less
diéruption to existing travel patterns than with Alternate 2.
Alternate 4 is less costly than Alternate— 2.

¢. Marvland 355/85 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road
Interchanges

ALTERNATE A

Alternate g proposes reconstruction of the Maryland Routes
85/355 and the South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges in their
present configuration (tzpe) expanded to current design standards.
(See figure %a)

Md. 355 would be combined with Md. 85 and realigned through
the reconstructed interchange. The realigned roadway would taper
to existing roadway widths at each end of the improvement. See
typical section of improvement on figure 10.

At the Md. 85/355 interchange, the ramps in the northwest
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quadrant would be expanded and relocated to form a common
signalized intersection with Md. 355 opposite Walser Drive. Md.
914 (Adventist Road) would be disconnected from Maryland Route 355
and cul~de-sacced just east of the Seventh Day Adventist Church.
The ramps in the southwest quadrant would be comnected directly
into both Maryland Routes 85 and 355. The three (3) businesses
abutting the east side of Md. 355 immediately south of I-70 would
continue to access the roadway.
At the South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchange, Shaw's

Road would be relocated northerly approximately 300 feet at South
Street to accommodate better interchange ramp geometry in the
northeast quadrant. The ramps in the southeast quadrant would be
expanded to intersect Reichs Ford Road south of the quarry
entrance. Local access would be adjusted.

Frederick City's East Street project proposes the easterly
extension of Walser Drive across the tracks of the Chessie Systenm
Railroad to South Street at relocated Shaw's Road.

ALTERNATE B B

Alternate B proposes reconstruction of the Md. 85/355
intersection and the southern portions of the Md. 85/355 and South
Street/Reichs ‘Ford Road interchanges the same as Alternate A, The
northern portions of these interchanges would be removed and
replaced by two (2) lane exit and entrance connections into Walser
Drive at proposed East Street (to be constructed by the City of
Frederick). (See figureé 9b and 9c¢)

Maryland Route 914 (Adventist Road) is realigned to intersect
Maryland Route 355 opposite Walser Drive.

The Maryland Route 355/Maryland Route 914/Walser Drive
intersection and the Walser Drive/East Street/intersection ramp
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intersegtion would be signalized,

An outer connection from eastbound East Patrick Street to
westbound I-70 would serve anticipated westbound commercial/
industrial traffic with origins in the vicinity of the Frederick
Industrial Park and the Fredgrick Municipal Airport. Shifting the
alignment of the proposed westbound road 6f I-70 south, eliminat-
ing the safety grading and reducing the median width, eliminates
the need to acquire School property.

Two (2) optional alignments of extended Walser Drive comprise
the variations of Alternate B under consideration:

ALTERNATE B-1

Alternate B~l extends Walser Drive easterly to South Street
to an adjusted location of Shaw's Road aligning with the Cify‘;
proposed Monocacy Boulevard (See figure 9b). Walser Drive would
cross an industrial siding and the Frederick Subdivision (spur
track) of the Chessie Systeﬁ Railroads just west of South Street,
The at-grade railroad crossing at South Street would be protected
with signals as required by pertinent standards. It is
anticipated that the end of the siding track will be abandoned,
resulting in a single railroad crossing which carries four (&)
trains per day. The Walser Drive/Shaw's Road/South Street
intersection would probably warrant signalization by the design

yedr.

ALTERNATE B-2

Alternate B-2 extends Walser Drive northeasterly to South
Street at Franklin Street. The Walser Drive/South Street/Franklin
Street intersection would probably require signalization by the
design year, (See figure 9¢)

This alignment passes to the west of the Farmers Cooperative
Association fertilizer plant crossing both the industrial track

siding and the Frederick Subdivision (spur track) at-grade. The
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TYPICAL SECTIONS OF IMPROVEMENT
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industrial siding is in active service at this location with
approximately two (2) trains per month to the fertilizer plant and
occasional trains to Genstar's equipmeént maintenance shop. Thus,
there would be two (2) at-grade railroad crossings with this
alternate which may require protective signalization.

Aiternates B-1 and B-2 are compatibile with the planned local
street system, allow continuance of Maryland Route 914 (Adventist
Road) and provide a direct connection between I-70 and East
Street.

Alternate B-1 has the most "sinkhole" involvement, requires a
railroad at-grade crossing and introduces a new traffic pattern.

Alternate B-2 requires relocation of a stormwater management
impoundment and two (2) railroad at-grade crossings. It requires
the most displacemént of residents and introduces new traffic
.patterns. It has moderate involvement with "sinkholes™ and is the
most costly. -

d. PREFERRED ALTERNATE

The preferred alternate of the State Highway Administration
consists of: (Figure 11)

- Inside widening from Mt. Phillip Road to I-270/U.S. Route
40;

-~ Outside widening from I-270/U.S. Route 40 to Md. Route l44
(East Patrick Street) and

- Alternate 4

No preferred alternate has been selected for the improvement
of the Maryland Route 355/85 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road
interchaﬁges due to the sinkhole involvement in this area.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS







IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
A. SCCIAL, ECONOMIC AND LAND USE IMPACTS

No-Build Alternate

The No-Build Alternate would adversely affect the business and
industrial communities which depend on the local highway network
for transporting goods and services, In addition, many‘local
residents commute to work using I1-70 and the four interchanges.
Failure to make the proposed improvements will result in increased
congestion and accident rates. A dangerous and congested-
transportation network will discouiage potential employment socurces
from locating in the Frederick area.

Failure to improve the existing situation may also limit the
planned residential development from occurring in accordance with
area development plans.

Further, the No-Build Alternate is inconsistent with local
Master Plans and would not accommodate predicted traffic increases
through the design year 2010,

Inside and Outside Widening

The inside widening alternate would require the relocation of
one business, a trucking company. The outside widening alternate
would require displacement of one family and the same trucking
company.

With both inside and outside widening alternates, access to
community facilities and services would improve. Congestion would
decrease and safety would improve for both local and through
traffic.

Neither alternate would affect the cohesion or integrity of

nearby communities.
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None of the alternates would impact any prime farmland as

defined by the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (Final Rule
effective August 6, 1984). Some farmland of statewide importance
would be impacted at the western end of the project by the ocutside
widening alternate. Coordination with the Soil Conservation

Service concerning this statewide - important farmland is underway.

Alternates 2 and 4

No relocations would be required with either Alternate 2 or 4
and there would be no impacts to the integrity or cohesion of any
communities. The U.S. 15/340 and U.S. 40/1-270 interchanges serve
(or will serve) several existing (and proposed) residential
communities, as well as regional and interstate traffie. The
proposed improvements would benefit these communities by improving
the safety and travel times for all traffic using the interchanges.

In addition, these improvements to the local transportation
ﬁetwork would support the county's plan for keeping residential
growth within the Frederick plamned growth area. WMuch of the
recent growth in the Frederick area is characterized by residents
who commute to work using I-70 and/or I-~270. Improving their
access to these corridors will enhance the attractiveness of living
in or near Frederick without directly improving access to areas
outside the planned growth area. Thus, both Alternate 2 and 4 are
consistent with the county's desire to discourage growth ou;side

this area such as in the large belt of prime farmland that

surrounds Frederick City.
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Alternates A, B-1 and B-2

Alternates A and B-1 would both require the displacement of
two businesses., No families or farﬁs woﬁld be affected. Altermate
B-2 would require the displacement of four families and two
businesses. None of the alternates would affect the cohesion or
integrity of any communities.

All three alternates would have positive impacts on the
business and industrial communities which are located on the
eastern and southern edge of the c¢ity. Although access to three
businesses would be slightly more circuitous because of the
frontage road on Maryland Route 355, safety and travel time would
improve. This would especially benefit the truck traffic serving
the area, and would enhance the viability of the Frederick area as
the county's major market place.

Alternate B-1 is the alternate most consistent with the
Frederick City and County Comprehensive Plans.

None of the build alternates wouid'advéfsely impact any
minority groups, or handicapped individuals. All the required
relocations are expected to be accomplished with minimal impaet to
the economic well-being of the companies and the family which would

be involved. The relocations would be accomplished within a twelve

month period.

Relocation would be handled in accordance with the
requirements of the "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Land
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970". All relocations would be
treated in a timely, orderly and humane manner. Adequate housing
is available for all the individuals to be relocated. All families
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would be relocated into decent, safe and sanitary housing within

their fipnancial means. "Housing as a Last Resort"” would be

provided if necessary.

TITLE VI STATEMENT

i1t is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration
to ensure compliance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, and related civil rights laws and regulations
which prohibit discrimination on the grounds of race, color, sex,
national origin, age, religion, physical or mental handicap in all
State Highway Administration program projects funded in whole or in
part by the Federal Highway Administration. The State Highway
Administration will not discrimivate in highway planning, highway
design, highway construction, the acquisition of right-of-way, or
the provision of relocation advisory assistance.

This policy has been incorporated into all levels of the
highway planning process in order that proper consideration may be
given to the social, economic, and environmental effects of‘all
highway projects. Alleged discriminatory actions should be
addressed to the Equal Opportunity Section of the Maryland State
Highway Administration for investigation.

B. SAFETY IMPACTS

All of the froposed alternates would alleviate operational
and/or design deficiencies now found on the existing facility,
These improvements would reduce the accident potential at the
interchanges which have ramps of substandard deéign, or which are
missing ramp movements completely., However, due to the
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below-average accident experience now found in these areas, any
accident reduction that occurs as a result of the proposed
improvements cannot accurately be predicted.

