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State Highway Administration
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Sacretary

Hal Kassoft

Administrator

April 30, 1987 '
Contract No. F £866-101-772
Interstate Route 70

(Mt. Phillip Rcad teo Maryland Route 144)

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Enclesed for your information and files is the approved Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI}) for the above referenced project. This document
has been prepared in accordance with the revised Federal-Aid Highway Program
Manual, Volume 7, Chapter 7, Section 2, the CEQ Regulations and DOT Order 5610.lc.

The selected alternate consists of the inside widehing of Interstate Route 70
from Mt. Phillip Road to Interstate Route 270/U.S. Route 40, outside widening from
Interstate Route 270/0.S. Route 40 to Maxyland Route 144, Alternate B-1 (recon-
struction of the Maryland Route 355/85 and Reichs Ford Road/South Street inter-
changes, and construction of movements at the proposed East Street Interchange),
Alternate 4 (reconstruction of the U.S. Route 15/340 and Interstate Route 270/

U.S. Route 40 interchanges), and the design and protection of right-of-way for a
drainage outfall to the Monacacy River. The selected alternate combination will

; improve capacity, safety, accessibility, travel time, and overall traffic operations
aleng this section of Interstate Route 70.

Distribution of the FONSY is made on behalf of the Federal Highway Administra--
tion in accordance with 23 CFR 771.

Very truly yours,

Hal Kassoff
Administrator

sy: Nab | Pederse

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

HK:NJP:tlh
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cCc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Gene Straub
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Mr. Donald G. Honeywell

My telephons number is__ 333-1110

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Tol! Free

£.0. Box 7171 707 North Calvert St., Baitimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717




FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

FOR

I-70 FROM MT. PHILLIP ROAD
TO MARYLAND ROUTE 144
FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND

The FPHWA has determined that this project will not have any
significant impact on the environment. This finding of no
significant impact is based on the Environmental Assessment and
the attached information, which summarizes the assessment and
documents the selection of inside widening between Mt., Phillip
Road and I-270, outside widening between I-270 and Maryland
Route 144, Alternate 4 at the US 15/340 and I-270/0S 40
interchanges, and Alternate B-l1 at the MD 85/355 and Reichs Ford
Road/South Street interchanges. The Environmental Assessment
has been independently evaluated by the FWHA and determined to
adequately discuss the environmental issues and impacts of the
proposed project. It provides sufficient evidence and analysis
for determining that an Envirommental Impact Statement is not
required.
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prepared on the project listed below.

I’HEORAND'G’M C¥ ACTION OF ADMINISTRATOR HAL KASSOFF

FEIDAY, OCTOBER 10, 1986
* ¥ ¥

Concurrence with Prior Action

A Final Environmental Document (Finding of No Significant Impact) is being

Combined Location/Design approval will

be requested from the Federal HEighway Administration as noted.

Copys

" State Conbract No. F—866—101—772 = I.70, from Mt. Ph:l.ll:l.p to

Md. Rie. 144.

Location/Design Recommendation:

A combination of inside and outside
widening, modification of Alternate 4,
Alternate B=1 and a drainage outfall to
the Monocacy River.

The decision to proceed in this mamner was made by the Adminigtrator at ¢

) staff meetings held on September 11, 1585, May 12, 1986 and September 17, 1986,
respectively, _

Mr, J. A, Agro, Jr.
Mr.. W, B. Clingan

Mr, B. M, Loskot

Mr, 4, M, Capizei

Mr, G. R. Stramb

Mr, L. HE. Ege, Jr.
Contract F-866-101-772

I-1
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Maryland Department of Transportation

William X. Helimann

State Highwéy Administration Secretary
Hal Kassoff
October 10, 1986 Ao
MEMORANDUM
TO: Mr. William I. Slacum, Secretary

State Roads Commission

FROM: Neil J. Pedersen, Director Md % Fedtrsn,

Qffice of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

SUBJECT: Contract No. F 866-101-772
Interstate Route 70
Mt. Phillip Road to
Maryland Route 144
PDMS No. 101007

The Project Development Division is preparing a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) for the subject project. It is antici-
pated that this document will be ready to submit to the Federal
Highway Administration during the month of October, 1986. The de-
cision to proceed with the FONSI recommending the combination of
inside and outside widening, a2 modification of Alternmate 4, Alter-
nate B-1, and a drainage outfall to the Monocacy River along Reichs
Ford Road was made by Administrator Kassoff at meetings on September
11, 1985, May 12, 1986 and September 17, 1986.

Summaries of these meetings dated January 21, 1986 and October
1, 1986 including the Project Management Team recommendation of the
selected alternate combination and the concurrence of Administrator
Kassoif are attached.

This information is being sent to you as part of the procedure
by which you submit the action to Mr. Rassoff, receive his approval,
/

formally record and file this action. .
ML- /

13[10}4/‘; /

f Hal ®assoff

A

Date ’

Administrator
NJP:tn
Attachments

cc: Mr. Johm A. Agro
Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
Mr. Edward M. Loskot
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi
Mr. Geme R. Straub
Mr. Louis E. Ege, Jr.

My telephone number is 659-1110
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 5850451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free
P.C. Box 717 / 707 North CaiveIrt gt., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717




P Maryland Department of Transportation William K. Hellmann

Sncretary

State Highway Administration

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

RE:

Hal Kassaff

Administratar

October 1, 1988

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

Donald G. Honeywell
Project Manager

Contract Nao. F 866-101-772

Interstate Route .70 :

Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland Route 144
PDMS No. 101007

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

A meeting of the core Project Planning Team was conducted
the afterncon of May 12, 1986 to present further refinements of

the project recommendation to the Administrator as circulated by
memo dated May @,  1988.

Those in attendance were:

Mr. Hal Kassoff Administrator .
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen Director, Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering

Mr. Wayne R. Clingan Acting Chief Engineer

Mr. Gene R. Straub Acting District Engineer

Mr. Edward M. Loskot Asst. Chief Engineer - Development
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi Chief, Bureau of Highway Design
Mr. B. Von Wachter Bureau of Highway Design

Mr. Francis E. Dutrow Burezu of Highway Design
Ms. Linda A. Kelbaugh Bureau of Highway Design

Mr. Leroy V. Tyree Bureau of Highway Design

Mr. Harry F. Meyers = Bureau of Bridge Design

Mr. John D. Bruck Bureau of Highway Planning

Mr. Dennis E. Yoder Bureau of Highway Planning

Ms. Barbara K. Ostrom Chief, Traffic Forecasting Section
Mr. Robert J. Houst Project Development Division

Mr. Donald G. Honeywell Project Development Division

Mr. John D. Harris Project Development Division

Mr. Albert W. Willis Project Development Division

My telaphone 1:umber is 659-1136
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech

383-7555 Baitimore Metro — 5650451 D.C, Metro — 1-800-492.5062 Statewide Toll Free .

P.O. Box 717 1 707 North Mzar St Baltimore, Maryiand 21203 - 0717
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Mr. Pedersen opened the meeting by describing the
recommended revisicns to commercial access for three businesses
along the east side of Maryland Route 355 immediately south of
I-70. The recommended revision consists of a southerly extension
of the frontage road to the turning portion of Maryland Route
355, Also these revisions will allow a right in and right out
only on the turning portion of Maryland Route 355. This
recommendation was accepted by the Administrator.

The configuration of ramps in the northwest quadrant of the
1-270/0.5. Route 40 interchange were discussed at length. The
recommended configuration consisted of an interlacing of the
southbound to westbound outer connection znd the southbound to
eastbound direct connection with the westbound to southbound loop
ramp (335" radius). This configuration had only one exit to I-70C
from southbound U.S. Route 40 and eliminated all weaving along
westbound I~-70 between U.S. Route 15/340 and I-270/U.8. Route 40
by means of an independent ramp roadway to westbound I-70 connec-
ting to the interstate route at Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson
Pike). A comparative matrix was used as the basis of discussion.
The Administrator instructed that additional studies be conducted
to explore the following objectives: 1) Do not exceed the right-
of-way line on the Solarex property as recommended in September,
1985. 2) Utilize a westbound to southbound loop similar in size
(270" radius) to that which was recommended in September, 1985.
3) Utilize the southbound to westbound outer connection as
presented, overpassing the loop ramp at two locations. 4) The
southbound U.8. Route 40 to eastbound I-70 direct connection to
overpass the loop ramp and the westbound roadway of I-70 to mini-
mize maintenance of traffic problems during construction.

Then followed a discussion of the construction staging
recommendation which was found acceptable.

On September 17, 1986 another meeting of the core Project
Planning Team was held to present the results of further studies
requested by the Administrator and performed by the firm of
Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson concerning the configuration of
the northwest quadrant of the I-270/U.S3. Route 40 interchange.
Those in attendance were:
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Hal Kassoff Administrator
Gene R. 3traub Acting District Engineer
Neil J. Pedersen Director, Office of Planning
and Preliminary Engineering
Louis H. Ege, Jr. Deputy Director, Project
Development Division
Robert J. Houst Project Development Division
Donald G. Homeywell Project Development Division
Donald H. Sparklin Project Development Division
C. Rogers Jorss, dJr. Traffic Forecasting Section
B. Von Wachter Bureau of Highway Design
Francis E. Dutrow Bureau of Highway Design
Leroy V. Tyree i Bureau of Highway Design
Harry F. Meyers Bureauw of Bridge Design
Daniel T. Cheng Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson

Michael J. Rothenheber Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson

The recommended modification of Alternate 4 in the northwest
gquadrant of the I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchange as presented by
Mr. Pedersen was derived from the configuration of Alfternate 4 as
contained in the Eavironmental Assessment and presented as an
element of the "Preferred Alternate'" at the combined location/
design public hearing of May 28, 1985. The modification
included: a) reducing the radius of the westbound I-70 to
southbound 1-270 loop ramp to approximately 270" (30 mph), b)
providing a separation between the northbound U.S. Route 15/340C
to westbound I-70 ocuter connection acceleration lane ai the
Jefferson Street interchange and southbound U.S. Route 40 to
eliminate a weaving movement along southbound U.S. Route 40,
and ¢) providing a left turn from northbound U.S. Route 15/340
north of Maryland Route 180 into the westbound to southbound loop
of the Jefferson Street interchange for traffic entering the
freeway system at the Maryland Route 180 interchange destined
southbound on I-270. This configuration was found acceptable by
the Administrator because it offered the best weaving situation
along southbound U.S. Route 40 and it was the most economical in
terms of land use and fiscal resources for initital construction.

It was further determined that a2 supplemental method of
accessing eastbound I-70 from Maryland Route 180 would be
investigated for implementation in the event that the left turn
movement from northbound U.S8. Route 15/340 to southbound I-270
via the Jefferson Street interchange would prove undesirable in
the future. This feature involves a lcop ramp in the southwest
quadrant of the intersection of I-70 and Maryland Route 180
(Ballenger Creek Pike). This feature will receive further
consideration dependent upon Frederick County concurrence and the
owner of the Hannover Subdivision reserving land (7.20 acres)
required for the proposed loop. Neat costs for this supplemental
loop ramp were estimated as follows:
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Right of Way $139,000
Roadway $100,000
Bridge widening $ 98,400

Total $337,400

Location and design approval will be pursued on the basis of
a Finding of No Significant Impact {FONSI).

DGH:ds

cc:  Attendees Mr. Richard W. Davis
Mr. Jdack F. Ross Mr. James H. Grauer
Mr. Jerry L. White Mr. Thomas C. Watts
Mr. Evan L. Smith ' Mr. Charlies B. Adams
Ms. Angela Hawkins Mr. Eugene J. Miller, Jr.
Mr. Stephen F. Drumm Mr. Richard L. Schindel
Mr. James K. Gatley Mr. Frank E. Knapp, III
Mr. Vernon J. EKral Mr. S. James Heidle
Mr. Reobert J. Finck Mr. James A. Schmersahl
Mr. Arthur D. Martin Mr. Richard D, Parks
Mr. Darrell A, Wiles Mr., James R. Shaw
Mrs. Pilar McClelland Mr. Lawrence W. Johnson, Jr.
Mr. Ronald L. Buchman Mr. Charles L. Kolsky



BUREAU OF

PROJECT P
Maryland Department of Transportation LARRING @ eiimacn
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State Highway Administration January 21, 19864 2l 2 55 Phal Kessott
Administrator
MEMORANDUM
TO: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director
QOfifice of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

s T

FROM: Donald G. Honeywell .
Project Manager

SUBJECT: Contract No. F B66-101-772
Interstate Route 70
Mt. Phillip Road to
Maryland Route 144
DDMS No. 101007

RE: ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

" A meeting of the Project Planning Team was conducted the after-
noon of September 11, 1985 to present the project recomméndation as
distributed at the meeting to the Administrator. Those in atten-
dance were: '

Hal Kassoff Administrator

Neil Pedersen Director, Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Wayne Clingan District Engineer

Richard Schindel Chief, District 7 Office of Real Estate

Anthony Capizzi Chief, Bureau of Highway Design

B. Wachter Bureau of Highway Design

Stephen Drumm Bureau of Highway Design

Francis Dutrow Bureau of Highway Design

Linda EKelbaugh o Bureau of Highway Design

John Logan Bureau of Bridge Design

Harry Meyers Bureau of Bridge Design

Arthur Martin Bureau of Soils & Fourdations

William Wills, Jr. Bureaun of Soils & Foundations

Ronald Burns Burean of Highway Statistics

Matthew Wolniak Bureau of Highway Statistics

Mary Keller Bureau of Highway Planning and
Program Development

Evan Smith Bureau of Engineering Access Permits

Robert Houst Bureau of Project Planning

8. Lewis Helwig Bureau of Project Planning

Cynthia Simpson Bureau of Project Planning

My telephone number is___659-1136
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Spesch
383-7555 Baitimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492.5062 Statewide Toll Free

P.Q. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Marylang 21203 - 0717
L
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Donald Sparklinp Bureau of Project Planning
Donald Honeywell : Bureau of Project Planning
Douglas Simmons Bureau of Project Planning
John Harris Burean of Project Planning
8. James Heidle Office of Transportation Planning

Following introductions, the Project Manager briefly reviewed
the transportation problem noting that both Maryland Route 85 and
Maryland Route 355 south of I-70 have recently been widened to four
lane streets, and construction of I-70 east of Frederick will be
completed during the spring of 1986, The missing interchange move-
ments, high-accident locations, geometric deficiencies, and antici-
pated capacity problems were mentioned. Several sazlient issues
associated with the project were discussed.

The City of Frederick's proposed extension of East Street which
will form one leg of the East Street interchange is not yet pro-
grammed for construction, -

The City's southern water loop will require adjustment in the
vicinity of the East Street interchange.

Accessibility to three (3) commercial properties along the east
side of Maryland Route 355 immediately south of I-70 ‘was discussed
in detail. Additional suggestions to improve accessibility were
offered and will be studied with District Traffic Engineer Gene R.
3traub.

Additional coordination will be initiated with the Frederick
County Board of Education to retain the present alignment of I-70 in
the vicinity of the East Frederick Elementary School.

Having received no requests for a supplemental public hearing
spaprintad with the proposed satublishment of an at-zgrade ceaasing
wlth the Fruadorick Hubdivision of the Chesale System Ruilroads,
thers iz S5 requirement to condust pnotheor hosring,

The Team’a recommendation for inside widening of I-70 from Mt.
Phillip Hownd to I-270/U.8. Route 40, outside widening from I-270/

U.S, Route 40 to Maryland Route 144, Alternate 4 to provide missing
interchange movements, Alternate B-1 to reconstruct the two (2)
eastern interchanges, and design and protection of right-of-way for
a drainage outfall along Reichs Ford Road was well received by the
Administrator. However, further study is required to improve the
weaving distance along westbound I-70 between I-270 and U.S. Route
15/340. Also, a determination will be sought from the Federal
Highway Administration as to the extent of their participation in
the drainage outfall along Reichs Ford Road.

The construction staging included in the recommendation was
approved. Cost estimates will be developed for these stages.
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This project will appear in the Consolidated Transportation Pro-
gram, fiscal year 1986-1991, with firal design scheduled to begin
during fiscal year 1987.

Results of the required additional studies will be reviewed with
the Administrator during early 1986 to obtain final approval of an
amended project recommendation.

DGH:bh

ce: Attendees
Mr. Gene R. Straub
Mr, Charles R. Anderson
Mr, Thomas C. Watts
Mr. Vernon J. EKral
Mr. Darrell A, Wiles
Mr. James K. Gatley
Mr. Charles G. Wroten
Mr. John D. Bruck
Mr. James A. Schmersahl
Mr. Richard D, Parks
Mr. James R. Shaw
Mr. Lawrence W. Johnson, Jr.
Mr. Charles L. Kolsky

I-9
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TABLE 1
Cemparison of Alternates

Insided Outside?
No-build Widenring Widening
Alternate Alternate Alternate Alt. 2 Alt. 4b Alt, A Alt. B-1P Al¢, 8-2

#

docio-econgmic Impagts

Resident{al Displacements

{Families) 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0 4
Minority Residents Relocated 0 0 0 0 2] o] g 0
Business Displacemants o [v] 2 1] a 1 1 1
Parsons Employed by

Displaced Businesses a 0 gt 0 0 20* 20t 20%
Farm Displacements 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] o}
Historic and Archeologicai

Sites Affected 4] 0 0 G 0 o] 0 0
Pubtic Recreational Lands

Affected o ¢ 0 0 o 1 0 g
Effect on Residential Access None Improv. Improv. Improv. Improv. Improv. Improv. Improv.
Consistancy with Land Use Plans Ho Yes Yes Yes Yas Yes Yes Yeos

a nvj n
Loss of Habitat 0 0 o] 1] o] 0 5.8 6.5
Effect on Threataned/

Endangered Species None None Mone None tlone None None tope
Stream Crossings o} ] 0 1 1 0 o 2
Wetland Areas Affected {acres) 0 0 Q 1/2 172 0 o] a
Effect on W11d1{fe Populations tlene tone Hone None None Mone None Mone
Prime Farmland Soils Affected

{acres) 0 0 4] G [} a 0 0
100-Year Floodplains Affected 0 0 o a 0 o G 0
Atr Quality (Sites Exceeding

S/NAAQS)C 1] N/A ] N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
NSAs Exceeding FHWA Noise

Abatement Criteriac 6 N/A 7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Cost (1984 Dollars in Thousands}

Right-of-Way/Relocationd v] 481 1,125 821 708 1,241 1,596 1.829
Constructiond o] 12,853 18,751 10,524 7,000 5,591 6,390 7,188
Totald 0 {minimail) 13,319 19,876 11,345 7:.708 6,832 72086 9,027

NOTE:  The total cost of the selected alternate combination is approximately 360,714,000 and includes the total
cost of a drafnage outfall ($5.4 miiTfon). The costs of the selected a2lternate combination have been
refined and updated as a result of further study subseguent tc the Public Hearing and are based on
1986 dollars. Therefore, the costs of the selected ajternate combination cannot be directly compared
to the costs of the alternates presented at the Fublic Hearing.

2Impacts only as a result of Selected Inside/Outside Widening Alternate Combination. See Fooctnote d for
comparative costs, '

DSelected Alternates 4 and B-l.

“Based on cutside widening which would reswlt in worst case impacts,

dcomparative costs of the 2lternates reported here were excerpted from the May 28, 1885, Public Hearing
brochure and are based on 1984 dollars. These costs are Intended for comparative purposes snly and no lenger
reflect the current costs of the various altarnates.
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III. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A.  Background _
1. The Problem and Pufgose of _the Project
The Interstate Route 70 (I-70) study segment extends from Mt. Phiilip Road
west of the City of Frederick aleng Frederick City's south boundary east to
Maryland Route 144 (East Patrick Street), a distance of appreximately 5.3 miles
(see Figures 1 and 2).

The study segment of I-70 is a four-lane expressway divided by a variabie
width (28 to 3qjkf96t) rural median. The design speed varies from 60 te 70 mph

a2 posted speed of 55 mph. Portions of the study segment were built to
older design standards with closely spaced interchanges containing short ramp
radii and short exit and entrance lanes. Interchange ramp geometry is deficient
under current standards and there is no safety grading. These portions of the
highway do not conform to current Interstate standards and contribute to vehicular
conflicts. Mederate to severe peak period congestion is predicted on I-70 by the
design year 2010 unless significant capacity improvements are impliemented.

At the U.S. Route 15/340 and the Interstate Route 270 (I-270)/U.S. Route 40
interchanges with I-70, a number of anticipated turning movemenis are rnot
available to motorists. The absence of these turning roadways necessitates that
movements be executed elsewhere via local roadways resulting in confusion,
inefficiency, and circuity of travel. This circuity includes the diversion of
motorists onto U.S. Route 40 through the "Golden Mile™ commercial area (a city
street) where considerable congestion is encountered at signalized intersections.

The Maryland Route 85/355 and the South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges
provide all turning movements but are substandard in terms of ramp radii and
acceleration and deceleration lane lengths. The geometric deficiencies contribute
to accidents and vehicle conflicts.

The highway has adequate capacity for existing volumes during peak hours,
but is approaching unstable flow. By the design year 2010, traffic volumes are
predicted to increase substantially as a result. of planned land use in the
vicinity of the City of Frederick. The Frederick County and City land use plans
envision future residential, commercial, and light industriai/office expansion

- into vacant areas in the I-70 study corridor. The Maryliand Department of State

Planning reports tnat Frederick City has sustained the largest net increase in
population among all incorporated places in the State in the period since 1980,

ITI1-1



Collision rates for the study segment of I-7C are currently less than the
statewide average for State highways of similar design. However, ramps at the
Maryland Route 85/355 interchange have been designated as high accident ramp
Tocations. Heavy duty trucks are involved in many of the collisions at this
interchange. In 1986 signs were erected at the Maryland Route 85/355 interchange
to warn motorists of vehicles overturning on the ramp roadways.

This project is compatible with the segment of I-70 recentiy constructed on
& new location from East Patrick Street to east of Ijamsviile Road, a distance of
3.87 miles. The new facility which ﬁas-opened to traffic October 11, 1986,
consists of dual 36-foot (three-lane) roadways separated by a 50-foot rural
median., With completion of the new segment of I~70, a continuous 6/8 lane
divided highway now extends from East Patrick Street easterly to the Baltimore
City line, a distance of approximately 38 mijles. Westbound motorists encounter
a reduction in the number of lanes at East Patrick Street since the new 3.87
mile segment was opened to traffic.

The purpose of this project is to improve this segment of I-7C to better
accammodate forecasted traffic volumes and enable traffic to operate with
greater safety and accessibiiity at Level of Service 'D' through the design year,
2010.

2. Project Historv

Project Planning studies were initiated in May 1978 to determine feasibility,
necessary safety, and operational fimprovement requirements and included the
investigation of providing missing movements at the U.S. Route 15/340 and
I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchanges. On July 6, 1978, a Project Initiation Meeting
was conducted at the East Frederick Elementary School. On January 12, 1979, a
project status report was provided to those on the project mailing 1ist advising
of the scope and limits of the project. On January 24, 1980, an Alternates
Public Meeting was conducted at the East Frederick Elementary School. On May
12, 1980, ancther project status report evaluating comments received at the
Alternates Public Meeting and advising of modifications to the alternates was
sent to those on the project mailing Tist. On June 14, 1984, an Informational
Pubiic Meeting was conducted at the Frederick High School. At this meeting the
Project Planning Team indicated its "Preferred Alternate," which was subsequently
endersed by the City of Frederick and Frederick County.
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During August 1984, the Sinkhole and Storm-Water Management $iudy Along

Interstate Route 70 between Mt, Phillip Road and Marvland Route 144 report was
prepared by Greiner Engineering Sciences, Inc., summarizing the results of a

pretiminary hydrologic/hydraulic study of sinkholes and alternative drainage
outfalls. During May 1985, a §Sinkhole Studv report was issued by the SHA's
Bureau of Soils & Foundations summarizing a. geophysical investigation including
dye tests.

During May 1985, the Environmenial Assessme ection valuation was
circulated to agencies and community organizations for review and comment., The
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing was conducted at the West Frederick
Middle School the evening of- May 28, 1985, at which time public comment was
soljcited and received,

This project appears in the Interstate Development and Evaluation Program
of the Consolidated Transportation Program, FY 1886-FY 1991, and is funded for
project planning through FY 1986; engineering (final design) is also funded for
FY 1887 through FY 1990. '

B. Aliernates

1. Description
a. Alternates Studied But Dropped

During the course of this Project Planning study several planning concepts
and alternates were developed, but subsequently dropped from consideration
because of environmental and engineering problems. Some of the more significant
of the concepts and alternates eliminated from further study are sﬁmmarized and

described as follows.
‘ Alternate 3 resulted from studies to provide missing movements at the
U.S. Route 15/340 interchange while eliminating weaving confiicts with the
contiguous Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson Pike) interchange to the north.,
Alternate 3 consisted of replacing the entire Maryland Route 180 inierchange
with a2 djamond interchange on U.S. Route 15/340 midway between I-70 and the
Mt. Zion Road interchange to the south. The alternate was dropped from further
consideration because it did not resolve operational problems on I-70, resulted
in significant adverse travel, crossed a major tributary of Ballenger Creek, and

cost in excess of % million.
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Alternate 5 was an attempt to provide motorists southbound on U.S. Route
15/340 with a directional movement to westbound I-70. The absence of this
movement at this interchange requires motorists to travel westerly along
U.S. Route 40 through the "Golden Mile," a congested city street,ﬁto reach I-70
westbound. Alternate 5 consisted of a westbound outer connection in the northwest
quadrant of the Maryland Route 180 overpass of I~70. There are presently nc
movements provided at this grade-separated intersection. The alternate was
eiiminated from further consideration because Maryland Route 180 is not designed
to accommodate significant additional traffic volumes. In addition, this
alternate required residential displacements, was inconsistent with Tocal plans,
and constituted an unwarranted additional connection to the Interstate system.

A trumpet interchange at the planned extension of East Street to I-70 was
considered during 1979. This interchange was located midway between the éxisting
Maryland Route 85/355 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchangés. The
interchange consisted of a Toop ramp and a direct connection on the south side
of U.S. Route 40 in the southwest quadrant and outer connections in both northern
quadrants with an additional bridge overpassing I-70. By providing all movements,
the existing interchanges at Maryland Route 85/355 and South Street/ Reichs Ford
Road woutld have been redundant. This alternate was dropped from further
consideration because it was inconsistent with 1local plans, significantly
reduced local accessibility, resulted 1in inadequate traffic service, had
significant right-of-way impacts, and was not cost-effective. Subsequent to the
consideration of this alternate, sinkholes have been studied and identified as a
significant problem in this interchange area. The higher grades required with
an overpass of I-70 would have exacerbated the difficulties with sinkholes and
precluded further consideration of such an alternate.

Alternate C as presented at the January 1980 Alternates Public Meeting was
similar in Tlocation, scope, and ‘concept to the above-mentioned +trumpet
interchange. This alternate consisted of a fully directional interchange with a
three-level bridge over I-70 replacing both the Maryland Route 85/355 and South
Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges. This alternate was dropped from further
study for the same reasons previously cited for elimination of the trumpet
interchange and because of impacts to newly acquired land at the Maryland School
for the Deaf, and more severe impacts to an active limestone quarry.
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At the Alternates Public Meeting of January 1980, the Informational Public
Meeting of June 14, 1984, and the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing of May
28, 1985, several planning concepts were submitted by citizens suggesting
additional access peints to and from local streets (Maryland Route 180-Ballenger
Creek Pike and Jefferson Pike and New Design Road) and I-70. Additional ramps
were proposed at Maryland Route 355. These conceptual proposals were eliminated
from further consideration for one or more of the following reasons: violatien
of driver expectancy, safety considerations, unacceptabie geometrics, infeasible
signing, inadequate weaving or merging iengths, tendency toward congestion, lack
of continuity of the local street system, reduction of traffic service, redundancy
of movements, jinconsistency with local master plans, inappropriate fenctional
classification, and unwarranted access points to the interstate system.

b. Alternates Presented a he Public Hearin

The alternates presented at the May 28, 1985, Combined Location/Design
PubTic Hearing are summarized as follows:

No-Build Alternate

No major highway construction would occur. Bridge deck replacements,

resurfacing, and routine maintenance within the existing right-of-way would
continue to be performéd as warranted.

Build Alternates

The seven build alternates are to be considered in thres groupings. A

compiete solution to the I-70 corridor problem consists of an alternate from
each of the three groups and a drainage outfall. At the Public Hearing, this
Administration identified the preferred alternate in each of the first two
groups - an Inside/Qutside Widening combination and Alternate 4 for providing
missing movements at the U.S. Reute 15/340 and I-270/U.S. Route 40 Tnterchanges.
At the time, a letter designated alternate was not indicated as being preferred
due to the remaining uncertainties associated with sinkhole involvement. These
two alternates, plus Alternate B-1: and the design and protection of right-of-way
for a drainage outfall along Reichs Ford Road to the Monocacy River are n'ow the
selected alternates, Figures 3 to & Indicate the various segments of the selected
aiternate combination. Figure 7 shows the typical sections.
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1. Widening Alternates

These build alternates include two optional methods of widening I-70 to
three Tanes to accommodate design year safety and capacity requirements. The
inside widening aiternate consists of the location of an additionél travel lane
in each direction within the existing median where possible. The outside
widening alternate retains the existing median width and Tocates the additional
lanes outside the present travel lanes. This Tatter alternate requires more
bridge reconstruction and right-of-way acquisition than inside widening.
Qutside widening is more costly, but retains more median recovery area, has less
median barrier length, and preserves an open rural appearance,

The selected alternate (Figures 3 to 6) consists of inside widemring from
Mt. Phillip Road to I-270/U.S5. Route 40 (present median width > 76 feet) and
outside widening (50-foot median width) from I-270/U.S. Route 40 to Maryland
Route 144 (East Patrick Street),

2. Alternates at the U, S. Route 15/340 and I-270/U,S. Route
' 40 Interchanges (Figure 4)

This group includes two numbered alternates designated Alternmate 2 and
Alternate 4, which consist of the reconstruction of these two interchanges to
provide most missing moveménts and the desired resultant accessibility.

Alternate 2 consisted of the addition of most missing movements at these
interchanges while requiring reconstruction of the contiguous Maryland Route
180/I-70 interchange.

ATternéte 4, the selected alternate, adds the same missing movements as
Alternate 2 which are presented below:

o} Eastbound I-70 to southbound U.S. Route 15/340;

Eastbound I-70 to northbound U.S. Reute 15/340;

Northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to westbound I-70;

Northbound I-270 to eastbound I-70;:

Westbound I=-70 to southbound I-270; and

Southbound U.S. Route 40 to eastbound I-70, 2 direct connection widened

OOOOO

to two Tanes.
Alternate 4 also adds a ramp from southbound U.S. Route 40 to westbound I-70.
Due to its displacement, caused by the new eastbound I-70 to northbound U.$. Route
15/340 locp, the northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to eastbound I-70 outer connection
ramp would be reconstructed with both Alternate 4 and Alternate 2. The existing
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Maryland Route 180 interchange ramps would not be modified as proposed under
Alterpnate 2. Alternate 4 is Tess disruptive to existing btr'ave'l patterns arna
less costiy than Alternate 2. )
For revisions to Alternate 4 subsequent to the Public Hearing see the
description of the selected alternate combination, beginning on page ITI-20.
3. Alternates at the Maryland Route 85/355 and Reichs Ford
Road/South Street Interchanges (Figure 5}

Three lettered alternates were proposed for the reconstruction of these

interchanges. Under Alternate A, these interchanges would have been reconstructed
keeping their present configuration, but expanded to current design standards.
Maryland Route 355 would be combined with Maryland Route 85 and- realigned
through the reconstructed interchange. Other ramps and roadways in this and the
South Street/Reichs Ford interchange would be relocated, realigned, or expanied
to fimprove accessibility, travel movement, safety, traffic operations, and
interchange gecmetry.

Alternate B involves the reconstructicn of the Maryland Route 85/355
intersection and the southern portions of the Reichs Ford Road/South Street and
Maryland Route 85/355 interchanges. The northern portions of these interchanges
would be removed and replaced by two-lane exit and entrance connections into
proposed East Street at Walser Drive. The directional ramps at the East Street
interchange would overpass a nine foot by six foot box culvert and a double six
foot by six foot box culvert as a part of the drainage cutfail system. Mairyland
Route 914 (Adventist Road) would be realigned te intersect Maryland Route 355
opposite Walser Drive. A connection from Bailes Lane and Maryland Route 144
(East Patrick Street) to westbound I-70 would be provided west of the East
Patrick Street bridge to serve anticipated commercial traffic. The configuratien
of this ramp was recently revised to allow traffic from commercial aFees on
Bajles Lane to directly utilize this connection.

Two optional alignments of extended Walser Drive comprise the variations of
Alternate B. With Alternate B-1 (selected), Walser Drive would be extended
easterly to South Street opposite Shaws Road. Walser Orive would cross the
Frederick Subdivision (spur track) of the Chessie System Railrocad and an
industrial railroad siding., The Walser Drive/South Street/Shaws Road/railroau
intersection weuld be signalized., Approximately 700 feet of the industrial siding

would be removed, resulting in a single at-grade rzil cressing.
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.A‘I:‘l:.)er'nate B~2 would extend Walser Drive northeasterly to South Street at
Frankiin Street. Two at-grade railroad crossings would be created requiring
protective signalization. Alternate B-2 does not provide continuity for the
proposed Monocacy Boulevard, is more costly, requires more displacements, and
creates an additional rail crossing as compared to Alternate B-1l.

c. eci ojects

Low cost traffic operational improvements were not considered for this

project because they would have been ineffective in achieving project objectives.
2. Service Characteristics
a. Traffic es_and Servic els

Peak pericd traffic volumes presently operate at Levels of Service 'B' and
'C! throughout the study area (Table 2). |

Existing average daily traffic (ADT) volumes along the I-~70 study corridor
range from 29,000 to 38,000 vehicles, of which trucks constitute approximately
22 percent. Trucks account for approximately 25 percent of the ADT volumes on
the Maryland Route 85/355 interchange ramps and up to 33 percent on the ramps of
the South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchange. These truck percentages are
significantly greater than those on most State highways. During 1986, the
Maryland Department of Transportatfon began issuing permits to overweight
containerized cargo haulers only, allowing them to exceed the 80,000 pound
maximum gross vehicular weight Timit on I-70.

It has been forecasted that traffic volumes will aimost double by the
design year 2010. Forecasted ADT volumes on I~-70 range from approximately
51,000 vehicles east of East Patrick Sireet to 70,000 vehicles between the
Uu.S. Roﬁte 15/340 and I-270 interchanges at I~70. This increase in traffic
would cause the Level of Service to deteriorate significantly. If the No=build
Alternate was selected, it is predicted that by the design year ’the study
segment of I-70 would operate at Levels of Service 'E' {capacity) or 'F' (forced
flow) during peak periods except for the short section between U.S. Route 15/340
and I-270/U.S. Route 40.

The widening ajternates would provide peak period Levels of Service 'C! and
*DY during the design year 2010 for the entire study segment where the
improvements are proposed.
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b, Collision Data

I-70s from Mt. Phillip Road to East Patrick Street, experienced 75 reported
accidents during the study peried from 1980 through 1982. This resulted in an
accident rate of 45 accidents per one hundred million vehicle miles (acc./100
MYM) of travel. This rate is presently lower than the statewide average accident
rate of 67 accidents/100 MVM for highways of similar type and design.

The accident experience at the interchanges throughout the study area (with
the possible exception of the I-70/Maryland Route 85/355 interchange) does not
indicate any severe accident problems. The reduced accident reporting policy is
beijeved 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 the period from 1980 through 1982. This ramp
experienced six accidents in the 3-year period, all of which involved heavy-duty
trucks., Overail, 20 percent of the vehicles involved in reported accidents
within the study area were heavy-duty trucks; however, heavy~duty trucks account
for 22 percent of the total traffic volumes in the study area.

IUnder the No-buiid Alternate, the operational deficiences caused by the
missing ramp movements would be magnified as the predicted traffic volume
increases occur, The existing substandard ramp geometry is also a factor that
is critical due to the concentration of heavy-duty trucks using these
interchanges. These conditions create the potentizl for an increased accident
experience in the study area if no improvements are made.

The widening alternates consist of the construction of two additiocnal
through lanes to the existing four-lane, divided facility. The selected alternate
would retain a rural 50-foot median width similar in design to the existing
highway. Since the accident rate on the existing facility is below the statewide
average for this type of highway design, we expect the selected alternate to
operate with an accident rate below the statewide average.

This Administration is not aware of any particular safety problems on
westbound I-7C from Maryiand Route 180 west to Mt. Philljp Road warranting
additional safety grading. There is no demonstrated need in this area unique to
the westbound roadway, since the eaastbound roadway in this section would hot be
widened or otherwise improved.
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Both Alternate 2 and selected Alternate 4 would add missing ramp movements
to the interchanges of I-70 at U.S. Route 15/340 and at 1-270/U.S. Route 49.
The construction of these ramps would providé additional access tec I-70 that is
necessary to allow free traffic flow in the area, reducing current traffic
demands and conflicts on U.S. Route 40 ‘through Frederick.