Both of the widening alternates propose the construction of
two additional through lanes to the existing four-lane, divided
facility. These alternates would differ only in median width and
design. Therefore, both alternates would be considered the same
design class highway, and they would experience similar accident
rates. Since the accident rate on the existing facility is below
statewide average for this highway design, we could also expect
these two altermates to operate with an accident rate below the
statewide average as well.

Proposed Alternates "2" and "4" would add missing ramp
novements to the interchanges of I-70 at U.S., 15/340 and I-70 at
U.S. 40 and 1-270. The construction of these ramps would provide
additional access to I-70 that is necessary to allow free traffic
flow in the area, reducing current tfaffic aemands on U.S. 40
through Frederick.

Alternates "A" and "B" are proposed to rebuild the existing
ramps at the interchanges of I-70 at Marvland 355 and I-70 at South
Street/Reighs Ford Read, increasing the turning radii in accordance
with higher design standards. This would provide safer truck
movements and also a more gradual deceleration for the motorist

when exiting from I-70 onte these ramps.
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Under a Wo-Build Alternate, the operation deficiencies caused
by the missing ramp movements will be magnified as the traffic
volumes increase from development in the area. The existing
substandard ramps are also a factor that is critical due to the
concentration of heavy-duty trucks using these interchanges. These
conditions create the potential for increased accident egperience
in the study area if no improvements are made.

C. PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES IMPACTS
(see Section &4(f) Involvement for detailed discussion)

No-Build Alternate

This alternate would not affect any parks or public recreation

areas.

Inside apnd Outside Widening

Impacts to parks or recreation areas as a result of the
proposed outside widening alternate are considered under the
discussion for Alternmates A, B-1, and B-2.

Alternates 2 and 4

These alternates would not result in impacts to either parks

or public recreation areas.

Alternates A, B-1 and B-2 (Figures 9a, b, and ¢)

Alternate A requires the acquisition of 4.8 acres of
right-of-way from Loats Park as the result of the reconstruction of

the northwest quadrant ramps and the proposed widening of Md, Route

355,
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D. HISTORICAL AND ARCHEQLOGICAL SITE IMPACTS

1. Historiecal Sites

The proposed build alternates will have no adverse effect on

three historic sites eligible for or listed on the National

Register of Historic Places; Linden Grove, Guilford, and Prospect

Hall.

2. Archeological Sites

No significant archeological sites would be impacted. (See
letters from the Maryland Historical Trust in the Appendix.)

E. NATURAL ENVIROWNMENTAL IMPACTS

1, Geology

The occurrence of sinkholes associated with the karst
topographic features within the study area is of major concern.
Sinkholes are unstable geoclogic formations. Once the weight of the
topsoil has collapsed into the limestone cavities) the bottom of
the sinkhole is in contact with the watertable. Any materials
placed within it, therefore, have the. potential of impacting water
quality in the surrounding area.

Sinkholes provide a valuable service to the local groundwater
system by rapidly recharging the underground aquifer. The aquifer
that lies to the southeast of the city of Frederick is the same one
recharged by the sinkholes cited in this project. The City is
currently considering utilizing this aquifer for three well
stations to supplement the City's Water supply.l The public

water system is currently supﬁlied by the Monocacy River, Linganore

1. Yrederick County Comprehensive Plan Update
Frederick Region, draft
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Creek, Fishing Creek Reserveoir, and Tuscarora Creek Impoundment.2

Thé amount of drainage provided by the sinkheles in the study
area was preliminarily investigated. (See Section I. C. 6-b)
Adequate drainage of the surrounding area will be maintained to
ensure that ne flooding occurs as a result of this project. The
drainage provided by any one of the sinkholes could discontinue or
new sinkholes could appear at any time. Therefore, the results of
a State Highway Administration sinkhole study which is currently
underway will be included in the final environmental docuﬁent.

2. Soils

A portion of the land needed for this project is currently
under cultivation. The only section zoned agricultural, however,
is located directly east of Mt., Phillip Road.

No prime farm land will be affected.

3. Surface Water

The widening of I-70 will result in the widening of three (3)
plpes or culverts for tributaries of Ballenger Creek located west
of the U.S., 15/340 interchange. Altermates 2 and 4 will involve
structure modifications at one (1) more tributary.

To prevent excessive sedimentation in the streams, 2 sediment
control plan will be deﬁeloPed and vigorously applied throughout
the project area. The sediment control plan will be submitted to
DNR's Water Resources Administration for approval.

All build alternates would be subject to stormwater management
regulations. Appropriate impoundments and adequate stormwater

outfalls would be provided.

2, Frederick County Comprehensive ?lan, Volume 11:
Regional Plans
Frederick Planning Commission Recommendation
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Preliminary studies show that sinkholes in the project area
between'Md. 355 and East Patrick Street function as highway
stormwater drainage outfalls. Severe flooding could result if
these sinkholes cease. Therefore, a drainage outfall has been
developed as an alternative to the continued use of the sinkholes
to ensure that no flooding occur as a result of this project. A
Waterway Construction Permit would be required from the Department
of Natural Resources if the proposed outfall is comstructed. A
more detailed discussion of this alternative outfall will be
included in the Final Eﬁvironmental Document.

Filtration methods will be employed to ensure that additional
vehicle generated roadway pollutants (coolants, rubber, heavy
metals, etc.,) and de-icing agents in stormwater runoff will not
significantly alter the groundwater composition.

7,

4. Floodplains and Wetlands

The project would not impact any'designated wetland or

infringe upon a 100-year floodplain.

3. Ecology
a. Vegetation

A major part of the conmstruction for this project will take
place within the existing mowed right-of-way. This loss is
insignificant in terms of vegetation. There will be some loss of
woodland vegetation in the two areas mentioned in the vegetation
section. The loss of the small tract north of I-70 is
insignificant as this area 1s already severely disturbed as the
result of dirt bike riding.

Alternate B-1 impacts 5.6 acres of woodland, and Alternate B-2
impacts 6.5 acres. Attempté will be made to retain the vegetation
near the headwaters of the tributary of Ballenger Creek (between
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U.8. 15/340 and Mt. Phillip Road), as it serves as a protective

buffer for the stream.

Small portions of agricultural field would be lost in the

vicinity of the I-270/U.S. 40 interchange, the 15/340 interchange,
and directly east of Mt. Phillip Road.

The No-Build Alternate would incur no impacts on the study
area vegetation.

b. Unigue/Sensitive Areas

This. project will not impact Maryland Upland Natural Area
Number 5300 as no improvements are proposed in the vieinity,.
¢. ‘Wildlife

l. Terrestrial

As méntioned earlier, there is very little remaining natural
habitat or wildlife along this strip of I-70. The right-of-ways
are mowed and offer little food or cover for wildlife. The
forested tract north of I-70 is dissected by motorbike tracks, is
very noisy, and does not offer suitable habitat. Selection of
Alternate B-1 or B-2 would require property from this area.
Comparatively, the area of greatest wildlife use is the streamside
vegetation along Ballenger Creek. Every effort will be made to
maintain this vegetative buffer and thus minimize impacts to
wildlife.

2. Aquatic

The "build"” alternates would cross four (4) tributaries of
Ballenger Creek. Increased siltation and turbidity would occur
which may adversely affect aquatiec life. Streamside vegetation
would be removed. Sediment and erosion control plans will minimize
the effects of construction activities and stormwater management
will reduce the amount of roadway pollutants which enter the
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tributaries. These control measures should reduce the petential
adverse effects to aquatic life.

3. Endangered Species

There are no known populations of threatened or endangered
species within the study area.

F. AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

1. Analysis Objectives, Methodology, and Results

The objectives of the air quality analysis is to compare the
carbon monoxide {(CO) concentratioﬁs estimated to result from
traffic configurations and volumes of each alternate with the State
and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (S/NAAQS). The NAAQS
and SAAQS are identical for €O: 35 PPM {parts per million) for the
maximum 1 hour period and 9 PPM for the maximum consecutive 8 hour
period.

A microscale CO pollution diffusion analysis was conducted
using the third generation California Line Source Dispersion Model,
CALINE 3. This microscale analysis conéistgd of projections of 1
hour -and 8 hour CO concentrations at semsitive receptor sites under
worst case meteorological conditions for the No-Build and the Build
Alternates for the design year (2010) and the estimated vear of
completion (1990).

a. Analysis Inputs

A summary of analysis inputs is given below. More detailed .
information concerning these inputs is contained in the Interstate
Route 70 Air Quality Analysis which is available for review at the
Yaryland State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street,
Baltimore, Maryland, 21202.
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Background CO Concentrations

Iﬁ order to calculate the total concentration of CO which
oceurs at a particular receptor site during worst case
meterological conditions, the background CO concentrations are
considered in addition to the levels directly attributable to the
facility under consideration. The background concentration
resulting from area-wide emissions from both mobile and stationary

sources were assumed to be the following:

CO, PPM

1 hour 8 hour
1990 2.0 1.0
2010 2.0 1.0

Traffic Data, Emission Factors, and Speeds

The appropriate traffic data was utilized as supplied by the
Bureau of Highway Statistics of the Maryland State Highway
Administration. |

The composite emission factors used in the analysis were
derived from the Envirommental Protection Agency (EPA) Mobile
Source Emission Factors (March, 1978) and were calculated using the
EPA MOBILE 1 computer program. An ambient air temperature of 20° F
was assumed in calculating the emission factors for the 1 hour
analysis and 35° F for the 8 hour analysis in order to approximate
worst case results for each analysis case.