Under Alternates A and B-2 and selected Alternate B~1l, the existing ramps at
the interchanges of I-70 at Maryland Route 85/355 and at South Street/Reichs
Ford Road would be rebuilt, increasing the turning radii in accordance with
current design standards. This would provide safer truck movements and also
more gradual deceleration for the motorist when exiting from I-/0 onto *aese
ramps., Longer acceleration Tanes would be safer due to less speed differential
among vehicles entering the traffic flow on I-70. A1l of the proposed build
alternates would alleviate operational and/or design deficiences now found on
the existing facility. These improvements would reduce the accident potential
at the interchanges which have ramps of substandard design, or which are missing
ramp movements completely.

3. Environmental Consequences

The following discussion summarizes the envirommental impacts of the
selected alternate combination.

a. Socio-economic _and Land Use Impacis

The selected Inside/Quiside Widening Alternate for the mainline I-70 would
require the displacement of two businesses and Alternate B-1 would displace one
business, No residences would be acquired. Alternate 4 would not resuif in anv
relocations. None of the build alternates would impact any minority, elderly or
handicapped individuals or groups, It 1is estimated that a lead time of 12
months will be needed to successfully complete all relocations in a timely,
orderly, and humane manner. All required relocations are expected o he
accomplished without any undue hardship to those affected. These relocaticns
will be accomplished in accordance with the requirements of the "Uniform
Reiocation Assistance and Land Acguisition Policies Act of 1970" (see Appendix).

None of the selected alternates would impact any prime farmiand soils.

These alternates also would not affect any pubiic parks or recreaticnal
areas, The Frederick County Board of Education has advised this Adminiskration
that the portion of East Fraderick Elementary School property required by this

project is not significant or critical to meeting the recreaticnal needs of the
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lTocal community (see letter in the Correspondence Section of this document). No
property would be acquired from Loats Park under any of the selected aiternates.
The selected alternate combination is consistent with the Frederick City
(1979) and Frederick County (1984) Comprehensive Plans.
The proposed project would decrease congestion and improve safety, travel
time, and accessibility for local and through traffic.
b. Historjc and Archeological Sites

The State Historic Preservation Officer has determined there would be no
adverse effect on Prospect Hall, Linden Grove or Guilford, which are either on or
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. In addition, there would
be no effect to Park Hall, which may be eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. No significant archeological sites wouid be impacted (see
letters in the Correspondence Section).

¢. Natural Environment

The Frederick Valley is underlain with soluble Timestone strata which has
been eroded by natural forces (Karst topography). Certain watershed areas.
incTuding portions of I-70, discharge their surface runoff into subterranean
channels .via "sinkholes™ which reduce expected surface drainage flow. The
reliabiiity of sinkholes as drainage outfalls cannot be accurately predicted.
Ongoing development within the Valley compounds the unpredictability of sinkhole
operation.

The continued use of sinkholes as stormwater outfalls in the study area is
a major concern. Sinkholes will continue to function as stormwater management
outfalls under the selected alternate combination. During the Summer of 1985,
Alternate B-1 was modified to achieve increased compatibility with ongoing
sinkhole activity.

Impacts to area wildlife and habitat would be minimal. Ongoing residential,
commercial, and industrial development has resulted in 1ittle remaining natural
habitat and wooded areas. Approximately 5.6 acres of urban wildlife habitat
would be required. '

Most of this habitat is Jocated in the area of proposed construction at the
U.S. Route 15/340 interchange with I-70. Inside widening between Mt. Phillip
Road and I-270/U.S. Route 40 will not impact the existing vegetation near the
neadwaters of the tributaries of Ballenger Creek.
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Modifications toc the selected alternate combination since =he Public
Hearing have not resulted in any significant additional reductions in habitat,
as the changes would occur in cleared and cultivated areas, Other development
is slated for these areas, There are no known populations of federally Tisted
threatened or endangered species within the study area.

There are no l00-year floodplains within the project area.

Strict adherence to sediment and erosion control plans approved by the
Maryland Department of Natural Resources will minimize the effects of construction
activities on area streams and water quality. Stormwater management and
filtration methods will reduce the amount of roadway pollutants which could
enter study area waterways. 'The filtration methods employed will follow the
standards and specifications for infiltration practices issued by the Maryland
Department of Matural Resources, Water Resources Administration. The particular
methods being considered are all efficient but their use is soil- and
site-specific and will be based upon further refinement of the project's design,

Inside widening of I-70 west of I-270 would not affect three of four unnamed
tributaries of Balienger Creek and their associated wetland areas. Between
Mt. Phillip Road and the U.S. Route 15/340 interchange at I-70, these perennial
tributaries cross under I=70 and the median via dual 60-inch concrete pipes.
These structures may require minor alterations. Alternate 4 would reguire a
culvert extension at another small tributary of Ballenger Creek at the U.S. Route.
15/340 interchange at I-70. Inside widening in this area will minimize 'impact's:
to the wetland adjacent to this tributary. A Department of Natural Resources
Waterway Cénstruc‘tion Permit and a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
would be required. Approximately 0.5 acre of palustrine forested wetland will
stil1 be required due to construction of a locp ramp and replacement of the
outer connection in the southeast quadrant. This wetland was identified by
field survey and was not designated on the National Wetiand Inventory. The
dominant species founrd in this wetiand are red maple and black locust. The
wetland functions as a nutrient trap, and provides flood and water dis'sipa'l:ion
and urban wildlife habitat (songbirds., rabbits, raccoons, squirrels, etc.).

The wetland would be replaced on a 1:1 basis.
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Wetland finding: Based upon the fact that the wetland affected is adjacent

to existing right-of=-way, it is determined that there is no practical alternative
to the proposed new construction in the wetland and that the proposed action
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to the wetland which may
result from such use.
d. Noise

The results of the detailed noise analysis indicate that seven noise
sensitive areas (NSAs) would experience design year (2010) noise levels which
exceed the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Ly noise ement criteria (70
dBAY, One additional NSA will experience noise 1eveTE’;E;iﬁaj;e greater than 10
dBA over ambient Tevels, but Tess than the FHWA criteria. Noise abatement
measures were considered to minimize impacts in these areas.

b Two of the NSAs experiencing noise Tevels' greater than the FHWA abatement
criteria do not have identified exterior or frequent uses. These are NSA 3
(I-70 Motor Inn), and NSA 7 (Mt. Oiivet Cemetery). Therefore, no noise abatement
measures will be considered at these twe NSAs.

NSA_ L
NSA 1, the East Frederick Elementary School, will experience design year
noise levels 4 dBA over the FHWA abatement criteria. A barrier to protect the
school would be 11 feet high, 1,250 feet long, and cost approximately $371,000.
A barrier at this Tocation will be studied further during the final design phase.
NSA 6
NSA 6, the Seventh Day Adventist Church and School located on Maryland
Route 914 (Adventist Drive) will have a projected 2010 nojise Jevel, which does
not increase ambient noise levels (72 dBA), but exceeds the FHWA abatement
criteria by 2 dBA., Noise abatement is not considered because the buildings are
air conditioned. The church has no identified exterior or‘frequent uses, and
the playground behind the school is shielded from I-70 for the most part by the
school -and church buildings. In addition, the playground area is twice as far
away from I-70 as is the front of the church closest to the roadway. This
doubiing of the distance will result in an approximate 3 dJBA reduction to
approximately €9 dBA, which is below the FHWA noise abatement criteria,
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NSA 8
NSA 8, a National Register Historic Site at 5927 New Design Road, is
anticipated to experience an increase over ambient Lip neise Tevels of 13 dBA.
but will not exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria., This site is situated
approximately 800 feet south of I-70. Because of this setback, a barrier would
not result in an effective reduction in projected noise levels. Therefore,
mitigation is not recommended.
NSA 10, an apartment house at 6023 Fajr Oaks Road, will have a projected
2010 noise level which will exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria by 6 dBA.
To reduce noise levels below the criteria, a noise barrier approximately 1,260 -
feet long and 12-14 feet high would be required. Based on barrier costs of 3$27
per square foot, the cost teo provide this protection to two first floor apartments
would be approximately $421,000. This cost exceeds the maximum cost per residence
protected (540,000) which has been established by this Administration based on
housing costs across the state, and is noi considered reascnable. A barrier .is
not recommended,
MNSA 14 .
NSA 14 consists of four residences in the Tulip Hi1l subdivision (6026
Fairfax Court is representative)., NSA 14 would have a projected 2010 noise
Tevel which would exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria by 6 dBA. Protecticn
of these residences would requiré a barrier approximately 1,050 feet Tong and 14
feet high at a cost of approximately $397,000 (399,225 per residence). A
barrier is not considered reasonable at this location and is not recommended.
MSA 15
This NSA, a residence located east of Mt. Phillip Road and contiguous to
the north side of I~70, will have a projected 2010 noise Jevel of 8 dBA above
the FHWA abatement criteria. A barrier 720 feet long and 14 feet high at a cost
of approximately $272,000 would be required to reduce the projected noise levels
7=-10 dBA. Constructing this barrier for one residence is not considered
reasonable. '
The results of these analyses are contained in the Noise Report which iz
available for review at the State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert
Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202.

This project is consistent with the State Imp1ementation Plan.
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e. Air Quality
A detailed microscale air quality analysis for the selected alternates alsoc
has been performed., No violations of the 1l-hour or 8-hour State/National
Ambient Afr Quality Standards for carbon monoxide will occur with the alternates
in the completicn year (1990} or in the design vear (2010). The results of the
air quality analysis are also available for review at the State Highway
Administration in Baltimore.
4. Significant Features of the Alternates
a. Sinkholes and Qutfalls
Several sinkholes have been located within the project limits between
Maryland Route 85/355 and Maryland Route 144 (East Patrick Street). The more
significant sinkholes, in terms of this Project Planning study, are north of

I-70 along the proposed extension of Walser Drive. Selected Alternate B-1 has
been modified to reduce impacts to ongoing sinkhole activity.

Buring August 1984, the Sinkhole and Storm Water Management Study Along

Interstate Route 70 between Mt. Phillip Road and Maryland Route 144 report was

prepared by Greiner Engineering Sciences, Inc. This report summarized the

results of =a pre]fminary hydrologic/hydraulic study of the sinkholes and
alternative drainage outfalls.

The State Highway Administration's Bureau of Soils and Foundations prepared
a ginkhole Study report in May 1985, summarizing a geophysical investigation of
the problematic area. The geophysical report indicated that it was doubtful the
sinkholes would completely malfunction and concluded that the +then preferred
alternate (specifically Alternate B-1) was feasible. However, an alternate
outfall was preferred over the use of sinkholes as stormwater outfalls and
certain active sinkhole areas should be avoided to reduce the risk of readway
damage. In response to these reports the East Street interchange ramps and
Aalser Drive have been realigned to minimize conflict with sinkholes,

A drainage outfall to the Monocacy River via Reichs Ford Road has been
selected to transport stormwater runcff from the sinkhole area (see ngures 5
and ). The outfall would extend from the vicinity of existing Walser Drive
atong the north side of I-70 in an open channel to Reichs Ford Road, then follow
the alignment of Reichs Ford Road in a 5,800 linear-foot, 120-inch pipe culver:
and & 2,200-7inear foot channel to the Monocacy River, -
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T’//Eggign phase activities will include the design of the outfall to the
extent necessary to prepare right-of-way plats. Right-of-way acquisition would
occur on a contingency basis and only as necessary to protect the proposed
right-of-way and/or easements associated with the selected drainage outfail.
Construction of this outfall, once development has taken place in the corrider,
could be a very expensive alternate. The construction of this outfall would be
required in the unlikely event of a total failure of the natural underground
drainage system and requires participation of the City of Frederick and Frederick
County.

Implementation of generous stormwater management measures in combfnation
with sinkhole preservation measures may contribute significantly toward continued
functioning of the sinkholes and construction of the outfall to the Monocacy
River may not be required with initiai construction. The estimated cost of the
drainage outfall is $6.4 million.

This Administration is discussing the possibility of assuming responsibility
for implementation of the City's proposed East Street extension from I-70 to
Maryland Route 144 (East Patrick Street); see letter dated January 13, 1987, in
Section V-C. The East Street corridor is a possible alternative routing of the
drainage outfall. Should this segment of East Street become a part of the State
secondary highway system, detailed studies of the feasibility of such a drainage
outfall route will be undertaken during the design phase.

b.  Structures

Thirteen existing bridges are affec{ed by this preoject and itwo new bridges
are required., These bridges as well as retaining walls and other structures are
Tisted in Tabie 3, along with a brief description of improvements required by
the selected aiternate combination. ,

One additional retaining wall, identifiedxin the EnvironﬁentaT Assessment
to avoid a stone washhouse and encroachment on a residence, is no longer proposed.
The washhouse, at one time thought to be historic, was determined not tc be
significant and no longer necessary to avoid. It and the house, both owned by
Genstar Corporation, are on land likely to be developed for commercial purposes.
In addition, the cost to construct the retaining wall far exceeded the cost to
purchase the washhouse and additional right-of-way.
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TABLE 3

BRIDGES AND RETAINING WALLS, SELECTED ALTERNATE COMBINATION

BRINGE PROPOSED
NUMBER LOCATIQN ACTICON
" 10144 MD Route 180 (Jeffarson Pike) Construct retainfng wall at
over I-70 apartment houss, 180 LF.
10142 I-70 over Ramp A at U.S. Widen bridge in median,
Route 15/340
10141 I-70 over U,S. Route 15/340 Redeck bath bridges, widen WER
in median, widen EBR. Construct
120 LF retaining wall under bridge.
10143 Ramp A over U.S. Route 15/340 Widen to accommodate extended
outer connection. Construct 275
LF retafning wall at Maryiand
Reute 180 Toap.
i0l4o0 Ramp A over MD Route 180 Widen to accommodate extended
(Ballenger Creek Pike) outer cennection.
- WB to 5B I-Z70 loop over Construct new bridge, 200 LF
SB U.S. Route 40 to EB I-70 retaining wall along U.S, Route 40
direct connection SBR, and 220 LF retaining wall
between ramps,
- OQuter connection (U.S. 15/340 Construct new bridge.
NB to I-70 EB) over MD Route
. 180 (Ballenger Creek Pike}
10128 I-70 over MD Route 180 Widen WBR in median, redeck
(Ballenger Creek Pike) both bridges.
10138 I-70 WBR over U.S, Route 40 EBR Bridge replacement.
10137 1-70 WBR over I-27% (U.S. 40) Widen bridge both sides.
HlOlDB I-70 EBR over I-270 (U.S. 40) Widen bridge both sides,
i0izz I-270 WBR over I-7C EBR Bridge replacement.
10123 I-270 WBR over New Design Road Widen bridge to outside.
10104 New Design Road over I-70 Bridge replacement, Construct 80
LF retaining wall at Mt. Olivet
Cemetery,
10105 MD Route 355 over I-7Q Bridge replacement. Inctudes 511
LF retaining wall at Knights Inn.
- Box cuiverts at East Street 9! x 6' x 170 LF, Double 6! x 6!
interchange x 300 LF.
10106 I-70 South Street and Chessie Bridge replacement, Includes
System Railroad 1,080 LF of 120" RCCP for
drafnage outfall,
1olo7 MD Route 144 (East Patrick Construct retaining wall at Tulip

Street) over I-70

111-18

Hi1T subdivision, 290 LF.
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c. Frederick City's Southern Water Loop

Frederick City's Southern Water Loop, & 20-inch water main, is located
along the north side of I-70 through a segment of the project area from west of
Mt. Olivet Cemetery to Scuth Sireet. '

This water line is located within the SHA right-cf-way in the vicinity of
Mt. Olivet Cemetery. This segment will not be disturbed by the I-70 project.

The water loop extends easiward between Maryland Route 355 and South
Street. This portion of the water main which has prior rights would be relocated
and/or sleeved in accordance with the Administration's Policy on the Accommodation

of Utilities on State Highway Rights of Way to allow for construction of the
East Street interchange (selected Alternate B-1),
'~ d. Eastbound Roadway from Mt, Phillip Road to Jefferson Pike
Fastbound I-70 from Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson Pike)
is proposed to remain as a two-lane facility with the selected alternate
combination. Although traffic forecasis indicate the two-lane eastbound roadway

cannot adequately handle the anticipated design year traffic volumes (Level of
Service 'E'} along this segment, the existing two-lane roadway from Catoctin
Mountain westerly serves as a constraint to traffic flowing eastbound.
5. Impiementation Costs

The estimated costs of the varjous build alternates in 1984 doilars are
iisted in Table 1. These are total costs including construction engineering,
administrative and overhead additives (10.5 percent), and right-of-way with
administrative and overhead costs (9.3 percent). The total est%mated cost of the
seTected alternate combination in 1986 dollars is $60,714,000, broken down as

followis:

Structures $21,449,000
Roadway 32,720,000
Right-of-¥ay £,545,000
TOTAL 360,714,000

C. Positions Taken
1. Elected Officials
The Mayor and Board of Aldermen of the City of Frederick recorded their
support of the selected alternate combination by letter dated July 31, 1984.
Subsequently, Mayor Ronald N. Young submitted further comments, by letter
dated September 10, 1984, reflecting recommendations previously offered by
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br. J. William Brosius, These comments would require the proposed northbound
I-270 to eastbound I-70 outer connection be realigned to the east edge of Mew
Design Road to allow motorists a direct connection from I-Z70 to New Design Road
as anh entrance way into the City of Frederick. By letter dated September 26,
1984, the Board of County Commissioners concurred with the City's suggestion. The
Project Planning Team cannot concur with this suggestion chiefly because it
would create a hazardous weaving area on New Design Road, require unwarranted
right-of-way acquisition, create safety and operational problems on I-70, and
require denial of access on New Design Road from I-270 to I-70.

Mayor Young, on behalf of the City of Frederick, recommended consideration
of an alternative drainage outfall from the sinkhole areas northerly to Carroll
Creek rather than southerly via Reichs Ford Road to the Monoccacy River. His
recemmendations were sent by Tetter dated October 22, 1984, %o Secrétary-W111iam
K. Hellmann. In a meeting on July 16, 1985, Mayor Young reiterated his strong
opposition to any southerly drainage outfall route to the Monocacy River.

By letter dated July 11, 13885, Delegate Thomas H. Hattery advised Secretary
Witliam K, Hellmann of his concurrence with the endorsement of improvements to
I-70 on behalf of the Chamber of Commerce of Frederick County.

By letter dated November 5, 1986, the Frederick County Board of County
Comissioners expressed their support for the recent design modification to the
selected alternate combination.

These letters may be found in the Correspondence Section of this document.

2. Citizens

Citizen comments resulting from the May 1985 Public Hearing were genmerally
supportive of the need fo improve I-70 and the selected alternate combination.