Average vehicle operating speeds used in calculating
emission factors were based on the capacity of each roadway link
considered, the applicable speed limit, and external influences on
speed through the link from immediately adjacent links.
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Meteorological Data

Worst-case meteorclogical conditioms of 1 meter/second for
wind speed and atmosphere stability class ¥ were assumed for both
the 1 hour and 8 hour calculations. In addition, as stated above,
a worst-case temperature of 20° F was assumed for the 1 hour
analysis and 35° F for the 8 hour analysis.

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

b. Sensitive Receptors

Site sele;tion of sensitive receptors were made on the basis
of proximity to the roadway, type of adjacent land use, and changes
in traffic patterns on ‘the roadway network. Fifteen (iS) réceptor
sites were chosen for this analysis consisting of seven (7)
residences, three (3) historic sites, two (2) schools, a cemetery,
a church, and a motel. The receptor site locations were verified
during study area visits by the analysis team. A general receptor
siﬁe location map is shown on Figures 7-9 and a description of the

receptor sites follows:

Receptor Number Location/Description

1 East Frederick Elementary School
1l story brick, No air conditicning
East Patrick Street

2 2 story frame

7819 Reichs Ford Road
3 I-70 Motor Inn

Md. 355
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Receptor Number

4

10
11

12

13
14
15

c.

The results of the calculations of CO concentrations at each

Location/Description

Maryland School for the Deaf
Carroll Street, No air conditioning

Residence, 1 and 1/2 story brick
5874 Md. 355

7th Day Adventist Church
Mount Olivet Cemetery

Historiec Site

5927 New Design Road

Historic Site (Solarex Corporation)
2 1/2 story brick

Residence, 2 1/2 story aluminum siding
6023 Fair QOaks Road

Residence, 1 story brick
6446 Md., 180

Residence, 2 story stone
Park Hall
1100 East Patrick Street

Residence, two story frame
802 South Street

Residence, one story brick
6206 Fairfax Court

Residence, one story brick
Mount Phillip Road

Results of Microscale Analysis

of the sensitive receptor sites for the No-Build and Build

Alternates are shown on Table 6.

The values shown consist of

predicted CO concentrations attributable to traffic on various

roadway links plus projected background levels.

the values in Table 6 with the S/NAAQS shows that no violations

will occur for the No-Build or Build Alternates.

In general, the Build alternate for the 1 hour analysis
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produces slighﬁly lower concentrations than the No-Build in 1990
due to’increased travel speeds associated with the Build Alternate.
In 2010, the 1 hour concentrations for the No-Build Alternate are
conéistently higher than the Build Alternate due to lower travel
speeds expected under the No~Build Alternate., The 8 hour
concentrations are'consistently lower than the 1 hour
concentrations due to the higher travel speeds during the off-peak
period and the lower traffic volumes.

In conclusion, the No-Build and Build Alternpates will not
result in violations of the 1 hour or 8 hour $/NAAQS in 1990 or
2010.

2. Construction Impacts

The construction phasé of the proposed project has the
potential of impacting the ambient air quality through such means
as fugitive dust .from grading operations and materials handling.l
The State Highway Administration has addressed this possiblity by

establishing Specifications for Materials, Highways, Bridges, and

Incidental Structures which specifies procedures to be followed by

contractors involved in state work.
The Maryland Bureau of Air Quality Control was consulted to
determine the adequacy of the Specifications in terms of satifying

the requirements of the Regulations Governing the Control of Air

Pollution in the State ¢f Maryland. The Maryland Bureau of Air

Quality Control found that the specifications are consistent with
the requirements of these regulations. Therefore, during the

construction period, all appropriate measures will be taken to
ninimize the impact on the air .quality of the area.

3. Conformity with Regiomnal Air Quality Planning

This project is an area where the State Implementation Plan
does not contain any transportation control measures. Therefore,
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the conformity requirements of 23 CFR 770 with the exception of the

construction procedures do not apply to this project.

4. Agency Coordination

Copies of the technical Air Quality Analysis are being
circulated to the U.S. Emvironmental Protection Agency and the
Maryland Air Management Administration for review and comment.

G. NOISE IMPACTS

The purpose of the Noise Impact Analysis was to dete;mine the
change in noise levels at sensitive receptors adjacent to the
project, due to the proposed improvements,

The noise abatement criteria as currently defined in the FHWA
Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction.
Noise (Table 6) were used to determine the overall noise impact of
the proposed project. These criteria state that, for the existing
land use categories in the project area, design-hour Lio sound
levels should not exceed 70 dBA. The L1p L-evel represents the
noise level that is exceeded for ten percent. of a predetermined
time period, in this case one hour.

In order to assess the "worst case" condition, the analysis
was performed utilizing the outside widening alternate, as this
would place traffic closest to the noise sensitive areas. Design
year levels for the No Build Alternate were also projected,

Future year (2010) ncise levels modeling for both the Build
and No-Build conditions was performed using the STAMINA 2.0
computer model developed by FHWA. This model allows the input of
multiple roadways and receptors making it ideal for the project's
configuration.

Necessary input data for the STAMINA program included:

- Coordinates and elevation of each roadway segment;
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TABLE

NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA AND LAND USE RELATIONSHIPS
SPECIFIED IN FHFM 7-7-3

ACTIVITY
CATEGORY

Leg (h)

A

57
(Exterior)

67
(Exterior)

72
(Exterior)

52
(Interior)

L1o.(B)

60
(Exterior)

70
(Exterior)

75

(Exterior)

55
{Interior)
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DESCRIPTION CF
ACTIVITY CATEGORY

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

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

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

Undeveloped lands.,

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



- Number of vehicles of each type (cars, medium trucks,
heavy trucks) per roadway segment;

- Average speed for each .vehicle type;

~ Location and elevation of any ground cover material
such as trees and/or shrubs; aﬁd

- Location and elevation of each receptor.

Receptor modeling locations are presented on Figures 7-9 and
the study results are discussed in the following sections.

1. NO-BUILD ALTERNATE

Evaluation of the No-Build Alternate was performed to serve as
a base case from which to assess the specific noise level increases
resulting from the proposed improvements at each noise sensitive
area. The No-Build Alternate assumes that no improvements other-
than normal maintenance will occur within the project area.
Modeling of this scenario results in the following predicted

design-hour L10 values:

No~Build Alternate Noise Levels

Ambient )
Noise Predicted "No-Build" Change from
Site Levels Lip Ambient
- 6l . - [73] . +12
2 69" " 659 Equials
3 [75] .. 70 -5
& 34 56 + 2
5 65 . 63 -2
6-— 172] [72] Equals
7 69 . [75] + 6
8— 52 65 +13
9 63 64 +,7
10— 69 [76] + 7
11 59 62 + 3
12 67 63 - 4
13 60 60 Equals
14— [74] [76] + 2
15_ [71] [74] + 3

[ ] Exceeds Federal Highway Administration noise abatement
criteria
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The results of the modeling show several situations where the
predictéd noise levels are lower than the current measured ambient
levels. The explanation for this is based upon the fact that the
ambient noise levels can be expected té fluctuate during the day
and from day-to-day. This is due to differing traffic volumes,
vehicle mix and speeds, influence from non-highway noise sources,
etc.. The monitoring programs did not attempt to determine
vehicular volume, mix, or speed; therefore, it can be expected
that there nay be circumstances Where-pfedicted levels do‘not equal
or exceed monitored values.,

As these noise levels are expected to occur without any
improvements to the existing interstate, abatement considerations
are not warranted.

S3ix (6) of the fifteen modeled sensitive areas will experience
design year noise levels which eﬁceed the FHWA L1y 70 dBA noise
abatement criteria under the No-Build Alternate. These six NSA's
are as follows:

1 - East Frederick Elementary School

The area of impact is the exterior playground located
between the school building and the highway.' Existing
noise levels and the 70 dBA criteria would be exceeded by
12 and 3 decibels, respectively.

6 - Seventh Day Adventist Church

Ambient noise levels would not be exceeﬂed, however, the
70 dBA abatement criteria would be exceeded by 2 decibels
There is no identified exterior use at this receptor.

7 - Mt. Olivet Cemetery

Ambient noise levels would be exceeded by 6 decibels,
while the 70 dBA abatement criteria would be exceeded by 2
decibels.

10 - Single Family Residence on Fair Oaks Road
Ambient noise levels would be exceeded by 7 decibels at
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this location, to a level 6 decibels above the abatement
criteria,

14 - Four Residences on Fairfax Court

A 2 decibel increase in_the ambient ngfleve}s will
result at this site, raising levels to 6 decibels over the

abatement criteria. Ambient levels currently are 4
decibels above the abatement criteria.

15 - Single Family Residence located east of Mt. Phillip Road
and north of I-70

Ambient noise levels would be exceeded by 3 decibels at
this site, increasing levels to 4 decibels above the
abatement criteria.

2. BUILD ALTERNATES

Comstruction of the Outside widening Alternate would not
necessarily place traffic closer to area sensitive areas. However,
this event,.combined with the anticipated overall increase in
traffic volumes by 2010, would yield the follgwing design-hour
L10 values at each location shown in Table 8, ‘

The analysis of impact waslbased upon two criteria as follows:

- Relationship of predicted noise levels to ambient levels.

Where ambient levels would increase by more than 10 dBA
abatement consideration is warranted.

- Relationship of predicted noise levels to FHWA abatement

criteria. If predicted noise levels exceed the criteria,
abatement measures warrant consideration.