Three business properties on the east side of MaryTland Route 355 immediately
south of I-70 would be adversely affected in terms of accessibility. These
businesses are: I-70 Exxon, Beckmont Corporation, and Francis Scott Key Lincoln/
Mercury/Isuzu. The owners of these properties have indicated their displeasure
with the reduced accessibility asscciated with the propoéed highway improvements.
A meeting was held with these businesses on Qctober 3, 1984, to discuss their
concerns. Additional studies have failed to produce significant accessibility
improvements without reducing overall travel efficiency and safety.
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Mr, J. Wiiliam Brosius has submifted a number of planning concepts over the
years intended to create supplemental southern entrance ways into the City of
Frederick, via I-270 to New Design Road. These proposals have been rejected for
the reasons cited on pages 1II-4 to III-5 and ITI-20 of this document.

Mr. Robert W. Lanham, on behalf of the Frederick King Partnership,
recanmended additional access to I-70 from Maryland Route 180 (Ballenger Creek
P%ke) and from I-70 to Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson Pike), which would facilitate
rezoning of that property from residential to commercial use. See page V-9 of
this document for disposition of this recommendation, part of which has been
incorporated into the selected alternate combination. -

The Solarex Corporation recommended Alternate 4 by letter dated July 23,
1984.

3. Agencies

The City of Frederick has indicated concern that Loats Park be safeguarded
from unwarranted highway intrusions that might inhibit development of the Park
and the contiguous Jeanne Bussard Training Workshop for the Handicapped. At the
Public Hearing a suggestion was made for a northerly relocation of Walser Drive
that would have separated lLocats Park from the proposed Jeanne Bussard Workshop
and encroached on the Maryland School for the Deaf. Both the City of Frederick
and the Maryland School for the Deaf strongly opposed such encroachments,

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources indicated their concern for
resolution of the sinkhole/drainage outfall problem and related groundwater
quality issues including erosion and sediment control and stormwater management.
The Marviand Department of Natural Resources, Tidewater Administration indicated
a preference for inside widening and Alternate A by memorandum dated June 29,
1984,

D. Recommendation

1. Recommendatien an orting Reasons

The Project Planning Team recommended the following alternate combination
for design and construction: inside widening of I-70 from Mt, Phi11ip‘Road to
I-270/U.8. Route 40; outside widening from I-270/U.S. Route 40 to Maryland Route
144 (East Patrick Street); Alternate 4; Alternate B-1l; and the design of and
protection of the right-of-way for a drainage outfall to the Monocacy River via .~
Reichs Ford Road. The mainline of I-70 is fo be designed for 70 mph with fulil
access controls.



Inside widening is preferable between Mt., Phillip Road and I-270 because an

uTtimate 50~foot rural median (minimum) would be provided throughout this segment,
negligible right-of-way would be required and inside widening would be less
costly. ~Outer safety grading is not recommended west of Maryland Route 180
(Jefferson Pike).
' Qutside widening between I-270 and East Patrick Street with safety grading
is preferable because it preserves the rural appearance, provides more median
recovery area and jncreased safety, and provides for better system continuity.
Inside widening would have required a continuous concrete median barrier 2 miles
in Tength between New Design Road and East Patrick Street. The City of Frederick
prefers retaining the rural -appearance of the highway because it is more
consistent with the historical character of the City. The additional cost of
the outside widening is warranted to provide an additional measure of safety and
aesthetic benefit.

Alternate 4 was determined to be the more cost-effective method of providing
the missing movements at the U.S, Route 15/340 interchange and the I-270/
U.S. Route 40 interchange while providing essentially the same accessibility as
Alternate 2. Construction of Alternate 4 would cause less disruption to existing
travel patterns and would require Jess maintenance of traffic than Alternate 2.

Subsequent to the May 1985 Public Hearing, Alternate 4 was restudied to
eliminate a potentially hazardous weaving area along the westbound roadway of
I-70 between the U.S. Route 15/340 and I-270/U.5. Route 40 interchanges. To
improve safety and travel efficiency on adjacent project elements, consideration
was given to maintaining a2 desirable design speed for the westbound I-70 to
southbound I-270 loop. This action improves the design of the southbound
U.S. Route 40 to eastbound I-70 direct connection, improves compound weaving
congitions along southbound U.S. Route 40, and minimizes additional right-of-way
required from the Frederick Commons (industrial) property (formerly Solarex
Corporation). The revision consisted of modifications to three ramps (one
existing, two proposed) at the I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchange. ‘

The southbound U.S. Route 40 to westbound I-70 outer connection continues
westerly along but separated from I-70 and contiguous to the westbound I-70 to
southbound U.S, Route 15/340 direct connection, overpasses Maryland Route 180
(Ballenger Creek Pike) and U.S. Route 15/340, and ties into I-70 at the Maryland
Route 180 (Jefferson Pike) overpass. This single lane outer connection is 6,075
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feet (1.15 miles) long. To eliminate one of the weaving movemenis along
southbound U.S. Route 40 the entry into this ouier connection from the adjacent
northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to scuthbound U.S. Route 40 cuter connection in the
Jefferson Street interchange is separated from the southbound roadway of U.S.
Route 40 by means of a barrier. Thus, traffic coming from the Maryland Route
180 interchange and desiring to pfoceed southbound along U.S. Route 40 and I-270
toward Washington, D.C., will have to proceed northbound on U.S. Route 15/340
and execute a left turn into -a proposed spur to the southbound Jefferson Street
to southbound U.S. Route 40 106p ramp in the Jefferson Street interchange.

Although the selected Teft turn movement from northbound U.S. Reoute 15/34Q
is expected to operate well up to the design year, we recognize that the City of
Frederick has sustained a Targe increase in population in the perjod since 1920
and significant growth is planned aleng Maryland Route 180 which could cunceivably
require signalization of the new intersection in the long term. With this
eventuality in view, a Joop ramp is proposed from Maryland Route 180 (Ballenger
Creek Pike) into the northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to eastbound I-70 outer
connection. This supplemental loop ramp would be constructed only when the need
arises but right-of-way would be acquired with initial construction stages., The
southbound U.S. Route 40 to eastbound I-70 direct connection is realigned as a
two-lane roadway from its takeoff point to its connection into I-70, minimizing
the effect of the reversing horizontal curvature. These revisions reguire
widening of three additional bridges: southbound U,S. Route 40 to westbound I-70
outer connection over Maryland Route 180 {(major widening of bridge no. 10140
over Ballenger Creek Pike), the same outer connection over U.S, Route 15/34u¢
(major widening of bridge no. 10143), and the relocated northbound U.S. Route
15/340 outer connection over Maryland Route 180 (Balijenger Creek Pike).

An assessment of these changes relative to environmental concerns indicated
that these modifications would not result in any significant impacts To the
environment.

These modifications to Alternate 4, which were incorporated into the
selected alternate combination, incurred changes in the right-of-way requirements
with respect to the Environmeﬁta? Assessment and the exhibits at the May 1985
Public Hearing. Right-of-way acquisition in the additional amount of
approximately 4.26 acres would be necessary on the north side of I-70 betwwen
Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson Pike) and the U,S. Route 15/340 interchange.
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Additional right-of-way in the amount of approximately 7.20 acres would also be
required along the west side of Marylard Route 180 (Ballenger Creek Pike) from
the proposed Hanrover residential subdivision. Both parcels are unimproved,

The revised configuration of selected Alternate 4 is estimated to add the
following total costs to the project in terms of 1986 dollars:

Right=of=-Way $ 251,000
Roadway 1,666,000
Structures 884,000
TOTAL 32,801,000

The above represents an increase of 4.4 percenrt of the project costs and
would tend to reduce the number of construction stages from three to two.
Alternate B~1, revised to avoid sinkhole encroachment, is selected as the
method of reconstructing the interchanges at Maryland Route 85/355 and at South
Street/Reichs Ford Road based on its superior compatibility with the planned
local street system. Alternate B-2 would have directed commercial traffic inte
a partially residential area. Alternate A was not selected due to its Section
4(f) involvement with Loats Park. .
- The design of a channel and culvert outfall to the Monocacy River via
Reichs Ford Road has also been selected.

During the subsequent design phase, the major at-grade intersections would
be subject to a detalled operational analysis, especially the major intersections
on Maryland Route 355 and the proposed East Street/Walser Drive interchange ramp
intersection,

2. Construction $taging

This project is to be imp]emente& as two construction projects. The first
contract would extend from Mt. Phillip Road to west of Maryland Route 355, a
distance of approximately 4.01 miles, and would provide missing movements at the
U.S. Route 15/340 and the I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchanges. This contract
includes construction of six retaining walls and work on thirteen bridges, most
of which require widening -Eo accommodate additional lanes on I-70, Design
activities are in progress for this contract and it is expected that the contract
will be advertised for construction bids during early calendar year 1990.

The roadway associated with the supplementai ioop ramp from Maryland Route 180
{Bellenger Creek Pike) to eastbound I~70 could be incorporated inte the first
contract.
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The second contract would extend from west of Maryland Route 355 to Maryland
Route 144 (East Patrick Street), a distance of 1.32 miles. This contract would
reconstruct the interchanges at Maryland Route 355 and South Street/Reichs Ford
Road with relocation of certain movements to the interchange with proposed East
Street. The bridges at Maryland Route 355 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road
would be replaced and twe retaining wails would be constructed. Because this
contract is located in the area of active sinkholes certain eiements of the
proposed drainage outfall would be constructed and the right-of-way for the
outfall would be protected. It is anticipated that this contract will be
advertised for construction bids during early calendar year 1S91.
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IV. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

A Combined Location/Design Public Hearing was held for the project on
May 28, 1985, at 7:30 p.m. in the West Frederick Middle School ir Frederick,
Maryland. The purpose of this hearing was to present the results of the
engineering and environmental studies and to receive public comment on the
project. Approximately 100 persons attended the hearing and nine individuals
made statements following the presentation by State Highway Administration
personnel, .

Seven build alternates, considered in three groupings, were presented. The
build alternates included two widening alternates (inside and outside), *twy
alternates (numerical designations) for providing missing movements and associated
‘reconstruction of the U.S. Route 15/340 and I~-270/U.8. Route 40 interchanges,
and three alternates (letter designation) for the reconstruction of the
gecmetrically deficient Maryland Route 85/355 and Reichs Ford Road/South Street
interchanges. A build solution would consist of an alternate from each of these
three groups, plus a drainage outfall to the Monocacy River.

The following is a summary of the statements made at the hearing and the
responses giveh by the State Highway Administration. A complete transcript of
the hearing is available for review in the Project Development Division Offices,
State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland
21202. Written comments received after the Public Hearing are discussed in the
Correspeondence Section of this document. -

1. Mr, Miles Circo, Oakcrest Limited Partnership (Morgan Keller, Inc.),
developers of the Patrick East Business Center.

Comment :

Mr. Circo cited the advantages and disadvantages of Alternates A and B. He
endorsed Alternate B-l1 due to fewer community impacts. He also stated that
Alternate A goes through a building which is part of the Patrick East Business
Center, located on Shaw's Road. This building was not included in the right-of-
way estimates for Alternate A. This alternate also would impact the entire
business park and affect its access. He siresses that the sinkhole problem must
be addressed as part of any of the alternates.

SHA Response:

Selected Alternate B~l has been modified and nrow terminates at South
Street. Therefore, there will be no construction east of South Street along
Shaw's Road and no effects to the business park.
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Sinkholes function as siormwater and surface runoff outfalls and are
expected to continue functioning in this capacity. Ir the event sinkholes cease
to effectively function, a drainage outfall would be constructed along Reichs
Ford Road to the Monocacy River with the participation of Tocal governments.

2., M, J, William Brosius, 6600 Plantation Road, Frederick.

Comment:

He contends that traffic congestion on Maryland Route 85 is getting werse.
He suggests relocating the northbound I-270 to eastbound I-70 outer connection
east of New Design Road. Thus, traffic desiring to enter Frederick City would be
able to do so without traveling along congested Maryland Route 85 and utilizing
the interchange at Maryland Route 85 and I-70.

He prefers either Alternate B=1 or Alternate B-Z to Alternate A, because they
relocate certain movements to an East Street interchange. However, he recommends
additional ramps at the East Street interchange..

SHA Respanse:

Alternate B-l is one element of the selected alternate combinaticn.
Mr. Brosius! two design proposals have been analyzed by this Administration and
were found to have significant design difficulties that precluded further
consideration.

These proposals were not consistent with current design standards, required
additional right-of~way, were not cost-effective, created safety and operational
problems on I-70, caused additional weave problems, and in the area of the East
Street interchange, involved more extensive sinkhole impacts.

At the time of the Public Hearing Maryland Route 85 was a two-1ane highway.
Subsequently, Maryland Route 85 has been widened to a four-lane street between
I-270 and Maryland Route 355.

3. Mr, Peter Stancioff, 304 Rockwell Terrace, Frederick ({advocate of
Mrs. Eleanor Brooke Conley Lee).

Comment:

Mr. Stancioff enderses Alternate B-1 as proposed and amended by Mr. Brosius
(relocating several movements from the Maryland Route 85/355 interchange to the
East Street interchange) due to increasing traffic congestion, especially
trucks. He beifeves that this propesal provides good access into Frederick City
and channels truck traffic into the Truck Stop, while aveiding the congested
Maryland Route 85/ I-270 interchange.

He also stated that the sinkhoie problems should be resolved by the State.
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He further asserts that proposing an interchange on Mrs. Lee's undeveloped
property takes undue advantage of her considering the significant loss of her
land during the initial construction of I~70 (in the mid 1950's}.

SHA Response:

Alternate B-1 is one element of the selected alternate combination. The
additional modifications to Alternate B-1 as proposed by Mr. Brosius and endorsed
by Mr. Stancioff were found to have design deficiencies as c¢ited in the response
to Mr, Brosius' comments.

The Alternate B-l1 alignment was recently shifted to avoid and minimize
impacts to existing sinkhole development.

The operational deficiencies and increasing traffic and congestion at the
Maryland Route 85/355 interchange at I-70 necessitate the reconstruction of the
southwest quadrant of this interchange to modern design standards and subsequent
right-of- way acquisition to accommodate these improvements.

4. Dr. Roscoe Bartlett, representing the Seventh Day Adventist Church, 80
Adventist Road (Maryland Route 914), Frederick.

Comment:

Dr. Bartlett suggests a northerly relocation of Walser Drive . proceeding
westerly along the boundary between the Maryland School for the Deaf and the
Noland Company, crossing Maryland Route 355 and continuing westward to New
Design Road along the boundary between Loats Park and the proposed Jeanne
Bussard Training Workshop for the Handicapped, a cul-de-sac of Adveniist Road,
and abandonment of the northern portion of New Design Road. A majority of

traffic would then utilize New Design Road, rather than Adventist Road in front
of the church.

SHA Response:

Alternates B-1 and 4 are two elements of the selected alternate combination.
Relocating Walser Drive to the north would require property acquisition from
l.oats Park and is inconsistent with the City of Frederick®s plans for the area,
The City has indicated that Loats Park be safeguarded from highway intrusions
that might inhibit development of the Park and the adjacent Jearne Bussard
Training Workshop. In addition to impacts to Loats Park, a relocation of Walser
Drive to the north would possibly impact and endanger the special populations at
the Maryland School for the Deaf and Jeanne Bussard Training Workshop for the
Handicapped.

IV-3



5. Mr., Jdoseph Crews, Amazing Facts, Inc., 100 Adventist Road, Frederick.

omment:

Mr. Crews endorses the recommendations made by Dr., Bartlett. His
broadcasting/publishing business, too, is located on Adventist Road, next to the
Church. He believes it is a good idea to put traffic on New Design Road, rather
than have it pass in front of the Amazing Facts building and the church on
Maryland Route 914,

SHA Response:
Alternate B-1 and 4 are two elements of the selected aliernate combination.
See response no. 4.

6. Mpr, Kingsley Whitsett, Pastor of the Seventh Day Adventist Church,
Frederick. '
cmment. &

He recommends finside widening of I-70 between I-270 at least to’iMaryland
Route 355, due to perceived adverse effects (i.e., noise) on the church and
Amazing Facts, Inc.

SHA Response:

Qutside widening has been selected in the vicinity of the church property
to maintain a rural appearance (50 foot grass median), in accordance with thé
desires of Frederick City and County to maintain the historic character of the
area. The segment of I-7Q0 opposite the church would be reconstructed and
shifted south., However, outside widening would result in the reconstructed
roadway being essentially the same distance from the church as the present
roadway. '

Technical air quality and noise analyses were completed utilizing the
Seventh Day Adventist Church as one of the receptor locations. The results of
the air quality analysis indicated no violaticns of National or State Ambient
Air Quatity Standards.

Noise level predictions for the design year 2010 indicate no change from
ambient noise conditions at the church under both the Build and No=build
Alternates. Both the ambient and predicted noise levels exceed the Lip Federal
Highway Administration noise abatement criteria by 2 dBA. However, the church
does not have any identified extericr or frequent uses and is air conditioned.
Noise abstement is not recommended., The adjacent school is Tikewise air
conditioned and its associated playground is shielded for the most part from

V-4



I-70 by the church and school buildings. A reduction in noise levels 1is also
expected due to the playground's greater distance from I-70.

7. Mr., Herbert Cohen, Carroll Constructicn Company, Reichs Ford Road,
Frederick.

Comment s

Mr. Cohen expressed a preference for Alternate B-1. He disagreed with
Mr. Brosius! suggestion regarding eastbound traffic south of I-70., He believes
that truck traffic would back up near the Truck Stop and interfere with all
traffic.

SHA Response:

Alternate B-1 is one part of the selected alternate combination., Access to
the Truck Stop would be provided via the Maryland Route 85/355 and proposed East
Street interchanges with I-70. Alternate B-1 would ease truck traffic congestion
on Maryland Route 355 near the Truck Stop and improve traffic safety and service,
Under the selected alternate, truck traffic from I-70 would access the Truck
Stop via either Walser Drive or the exit ramp from eastbound I-70 to Maryland
Route 355. This Administration does not concur with Mr, Brosius' suggestions
due to operational design deficiencies.

8, Mr. Charles Whieldon, 1630 Gibbons Read, Point of Rocks.

omment s

Mr. Whieldon concurs with Dr. Bartlett's suggestion and favors Alternate
B-1. He is concerned about the proposed reduction in weave lengths along I-70
eastbound from U.S. Route 15/340 to I-270.

SHA Response:

See response no. 4. This porticen of I-70 was built to older design standards
with closely spaced interchanges. Although a Tonger weaving area would be
desirabie, the proposed weaving area fis predicted to operate with conditions
only slightly more restricted than those found under free flow conditions
without weaving (Level of Service 'B').

9., Mp, Peter Adcock, representing Francis Scott Key Linceln/Mercury/Isuzu,
6001 Urbana Pike, Frederick.

ommentT:

Mr. Adcock stated that the proposed access road to the three businesses
located along the east side of Maryland Route 355 immediately south of I-70 is
unacceptable. He believes that such a plan would have adverse jmpacts (i.e.,

Joss of business due to reduced accessibility) on his and other businesses at
this Tocation.
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SHA Response:
The traffic complexities of the Maryland Route 85/355 qintersection and

adjacent interchange at I~70 warrant reconstruction at this intersection and the
use of the proposed frontage road to access these businesses., Additional
studies to improve the proposed situation have failed to produce significant

accessibility improvements without reducing overall travel efficiency and safety.
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- STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS .

INTERSTATE ROUTE 70
MT. PEILLIP ROAD TO MARYLAND ROUTE 144
CONRTRACT NO. F 866—101-‘?‘?3 TR . 0..
. PDMS KO. 101007 SR - M2
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING
MAY 28, 1985
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SHA Response to Mr, and Mrs. Johnson:

Alternates 4 and B-1 are two aspects of the selected alternate combination.
The sinkholes are a natural occurrence, resulting from erosicn of soluble
substrata, These sinkholes function, and are expected to continue to functicn,
as drainage outfé‘l'ls for filtered stormwater and surface runoff. In the event
these outfalls should cease to function effectively, a drainage outfall to the
Monocacy River would be built along Reichs Ford Road.

The project is currentiy included in the State's Consolidated Transportation
Pregram. Project planning (present studies) is funded through FY 1986.
Engineering and final design are funded through FY 1990, Depending on the
availability of funds, this project will be eligible for inclusion in future
programs for right-of-way acquisition and cqnstr‘uct‘ion.



MERCURY: F‘RANCIé SCOTT KEY LINCOLN/MERCURY/INC.
. ] FRANCIS SCOTT KEY LINCOLN/MERCURY/ISUZU
LINCOLN 6001 Urbana Pike '

Fredarick, Maryland 21701 (301) 662-7600

May 29, 1985 RECEIVED

JUN 3 1985

Mr. Wayne R. Clingan GIGHWAY DSTRICT PHSINEER
1

District Engineer

State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 308

Prederick, Maryland 21701

Reference: Project #F=866-101-772
Dear Sirs:

This letter is in response to your public hearing held on May
28, 1985, in Frederick, pertaining to proposed changes to the
I.70 Interchange.

My business and property known as Francis Scott Key Lincoln-
Mercury, Inc., will be adversely affected by what you plan to
do with the intersection of state routes 85 and 355,

I am a small business man and am not going to financially be
able to withstand the following.

*Long term disruption of my business due to major construc-
tion to this intersection.

*Limiting access to my property to north bound 355 traffic
only. ' : .

*Use of an access road as opposed to direct entrance.
i
*Placing me on‘the end of a spur line.

The only two alternative solutions that you have to this pro-
blem are: B

*De-acceleration and left turn lane from south bound MD
route 355, De-acceleration lane and direct access from north
bound lanes. (no access road)

*Re~location of my business to another accepéable PLO=
perty.
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Please try to see this from my side., It is tough enough to
operate an automobile dealership with excellent visability
and easy access, both of which I enjoy now. You cannot just
take those things from ne.

There is noneed at this point for me to acquire legal coun-
cil and I certainly hope to hear from you soon, As you said
in your meeting, I hope we can work this out en a frlendly

. hasis,
- ﬁL

MarV1n { Adcock
PreSLdent

MJA/t1lb

C.C., Governcr Harry Hughes

SHA Response to Marvin J. Adcc.uck:

Traffic compiexities, poor geometrics, and an increased potential for
accidents warrant recoastruction of the Maryland Route 85/355 intersection and
adjacent interchange at I-70. This reconstruction west of the existing
intersection would require a frontage road in front of Adcock's and twe other
businesses to provide access. Both access from the northbound and southbound
Tanes of Maryland Route 355 and visibility would be maintained.

Additional studies were completed after the Public Hearing to examine ways
to improve the access as proposed at the Hearing. These studies failed to
produce significant accessibility improvements without reducing overall travel
efficiency, safety, and operations.
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

INTERSTATE ROUTE 70
MT. PHILLIP ROAD TO MARYLAND ROUIE 144
CONTRACT NO. F 866-101-772
PDMS NO. 101007
LOCATIOR/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING

MAY 28, 1985
NAME (Purfos < (heda W, Mabie - DATE 5/3/33"/
77
PLEASE \ppRess_=20 Fran Llm Ofreet
CITY/TOWN Fredarich  grare_#M D zIP cODE.S* 10 1

SHWa wish to comment eeimaguire about the following aspects of this project:

Lo Molers BHrrnadle £ 40

o ccnpas 7 dott ot A Lo

2L Moed  cvecpen s adl e,

SHA Response to Mr, and Mrs, Mabie:

Alternate B-1 is one segment of the selected alternate combination, This
alternate, revised to minimize sinkhole encroachment, was chosen based on its
superior compatibility with the local street system and less impacts to industrial
development in the Patrick East Business Park (and less right-of-way costs),

By comparison, Alternate A would have impacted an area containing extensive
sinkhole development, acquired more overall right-of-way, and cost more, denied

access on New Design Road (Maryland Route 914), and affected Loats Park and the
Park Hall historic site.

B | am currently on the Malling List.

-

[ Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.
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ROBERT W. LANHAM 108 W. ARGYLE ST,

PLANMER ROCKVILLE, MD 2OBE0
- (A01] TE2-6404

June 4, 1985

Office of Planning and Preliminary
Engineering
State Highway Administration
Maryland Department of Transportation
Box 71/ ' re: Project No.
Baltimore, Marvland 21203-0717 ' F-8466=-101-772

This letter is submitted for inclusion in the record of
SHA's Location/Design Public Hearing concerning Interstate Route
I-70 - Mt. Phillip Road te Md. Route 144, in Frederick.

I represent the Frederick King Partmnership, owners of 117
acres abutiing the south side of I-70 between Ballenger Creek
Pike and New Design Road, which is under consideration in the
City of Frederick's comprehensive rezoning for industricl park
type development.

The purpose of this letter is to recommend that additional
improvements to the Stote and Interstate system be considered as
part of the current planning project, as shown on the attached
sketch. The Frederick King Partnership property is one of numer-
ous properties that have recently been, or are expected to be,
developed along Ballenger Creek Pike, contributing to increased

traffic demands on the Ballenger Creek Pike ~ 15/340 interchange.

The alternatives under consideration provide no relief to that
interchange and, in fact, will increase traffic volumes ot that
location by requiring that certain movements between the State
and Interstate systems (such as northbound 15/340 to westbound
1-70) pass through this interchange areo instead of providing for
direct connections. It would appear ithat many of the current con-
gestion problems in the "golden mile" on Route 40 will be trans-
ferred to the area of the Ballenger Creek Pike-15/340 interchange.
The two additional movements proposed consist of (a)} a ramp
connection from Ballenger Creek Pike, south of 1-70, to eastbound
1-70, tieing into the morthbound 15/340 to eastbound I-70 ramp,
and {(b) a ramp from westbound I-70 to Jefferson Pike. The first,
(a), will elimincte the ‘need for itrips originating along Ballenger
Creek Pike, to the south, from having to pass through three other
interchanges in the study area simply to gain access to eastbound
I-70 or southbound I-270. This appears to be a completely unnecess-
ary addition of trips to the other interchanges, reducing their cap-
acity and increasing distance, delays and confusion for motorists.
The merging of itraffic on romps is not foreign to the system, as
evidenced by the proposed movements in Alternate 4 in the southwest
of I-70 and 15/340, and in four locations at the Route 355 and the
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Office of Planning and Preliminary

Engineering
June 4, 1985
Page 2.

Reichs Ford Road interchanges with I-70. This addition will also
eliminate traffic from the intersection of Ballenger Creek Pike/
south loop to 15-340/ Solarex entrance road. With further develop-
ment of the Solarex site, this intersection can only become more
congested,

The second of the proposed additions, (b), will permit
trafflc from westbound I-70 to gain access to Ballermger Creek Pike
and Jefferson Pike without having to.travel through the 40/15/340
interchange. Agoain, this type of movement is used extensively
throughout the study area.

Both of these additions will reduce travel distance, reduce
motorist confusion, reduce trips within interchanges, and lntrOdUCP
ne new peints of entry to or exit from the through travel lanes of
the expressways involved.

I respectfully request that consideration ‘be given to these
proposals.

Robert W. L-nﬁhm

attachment Planner

cc: Martin Seldeen
Richard Burgee
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SHA Response to Robert W. Lanhams:

Mr. Lanham has proposed two additional movements at the U.S. Route 15/340
interchange: a loop ramp from Maryland Route 180 (Ballenger Creek Pike) to
" eastbound I-70 and the return movement in the form of an outer connection from
the westbound I-70 to southbound U.S. Route 15/340 direct connection into the
Maryland Route 180 intefchange. The loop ramp has been incorporated into the
selected alternate as a future redundant movement should operational problems
cccur at the proposed left turn on northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to southbound
U.S. Route 40 and I-270 toward Washington, D.C. The return movement propesed by
Mr. Lanham is unacceptable in terms of Jocal accessibility.' While the proposed
ramp split from westbound I-70 to Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson' Pike) would
provide more direct access from I-70 to Maryland Route 180, it would eliminate
the existing ramp from U.S. Route 15/340 southbound to Maryland Route 180,
resulting in significant loss of access to residential and empioyment areas
along Maryland Route 180 from the west and north, including the City of Frederick,
This proposal would also increase consiruction and right-of-way costs.
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MARYLAND SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF

DAVID M. DENTON, Po.D. FREDERICK CAMPUS
SUPRERINTENDENT 3‘(::;10‘?(6:}?&2?
101 Glar]cc Plac.c P 0 Box 250 )
;:‘;COLUMBM CAMPUS
DON H. GARNER - . . 3 S01-465-9611
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT Frederick, Ma.rylaml 21701 {(VOICE/TDDS

o
June 10, 1985 =

Mr. Lewis H. Ege, Jr.

Bureau of Project Plammiuag
State Highway Administration
Box 717

Baltiwore, MD 21203-0717

t0

Dear Mr. Ege:

This is in reference to State Highway Administration Project No. F 866-101-
772, Interstate Route 70, Mt. Phillip Road to Md. Route 144 (East Patrick
Street). The Maryland School for the Deaf (MSD) was unable to have a rep-
resentative at the May 28, 1985 location/design hearing held on this project.
Heowever, we understand from someone who was in attendance that a proposal was
made by a representative of the Seventh Day Adventist Church that would ad-
versely impact on MSD, The proposal, as we understand it, was that East
Street not be extended to connect with Walser Drive but that East Street be
extended to connect to a new street which would be constructed along the
southern boundary of MSD property to connect to Scuth Market Street and fur-
ther that this new street would be comstructed through the Jeanne BRussard
Workshop property and the Loats Recreatiomal Park on the western side of South
Market Street and comnnect to New Design Road.

The administration of MSD wishes to go on record zs being strongly opposed to
this proposal or any proposal that would include construction of a road
through School property. At the present time, much of the School's Loats Farm
property is being farwed on a leased basis. However, in the future, there is
no question that the Loats Farm will be used for some student centered program
and the comstruction of a street through this property in close proximity to
impaired children is not acceptable. Furthermore, it appears that the con-
struction of the road through the Jeanne Bussard Workshop property and Loats
Recreational Park property would also be ill advised im that these facilities
serve impaired individuazls and community youth.

At this point our purpose is to make our position om this proposal known to
you as you and State Highway Administrators comsider testimony and proposals
made in regard to this project. We would be pleased to provide further infor-
mation or to further discuss this matter at any time in the future. Please
feel free to contact me should I be able to render assistance.

Sincerely yours,
Doabd adose -

Ronald C. Sisk
Assistant Superintendent for Administration

v-10



SHA Response to Maryland School for the Deaf:

Alternate B-1 and 4 are two segments of the selected aiternate combination.
Neither alternate would require the construction of a new road through the
Maryland School for the Deaf property. However, widening of Maryland Route 355
would require the acquisition of minor strip right-of-way (Tess %han 1/4 acre)
from the school property immediately adjacent to the existing roadway.

The modifications to these alternates proposed by representatives of the
Seventh Day Adventist Church are not supported by this Administration (see
Response no. 4 in Section IV, Public Hearing Comments).
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TORREY C. BROWN, M.D.

STATE OF MARYLAND FRED L. ESKEW
SECRETARY DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES ASSISTANT SECRETARY
R. GRIFFIN T .
PR CAPITAL PROGRARS ADNMINISTRATION

TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

June 6, 1985

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen

Office of Planning and
Prelimpipary Engineering

State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Marvyland 21202

Subject: Interstate Route 70 from Mt. Phillip Road to
Marvland Route 144

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

The brochure circulated for the Combined Location/Design Public
Hearing for this project notes that some runoff from the existing roadways
is discharged directly inte adjacent sinkholes. In addition to being
unreliable, as suggested in the Brochure, this method of handling roadway
runoff is also undesirable because of Its potentizl adverse impact on
groundwater quality and groundwater Inhabiting organisms. If a build .
alternative is selected in this area, I recommend that methods to eliminate
this problem be explored as part of project design. If T can be of any
possible assistance to your staff, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Awwf\o’lf};Q (0 -

Arnceld W. Norden
Maryland Natural Heritage Program

AWN:mle

RECEIVED

JUN 11 1985

o
DIRECYGR, OFFICE OF
| PLANNING & PRELIMINARY EXBINEERNG

TELEPMONE: 269-3656

TTY FOR DEAF-BALTIMORE 2652809, WASHINGTON METRQ S65-0450
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Maryland Department of Transportation William K. Rellmana

Slate Highway Administration ' . Secratary

Hal Kassoff
Adminisirater

July 2, 1985

RE: Contract No. F 866-101-772
Interstate Route 70

Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland
Route 144
PDMS No 101007

Mr. Arnold W. Norden

Maryland Natural Heritage Program
Capital Programs Administration
Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Mr. Norden:

Thank you for your letter dated Jume, 6, 1985 recommending

consideration of the elimination of sinkholes as drainage out-
falls.

Please be aware that we are studying this issue in some
detail and coordinating our study efforts with the Water
Resources Administration of the Department of Natural Resources.

Your comments will be considered by the Project Planning
Team in their selection of a final combination of zlternates.

Very truly yours,
Neil J. Pedersen, Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
Addition nformation:
A discussion of these issues is included in this document in Section IIl-3c.
NJIP:mm

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

My telsphone number is___ 65%-1110

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speach
383-7555 Baitimors Metro — 585-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewida Toll Frea

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717
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6500 PLANTATION RD. FREDERICK, MO, 21701~ 30‘1 -éQBSOB

June 11, 1985

Mr. Dodald G. Honeywell, Project Manager
Bureau of Praject Planning
State Highway administration
787 North Calvert Street
Paltimore, WD 21202 RE: I-78
. Mt. Phillip Rd. to Md. Rt. 144
. ] Reiocation/Design
Dear Mr. Honeywell:

In the interest of better trarfic movement for the public benefit, I
offer the following recommendationsi

1. 1-278 TO I-7@ AT NEW DESIGN ROAD

Alternates 2 and 4 both show a new ramF from I-278 northbound to I-70
sasthound. As showns this aceospiishes only one of two highly desirsble
objectives., With an easy and relatively inexpensive modification, the second
objective could be accompiished.

Both Frederick City and Frederick Countu are officislly on record as
favoring the changes described belows so that both objectives can be
accomglished.

Relocate the proposed ramp o & position east of the present
New Design Road, still allowing traffic te move from narthbounc I-27Q
+o I-70 eastbound. In additions provide a selit in tne ramp allowing
northbound traffie from I-270 headed for downtown Frederick City fo
crass the New Design bridge over I-78 ands following either a modified
dNew Desiagn Road or m@dified atventist Roads to enter the City via South
Market Street, possibly entering South Market Street at the four-way
interssction at Walsa® Drive.

ddvantages:

A. Allgws all traftic from Washington—-Frederick corvidor on
I-278 with a Frederick €ity cestinatien to:
{1} Avoid the congestea Md. 85
{Z) avoid the Md. 85-335 intersection
{3) Avoid the 76 Truck Stop Irafrtic conflicts
(4 Avoid negotiating the interchange at I-278 & Md. 83

6600 PLANTATION RD, FREDERICK, MD, 21701 : 201-662-8906
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B. Reducess congesticn in tThe Md. 85 commercial area

€. Ingreases safety for travelers

D. Reduces travel time and frustrations for travelers by
‘avoiding at least Tive traffic signals on Md. 85 & Md. 355

E. \Uses existing roads between the New Desion bridge over
I-70 and South Market Street

F. Uses existing (or proposed rebuilt) bridge over I-7B
at New Design

@. Requires minimuwn new right of way acquisition

H. The curve radius on the ramp is longer than that
proposzd in Aliernates Z and 4.

Disadvantages:

&. Reauires minor additiconal right-of-way acguisition {(put

no bieildings need be purchased and no business is disturbed)
B. Reaquires improvement of the route chosen betuween the

New Design/I-7@ bridge and South Market Street

Adventist Roagd could be restricied to one-way traffic zastbound to Md.
335, and New Design Road could be one—~wau southwesthound between 385 and the
I-78 pverpassy or both could be two—way.

The advantages abviously outweich the disadvantages. At the hearing on
May 28 in Frederick, it was pointed out by the SHA staff that traffic will
double within two decades. At the present rate of growih, traffic on Md. 85
between I-270 and Md. 355 will double in a much shorter time than that,
espacially with the real estate activitw along this route. You may not be
aware of the fact that the 230 acres in the southuwest uadrant of I-270/85 is
being sold and will soon be under intensive development. This property will
kave more than 1,080 dwelling units and over 19@ acres of commercial. light
industrial and office buildings. This project alone will add significantly to
the traffic on Md. 83.

It would be extremely short—sighted to miss this opportunity to relieve
the Md. 85 commercial corridor of much of its futwre traffic.

In your letter to me, dated 8/8/84%y you stated that fthere was a problem

with creating additional access points on an interstate. This objection does
not stand up under examination since an acrcess point to both I-278 and I-7@
has already been shown in poth alternates (2 & 4). This proposal is simply to

=lightly move the I-27@ aﬁ%ess and to split the ramp. It does not
significantly reduce the weaving length gn I-278. {Actually, this is not an
access pointy but an exit -point from I-270.)

You alsog stated that gther routes are better able to accommodate this
movement into the City of Frederick. The oniy other route suggested by SHA
thus far is Md. 83 & 353, already congested. It will be further congested as
developmant progresses. Mone of the SHA proposals would relieve the Md., 85-355
congestion and attendant traffic hazards.
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p MD. 355/1-78 INTERCHANGE
Alternates B-1 and P~2 are preferred ovar Alternate a.