TABLE 8

BUILD ALTERNATES NOISE LEVELS

Ambient Predicted

Noisge "Build" Change from

Site Levels Li10 Ambient L1D

1 61 [74] +13
2 69 70 + 1
3 [75] [72] -3
4 54 : 56 + 2
5 85 . 63 -2
6 [72] [72] Equals
7 69 [75] + 5
8 52 65 +13
9 63 64 + 1
10 69 ' [Tﬁ] + 7



11 59 62 + 3

12 67 63 - 4
13 60 60 Equals
14 [74] - [76] + 2
15 [71] [78] + 7

[ ] Exceeds Federal Highway Administraéion Noise Abatement
Criteria

The Build Alternates would result in Ly design year noise.
levels exceeding the FHWA L10 /0 dBA noise abatement criteria at
seven NSA's. These include the same six as described for the
"No-Build" situation, plus NSA 3 the I-70 Motor Imn.

Of the seven NSA locations that would exzperience design year
noise levels greater than the FHWA L10 70 dBA noise abatement
criteria, three WSA's, 3 (Motor Inn), 6 (Church), and 7 (Mount
Olivet Cemetery) do not have identified exterior or frequent uses.

NSA 1, the East Frederick Elementary School will experience a
one decibel increase above the predicted No-Build 110 levels and

will experience design year Lig poise levels 4 dBA over the FHWA

noise abatement criteria and has an identified exterior use
{playground) which warrants the consideration of noise mitigation
measures. Additiomally, since the building is not air-conditioned,
it is possible that during "open window" conditions the interiorx
Lig noise abatement criteria of 55 dBA may also be exceeded.

A preliminary noise barrier was investigated to protect this
site. Several barrier length and height alternatives were studied,
Projected design year noise levels could be reduced to + 62 dBA
L10 in the exterior playground area and + 63 dBA L10 &t the
school building with a barrier 11 feet in height and 1,250 feet in
length. The cost of a barrier, estimated at $23 per square foot °
would be approximately $316,250. 3ince a school is considered for
cost-effectiveness purposes to be equivalent to 10 residences, the
cost per residence is $31,625. This barrier is warranted because
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of the nature of the activity use and the number of individuals
potentially impacted. It is also cost effective.

NSA 8 is anticipated to experience an increase over ambient
L10 noise levels of 13 dBA. When design year L10 noise levels
increase ambient conditioms by more than 10 dBA, noise abatement
measures should be investigated. This particular site is an
individual residence which is situated approximately 800 feet south
of I-70. Because of this setback from the highway, a barrier would
not be physically effective or result in a reduction in the project
noise levels. Projected noise levels, while increasing ambient
levels by 13 dBA -will not exceed the Federal noise abatement
criteria..

NSA 10 is an individual residential structure and abatement
measures are not warranted due to the extensive costs involved. To
reduce project noise levels to below Federal noise abatement
criteria at NSA 10 would require a noise barrier approximately
1,200 feet in length and 12-14 feet in height. The cost to provide
this protection would be approximately $358,800 based on an average
barrier height of thirteen feet and in-place cost of $23.00 per
square foot. This cost to provide protection to a single residence
is considered prohibitive.

NSA 14 consists of four residential structures. To protect
NSA 14 (4 residences) similarly, would require
approximately 1,050 linear feet of barrier, 14 feet in height at a
cost of approximately $338,100. As with NSA 10 this barrier is not
considered cost effective, at a cost of $84,525 per residence.

NSA 15 This noise sensitive area will have a projected 2010
noise level 8 dBA above the abatement criteria and 7 dBA above
ambient levels. A barrier 720’ in length by 14' in height at a
cost of $231,840 would be required to reduce: the projected noise
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levels 7-10 dBA. Ho%ever, this barrier would not be cost-effective
at $231,840 for one residence.

Design year noise levels will not exceed the FHWA noise
abatement criteria at any of the identified historic sites adjacent
to the project corridor.

Comparison of the Build and No-Build alternates indicates that
the proposed improvements would result in a maximum of 2 dBA

3. CONSTRUCTION NOISE

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

A number of measures can be utilized in order to minimige

noige resulting from such activities. Such measures include, but

by no means are limited to, the following:
- Any internal combustion engine used for any purpose on or
related to the job should be equipped with a properly
operating muffler;

- Conduct truck loading, unloading and hauling so that noise
is kept to a minimum;

- Route construction equipment and vehicles in areas that
will cause the least disturbance to nearby receptors where
possible; and

- When appropriate, place continuously operated
diesel-powered equipment, such as compressors or

generators, in areas as far from or shielded from noise
sensitive locatioms,
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H. SECTION 4(f) INVOLVEMENT

Introduction

Section 4(£) of the Department of Transportation Aet, as
amended by Section 18 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1968,
states that utilizing land from a significant publicly-owned park,
recreation area, wildlife refuge, or any significant historic site
for a federally funded transportation project is permissible only
if there is no feasible and prudent alternative and if all possible
planning to minimize harm is included as part of the project.

1. Proposed Action

Mainline I-70 from west of Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland Route
144 is a four lane expressway divided by a variable width median.
Interchanges in the study area lack certain movements or have
geometric deficiencies. The proposed project would upgrade fhe
existing highway and interchanges to currént interstate standards.
For detailed information refer to Section II - Need for the
Project.

2. Description of 4(f) Resocurces (Figures 9a, 9b, 9¢)

The proposed improvements require land from Loats Park.
Loats Park

This park, under the jurisdiction of Frederick City, consists
of approximately forty-two (42) acres. New Design Road is the
area's westefn boundary. Maryland 355 is the eastern boundary and
existing Maryland 914 (Adventist Road) is the southern boundary.
Access to the area would be via New Design Road.

Proposed facilities include two (2) lighted ball fields,
tennis courts, a playground area, picnic areas, and parking
facilities., (See figure 12) The park facilitie§ would be utilized
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by city residents and school children. Construction of a park
ballfield is underway.

3. Impacts on 4(f) Properties’

Loats Park

Property is required from Loats Park due to probosed
improvements along Maryland 355 which taper into the existing
roadway width and ags the result of the proposed improvements in the
northwest quadrant of the Maryland 85/355 interchange. (See
figures %9a and 12)

Alternate A requires the acquisition of approximately 4.8
acres from this park. Proposed facilities including the tennis
courts, a practice infiéld.;nd part cf ballfield A and the area
reserved for the handicapped would be required under Alternate A.
The ballfield area has been graded.

Noise and air levels at Loats Park are not expected to change
significantly as a result of the proposed I-70 improvements.

4, Avoidance Alternates

Loats Park

Alternates B-1 and B-2 avoid the acquisition of parkland. See
pages III-15 to III-17 for a description.

The No-Build Alternate also avoids impacts to the park since
there would be no major improvements to the Maryland Route 355/85
interchange or Adventist Road. Substandard radii and acceleration
and deceleration lane lengths which do not meet current interstate

design standards would remain. Further, maintaining the existing
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interchange would not accommodate the projected traffic increases.
As traffic volumes increase, the high percentage of heavy duty
trucks entering mainline I-70 from Maryland Route 355 would also
continue to impede traffic flow and create the potential for
increased accident rates. .

5. Mitigation Measures

Loats Park

The proposed Alternates, B-1 and B-2, would not requife the
acquisition of property from Loats Park and therefore would not
require mitigation. However, landscaping along Maryland Route 914
may be considered to shield the view of the road from park users.
The State Highway Administration and the City of Frederick would
initiate coordination on the means to account for the proposed
interchange improvements assaciated with Altermate A if it were
selected., This coordination would be necessary to discuss
replacement land and the relocation of proposed park facilities.

6. Consultation and Coordination

Coordination regarding the Park has been initiated and will
(See V. Comments and Coordination Section) continue with Frederick
City.

Copies of this document will be circulated to the appropriate

agencies.
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V. CO_MM'ENTS AND COORDINATION







Commissioners
Galen R. Clagett, President
Charles C. Smith, V. President
Sterling E. Bollinger, Sr.
- Hichard L. Grossnickle
J. Anita Stup

Telephone 30t 694-1100 @Hmtﬂ (Eﬂmmfﬁﬁiﬁnﬂfﬁ Administrative Assistant
. Kenneth R. Coffey
Ffrederick County
August 3, 1984

Winchester Hall
12 B. Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701

Mr. Louis Ege, Chief

Bureau of Projects Planning
State Highway Administration
707 Nerth Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Re: I-70 from Mt. Phillip
Road to Md. Route 144

Dear Mr. Ege:

The Frederick County Commissioners have reviewed the proposed alternatives
to improvements planned for Interstate 70 between Mt. .Phillip Road and Md.
Route 144. The current proposals represent updates of the alternatives

previously submitted in January, 1980 by the State Highway Administration.

After reviewing the revised alternatives in the tight of current County
plans and policies, the County Commissioners vofed to support Alternative
No. 4, with respect to improvements to the I-70/U.S. 340 Interchange and
ATternative B-1 with respect to the improvements planned for the Maryland
Route 355 and South Street Interchanges. (See attached), It is felt that
these two alternatives most closely meet the concerns raised by the County
in 1980 after the initial set of alternatives were proposed.

The Commissioners wouid further 1ike to make the following comments:

1) Under certain proposed alternatives, Adventist Drive ends in a
cul-de-sac, thereby preventing through traffic to Route 355.
The result of this action would be to force all traffic to
the existing intersection of New Design Road and Route 355.
This would be unacceptable due to the poor sight distance
and geometrics of this intersection and the projected jincreases
in traffic along these roads. It is further felt that aligning
Adventist Drive with the proposed Walser Drive would provide the
most direct route of access to and from I-70 from the planned
growth area in Ballenger Creek.



Page twéu
July 27, 1984

Mr.

Louis Ege, Chief

Baltimore, Maryland

2)

The direct connection of Walser Drive - Shaw Road and the proposed
Monocacy Boulevard must be maintained. Any routing of Walser Drive
towards Franklin Street would disrupt traffic patterns focused in
the industrial area Zzveloping around the airport and aleong East
Patrick Street.

Any improvements should include a ramp to allow traffic to head west
on I-70 from East Patrick Street in the vicinity of East Frederick
Flementary. Again, such a movement is essential to allow for adequate
access to the Interstate system from this area.

We appreciate the opportunity to work with your office in the study of
this project and Took forward to continued cooperation in the future.
Please Teel free to contact me or our staff {if you have any questions
or require further information on the matter.

Sincerely,

The Board of County Commissioners
of Frederick County, Maryland

By: M

Galen R. Clagett, President

GRC/RB/dr

ce:

Jim Shaw
Larry Jdohnson
Ken Coffey
Ron Young

Jim Schmersahl
Commissioners

E.Kevth Doundls

Neil &, Pedersen
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RONALD N, YOUNG

Alderman

Mayar
! o JAMLS MLOMURPHY
GCED - Bresident Pro Tem
GLENN L. NIKIRE VALVIN = BARTUIS  ~
a3l Y . Kl - . ayn
Adminisirative Assistant ALLEN G MERCHAN]

O ARLENE PHILLIPS

CAROLYN R. GREINER H THOMAS SUMMERS

Exceutive Assisiant

July 31, 1984

Mr. Donald G. Honeywell, Project Manager

Bureau of Project Planning

State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202 RE: I-70 Improvements E. Patrick
Street to Mt. Phillip Road

Dear Mr. Honeywell:

The Mayor and Board of Aldermen have reviewed the propesals for
I-70 improvements and wish to go on record as supporting the following
alternatives as outlined in the booklet prepared by SHA for the public
informational meeting of June 14, 1984:

1. Inside widening west of I1-270 and outside widening east
of that point is preferred. In the City's opinion this
will provide the needed additional roadway capacity far
the future while maintaining a desired rural type
facility with grass median throughout.

2. At MD 355, Alternative B-1 is preferred because it
relocates the interchange so as to align with East St.
Extended to the north and with proposed Monocacy B1vd.
to the east.

3. At US 340/15, Alternative 4 is preferred as the Jess
costly and less confusing option to provide missing
movements and thus provide some relief from the
through traffic on US 40 West.

Improvements to [-70 as proposed are supported by the City and are
cansistent with the Frederick City Comprehensive Plan. The increased
capacity and additional interchange movements will benefit thraugh
traffic on the Interstate and also will facilitate planned growth and
traffic circulation patterns of the City. '

Subsequent to the June 14th public meeting, a madification to
alternative B-1 was prepared by SHA and discussed with the City Engineer,
Superintendent of Public Works and Planning Director at a meeting at
the District 7 office on July 18, 1984. This modification relocates
the connection between New Design Road and Md 355 at Walser Drive behind
the Seventh Day Adventist Church & School and bisects the proposed Loats
Park to be developed this year by the City. The Mayor and Board wish to
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go on record as supporting Alternative B-1 as originally presented. A
modificatien which bisects the park would not be acceptable to the City.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment and look forward to
continued cooperation with the State Highway Administration as this
project progresses. .

Sincerély,

" /
A -1
."’[/ ‘:' i '/ L
d /L g PN ";' / v

Ronald N. Young -
Mayor.

4
.

cc: Mr. Wayne Ciingan: SHA District 7
My. James A. Schmersahl, City Planning Director

E. Kediy Bounds

Nell M. Pedlersen
RNY/smr
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QOFFICE OF CITY ENGINEER

RICHARD 0. PAR K;S, P.E. @iw Of @ﬁTedeTiCk BAL C. MENON

CITY ENGINESER CITY HALL ASST. CITY ENGINEERA

Grederick, <Hlaryland 21701

301/662-5161

August 16, 1984

Mr. Louis H. Age, Jr. Acting Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

RE: Contract No. F-866-101-772
PDMS No. 101007
I-70. From Mt. Phillip Road
to Maryland Route 144

Gentlemen:

The City's Loats Park schedule consists of completing alT
grading and seeding by November 1, 1984 and park construction next
spring. Attached find the latest development pian.

We do believe this park to be significant but have taken into
account the future taking by the State Highway Administration for fmproving
the I-70-355 interchange and widening Route 355. No future modifications
to the park will therefore be necessary once construction of the State
improvements take place.

Very Truly Yours,
/r '
4 LS K i
:‘ ““:/\._u—/(h' } ‘::/ T

Richard D. Parks, P.E.
City Engineer

RDP/smr

Encliosure



ROBEAT L, STRINE
THrestor
T
JAMES W, SCHMIDT
Administrative Supervisor
&2
RUSSELL L. CASTLE
Supt, Dept of Farks & Sureots

GLENN G. GUYTON
Supt. Dept. of Lights & Signals

JAMES R, SHOWE
Supt Scwage Collection & Dis

JOSEPH W. SMITH
Supt. Waste Collection & Disposal

HARVEY L. THOMAS
LESTER R. DINGLE

City Chemisg
: , r
. Supt Depl of Sewer & Water FRANKLIN E. WHITE, JR.
MARK A, ETZLER . Supt. Water Trearment Plants
Supv. Frederick Transiz System April 2 8 » 19 81

Mr. Richard 3. Korlak

Chief, Environmental Management
Maryland Department of Transportation
Post Office Box.T1l7

200 West Preston Street =
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

RE: I-70
From U.S. Route 340/15
TC East Patrick Street
Contract No. F 886-101-772

Dear Mr. Krolak:

This letter is to advise you that the City of Frederick
does not consider Lewis Park as bveing significant in terms
of refention for future park land planning.

Lewis Park is not included in the fiscal year 1982-1987
Capital Improvements Program, nor is it id&ntified on the

Comprehensive Plan Map adopted and approved on January 19, 1979.

Nc propeosed construction by the State Highway Administration
&2 in the southern quadron of the City would effect any proposed
usage of Lewls Park.

If T can be of further assistance, pleazse do not hesitate

to call.

: £ .
4/23/85-In a telephone conversa- Respectfully yours,
tidn, Mr. Strine indicated that s
the information in this letter QF y
is still relevant for the Lewis ¢

H
ROBERT L. STRINE
Park area. Director of Public Works

RLS/js

ge: fTiles

I .
\—_"//‘:\/ 55 HAMILTON AVENUE, FREDERICK, MARYL AND 71701

{501) 662-5161 @SS



BOARD OF EDUCATION OF FREDERICK COUNTY ANNEX
7446 HAYWARD ROAD
FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701

January 25, 1985

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., ActingChief
Bureau of Project Planning

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

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

Dear Mr. Ege:

RE: Contract No. F 866-10Q1-772
P.D.M.S. Ne. 101007

This is in response to your letter, subject as above
dated January 16, 1985 to Mr. Ron Johnson, Principal, East Frederick
Elementary School, Frederick, MD.

At present, the East Frederick Elementary School site
censists of nime (9) acres. This is below the recommended acreage
for-an elementary school of 525 capacity. In fact, under our policy,
the required acreage for that school should be about 15 acres. This
site size is intended to provide sufficient space for present and
future educational requirements, not to satisfy public recreation
needs. Based on this consideration, we cdnnof reduce the size of
the site.

The public does use the site for recreational activities
after school hours and on weekends. However, I do not think the
loss of the particular area shown on the diagram contained in your
letter would have any impact on after-hour public recreational use.

The Board of Education might be willing to consider trading
the area required by the I-70 project for other land adjacent to the"
school. However, the land we received would have to be brought up
to at least the standard of the land we give up and appropriate
fencing would be required.

I suggest that a representative of vour office meet me at
East Frederick Elementary School to look over the site and discuss
options which may be available. Any agreements reached at that
meeting regarding the loss or trade of land at East PFrederick Elementary
will of course be subject to the approval of the Board of Education,
the Frederick County Commissioners, and the State Interagency Com-
mittee on School Construction.



Mr. L. H. Ege, Jr.
January 25, 1985
Page 2

If you are interested in such a meeting, please
call me at 301/694-1507 or MARCOM 248-1507.

Sincerely,

WhynédHaiaéﬁd

Director

Logistical Services
WH:hg:85/324

cc: Dr. A. Thacksten
Mr, J. F. Stann
Mr. R. Johnston

n‘:ll'

\daﬁna <. Clhimzan

. . . ‘
Richard Sebiandel
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TORREY C. SROWN, N.G.
SECRETARY

May 8, 1984

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Chief, Envirommental Mgmt.

State Highway Administration

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

Dear Mr. Ege:

There are no known populations of listed threatemed or endangered gpecies
within the project limits for the widening of Interstate Route 70 From Me.
Phillip Rd. to west of MD Route 144, as described to me in your letter of May
2, 1984.

Sincerely,<ﬁ\
I\-'F H { Y I -
ol
b R
Gary J. Taylor!
Nongame™& Endangered
Species Program Managez

GIT:ba
ce:  Carlo Brunpori

V=11
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
DIVISION OF ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
{3238 VIRCINIA STREFT
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21101

May 9, 1984

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Chief, Environmental Management
Maryland Department of Transportation
P.0O. Box 717

Baltimors, MD 21203

Dear Mr. Ege:

This responds to your lettars of May 1 and May 2, 1984, request for
information on the presence of Federally listed endangered or threatonad
species within the impact area of projects F-866~101-772, Frodarick County
and CL 416-102-770, Carroll and Baltimore Counties, Maryland. We are
providing the following comments in accordance with the Endangered Specics
Act as amended by P.L. 97-304, 1982,

Except for occasional transient individuals, no Federally listed or pro-
rosad endangered or threatened species are known to cxist in the preject
impact area. Therefore, no Biological Assessment or Further Section 7
Consultation is required with the Fish and Wildllfe Secrvice (FWS). Should
project plans change, or if additional Informatlion on the distribution of

listed or proposed species becomes available, this determination nay be
reconsidered.