Both B-1 and E~2 are deficient., houwsver,y in that the intersection at
I-7@ and mMd, 355/85 is congestedy with a number of left turn movements.

Trucks on eastbound I-78 will still he required toc negotiate this
interchange, through traffic signals, in conflict with automobiles.

With fwo loops added opposite East Street on the south side of 1-78,
traffic entering or leaving the eastbound I-78 lanes for the 76 Truck Stop,
East Street and Walser Drive will be able tp do so without left furns.
Furthet, all the traffic using these loops would be removed from the
congestion around the 355/85/1-7€ interchange.

" The left—turn movement from Md. 85 into the loop to I-70 eastbound could
be eliminated. Traffic desiring erntry into eastbound I-78 from Md. B & 355
could turn right on Walser Drive and proceed to eastbeund I-7B with all right
turns. Trucks to and from -the 74 Truck Stop would &il use the new East
Strest-Walser Drive interchange for both the sast and westbound lanes for
entry and exit.

The interchange at Md. 355/85/1-70 would remain as shown on Alternate
B-! except for elimination cof access into the I-78 eastbound loop from
northbound Md. B3 & 355, and the left turn Trom northbound Md. 353 into the
westbound I-78 would be eliminated. This traffic would turn right on Walser
and use the new loop inte I-YB8. Thus. all left turns from 355 & B85 would be
2liminated, and traffic here would be reduced te the extent that almost all
trucks to and from the 7& Truck Stop and East Street would be removed from
355, and these trucks uwould also avoid the 355-Walser Drive intersections.

Most of the righi-of-way required would be Trom the space between the
Genstar berm and I-YB, and some of the berm itself. While the SHA may prefer
the confinement of the interchange to the land it presently cuns at the
355/1-78 interchange, such a consideration should not be allowed to influence
the cafety and traffic handiing considerations. The amount of money involved
for additional right-of—way will be small in comparison to total project cost.

Your objection to the cloverlesaf loop configuration can be cvercome by a
recanfiguration to an alte;native double—-bridge construction with higher spead
blending lanes using 9@ degrez instead of 270 degree turns.

With this interchange ‘completad, the 78 degree loop for I-78 sastbound
to South Streef northbound could be eliminated. Traffic requiring access would
use the East Strest interchange. with all right turns as far as Souith Street,
turning either right or left at the Walser and Scuth Street intersection.

Something must be done to relieve the comgestiony the left—turn
conflictsy and the heavy truck traffic at the 35353/85/I-7@ interchange. These
suggestions would do just that. If this opportunity is losty we will all be
regretting it for decades to come as we live with the problem.
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Copies of letters from the City and the County are eneicsed, which
express their reguest for the New Desion Road access to Erederick as I pave
explained it abaove.

Please reconsider Your plans te include the improvements in this letter.

Sincerelyg

Terranovas Inc.

Enc: Letter, Magor of Frederick
Letter, President, Frederick County Commigsianers
Plan, Alternate 2 shoawing suggested changes
Plany Alternate B~1 showing suggested changes

ces Mayor Young, with attachmenis

Commissioner Claggett, with aitachments
SHA District Highway Engineer {lingan. with attachments
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SHA Response to J.W, Brosius:
This Administration has reviewed both of Mr, Brosius' proposals for further

improvements to the subject I-70 interchanges. Both of these proposals were
found - to have deficiencies that precluded further consideration. Moving the
proposed I-270 northbound to I-70 eastbound ramp to the east of New Design Road
poses several problems. First, the weave lengths for this movement and the
I-70/Maryland Route 85/355 interchange would violate current Federal and State
design standards and create safety and operational problems on I-70. Second, the
right—of-way 1ine of through highway associated with Mr. Brosius' proposed ramp
would require denial of access on New Design Road from I=-270 to I-70, including
alternative access to an industrial park and a National Register Historic Site.
Third, purchasing additiconal right-of-way for a pfob]emat%c design which violates
current design criteria cannot be supported by this Administration,

This Administration also cannot concur with Mr. Brosius' proposal for
additional interchange ramps at the proposed East Street/Walser Drive interchange
at I-70. The proposed rampss in relation to Maryland Route 85/355 and I-70,
violate AASHTO interchange spacing criteria. Second, the additional ramps would
require the construction of an additional bridge in an area of extensive sinkhole
activity. The bridge over I-70 would require either an extreme grade to tie into
Walser Drive near proposed East Street or significant right-of-way acquisition
to raise the grade of proposed East Street/Walser Drive,

Finally, additional rith-of-way woyld be required for , the construction of
these ramps. Right-of-way requirements would be extensive to support the grade
of the bridge and radii of the ramps.

The Project Planning Team has chosen Alternates B-1 and 4 as two elements
of the selected alternate combination.
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Post Office Box 1133
Frederick, Maryland 21701

June 27, 1985

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director

-Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

Baltimore, Maryland

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

With reference to the State Highway Administration proposals
to upgrade the Interstate 70 intersections at Frederick:

I believe that either alternates 2 or 4, or a combination
of them, would be desirable to provide additional possible
movements between the highways.’

However, alternates A, B-1, and B-2 are extremely undesirabie
as they apply to the Maryland 355/85 intersection with
Interstate 70, Any of them would work a particular hardship
on residents of Crestwood Village, Mountain Village, and
Foxcroft, and others along New Design Road, since they would
require driving another mile or more to get onto I-70 west-—
bound, and thus to U. 5. 15 north and the T, S. 40 west
shopping area.

I feel that none of the proposals would improve the present
congestion at that intersection and would only, at terrible
expense to the taxpayers, permit trucks to negotiate the
ramps at higher speeds than at present. This would probably
also have the effect of imcreasing truck usage, which would
onl¥ increase the present extremely severe nolse pollutiom.

I would strongly recommend that altermates A, B-1, and B-2
be rejected, and that the entire area be made the subject

of a more comprehensive study that would include consultation
with both county and eilty planning agencies and gilve
consideration to potential development in the area ineluding
other projected roads.

Sincerely,

Lester F. Dingma::S;.E.

Copies to: Wayne R, Clingan, District Engineer, SHA -.

Senator John Derr CE
Delegate James McClellan _ RE IVED

JS;L, 9833
BIAEDTOR };Z F

FUWMH&&F EL i k2Y - SHRINEERING
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IMaMand Department of Transportation Willam K. Hatmam

State Highway Administration Secratary
' Hal Kassoft
Administrator
July 22, 1985

RE: Contract No. F 866-101-772
Intestate Route 70

Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland Route 144
PDMS No. 101007

Mr. Lester F. Dingman, P.E.
Post Office Box 1133
Frederick, Maryland 21701

Dear Mr. Dingman:

Thank you for your letter dated June 27, 1985 supporting the
proposed improvement of Interstate Route 70 at Frederick,

Our Project Planning study process is an outgrowth of Federal
and State legislation and regulation which requires continuing agency
coordination. The Project Planning Team for this and other projects
includes representatives from Citys County, State, and Federal agen-
cies. Several meetings, briefings and exchanges of -correspondence
between Team members, agencies and elected officials have taken place
during this study since its begimning in 1977. Additionally, three

public meetings and a public hearing have been conducted by the
Project Planning Team.

The Project Planning Team concurs with your position that it is
desirable to provide the missing turning movements at the Interstate
Route 70 interchanges with U.S. Route 15/340 and Interstate Route 270.

Alternate 4 has been designated as the 'preferred” solution for pro-
viding these movements.

Alternates A, B-1 and B-2 are alternative methods of reconstructing
the Maryland Route 85/355 interchange and the South Street/Reich's Ford
Road interchange to currgnt design standards. The issues considered
in developing these alternates included: compatibility with local mas-
ter plans, environmental and community impacts, geophysical conditions,
safety and cost effectiveness. Other alternates were considered during
the study but were discontinued for various reasons. As noted on page 9
of the enclosed public hearing brochure, the Project Planning Team has
previocusly indicated a preference for Alternate B-1. However, we would
be pleased to consider any specific suggestions you may wish to offer.

My telephane number is (301) 659-1110

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

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baitimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717
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Mr. Lester F. Dingman, P.E.
July 22, 1885
Page Two

We expect to conclude this study during the fall of 1985,

Your name has been enrolled on the project mailing list as you
requested.

Very truly yours,
MQVJ«J.M
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:ds
Attachment
cc: Mr. Wayne R. Clingan -

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Additional Information:

Alternates 4 and B-1 are two segments of the selected alternate combination.,
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Chamber of Commence gf Shedorics County
118 Nﬁm&ﬁﬁﬁ&x%&iﬁnﬁi@' Box 746

FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701 = PHONE {301) 662-4164

MEMO :
TO: MD. Department of Transportation
State Highway Adminstration
Bureau of Project Planning
Post Office Box 717
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
FROM: Board of Directors of the
Chamber of Commerce of Frederick
County, Inc.
Frederick, Md. 21701
SUBJECT; Interstate Route 70 Inter-Changes

DATE: July 1, 1985

The Board of Directors of the Chamber cf Commerce of
Frederick County, Inc., at the June 26, 1985 Beard
Meeting, voted in favor and support of the Business
Develcpment Committee'’s resclution as follows:

The Chamber of Commerce of Frederick County., Inc.
encourages the funding to expedite the engineering
study and construction of the project that will
create new interchanges from Route I-70 and I-270,
U.8. 15 ang U.S. 340 among others.

cc: County Commissioners

cy . ERaese

ACCREDITED
CHARRA OF Crummt -y,

DEDICATED TOWARD PRESEAVING COMPETITIVE ENTERPRISE WHILE PROMOTING HUMAN AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ST

ST L]



SHA Response to the Chamber of Commerce:

The project includes the reconstruction of the I=-270/U.S5. Route 40 and
U.S. Route 15/340 inierchanges at I~-70. These improvements would contribute to
improved traffic safety and service, provide missing travel movements, and
better accommodate truck traffic and projected increased traffic volumes aleng
this segment of I-70.
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RONALD N. YOUNG

Aldermen
Mayor
JAMES M. MURBHY
; G2 President Pro Tem
GLENN L. NIKIRK CALVIN 8. BARTGIS
Administrative Assistant ALLEN G. MERCHANT

C. ARLENE PHILLIPS

CAROLYN R. GREINER

Executive Assistant [, THOMAS SUMMERS

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 proposals for
1~70 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 1-270 and outside widening east
of that point is preferred. In the City's opinion this
will provide the needed additicnal roadway capacity for
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 Blvd.
to the east.

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

Improvements to I-70 as proposed are supported by the City and are
consistent with the Frederick City Comprehensive Plan. The increased
capacity and additional interchange movements will benefit through
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 modification 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

G City Hall, 124 North Marker Street, Frederick, Maryland 21701 (301)662-5161 =D
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go on record as supporting Alternative B-1 as originally presented. A
modification which bisects the park would not be acceptable to the City.

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

Sincerédly,

-

“ o
/»/qﬂ_115</ /éézz’ “""‘;7

Ronald N. Young
Mayor /

s
i

/

b

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

RNY/smr

SHA Response to Mayor Young:

Alternates B-1 and 4, Inside Widening from Mt. PhiTlip Road to I-270,
Outside Widening from I-270 east to Maryland Route 144, and a drainage outfall,
are the selected alternates. Alternate B-1 skirts the southern boundary of

Loats Park and will not require the acquisition of property from this park.
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RONALD N. YOUNG
Mayor

Aldermen

JAMES M. MURPHY
President Pro Tem

CALVIN 5. BART(1S
ALLEN G. MERCHANT
C. ARLENE PHILLIPS
H. THOMAS SUMMERS

G2

" GLENN L. NIKIRK
Administrative Assistant

CAROLYN R. GREINER.
Executive Assistant

September 10, 1984

Mr. Donald G. Honeywell
Project Manager

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

Dear Mr. Honeywell:

After further review of the I-70 reconstruction arocund Frederick, the
Mayor and Board of Aldermen would Tike to further comment on the entrance
way into Frederick from I-270. We feel that neither Alternate 2 nor &
are satisfactory respecting the connection between I-270 northbound and
I-70 eastbound in the vicinity of New Design Road. Both of the proposed.
alternates require the heavy traffic from I-270 bound for downtown
Frederick to use MD 85 from the Francis Scott Key Mall, along the com-
mercial strip, through the congested intersection at 355/85/I-70 and past
the left turn movements of the 76 Truck Stop. This commercial strip is
under intensive development. It will soon equal US-40 west of Frederick
in its commercial activity. We can expect that MD 85 will, as a conse-
quence, have many traffic 1ights, left turn movements, and vehicle exits/
entrances serving commercial properties; all adding up to congested, hazard-
ous, and time-consuming travel,

The problems described above can be avoided, as to I-270 traffic bound
for downtown Frederick via South Market Street. The Board of Aldermen

-and I much prefer that the I-270 North to I-70 East ramp be relocated
so as to be east of New Design Road. This ramp would spiit, so as to
permit traffic to either enter Frederick via Adventist Road to South
Market Street, or to keep right onto I-70 eastbound. :

Your Alternate 4 shows a modification to Adventist Road at New Design Road,
and B-1 shows a modification to Adventist Road at MD 355, By combining
these two alternates, Adventist Road would become the route for traffic
inbound to Frederick City. Vehicles would Teave the I-270 to I-70 West
ramp in a high-speed right turn, cross I-70 at or near the present New
Design Road bridge over I-70, and bear right into Adventist Road with a
ramp similar to that shown on Alternate 4; then they would continue on an
upgraded one-way Adventist Road to 355 at Walser Drive, where they would
make a teft turn into 355, South Market Street.

G B City Hall, 124 North Market Street, Frederick, Maryland 21701 (301) 662-5161 ==
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Mr. Honeywell, SHA -2- September 10, 1984

The exact configuration would be determined by your engineers. Drawings
enclosed show some possibilities.

The City feels strongly that the changes described above and shown on
the attached drawings should be incorporated in your final design and
buiit.

Thank you.

Mayor N
City of Frederj

RONALD N. YOUNG (
ck

cc: Mr. Wayne Clingan

Enclosures: 2 plans, Alternates 4 & B-1, with modifications

SHA Response to Mayor Young:

Alternates 4 and B-1 are two segments of the selected alternate combination
which best deal with the operational difficulties experienced along this segment
of I-70.

Tnis Administration has reviewed the proposal for creating an additional
entrance inte Frederick directly from I-270.

Moving the proposed I-270 northbound to I-70 eastbound ramp to the east of
New Design Road poses several problems. First, the weave Tengths for this
movement and the I-70/Maryland Route 85/355 interchange would violate current
Federal and State design standards and create safety and operational problems on
I-70. Second, the right-of-way 1iné of the through highway associated with the
proposed ramp would require denial of access on New Design Road from I-270 to
I-70. Third, the purchase of additional right-of-way for a problematic design
that violates current design criteria is not supported by this Administration.
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Commissigners
Galen R. Clagett, President

Winchester Hall g Charles C. Smith, V. President
12 E, Church Street Sterling E. Bollinger, Sr.
Frederick, Maryland 21761 m uarh @f Richard L. Grosanickle
J. Anita Stup
Telephona (301) £54-1100
mﬂmﬂn mﬂmmmﬁtmzrﬁ Administrative Assistant
Kennath R. Caffey
Frederick Courty

September 26, 1984

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

State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: I-70 Project
Entrance Way to Frederick

Dear Mr. Ege:

The Frederick COunfy Comnissioners met on September 18, 1984,
and reviewed the recommendations by Frederick City for improvements
to 1-70 in the New Design Road vicinity.

As proposed by Mayor Young and the Board of Aldermen, the
connection from northbound I-27G to eastbound I-70 would be relocated
from where it is presently proposed to be located to the east side of
‘New Design Road. Such a relocation would allow for a new off-ramp
_from 1-270 onto MNew Design Road. Adventist Drive from New Design Road
.would.then:be, ungraded.to.Route 355 and Walser Drive... -

. Arterconsideration of the recommendation '§7thé 1ight’ of “former
alternatives, the Commissioners voted to support the City's proposal
save for one point. 'In the opinion of the Commissioners, there can
be no benefit gained from making Adventist Drive one-way between New
Design Road and Route 355. The effect of such a change is to force
traffic wishing to head south on New Design Road to the existing
intersection of that road and Route 355. This intersection, as we
have noted in previous letters to your office, is sub-standard and
hopefully in the future can be either relocated or closed. An upgraded,
two-way Adventist Drive could accomplish the same purposes as the City’s
recomsendation without adding to the existing problems at this
intersection.
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

State Highway Administration
Baltimore, Maryland
September 26, 1984

Page two -

Please feel free to contact myself or our, staff should you
have any further questions on this matter.

The Roard of County Commissioners
of Frederick County, Maryland

v it P Ly

Galen R. Clagett, President

GRC/RB/dr

ce:  Mayor Ronald Young
Jim Schmersahl
Neil J. Pedersen
Wayne Clinghan

SHA Response to the Board of Commissioners:

See the response tc Mayor Ronald N. Young's letter of September 10, 1984.
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Alderien

. RONALD N. YOUNG
. Maya,

JAMES M, MURPLY
Peesident 'ro Tem
CALVINS, BAITLIS
ALLEN G MERCTIANT
G ARLENE PHILLIS
'LTHOMAS SUMMERS

Cz5

" GLENN L. NIKIRK
Administrative Assistant

CARQLYN R. GREINER
Executive Assistant

October 22, 1984

Secretary William K. Hellman

Maryland Department of Transportation

P. 0. Box 8755

Baltimore-Washington Int'l Airport, MD 21240

Mr. Hal Kassoff, Administrator .

State Highway Administration Y YT FNETRNE Ty

707 North Calvert Street - Room 400 E%&ljdﬁ:jﬁjdﬁ.%}jtbiiy

Baltimore, MD 21202 "‘5-{’3»&73

Attention: Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director OCT 24 14
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering

IEARE: OFFioT oF
Reference: Contract No. F866-101-772 PLARNIN ' e
Tatercete Roneaeo , G&IWEHMM&H?[Hthﬂmv
Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland Rt. 144
PDMS No, 101007

Gentlemen:

The City was pleased to have heen included in your Inter-Agency Hydraulic
Conference of September 28, 1984, in which your concerns regarding drainage of
the improvements to 1-70, as affected by sinkholes in the project area between
Urbana Pike and Reich's Ford Road, were discussed.

It is the City’s understanding that you have instigated geologic and related
studies to better assess the' dependabiiity of the existing system of natural
sinkholes as outlets for surface drainage from the highway rights-of-way
rather than developing expensive alternative surface drainage discharges. If
your studies indicate that surface drainage outlets must be provided, the City
Is, for the following reasons, vitally cancerned that you give due considera-

tion to the possibiiity of discharging this water to Carroll Creek rather than
diverting it via Reich's Ford Road.