The following "Candidate” species (those placed under review in the Federal
Register to determine Suitability For listing) may be present in the
project counties:

Species Counties of Qccurrence
bog turtle Baltimore, Carroll, Fraderick
g

(Clemmys muhlenbergi)

Pygmy shrew RBaltimore
(Microsorex hoyi winnemana)

Darlington's spurge Baltimore, Frederieck
(Euphorbia purpures)

Parker’s pipewort Balrimore
(Ericcauleon parkeri)

v-12



A

Candidate speocies are not legally protected under the Bndoupered Speecteos
Act and biclogical assessment and consulbation reguirements purgunnl Lo
that legislation do not apply te them. They are-included here for the
purposc of notifying you of possible future proposals and listings in
advanee, for consideration in your HEPA revioew process, and Lo eneournge
efforts to avoid adverse impacts to them. Additional information on thoese
candidate species may be obtained by contacting the Maryland Natural
Heritage Program'Tawes State OfFice Building, 380 Taylor Avenue, Annapotlis,
MD 21401, telephone 301/269-3656.

This responsc relates only to cndangored species under our jurisdietion.
It does not addres<e other FWS concoerns under the Fish nnd Wildlife
Coordination Aet or other legislation.

Thank wou for vour interest in endangered speeies. If you have any
questions or need further assistance, plense contack Andy Mascr of our
Endangered Species staff ar (30Ll) 269-6324,

Sincerely yours,

N . A&c\{"a_\
S A

{ﬁz.Glenn Kinser
Supervisor
Annapolis Field Office

Vv-13




TORREY C. BROWN. M.D. STATE OF MARYLAND . FRED L. ESKEW

SECRETARY
JQHN R. GRIFFIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES ' :3:5::#13553521’.’.2
CAPITAL PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATION

TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

May 4, 1984

Mr. W. F. Schneider, Jr.
Bureau of Project Planning
State Highway Administratiom
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21203

Subject: Interstate Route 70 from Mount Phillip Road to West of East Patrick
Street, Frederick County, Maryland
Contract No., F 866-101-772

Dear Mr. Schneider:

Review of the Heritage Program Data Base indicated that no rare species,
unique natural community, or other significant envirommental feature has been
reported from within the study area for this project. If I cam be of additional
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Ametd Nordies
Arneold Norden
Maryland Natural Heritage Progran

aN:lﬁ
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Maryland Historical Trust

Ms. Cynthta D. Simpson September 27, 1984

Acting Chief, Environmental Management

State Highway Administration

PG Box 717, 707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 :

RE: Contract No. F866-101-772
I1-70 from Mt. PRi11ip Road

to Maryland Route 144

PBMS No. 101007

Dear Ms, Simpson:

Thank you for your letter of August 6, 1984 regarding the above-referenced
project in Frederick County, Maryland, '

We concur with your assessment that the frame house (A) and the stone
building (B} do not meet the National Register criteria.

We believe that the proposed alternates will have no adverse effect on
the three historic properties which 1ie within the impact area: Linden Grove, Guilford
and-Prospect Hall. Because this s a determination of no adverse effect you must
request the comments of the Advisory Council. Please send your request to:

Mr. Ron Anzalgne :

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Suite 809 - 1700 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC  20004.

If you have any questions or comments please call Ms. Kim Kimlin at

269-2438,
Sincerely,
George J. Andreve
) Environmental Review
GJA/KEK/hec Administrator

cc: Mrs. Glenn Michel
Mr, G. Bernard Callan
Mrs. Ruth Pettijohn
Ms. Rita Suffness
Mr, Ron Anzalone

v-15
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Maryland Historical Trust

June 13, 1984

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jz., Chief
Environmental Management

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: I-70 from Mt. Philip Road to
Maryland Route 144

Dear Mr. Ege:

We coneur with your opinion that the Humberson. Property does not meet the
National Register criteria for evaluation.

Sincerely,

. Rodney Little
Director
State Historie Preservation Officer

JRL/KEK/bjs

¢c: Mrs. Glemnm Michel
Mr. G. Bernard Callan
Mr. Nicholas Wood

V=16
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Maryland Historical Trust

October 2, 1980

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr,
Chief, Bureau of Project Plamning
State Highway Administration
P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

RE: Addendum report on the archaeclogical reconnaissance of
Interstate 70 from Interstate 270 - 7 866~=101-772

Dear Mr., Schneider:

Our Staff Archaeologists have reviewed Terry Epperson's letter which
adequately addresses the comments presentad in ocur review letter dated
June 16, 1980, The responss was sufficient to concur that the areas not
surveyed have a low probability of containing signficant archaeclogical
sites and, therefore, will not require additional consideration.

Thank you for your cooperation in obtaining this additional data.

Sincerely,
[47
Deputy State Historic Preservation
Cificer
NM/WEC/ ca
cc: Terxry Epperson
Rita Suffness
Mrs, Michel

Mrs., Louise Bast

V=16a
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Maryland Historical Trust

June 16, 1980

Mr, Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief
Bureau of Project Plammirxs

State Highway Administration
P.O. Box 717

300 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

RE: I-5-70 £rem U.S. 15/350 .
to West of East Patrick Street
P 866-101-772 ‘a ' :

e et

Deay Mr. Camponeschi:

Thank ymforpmvidingccpiesoftheabcverefereme&reportforarf
review. I have discussed this report with Wayne Clark and. have incorperated
his comments into this letter, : RS

Tt e

E T

The report generally adiresses the nature of the archeslogical resources &
in the project areas, The historic discussion on Page 2 does not adecruately '
have been provided by consulting Sdﬂ.arf'sHishnryof‘i-ﬁes‘bemmxyla:ﬂamiBailey,‘:j_;;;,;_'-f"‘;j;
Mark's thesis on the settlement patterns of the Germans. The report does not - -
hrtshouldstaheﬂ:enaﬂzeofﬂaepmpcsedinprwmtsinﬂnpmjectareas.

The report also needs to state either verhally or by the addition of a thirg——~
mp, the lacaticn of the areas surveyed, what percentage of the project avea R
previous studies. The results of these surveys shouldbe evaluated to determine
the probability of other sites in the project area. In short, we require greatexr -
detailmthe;ercartageandmﬂneoftheamassuveyedandabriefdimsim”
on why the investigator feels that the survey results are sufficient. to determine .
that significant sites do not exist in the wmsurveyed portions of the project e
area. ImwiththeppinimthatSitelBFRlMazﬁArealare,inr:y-
cpinion, ineligible for placement cn the National Register due to the loss of .
the integrity of the sites and the limited nature of the deposits, o

I look forward to receiving the response to my recuest for a yevision |
of the report. Unless the response indicates otherwise, the report indicates .
that the proposed development will not affect significant archeslogical sites,
Your cooperation in obtaining the requested revisicn will be appreciated, '

Sincerely,

‘
ﬁ?J. Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation
JELAEC/ea Officer :
cc:  Suffness, Bastian,

Epperson, Schlagel

Shaw House, 2:1 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 (301 J269-2212, 269-2438
Department of Economic and Community Develcpment
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Maryland Historical Trust

June 27, 1978

BYE Ju B 1
Mr. EBugene T. Camponeschi, Chiefr ¢ 10 56
Bureau of Project Planning
State Highway Administrati%%u LAY
+ 300 West Preston Street PH&E%uJRAHDH
Baltimore, Ma. T PLANNING

RE: 1I-70 Archeologicgal Reﬁort -
Dear Mr. Camponeschi:

Our staff archeologist has reviewed Dennis Curry's
report on the archeological survey of I-70.

With regards to the historic site of the Toll Housa,
due to plowing and the lack of concentrated surface
debries, our office does not recommend a more inten-
sive archeological effort regarding this site. TI&
seems doubtful that any significant data would be
recovered from a plowed historic site that may have
also been partially destroyed by the widening of
Route 85.

Sincerely vyours,

ohn N. Pearce
State Eistoric

Preservation Officer

-~

JNP: LG:mms -
cc: Dennis Curry

Margaret Ballargd f
Ielarnd Gilsen :

Shaw House, 21 State Circie. Annapolis. Maryland 21401 (301) 269-2212, 269-2438
Deparmment of Economic and Community Bevelopment
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OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL FRCGRAMS
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE

201 WEST PRESTON STREET » BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21207 » AREA COGE 301 » 383-3245

TTY FOR DEAF: Balto. Area 383-7555
D.C. Metro 5650451

ACzle Wilzack, R.N., M.8., Secretary wittiam M, Eichoaum. Assistant Secretary

Decembern 5, 1984

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Acting Chief
Environmental Management

Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310)
State Highway Adminisination

707 North Calvert Stneet

Baliimone, Maryland 271202

RE: P.D.M.S. No. 101007
« Contract No. F 864-101-772

Intersfote Route 70

Mt. Phillip Road fo

Marnyland Route 144

Dear Ms. Simpson:

We have reviewed Zhe Dragt Adn Quality Analysis §or Fhe above
subfect project and have found that it is not Anconsisdent with the
Administration's plans and objectives,

Thank you for Zhe opporntunity fo review this analysis,

Sincerely,

/e

VA loaad Lo b
Edward L, Carter, Chief
Division of Adn Quality Planning
and Data Systems
Adn Management Administration

ELC:cw
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
%{mdﬁﬁ . REGION 111

BTH AND WALNUT STREETS
FHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19106

DEC 14 1984

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Acting Chief

Envirenmental Management

Bnrzan of Project Planning (Room 310)
Maryland State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland . 21202

Re: I-495, MD 190 to VA 193, Montgomery County,
Maryland and Fairfax County, Virginia
(A-FEW-0@912-00)

I-70, Mr. Phillip Road to MD 144, Frederick
County, Maryland (A-FHEW-0@@l1-MD)

Dear Ms. Simpson:

We reviewed the air quality analyses performed for the above referenced
projects. Based upon this review, we have no objection to either of the
projects from from an air quality standpoint. As such, we hava rated the
documents 'LO' in EPA's classification system. Please note that these
comments relate only to air quality impacts of the facdlity, and that we
will comment on other impacts of the project when the appropriate documents
are submitted for our review.

If you have any questions, or if we can be of further assistance,
please contact Mr. William J. Hoffman of my staff ar 215-597-~7828,

Sincerely,

pt gt
Johp.R. Pomponio, Chief
vironmental TImpact and

Marize Policy Branch

gilw iz J3Q »84!
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TORREY C. BROWN. M.0.

SCEMETANY

JOHN R. GRIFFIN
CEPUTY SECRAETARY

SIRECYOR

STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

Qctober 10, 1984

*

Mr. Donald G. Honeywell
Project Manager

Bureau of Project Planning
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

Re: WRA No. 80-FP-0512
SHA Wo. F-866-101-772
Description: I-70 from Mt, Phillip
Road to MD l44

Dear Mr. Honeywell:

Please be advised that the Draft Hydraulic Report for the above
referenced project in Frederick County has received necessary review
relative to COMAR 08,05.03 and 08.05.03.06. Accordingly, it has been
determined that the construction of the proposed outfall which will
partially alter the cross-section of Menocacy River 100~year floodplain
will require a Waterway Construction Permit from the Administration.

Furthermore, since the inter-agency hydraulic meeting held on
September 28, 1984 required thorough investigation of the sink holes
and their operation as well as the integriry of the proposed highway
and its improvements, this office is interested in the outcome of such
further investigationm.,

Finally, you have been provided with the comments from the Sediment
and Stormwater Division by letter cof September 10, 1984. . A copy of
review and recommendzfiom by the Water Supply Division of this
Administration which Was|sent to' ¥#is office via a memorandum had
been sent to you also.l... . :.: 7

FELY

OF | Wd S 10 veg

(301) 269-2265
Tolephone:

TTY FOR DEAF-BALTIMORE 200-2609 WASHINGTOMN METRO 565-0450
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Mr. Donald G. Honeywell
October 10, 1984

Page Two

Once again, please be informed that if you find out that the
cutfall to Monccacy River and/or Carroll Creek would be the oaly
alternative, the design and supportive data for the project shall
be in compliance with COMAR 08.05.03.01 through 08.05.03.11.

Tf you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
me at (301) 269-2265,

Sincerely,
O QNAAED

M. Q. Taherian
Project Engineer

Watershed Permits Division

MQT:das
ac. . Siepvron F. IDouenem
C...\( mivia . s ;vw poo
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JAMEE W, PECN

TORREY € BROWHMN. M.D.
. BIMECTOR

ALGRETAAY

JOHN R. GRIFFIN
QEPUTY SLEHETARY

STATE OF MARYLAND
" DEPARTMENT OF NATUAAL RESOURCES
WATER RESQURCES ADMINISTRATION
5 ;. . TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING
' ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

OQctober &, 1934

s MEMORANDUN

TQ: M. Qasim Taheriam, Waterway Permits Divisizn
FROM: Richard C. Lucas, Water Supply Divisien L.

SUBJECT: Inter—agency Hydraulic Meeting on the I-70 Rehabilication near
Frederick, Md.

Regretrably, 1 did not artend the subject meeting. However, since you
have indicated chat the sinkhole problem related €O I-70 storm water drainage
is scill under consideraciom, it would be appropriace Lo forward an addicilonal
compent to the State Highway Administracilon. :

A review of water appropriation permit files has indicated that th=
Flintkote Stone Produccs Ca. Quarry, located just south of the I-70 sinkholes
uses approximately 200,000 gallons per day of grouﬁawacar and surface watra2T
for such diverse purposegs as cooling warer, Process water, dust Suppression,
boiler replacement water, pollution concrol, sanizary faciliries and potadle
water supply. This water .is obrained Erom wells and & sump in the quarrty.
Additiomally, the Industrial Wasre Division of the Office ¢f Envitommencal
Programs has confirmed that the quarry has a permit co discharge up to 3.3
million gallons of water for dewatering purposSes in the quarry. It thus
appears that large quantircies of groundwater enter the quarry progercy and ars
withdrawn through either scepage into the quarty Pit (and subsegquent punrping
discharge) or through well pumpage. Tt is quite possible that water antering
the nearby sinkholes may contribute to the quantity of groundwater removed fTom
the quarrcy grounds. 1n other words, road runoff may enter che sinkholes,
emerge in the quarty in a fairly short space of rime and be pumped off into
tucitl scrueams.

It should be suggested to the Scate Highway Administracion, that they
conduct site specific hydrogeologic and economic investigations of the
potential cEfects (both positive and negative) on the quarcy and che
surrounding environment of continucd (or discontinued) use of these sinkholes
for 1-70 drainage. ,

RCL:sao
ac: Donald G. Honeywell ' .

V=22
Talophonao: {301) 269-2456
1TY FOR DEAF-DALTIMORE 208-2600 WASHINGTON METRG 563:0450
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STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION
. TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

3eptomber 10, 1984

Mr. Domald G. Honeywall ;
Project Manager

Bureau of Project Planning
State Righway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

RE: WRA No. '79-Pp-0135
SHA No. F=866-101-772

Description: [~70 Grom Me. Phillip Roud tu
MD-144
Dear Mr. Honeywell:
the administration has received gnd reviewed the Drufe ilydraulie Report for
the above refarencead project in Fredecicik County. | The review was in regards to
Sections 8-1103 and 8-114-05 of the Natural Resources Article, Annotated Code
of Maryland in tegards to Sediment Control and Stormwater Hanagement.  The
resulrs of the review are ag follows:

I. Sedimenr Control ' :

?lease be advised rhar the Project will require review and approval Ffor -
sediment contrel in compliance with the Erosion and Swdimenc Control
Regulatcions. ¥

TI. Stormwarer Management

L. The anulysis used the Mareh 1969 version of the U.3. Soll Conservaltion
Service (8C€S) TR-29 computer model. The analysis shiould lave used the
MOSEt recent versiom, i.e. the 1984 version. [For pur purposes it will
be raquired that rhe MOSL recent version be used.

2« 0n page number 18, assumption number 5, it was stated thar ultimace
devalopment based on existing zoning maps was assumed. Tor stormwoter
m2Znegement purposes the computations must be based on the extsting
development of the watarshed, not ulLimate developmenc .

Telephone: {301) 269=-2221

TTY COQ MEem Dot ey
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Mr. Honeywell
September 10, 1984
Page 2

3. Please be advised that on page number 18, assumption number 7, the
assumption is not entirely correct. ‘The Administration will requirc
stormwater management for peak discharge control if the post-
development 2-year rumnoff discharges oxceed the pre-development 2-year
runoff discharges by more khat 104. Tt wili be reguaired that the peak
discharges for the post=development 2-year and LO)=your runoff
discharges be reduced to levels at or below the pre-development 2-
vear and 10-yezr runoff discharges, respectively. Please be advised
that certain water quality uspects of stormwaler magagement may be
required regardless of the increase in runcff discharges. )

The Administration shall send a representative of the Sediment and
Stormwater Divison te the meeting on Friday, Sceptember 28, Lu84 av LO:00. ‘This
representative shall be able to answer any questicns you may have concerning
the sediment coutrcl requirements and stormwater manugement requirements for
the proposed project.

Very truly yours,

@f.u{%} :’). (-J'éfzém..:.,\:-}i_"

Paul F. Clement
Water Resourcus LEnylneer
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_ c- MARNIE & MGAMANY timietg .
Torrey ., Brown, M.D. . ‘%%%evg’ Lirin
SECRETARY
STATE QF MAaRYLAND
BEPARTMENT aF NATURAL RESQURCES
TIDEWATER ADMINISTRATION
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILBING
ANNAPOLIS 2140

June 29, 1984

MEMORANDUM

TO: State Highway Administration,
Project Planning Team

. "] +
FROM . George Krantz, Directo;?%l%élggﬁﬂ

Fisheries PDivision

SUBJECTD, SIA Contract No. p 866-101-772
I-70, Mk, Phillip Road ro Md.
Rt., 144

Fisheriesg Division recommends that:
1. Eithcg & no bulld or buildg alternative he considered,

2, Inside widening of I-70 be considered rather than out-
side widening, - o

3. Either Alternative 2 or 4 be considered.

4. Alternate A beo considered rather than Alternate 3-1,

This reviow and comment was prepared by Ed Bnamait of
the Fisheries RBivision, 301-898-9724.

It is felt that reag Construction in this area would have
minimal impact upon the fishery resources RProviding erosion ang
sediment cantro) Measures are practkiced, Ingide lane widening
would reguire loge bridge reconstruction and therefore less dgis-
turbance in/op waterways. Alternate A is preferregd because it
fequires legs alteration of the watershed than either- g-1 or B-2.