The City of Frederick is now ptanning the Carroll Creek Flood Control and Linear
Urban Park Project, which will convey Carroll Creek flood fiows in a ciosed con-
duit system from Baker Park at Bentz Street to a discharge to the floodplain

downstream of Highland Street. As required by the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources, Water Resources Administration, the flood control conduits are de-

signed to accomedate the projected storm water discharge from this (I-70 Project)
area. As indicated on the attached map, this storm flow is expected to discharge

GRS City Hall, 124 North Market Street, Frederick, Maryland 21701 (301) 662-5161 U=
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Department of Transportation
October 22, 1984
Page 2

to the conduit system just upstream of Fast Patrick Street, at or near the
location of the existing 72-inch diameter pipe which now discharges to the
stream. This drain is now part of the City's storm sewer system which, generally
following the course of an earlier stream, is piped in city owned R/W or ease-
ments from the junction of Hamilton Avenue and South Street, across Pennsylvania
Avenue, then along Sagner Court and across Sagner Avenue to the present discharge
to the.creek. It seems apparent that, in conjunction with an open channel from
your project area discharging to an improved storm sewer in or adjacent to the
Tocation of the existing system, your 1-70 project storm flows could, as planned,
be discharged to Carroll Creek.

In view of your preliminary study which proposed, at a cost of %6 miition, to
divert this storm flow via a large new storm drain along Reich's Ford Road, the
City is concerned that this money might better serve the dual purpose of assur-
ing the interstate project drainage while also improving the existing storm

sewer system in an important area of the city and aiding in funding the discharge
portion of the Carroll Creek conduits from East Patrick Street to Highland Street.
It is apparent that scheduling of construction of this portion of the Carroll
Creek Project, and other as yet undiscovered problems concerning these projects
must be coordinated and assessed. '

Should this alternative be chosen the savings in city and state funds would be
considerable., Not only would the water be kept in the proper basins, but a

good portion of the Carroll Creek Project would be constructed at no additional
cost to the state. .

The state is presently involved in the funding for the Highland Street bridge,
has made a commitment to the Patrick Street bridge, and has made one $2 millian
allocation from capital funds and another $3 million request has been submitted.
If the state moves forward by addressing the problem via Carroll Creak it
could combine the monies for Highland Street and Patrick Street and that which
would have been used on Reich's Ford Road and construct the leg of the project
between those two bridges. It would give great impetus to the Carroll Cresk
project, not cost the state any more money for I-270 and save the city from

requesting funds from the state in the future. It seems to me everyone would
be a winner in this situation. :

It is reguested, therefore, in order to assure the most beneficial use of public
funds, that you include an alternative similar to that suggested above as you

compare alternative solutions to your goal of providing a suitable drainage
system for the I-70 Project.

Please call on the City's Engineering and Public Works staffs for any informa-
tion or assistance which may be helpful,

Very, truly yours,
7 o
,4 ponnitf ALl
RONALD N. YOUNG

Mayor .
City of Frederick

,,,,
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Department of Transportation

- October 22, 1984
Page 3

cc:

Delegate McClellan
Delegate Morningstar

" Delegate Littrell

Delegate Hattery
Senator Derr

Senator Smelser

Mr. John C, Warfield
Mr, John L. Bell

-
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Maryland Department Ofﬁaﬂsﬁa’taﬂm William K. Hellmann

State Highway Adrinistration . Sacretary

Hal Kassaff
Administrater

DEC 0 5 1984 o

RE: Contract No. F 866-101-772"
Interstate Route 70
Mt. Phillip Road to
Maryland Route 144
EDMS No. 101007

The Honorable Ronald N. Young
Mayor ’
City of Frederick

City Hall

124 Necrth Market Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701

Dear Mayor Young:

Thank you for jour letter requesting our consideration df utiliz-
ing Carroll Creek as the stormwater outfall from the sinkhole ares
along the north side of Interstate Route 70.

At the interagency hydraulic meeting of September 28, 1984,
our respective staffs discussed alternative stormwater outfalls to
both Carroll Creek and the Monocacy River at Reichs Ford Road.
Among the significant factors that surfaced during the hydrologic/
hydraulic study and seemed to indicate the outfall to the Monocacy
River as the most feasible alternative solution to the use’ of sink-
holes as drainage outfalls were the following: 1) there is no posi-
tive hydraulic connection between the sinkhole area and Carroll
Creek; 2) routing a drainage outfall into the City may require
tunneling under and/or underpinning buildings; 3) Carroll Creek is
a designated flood hazard area; and 4) the recently activated Water
Resources Administration's Stormwater Management Regulations COMAR
08,05.05,.06 and ,07 dated July, 1984 specifies Carrocll Creek as one
of only three interjurisdietional flood hazard waterways in the
State wherein increased peak discharges for the 100 year frequency
storm event are prohibited,

It is our present intention to complete the Project Planning
study on the basis of continued use of the sinkholes as drainage
outfalls as long as possible. Construction of an alternative
drainage outfall will be considered only in the event of failure
of the sinkhole system. Thus, the State Highway Administration's
funding for implementation of an alternative outfall may never
materialize, regardless of the option selected.

- -

My telsphone number is 659-1111

Telatypewrlter for Impaired Hearlng or Speech
3837855 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Frae

P.0. Box 717 / 707 North Caivert $t., Baltimare, Maryland 21203 - 0717




DEC 0 5 1984

The Honorable Ronald N. Young

Pége Two

r

We would have no objection to further investigation by the City
of Frederick of Carroll Creek as an alternative outfall from the
sinkhole area and we would be pleased to comsider any informatiom:
forthcoming from your study.

Sincerely,

1 Signed Byi
Ot K ASSOFF

Hal EKassoff
Administrator

HK:cems

¢ce: The Hon., Wm. K. Hellmann

Mr. G. E, Dailey

Mr, N. J. Pedersen
Mp, W. R. Clingan
Vﬁp. L. H. Ege, Jr.
Mr, A, M, Capizzi
Mr, 8. R. Miller, Jr.
Mr, J. XK. Gatley

Mr. C. L, EKolsky
Additicnal Information:

A drainage outfall to the Monocacy River via Reichs Ford Road has been
designated to transport stormwater runoff from the sinkhole area in the event
these sinkholes cease to effectively function. The design and protection of
right-of-way for the outfall is one element of the selected alternate combination.

A review of the alternates during January 1987 again concludes tha? there
is 1ittle possibility that the Carroll Creek outfall can be more economical
than the proposed outfall to the Monocacy River.
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House OoF DELEGATES

. My _ .
A8 H. HA ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1951 DISTRICT OFFICE:

FRECERICK COUNTY X ] PO, BOX B8

200 LOWE BUILDING . MT. AIRY. MARYLAND 21771
TOLLFREE FHONE 1-80C-452-7 122 _ PHONE: 6940122
COMMWTTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS _ RESIDENCE:

7101 WOODVILLE ROAD
MT. MRY. MARYLAND 21771
PHONE . B29-266)

July 11, 1985

William Helman

Secretary of Transportation

P.0. Box 8755

Baltimore-Washington International Airport
Baltimore. Maryland 21240

Dear Bill:

Enclosed is a cepy of a memo regarding construction of
nevw interchanges in the Frederick vicinity.

As you can see the enclosed memo is supported by both
- the Business Development Committee and the Board of
Directors of the Chamher of Commerce of Frederick County.

Our highway syatem is one of the most important assets
Frederick County and Frederick City has, It is ce¢ritical for
our community's future to follow up on the Chamber's action
of planning for growth and future needs rather’ than reacting
to problems created by future developments.

I would appreciate it if yon or someone from your
office would contact;the Frederick County Chamber for more
details. I would further hppreciate a contact from your
office regarding therfeaszbllity of implementing the

- Chamber's recommendation and the timetable for deing so.

Thanks for youﬂ attention to this matter, I certainly
appreciate your continued helpfulness, .

R BLT o

Sieﬁérely,
\Jnf'f

L E5 ns 17
. Hattery

Enclosure

THH/nd
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Maryland Department of Transportation Harry Hughes

Governor
The Secretary’s Office
William K. Hellmann

JUL 29 1985 Secretory

The Honorable Thomas H., Hattery
Member-Maryland House of Delegates
14209 Harrisville Road

Mt. Airy, Maryland 21771

Dear Delegate Hattery:

Thank you for your letter of July 11, 13885 supporting the reconstruc-

" tion of the interchanges on Interstate 70 south of Frederick City.

The project is currently in the Development and Evaluation portion
of the 1985-1990 Consolidated Transportation Program for both Project
Planning and Final Engineering. Although right-of-way and construction
activities are not funded in the Program, the Department recognizes the
importance of Interstate 70 and will continue project development activi-
ties anticipating that the project will be moved into the Construction
Program upon the availability of funding.-

Mr. Wayne R. Clingan, District Engineer for Frederick County, has
been asked to contact the Chamber of Commerce for Frederick County re-
garding the schedule for the project.

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to
contact me. :

Sincerely,

757 WILLIAM K. HELLMARN
William K. Hellmann

Secretary
WKH: tn
cc: Mr. Hal Kassoff
Mr., Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Wayne R. Clingan
€0 -
i €0y

by telophans sumber is (301} 856-7397
Tewpnons TTY For The Deof .(3G1) 459 . 7227
Pout Offlas Box £755, Beltimare-Washingion Internetians! Airpert, Moryland | 212400755
-~
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The Honorable Thomas H. Hattery

Page Two

bee: Mr. Jack F. Ross
Mr. J. L. White
r. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr.' John D. Bruck
Mr., Ponald Honeywell

Prepared by Charles McCormick, x1127
Bureau of Highway Planning and
Program Development, 7/23/85



k Comrmissioners
Galen R. Clagett, President
Winchester Hall Charles C. Smith, V. President
12 E. Church Street o Sterling E. Bollinger, Sr.
Frederick, Maryland 21701 Board OF Richz}u’d L. Ggossnickle
. . . Anita Stup
Telepbone (301) 694-1100 @nuntg ('IIIIIIIIIIEEIHHBI'E Administrative Assistant -

jﬂrghgﬁ]:k (ﬂ;m[tg Peter Eckel

November 5, 1986°

Mr. Neil Pederson, Director
Plamning & Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Dear Mr. Pederson:
The Board of Cownty Commissioners held a workshep on November 3, 1986
to discuss the following modifications to the I-70 improvements between Mt.
Phillip Road and Rt. Lbb.,
- The ramp from scouthbound US 40 to westbound I-70 will be carried on 2
separate yoadway to cross over Rt. 180 and tie into I-70 further west to

eliminate weaving movements.

- Addition of a left twrn movement from northbound US 15/340 into the
westhbound to southbound ramp to I-270.

- Addition of a ramp from Rt. 180 to the northbound US 340/15 to eastbound
I-70 ramp.

The Commissicners voted wmanimously to support the changes as proposed by
the S$tate Highway Administration.

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Very truly yours,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF TREDERICK COQUNTY, MARYLAND

By: @,%/Z/Mff

Galen R. ClageVt, Pfesidgy’t

cc:  Cownty Commissicners
Jim Shaw, Larry Johnson,
Dort Date, Wayne Clingan,
Gene Straub, Evan Smith

Attachment v-28a



Maryiland Department of Transportation

Secretary

Hal Kassaff
Administrator
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" The Honorable Romnald N. Young oo
Mayor, City of Frederick =
City Hall nl
124 North Market Street =
Frederick, Maryland 21701 Eéi

Re: Contract No. F=866~101-772

Interstate Route 70 = Mount Phillip Road to Maryland Route 144
P, D.M.5, No. 101007

Dear Mayor Young:

This is a follow-up to your Trecent discussion with Wayne R. Clingan
about a number of important issues.

We are supporting the City”s efforts regarding the Bowman Farm
Property, which you wish to acquire for expansion of the airport and City
facilities. Ms. Adele Bertak, with the Motor Vehicle Administracion, is uow
planning to schedule a meeting for Jamuary to coordinate both their

interests and yours, and we anticipate conclusion of the disposal of this
property by mid-vear.

The Patrick Street project (Maryland Route 144), as you know, is in
the process of having an agreemént executed for the design phase. The

remainder of the phases is contingent on a funding increase for the Maryland
Department of Transportation.

I am pleased to advise you that the State Highway Administration is
agreeable to accepting responsibility for the East Streer Extensilen project
as a logical secondary highway. The Extension from Patrick Street to Walser
Boulevard can be consldered as a Secondary System project subject to 2
consensus among State and County elected officials that this is the highest
priority for Frederick County and subject to available future funding. It

was also agreed that appropriate roadways (local) would be accepted into the
City“s system. ’

The Hayward Road Interchange at U.S. Route 15 will be considered for
the development and evaluation portions of the Consolidated Transportation
Program in the next few years. While it must compete with other primary

projects in the State, we feel that this is a good projeet and deserves
consideration.

Willlam K, Hellmamn
State Highway Administration
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The Honorable Ronald N. Young
Mayor, City of Frederick
Page 2

‘Concerning the possibility of diverting water from the I=70 sinkholes
to Carroll Creek rather than to the Monocacy River, as originally
contemplated, a review of the alternatives shows that there is little
possibility that the Carroll Creek outfall can be more economical than the
Monocacy River., This is based on the following reasons:

1. The pipe in either alternative is approximately the same length; even
though the total length of outfall to the Monocacy River 1s greater,
mach of it is an open channel. However, since the drop from the inlet
point to the outlet point is very great with the Monocacy River
alternative and very slight with the Carroll Creek alternative, a larger
struceture would be required to carry the water to Carrolli Creek and thus
a greater construction cost would be involved.

2. The State Highway Administration does not intend to actually construct
the outfall. OQur geologists have indicated that it is doubtful that the
sinkholes will fail. However, Iin order to not have a very expensive
plternative occur in the future, when development has totally taken
place in the corridor, we feel that it is more prudent to buy the
rights—of-way at this time on a contingency basis.

3. We are greatly concerned that, with the small amount of differential
between the inlet and outlet elevations of the pipe going to Carroll
Creek, the City”s system would sharply reduce the discharge capacity of
our system and could possibly result.in ponding at the sinkholes from
drainage occurrences om the Carroll Creek floodplain.

If, however, the City of Frederick receives the support of local
County and State elected officials for the East Street project as the
highest priority for Frederick County, we will do detailed studies as part
of the I-~70 project to ascertain 1f there would be a cost savings and
benefit to the public and the City by routing the water to Carroll Creek.
If right—of-way, utility, and ceonstruction cost savings from the East Street
project offset the costs of only buying the right—of-way for the Monocacy
River outfall, this option could be a possibility.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:

HAL KASSDFF

Hal Kassoff
Administrator

HE :mfe

bee: Messrs. Marshall Rickert, MVA; Richard Keene, RRA; Nell Pedersen,
Wayne Clingan, & Gene Straub, SHA; and Ms. Adele Bertak
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

L 25 1985

Mr, Emil Elinsky

Division Administrator
,Federal Highway Administration
“7T11 West H0th Strest
Baltimore, Maryland 21211

Dear Mr. Eiihsky: _
This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's

comnents on the envirommental assessment/Section 4(f) evaluation for I-T70
(Mount Phillip Road to SR-144), Frederick County, MD.

SECTION 4(F) STATEMENT COMMENTS

Loats Park: | .. ' _

Tt appears that alternatives B-1 and B-2 are feasible and prudent
alternatives which would avoid the taking of parkland from Loats Park,
therefore the Department would object to Section 4(f) approval of Alternative

A in the area of the park.

Fast Frederick Elementary School:

e Section U(f) statement should also discuss the project's impacts on the
East Frederick Elementary School's recreational land, including measures to
minimize harm. This school recreation land falls under the protection of
Section 4(f) as it is being used by the general public after school hours and
on weekends (See letter on page v=-9).

ENV [RONMENTAL ASSESSMENT COMMENTS

We have reviewed the subject document with respect to project impacts upon
fish and wildlife resources and their habitats and find it to be adequate.
However, there are several areas of concern to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service where further clarification is necessary, as follows :

Section E.3., page IV-7, paragraph 4: The revised assessment should include a
figure depicting Ballenger Creek and its tributaries and the alignments of
alternatives that will impact them. A brief narrative should also be
included stating what the existing structures are, what types of structures
are proposed, and whether the streams are intermittent or perennial.

v_an



Mr, Emil Elinsky, Baltimore, Maryland

Section E.3., pages IV—B-., paragraph 2: A brief -discussion of the filtration
devices under consideration and their relative (percent) efficiency should be
included In the final assessment.

Section E.4., page I¥~8, paragraph 3: It is stated that the project will not
impact any "designated" wetlands. This terminology should be elarified in
the final assessment. The Department is concerned that the discussion in
Section E.5.a., pages IV-8 & 9, paragraph 5 concerning the vegetation in the
‘headwaters of Ballenger Creek may be some type of palustrine wetland. The
final assessment -should include a list of dominant canopy and understory
vegetation in the Ballenger Creek headwater areas. Furthermore, it should be
clarified what alternative(s) would potentially impact the Ballenger Creek
headwaters area and how much acreage would be impacted.

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT COMMENTS

Based on the information contained within the subject assessment, the

Fish and Wildlife Service advises that its position on any Department of the
Army permit application would likely be to recommend: 1) avoidance of any
wetland encroachments; 2) selection of an alternative that would involve the
least amount of instream-construction; 3) countersinking, if feasible, the
pipe or box culverts to be extended to provide for unimpeded aquatic organism
passage and development of a natural stream substrate within the culverts; 4)
incorporation of effective stormwater management measures; ard5) strict
implementation and adherence to an approved sediment and erosion control
plan.

-

SUMMARY COMMENTS

The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) approval of
Alternatives B-1 and B-2 with respect to Loats Park., However, these
alternatives appear-to impact the East Frederick Elementary School. We,
therefore, recommend redesign of these alternatives to avoid the school play
ground.

We appreclate the opportumity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

(L{}tfzg:zﬁ§?$°¢“*"¢ﬁ:“//{/

ce Blanchard,Director’
Qffice of Environmental Project Review
ce:
Louis H, Ege, Jr.
Edward Terry
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SHA_Response to the Depariment of the Interior:

l.

Alternate B~1 is one segment of the selected alternate combinatioen.
This alternate does not require property from Loats Park.

Alternate B-1 does not impact significant recreational areas of the East
Frederick Elementary School. By letter, dated October 14, 1985, the
Board of Education of Frederick County (p. V-48) has advised that the
portion of the school property required for the propesed project is
not critical or significant to the recreation needs of the Jocal
community. The Federal Highway Administration has concurred with this
assessment. Therefore, no Section 4(F) involvement will be required
under the selected alternate combination.