V=25
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Lttachment for Frnvircornoentzl
Impact Documente

Pevised Februsry 182, 1¢31

Buresun of Peloc;t:on kesistance
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"SUMMARY OF TEE RELOCETION ASSISTANCE PROGRLM QOF TEFR

STATE FIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARRYLZNDT

411 Stzte Highway Rdministration proiects
the provisions c¢f the "Uniform Pelocation }ccﬂc—-r
Real Property iccuisition Policies Rct of 1270" (P
Law $1-646) and/or the Znnotated Code of Marvlangs,
Property, Title 12, Subtizle 2, Sections 12-201 <=
The Naryland Department of Transportation, Stzte

A€ministration, Ruresu of Relocation Assistancs, =
the Relocation Assistance Program in the Stazre of
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The provisions of the Fedesral and State Law recui

State Highway Zcdministrztion to provide pavment
bo rerseons QlSDL:C“G b¥ a2 public project. T

movwng costs. The maximunm limits of the replaCemenT housincg
DaAYMEents are §15,000 fer owner-occupants and $£,007 Zox
ten=nt—occupant5. in addizion, but within the above limits,
certain pavments mey be made for increased mMOrTgEge interess
costTsS and/or incidental expenses. In order TO receive tnese
payments, the dispiaced person must occupy deceni, szie andé
sanitary replacement housing. In addition to the repliace—
ment housing pavments described anove, there are slisc
MOVing cOSt payments TO persons, businesses, farms azns
non-zrofit organizztions. Zctual moving costs for res
inclucde aCTual mOoving cOSts up to 50 miles or = sch

WCTINE cost payment, incliuding a2 dislocacion zllows
~C &S00

r [

idences
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The moving cost payments to businesses are broken down into
several catecorles, which include actual moving expenses
a“m paviments "in liew eI" actual MOVing expenses. The owner
CIZ a cisplaced business is entitled to receive a payment ior
ctual reasonable moving and related expenses in moving his
DLSlneSS, Or perscnal property; actual direct losses of
-tangible personal propsriv; and actual reasonaple expenses
ior searching for a repliacement site.

Iore :2Die MOVINCG €XDEnsSes mav bs pzid for 2 move
&V & commercial mover of Ior a self-move. Generzaiiv, pav-
mente for the actual reascnable moving expenses are limited



to a 50 mile redius. 1In btth cases,
supported by receipted bilils. &n inventory of ths items
to e moved must be prepared, znd eastimates of the cogt

may be obtained. The owner may be paid an amcunt egual

to the low hid or estimate. In some circumstances, ths

State may negotiate an amount not to ercsed the lover of
the two bids. The allowable expenses of a self-move may
lncluae amounts Dald for eGlemeﬁh hlrec, the cost of

the expencns must bhe

wment, wages psid to
perscns vho phy51cally part 1c1p=te in the move, &nd ths

cest cf the actuezl supervision of the move.

= 1=
value and hich bulk, and the es ed cost of m
woulé be dispromortionzte in re on to the wvali
Stste may necotiate for zn zmount nos to exceed

c
ference betwesen the cost oF re'D.L:;CEITLEDt ant the
that could be realized from the szle of the persen
erty. :

Wnen personzl property of s &i
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In addition to tne actuzl moving expenses men
the displaced business is entitlecd 0 receive
for the actuzl direct losses &€

tioned
Z D

€I tancible verscnal

that the business is entitlied ele
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to move. These payments msy only be made aiter
by the owner to sell the personal property invoived.
costs of the sale are zlso reimbursabie moving expenssacs.
If the business is to be reestablished, and persomal proo-

erty is not moved but is replaced &t the new location, t

pavment would be the lesser of the replacement costs minvs

-

the net proceeds oI the sale or the estimated cost of mov rine
the item. If the busineses is being discontinued or +he

izem is not to be replaced in the reestablished pusiness,
the pavment will be the lesser of the difference barwesn .
the value of the item for continued use in Dlacz znd t¢he nex
proceeds oI the sale or the estimated cost 0f moving the
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nc offer is received Zor the personzl propercy and ths
property is abandoned, the owner is entitied t0 receive the

iegser of the value for centinued use of the item in placs
or the estimated cost of moving the item ané the reasonable
expenses of the sale. ¥nen personal property is abandoned
without an effcrt bv the owvner to cispose ©I the promer*v

by sale, the owner will not be entitled to moving expenses,
or losses Ior the item involved.

The owner of a cisplaced business may be reimbursed for the
actuzl reasonable expenses in searching for 2 replacemsnt
Dusiness up to §500. 21l expenses must be supported by re-
ceiptes bills. Time svent in the azctuzl search mav be reip--

purscd on an hourly basis, but such rate may not exceed S1¢
Der nonz. - '

iter.
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iieu oI the payments described above, the State may detsr-
ne that the ovner of 2 Gisplszced business is elicible tc
give a payment ecual to the average annual net earninocs
the business. Such payment shall not be less +han $2,500
e than $10,000. In order to be entitled to this

the Stzte must determine that +he business cannot
ted without a substantizl losgs eof its existing

the business is not part of a commercizl enter-
ing 2t least one othar estzblishment in the same
r business that is not being acguired, znd the
centributes materizlly to the income of 2 dis-
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Cons ations in the Stzte's ce;nrﬁlnatlcn of less of
i cronacge are the type of business conducted by
ced business and the nature of the clientelie.
ive impertance of the rresenit and pProposed locza-
o the displaced business, zand the availability of
sulitebie replecement sites zre zliso

Fem'g

factorg.

In oxcer to determine the amount of the "in lieu of" moving
EX®Encses pavment, the averacs annual net garninos cf the
besinsss is considered to be cne-hzlf of the nex earnincs
beZore Taxes, curing the two +taxable vesrs immedza;ely
prececing the taxable year in which the businese is reipca-
ted. IZ the two taxable years are not representative, the
Stzte, -with approval of the Tederzl HEighwsy Réminigiration,
may use ancther two-year period that would be more repre-
sencative. Average annual.netr earnings inciude any compen-
SET

ion paid by the business to the owner, his svouse, or
his dependents during <the period. Should a business be in
operztion less than Two vears, but for twelve consecutive
months during the two taxable vears prior o the taxzbie
vear in which it is reguireé to relocate, the owner of +he
business is eligible to receive the "in lieuw o= pEvment.
In 211 czses, the owner of ths business must provids
ICIMET10N TO SUPPSTT iTs net ezrnings,
- returns, for the tax vears in guestion.

5 -
10

such as income tax

For cisplaced farms and non-profit orgzanizations, actual

r5g50ﬁ='le moving COSTS generaliy uo tc 50 miles, actual
girect losses of tarulple PEISOnal property, and searching
costs agre paid. The "in lieu of" zctual moving cost pav-
ments provice that the Statre may determine that = displaced
fzrm may bz pzid a2 minimum of $2,500 to a maximum of

$10,000
based upcn zhe net income of the farm, provided tha* the
Igrm hzs peen darsron

bu"blnaeﬂ or relocated.
TERVEEme ¥ ii =1

In some cases,
moevine costs may be made to

=

= neraT tnET 2re aziiected by a D::t1=1 accuisitiorn.
;. MON-EIILAT CYCIRATITION iz elicibklie to recelve 'ir iipw
o' zoTusl mIvIng COST DEVEment:, in the amount of s2.,30L.



2 more detziled explanation of the benefits ang payvmernte
available to disvliaced Derscns, bucwncs=es, farms, an~
nON-nroiit corcanizaticns is avzi lcd?c in Relocation Ero-
chures that will be Gistributed at the pPublic hearings -
for this project gnd will ziso be civen to displacesd per-
sons individuzlly in the Zuture,
In the event comparable replacemant housing is ne+ gveii-
zble to rehcuse persons cisnlaced by Dublic Frojects cxr
that aveailzble replacement Fousing ig beyvond their finaxncgial
neans, replacement "housing zs &z jae- rescri” will pg vroi-
iized to sccemplish the relousine. Detziiec 3 z
be cempletsed by the Staze Hichwey Lésirnigers b
oy the Federal Highwav Eeministration before
last resort® could be utilized. "Housging zg
coulé he rrovided to clsplaced persone ip se
weys althouch not limites +o the Zollowing:

1. An improved DICcRerty czn oo PRlrcnzsed or leases.

<. Dwelling unite ezn b2 rehabilitated &nd opur-
. chased or leasez,

3. New Gweliin NS tnits czn ba constructed,

£, State acguired dwellings C2n ke relocated,

rehabilitated, zng purchased or leacez,

£ny of these methods coulg be utilizeg by the State Highwax
nmm_nlstraulc1 and such acusing would pe made availiahle te
cisrlaced persons. In acddition +o the &pbove DrOHedLre, in-
Cividuzl repizcemert roﬂcltg PEVIEeNnTs can be increz sec beoveg=d
che s=tatutory limits in order to aliow =z alsmiacec Dersen fzc
RPUrchase Oor rent a eweliing unit +that is within nig Tinaneial
meanz.

Tne "UniZorm Reloeation £ssistance and Real Property icguisi-
tron Policies Zct of 1570k recuzvec that the State Highwav
Administration shall nox Proceed with any phase of &ny oro-
Ject which will czuse tne reliocation of &ny person, or pro-
ceed with any construction Project until it has furnished
satisfactory assuraznces th2t the above Bayments wiil be
provided and that all displ 3

aced persons will bs =at1szactori1y
relocated to comparable tecent,

safe ang sanitary nc;sxﬁg
within tbe;: financial means ©r that such houclnc ig ir
rlace and has been mede available to +he displiaced person
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