Your cother concerns regarding the tributaries of Balienger Creek and
associated wetlands are addressed in this document in Section III-3c.
Under the selected widening alternate, inside widening west of I-270
would not affect three tributaries of Ballenger Creek that cross under
I-70, although some minor modifications to the existing drainage
structures may be éequired. However, interchange reconstruction at
I-270 (Alternate 4) would impact approximately 0.5 acre of wetland
adjacent to another fributary and require a culvert extension at this
stream.

Stormwater management and erosion control measures would be strictly
enforced. The standards and specifications for infiltration practices
issued by the Department of Natural Rescurces would be followed. Any
highway runoff will be filtered for pollutants to the greatest extent
possible and site-specific designs would be finalized during the
design phase.

V=42
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Maryland Historical Trust

June 16, 1980

Mr. Eugene T, Camponeschi, Chief
Bureau of Project Plamming
State Highway Administration
P.0. Bax 717

300 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

RE: I-5-70 from U.S. 15/350 .
to West of East Patrick Street
P 866-101-772 “e LT

Dear Mr, Camponeschi:

Thank you for providing copies oftheaboverefe:mcedreportforan':f:-"b
review. I have discussed this report with Wayne Clark and.have incorporated |
his coments into this letter, . Co.

in the project areas. The historic discussion on Page 2 does not adequately = U7
develop the general historical developments in the area. Greater detail should . . _
have been provided by consulting Scharf's History of Western Maryland and Bajlegp = -
Mark's thesis on the settlement patterns of the Germans, The report does mot & o =
. butshmﬂdstmeﬂnnaumeofﬂxeprcposedinpmvamtsinﬂ:epmjectareas.
The report also needs to state either verbally or by the addition of a thipd "
map, the location of the areas surveyed, what percentage of the project area = .
was surveyed during the current study and what percentage was surveyed during .
previous studies, The results of these surveys shouldbe evaluated to determine .070"%"
the probability of other sites in the project area, In short, we require greater - . .
detail on the percentage and nature of the areas surveyed and a brief discussion
on why the investigator feels that the survey results are sufficient. to determine .
that significant sites do not exdst in the wnsurveyed portiéns of the project e e s
area, Imwith,theppinimthatSitelBFRlMarxihrealare,inmy- o
opinion, ineligible for placement on the National Register due to the loss of . P
the integrity of the xites and the limited natire of the deposits. T T

Ilodcforwaxdto:eceivingther&:pmsetonyrequmtforamvisim
of the report. Unlessthemponseﬁﬂicaﬂsoﬂ:erwise,themportirﬂic&bes
that the propesed development will not affect significant archeclegical sites.

Your cocperation in obtaining the requested revision will be appreciated, :

Sincerely,
J. Fodney Little
State Historic Preservation
oz: Suffness, Bastian,
Epperson, Schlagel

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 {(301)269-2212, 269-2438
Department of Economic and Community Development V42
-ald
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Maryland Historical Trust
October 2, 1380

Mr, William F. Schneider, Jr.
Chief, Bureau of Project Planning
State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203.

Re: Addendum report on the archaeological reconnaissance of
Interstate 70 from Interstate 270 - F 866-101-772

Dear Mr. Schneider:

Our Staff Archaeologists have reviewed Terry Epperson's letter which
adequately addresses the comments presented in our review letter dated
June 16, 1980. The response 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 cbtaining this additicnal data.

Sincerely,

Nancy Miller

Deputy State Historic Preservation
Cfficer

MM/WEC/ca

cc: Terry Epperson /
Rita Suffness
Mrs. Michel
Mrs. Louise Best

©V-42b

Shaw House. 21 Srate Circle. Annapolis, Maryland 21401  (301)269-2212, 269-2438
Department of Ecomomic and Communiry Development
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Maryland Historical Trust

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson September 27, 1984
Acting Chief, Environmental Management
State Highway Administration
PO Box 717, 707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
RE: Contract No. F866-101-772
I-70 from Mt. PhilTlip Road
to Maryland Route 144
PDMS Ne. 101007

Dear Ms. Simpson:

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

We concur with your assessment that the frame house (A) and the stone
buiiding {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 17e within the impact area: Linden Grove, Guiiford
and-Prospect Hall. Because this is a determination of no adverse effect you must
request the comments of the Advisory Council. Please send your request to:

Mr. Ron Anzalone

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Suite 809 - 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004.

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

269-72438,
Sincerely,
George J. Andreve
Environmental Review
GJA/KEXK/hec Administrator

¢c: Mrs. Glenn Michel
Mr. G. Bernard Callan
Mrs. Ruth Pettijohn
Ms. Ritz Suffness
Mr. Ron Anzalone

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401  (301)269-2212. 269-2438
Department of Economic and Community Development
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Maryland Historical Trust

August 9, 1985
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson

Acting Chief, Environmental Management
P. 0. Box 717

707 N. Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

RE: Contract No. P 866-101-772
I-70 from Mt. Phillip Road to
MD RE. 144

Frederick, Maryland
Dear Ms. Simpson:

Thank you for your letter of Julé 11, 1985 regarding two additional his-
toric properties located within the impact area of the above-referenced project.

We concur with your opinion that the house located on the southeast
corner of the intersection of East Patrick Street and Shaws Road (Site II) is an in-
ventory-quality site and not eligible for the Natiocnal Register.

Park Hall (Site I) may possibly be eligible for the National Register.
We concur with ?our proposed boundary for the site. We recommend that additional re-
search be conducted by your staff espscially regarding three of the past owners:
Richard Potts (sold property in 1820), Caspar Mantz (owned property from 1831 to 1851)
and Amon Burgee (owned property from 1907 to 1944). Can a construction date for the
buildings be determined? Ownership by Senator Richard Potts (1753 - 1808), = prominent
Frederick County statesman, needs to be verified. Did he live at Park Hall? What in-
formation is available about Mantz and Burgee?

If you have any question, please call Kim Kimlin or George Andreve at

269-2438.
- Sincerely,
J. Rodney Little
_ Director .
o State Historiec Preservation
Cfficer
JRL/KER /hec

¢c: Mrs. Glenn Michel
Mr. G. Bernard Callan
Ms. Rita Suffness

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapelis, Maryland 21401 (301}269-2212, 265-2438
Department of Economic and Community Development VoA
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Maryland Historical Trust
February 7, 1986

¥Ms. Cynthia Simpsomn

Manager, Envirommental Management
Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

PQ Box 717

707 N. Calvert Street

Baltimore, Marylamd 21203-0717

RE: Contract No. F 866-101-772
I-70 from Mt. Phillip Road
‘to Maryland Route 144
Frederick, Maryland
P.D.M.S. No. 101007
Dear Ms. Simpson:

. Thank you foxr your letter of November 25, 1985, regarding
this project. Our office concurs with SHA that:

1. Park Hall (Dutrow Property) may be eligible for the
Hational Register and the site boundary should be
as proposed; and,

2. Alternate B-1l will have no effect on Park Hall.

Sincerely,

J. Rodney Little
Director

State Historic Prese:vat:r_on
Officer

JRL/GJAS hec
cc: Mrs. Glenn Michel

Mr. G. Bernard Callan
Mr. Baymond L. Compton

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryiand 21401  (301) 269-2212, 268.2438, 269-2850
Pepartment of Economic and Community Developrment Admin. S&P TPS
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U.S. Department
of Transportation,

ST H

Federal Highway . & 5 whmpmes .
Administration L ust 21, 1985
IN REPLY REFER TO:

Region 3 The Rotunda
Maryland Division Suite 220
711 West 4lnth Street
\ Baltimore, Maryland 21211.2187

I-70 from Mt. Phillip Rd to
MD. 144 Frederick, Maryland

31
R
Mr. Robert K. Garvey, Jr.

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
The 014 Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue

Suite 809 -

Washington, D.C. 20004

Dear‘Mr. Garvey:

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, we are reguigsting the comments
of the Advisory Council on the No Adverse Efrect determination
on the Linden Grove, Guilford, and Prospect Hall Historic sites.
These sites are located in the vicinity of an I-70 widening pro-
.ject in Frederick, Maryland. '
The following information is being provided in accordance with
36 CFR 800713(a) to document this No Adverse Effect
determination.

1. Title 23 U.S.C. vests the Pederal Highway Administration
with the responsibility for carrying out the Federal Aid
Highway Program. The Federal Highway Administration is the
lead agency for the I-70 widening project.

2. The improvements to I-70 which are proposed are described in
. the enclosed Environmental Assessment/Section 4(£)

Evaluation. The relationship of the proposed improvements
to these sites are shown on figures lla and 1lb. Figures
9a, 9b, and 9c show the alternates proposed for the Maryland
Route 355/85 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges.
A preferred alternate has not been identified in the latter
areas. '

3. Linden Grove was determined eligible for the National
' Register in April, 1981. Guilford-was listed on the Na-

-t
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2.

tional Register in 1975, and Prospect Hall in 1980. ‘They
are described briefly on page I-9 of the enclosed document.

4, The criteria of adverse effect were examined in relation to
these sites. It was concluded that the criteria do not
apply for the following reasons:

e

b.

No property from any of these sites will be destroyed or
altered.

The sites will not be isclated@ from their surrounding
environment, nor will the environment be altered.

No visual elements will be introduced that are out of
character with the historic sites.

This item does not apply.

This item does not apply.

5. The State Historic Preservation Officers' staff member, in

the enclosed September 27, 1984 letter, states that the
sites will be affected, but not adversely.

6. The total estimated cost for design and construction is
about $36,000,000 which does not include the costs for
planning and preliminary engineering. The Federal par-
ticipation in this project is 90% of this cost.

We look forward to feceiving your comments. Should'you have any

questions, please contact Paul Wettlaufer of my staff at (FTS)
922-~4132. - '

Sincerely yours,

Emil Elinsky
Division Administrator

S,

By: Pred J. Hempel
Assistant Division Administrator

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

October 14, 1985

Mrs. Cynthia D. Simpson, Acting Chief
Environmental Management

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

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

Dear Mrs. Simpsomn:
Re: Contract No. F 866-101-772 P.D.M.S. No 101007

Confirming our discussions of September 30, 1985 regarding the
East Frederick Elementary School Site, please be advised as follows:

e The portion of the site required for the I-70 relocation project is not
critical to the recreation needs of the community. Public recreation
activities are conducted elsewhere on the site and will not be affected
by the project. In addition, you should be aware that a large county
partk (Pinecliff Park) serves the recreation needs of the community near
the school. Recreation activities which could not be accommodated at
East Frederick or at Pinecliff Park could be rescheduled for other nearby
school grounds, if necessary.

® There is no park/school agreement coven.ng this site and should one be
executed in the future, the part of the site required for your project
could be excluded.

e There are no plans to expand East Frederick Elementary or to further
develop the portion of the site required by the project.

I reiterate the peosition stated in my letter of January 25, 1985 that our
concern about the site is not public recreation but rather the fact that the site is
already below the State guidelines for elementary school sites. The puidelines call
for 15+ acres. The current site is only 9 acres, Based on this consideration we
cannot feduce the site.

If you need further information, please call me at 301/694-1507.

Sincerely,

Wa%e Ha%en, Director

Logistical Services
WH:hg:85/176

cee Dr. A. Thackston
Mrs. Sherry Collette
Mr. ]J. Mason

V-48
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OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE

201 WEST PRESTON STREET « BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201 « AREA CODE 301 » 38% 2945

TTY FOR DEAF: Balto. Area 383-7555
D.C. Meiro 565-0451

Adele Wilzack, R.N_, M.S., Secretary . Wiiliam M. Eichbaum, Assistant Secretary

December 5, 1984

Ms. Cynthia D, Simpson, Acting Chief
Envinonmental Management

Bureau 0§ Profect Planning {Room 310)
State Highway Administration

707 Nonth Calvent Sireet

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

RE: P.D.M.S. No. 101007
Contrnact No, F £66~101-772
Interstate Route 70
Mt, PRillip Road o
Marnyland Rowte 744

Dear Ms., Simpson:

We have neviewed Zhe Draft Ain Quality Analysis for the above
dubject project and have found Lhat it is8 not inconsistent with ZLhe
AdmintsZnalion's plans and objectives,

Thank gou for Zhe oppontunity to review this analysis .

- Sincerely,

has (o

Edward L. Canter, Chied

Divisdion of Adin Quality Planning
and Data Systems

Airn Management Administration

ELC:cw
57 8 B [ 37w
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“'-'-moﬁﬁ& REGION 111

6TH AND WALNUT STREETS
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19106
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DEC 14 1984

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Acting Chief

Environmental Managemenat

Bureau 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~FHW-00§12-00)

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

Dear Ms. Simpson:

We reviewed the air gquality 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 standpeint. As such, we have rated the
documents 'LO' in EPA's classification system. Please note that these
comments relate only to alr quality Impacts of the faclility, and that we
will comment on other impacts of the project when the approprilate documents
are gubmitted 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 at 215-597~7828.

Sincerely,

h/w:/;%ﬁaq

R. Pomponio, Chief
vironmental Impact and
Marine Polley Branch

£ 1l W 1z 930 g
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Artachment for Environmental
Impact Documents

Revised: November 29, 1985

Bureau of Relocation Assistance

"SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND"

All State Highway Administration projects must comply with the
provisions of the "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970" (Public Law 91-546)
and/or the Annotated Code of Maryland, Real Property, Title 12,
Subtitle 2, Sections 12~201 thru 12-212. The Maryland
Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration,
Bureau of Relocation Assistance, administers the Relocation
Assistance Program In tle State of Maryland,

The provisions of the Federal and State Law require the State
Highway Administration to provide payments and services to
persons displaced by a2 public project. The payments that are
provided include replacement housing payments aad/or moving
costs. The meximum limits of the replacement housing payments
are $15,000 for owner—occupants and $4,000 for tenmant-
occupants. Certain payments may also be made for increased
mortgage interest costs and/or incidental expenses, provided
that the total of all housing benefits does not exceed the
above mentioned limits. In order to receive these payments,
the displaced person must occupy decent, safe and sanitary
replacement housing. In addition to the replacement housing
payments described above, there are also moving cost payments
to persons, businesses, farms and non=profit organizations.
Actual moving costs for residences include actual moving costs

up to 50 miles or a schedule moving cost payment, includiag a
dislocation allowance, up to $500.

The moviung cost payments to businesses are broken down into
several categories, which include actual moving expenses and
payments”in lieu of" actual moving expenses., The owner of a
displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for actual
reasonable moving and related expenses in moving his business,
or personal property; actual direct losses of tangible perscmal

property; and actual reasomable expenses for searching for a
replacement site,
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The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by
a commexrclal mover or for 2 self-move. Generally, payments for
the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50 mile

radius. The expenses claimed for actual cost commercial moves
must be supported by receipted bills, Aa inventory of the
items to be moved must be prepared in all cases. In self-
moves, the State will negotiate an amount for payment, not to
exceed the lowest acceptable bid obtained. The allowable
expenses of a self-move may ineclude amounts paid for equipment
hired, the cost of using the business” own vehicles or
equipment, wages pald to persons who physically participate in
the move, the cost of actuval supervision of the move,
replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of
licenses or permits required, and other related expenses.

In addition to the actuwal moving expenses mentioned above, the
displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for the
actual direct losses of tanglble personal property that the
business 1s entitled to relocate but elects not to move. These
payments may only be made after an effort by the owner to sell
the personal property involved. The costs of the sale are also
" reimbursable moving expenses. If the business is to be
reestablished, and the personal property is not moved but is
replaced at the new location, the payment would be the lesser
of the replacement cost minus the net proceeds of sale (or
trade—in value} or the estimated cost of moving the item. If
the business is belng discontinued or the item is not to be
replaced ir the reestablished business, the payment will be the
lesser of the difference between the value of the item for
continued use in place and the net proceeds of the sale or the
estimated cost of moving the item. When personal property is
abandoned without an effort by the owner to dispose of the
property for sale, unless permitted by the State, the owner

will not be entitled to moving expenses, or losses for the item
involved,

The owner of a displaced business may be reimbursed for the
actual reasonable expenses in searching for a replacement
business up to $1,000. All expenses must be supported by
receipted bills, Time spent in the actual search may be
reimbursed on an hourly basis, within the maximum limit.
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In lieu of the payments described above, the business may elect
to receive a payment equal to the average annual net earnings
of the business. BSuch payment shall not be less than $2,500
nor more than $10,000. In order to be entitled to this
payment, the State must determine that the business cannot be
relocated without a substantial loss of its existing patronage,
the business is not part of a commercial enterprise having at
least one other establishment in the same or similar business
that is not being acquired, and the business contributes
materially to the income of a displaced owner during the two
taxable years prior to displacement.

Considerations in the State”s determinaticn of loss of existing
patronage are the type of business conducted by the displaced
business and the nature of the cllentele., ThHe relative
importance of the present and proposed locations to the
displaced business, and the availability of suitable
replacement sites are also factors.

In order to determine the amount of the "in lieu of” moving
expenses payment, the average aunnual net earnings of the
business 1s considered to be one-half of the net earnings,
before taxes, during the two taxable years immediately
preceding the taxable year in which the business is relocated.
If the two taxable years are not representative, the State may
use another two-year period that would be more representative,
Average annual net earnings include any compensation paid by
the business to the owner, his spouse, or his dependents during
the period. Should a business be in operation less than two
years, the owner of the business may still be eligible to
receive the"in lieu of" payment, In zll cases, the owmer of
the business must provide information to support its net
earnings, such as income tax returns, for the tax years in
gquestion.

For displaced farms and non-profit organizations, the actual
reasonable moving costs generally up to 50 miles, actual direct
losses of tangible persomal property, and searching costs are
paid. The "in lieuw of" actual moving cost payments provide

, that the State may determine that a displaced farm may be paid
from a minimem of $2,500 to 2 maximum of $10,000, based upon
the net income of the farm, provided that the farm has been
discontinued or relocated. In some cases, payments “in lieu
of" actual moving costs may be made to farm operatlons that are
affected by a partial acquisition. A non—preofit organization
is eligible to receive "in lieu of" actual moving cost
payments, in the amount of $2,500.
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A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments
available to displaced persons, businesses, farms, and non—
profit organizations is available in Relocation Brochures that
will be distributed at the public hearings for this project and
will also be given to displaced persons individually in the

future along with required preliminary notice of possible
displacment. :

In the event comparable replacement housing 1s not available to
rehouse persons displaced by public projects or that available
replacement housing is beyond their financial means, replace-
ment "housing as a last resort" will be utilized td accomplish
the rehousing. Detailed studies must be completed by the State

Highway Administration before "housing as a last resort" can be
utilized.

The "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi-
tion Policies Act of 1970" requires that the State Highway
Administration shall not proceed with any phase of any project
which will cause the relocation of any persouns, or proceed with
any construction project, untll it has furnished satisfactory
assurances that the above payments will be provided and that
all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to
comparable decent, safe, and sanitary housing within their
financial means or that such housing is in place and has been
made available to the displaced person.
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