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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has determined that the State Highway Administration (SHA) .
Selected Alternative 4B Modified, will: have no significant impact ‘upon the -environment. ; Alternative 4B
Modified proposes dualization of US 1 from:south of Winters-Run-to north-of MD:24/ MD. 924 with the existing

roadway section becoming the southbound lanesof the dual highway. Four lanes (two lanes in each direction) are |
proposed from south of winters Run to MD 24, and north of the MD 24/ MD 924 interchange tojthe northern end :
of the project; and, between MD 24 and MD 24/ MD 924 six lanes are proposed (three lanes in each direction) .
with bifurcation to further minimize impacts to wetlands and with full control of access.. A trumpet interchange !
that eliminates the existing at-grade intersection at MD 24 and US' | is proposed and, at theUS- 1/ MD-24/MD 924 |
interchange. a double lane loop ramp for the northbound- US 1 to -northbound MD 24 traffic,las well as some

improvements along the MD 24/ MD 924 mainline ini the vicinity of the interchange, and a new layout for the.
existing park’n ride facility that separates pedestrian traffic and from the bus turn-around path are proposed. :

The SHA Selected Alternative will irhpatt approximately 2 acres ofinontidal wetlands, 16.3 acres of woodlands, |
1.5 acres of [00-year floodplain, and will require 18 stream crossings; impacting- 1540 linear feet- of stream.
channel. : -

This Finding ofl No Significant Impact; has been: independently evaluated by the FHWA and determined to
adequately and accurately discuss the need, environmental issues, impacts of the proposed action, and appropriate;
mitigation measures. It provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an Environmental Impact:
Statement is: not required. The FHWA tdkes full responsibility for the accuracy, scope and content. of the
Environmental Assessment and attached documentation. 1 -~ - = -o- o
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1.0 ' RECORD OF DECISION |

The State Highway Administrator, /upon review of all of the Build Alterriates retained for Detailed Study
and thé Planning Team's recommendation at the Adminisirator Project Review and Alternative Selection
meeting - held- oh- Tuesday, February 15, 2000, has selected -Alternate # and: Option B {0 be
recommended for Location/Design Approvals.” the Administrator further directed that a 22-foot bifurcated
median be used in the vicinity of Heavenly Watefs Run to further reduce wetland impacts associated with

this project.

Although Option B at the MD 24/MD 924 interchange would result in greater impact to: the stream
running adjacent to the lexisting Park-and-Ride facility than Option A, the safety benefits assbciated with
the separation of pedestrian traffic and a bus turn-around path was the determining factor in choosing

Option:Bi—- — - o

The Administrator, has also selected landscape Concept 1 to be implemented prior to the construction
forthe ‘Bel Air Bypass to provide visual buffering where no noise walls are warranted -and enhancement
of the area through the Uise of native materials that addicolor and interest to the nearby properties as well

as vehicles traveling ‘along the BellAir Bypass.

Due to: the incompatibility with the MA and PA Heritage Trail's equestrian use and the limited number of
commuter cyclists along the Bel Air Bypass, the Administrator has directed théat ciyclists continue use of
the shoulders with special provisions for signing and ramp crossing options ta be developed during the -

Final Design Phase of the project. :

The Admimistrator further directed that femcing be implemented in accordance with the conirolled access
facility criteria to-accommodate traveler safety, residents adjacent to the Bel Air Bypass; and to ensure -

wildlife migration. .

US 1 Bel Air Bypass + Finding of No Significant Impact 1-1






2.0 Summary
Comparison
of Alternates =







2.0 | SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATES
See --TABLE1: - - - - -
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS | |
ART | e an | oAl | A | oA | | A4B modified
T Buila | A | 3B | 4A | 4B || 5A | 5B Alternative
Residential/ : o S .
Commercial 0 o 0 0 + -] 0 0 0
Affected Properties 0 9 9 9 19 9 | 9
Relocations 0 0 0 0 o |10 0 | 0
Right-of-Way o | 08 08 | 08 | 08 | 08 | 08 0.8
required — acsi
Historic Sites—————=%6 8 0 6 110 0 | 0 |
Archaeological 0 0 0 0 0 ‘ 0 0 | 0 |
Sites | _
Wetlands - acs. 0 178 | 1.78 |1.95 | 1195 | 1.78 |/ 1.78 1.95
ﬂatefs ofthe USi- 11 o | 1885 1,570 | 1,555 | 1,790 | 1,375 | 1,560 1,540
Stream Crossings 0 17 1] 18 18 19 1| 117 18 18
Stream Relocation 4 ;
and: Channelization | 0 1 t 1 1 1 1 1
;ggfyeéf Floodplain= ' o | 45| 15 | 15 | 15 | 1.5 | 15 15
Parklands — acs. : 0 0 0 0 0 .0 o . 0 1
Woodlands - acs: 0 16.69 | 16.69 | 16.30 | 16.30 | 13.19 | 13.19 16.30:
Farmland (active) - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
acs.
Noise* 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Alr Quality o | o | o] o0 | 0o 0
(violations)
Consistent with _ | " |'No | Yes'| Yes |iYes | Yes'| Yes |i Yes : Yes
Cormpréehensive Plan!
Cost (millions) N/A | $44 | $43 |1$53.5 | $52.5 | $49 | $48 | $52.5

Note: _All impacts and cost estimates shown reflect the implementation of the 22-foot bifurcated median option. _ 1 . _I

* Expressed as the number of Noise Sensitive Areas for which either the Fedéral Noise Abatement Criteria were
approached (66 dBA) or exceeded or there was a 10 dBA orimore increase over ambient noise levels.. Costs of

noise barriers are included in theiconstruction:cost. | | [

The total cost of the project can ibe :broken down into several different categories. : These include the

following:

. Project Planning

1

2. Preliminary Engineering
3. Right-of-Way ' .« :
4

. Construction

$827,000
$5,090,000

- $633,000
$46,000,000

Total | |

$52,550,000 | | |
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3.0 SUMMARY OF ACTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONSI
3.1  Purpose and Need: = |«

Improvements to the existing US 1 Bel Air Bypass are :proposed: to reduce accident rates ithat are
significantly higher than the statewide average rate for similar state highways, and tol accommodate
projected increases in traffic volumes resultingifrom planned growth. An increasing number ofis:inglze
and muiti-family ' residential developments ‘are being constructed adjacent: to: the Bel Air Bypass,
parficularly north of Valé Road, in response to the ldemand for housing in|this area and in accordance
with-approved local plans.~ As a result of this growth;average daily traffic volumes (ADTs) for the year
2000 are projected to increase by 50% t01100% by the year 20257~ 7 T o e

3.1.1. . System Linkage| |

The US 1 BellAir Bypass project studies the segment of US 1 frdm its intersection with MD 147'to north
of the MD 24/924 interchange.- The intersection at MD 147 was chosen as the southern terminus of the
study for several reasons: i S

1. US 1, from MD 152 to MD 147, is'a four-lane undivided facility that is currently undergoing a project
planning study. | |

2. :The four-lane section of theé Bel Air Bypass from MD 147 to south of Winters Run' will accommodate

projected traffic volumes through the lyear 2020 and therefore is not proposed for improvement. :
The northern terrinus for the project was chosen as north of MD 24/924 for several reasons: Ther¢ isia |
need for capacity and safety improvements along US 1. from south of Winters Run through the MD
24/924 interchange. ; Largeivolumes of traffic enteriand exit US 1 at the MD 24/924 interchange and the
increased icapacity is necessary south-of:the-interchange. Northof all-interchange ramps-at:MD 24/924,
the'roadway would begin to transition/from a four-lane divided highway 1o a two-lane undivided highway.
The transition: would occur north of the interchange in order to separate the decision points. Where the
transitional section of US 1 ends, another project, the US 1 Hickory Bypass begins. The Hickory Bypass
project will résult inla mnew highway ithat will serve as an extension of the Bel Air Bypass. The new
highway will be a 4-lane divided facility similar to the proposed Bel Air Bypass. The Hickory Bypass is

currently under construction and is expected:to be finished in 2001. |
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Dualization of the US 1 Bel Air Bypass will link an improved highway south of the:study area with a new

highway nmorth of the study area. Interchange improvements will improve access to |-95.and the

retail/business district of Bel Air via MD 24 and MD 824!

3.1.2 Traffic Volumes | | |

Traffic measurements from: 1993 and: year 2020 travel: demand forecasts were conducted for the study

area. This data is used:throughout this document to determine ‘yeér 2000 and 2025 fore@asts based on

a straight-line interpolation/extrapolation imethod. Table 2 and Figure 1 show the AverageDaily Traffic !

(ADT) volumes projections for 2000 and:2025. : In 2000, ADT at 'the southern iend of the project arealis

forecasted ati25,450. In'the middle of the project theADT'is ‘projected to be 36,800 and at the'northern

end it is projected to be 15,400. In 2025, the ADT volumes increase to0:49,700 (+95%); 61,700 (+68%);

and 27,100 (+76%) respectively.

TABLE2 @ | |
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC

| 2000 | 2025,
Between'MD 147 and MD 24+ 25,4501 | 49,700 |
Between MD 24 and MD 24/924 | . 36,800 | 61,700 .
North of MD124/924 15,4001 | 27,100

AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes are alsol expected to experience a considerable increase by the

year 2025. The most significant changes occurion the southbound side of US'1 during the AM peak and !
on the northbound side during the PM peak. As shown on Figures 2A and 2B, ithe traffic:volumes for
US 1 at the northern end of the study area are expected to rise from 996 vehicles per hour (vph) to 2000 !
vph southbound in the AM; and from 821 vph to 1,339 vehicles per hour northbound in the PM. In the |

middle of the study area, the vph will'increase from 2,200:to 3,906 for southbdund trafficiin the :morhirmg;

and from 2,118 tb 3)605 vph northbound in the evening. At the southern end:of US 1 in the study area, !

the-vph-will inerease-from-1,900-1e -3,625- vph- for southbound-traffic in the morning and from' 1,593 ito
3,149 vph for northbound trafficinithe evening. 7 " 77777 77T T e e e e

3.1.3! | Capacity

Level-of-service (LOS) is a qualitative' measure of highway operating conditions at any given time based

on-speed, ability to- maneuver; traffic -interruptions; -delay, - volume- to -eapacity: ratio—{the number -of -

=

vehicles passing a given point.compared to the theoretical maximum number of vehicles that could pass !
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that point during an interval of time), and other factors:

geometry :and traffic.characteristics; and ranges-from LOS A (best) 1 LOS F-(worsty: -~ -

o LOS Ais fred flow, withilow volumies, high speeds, and a high degree of manelverability i

e LOS B is reasonably free-flow; with-speed and maneuverability slightly restticted-by-traffic conditions.

o LOS-Cis stable flow, with speéd andimaneuverability restricted by traffic conditions.

This: measure is dependent upon highway

o LOS D -approaches -unstable - flow| - speed. and: maneuverability. .are. .noticeably . restricted and -

- conirolled by traffic conditions.

RS

e LOS E represents volatile flow with virtually na usable gaps:in the ltraffic stream and volumes at or

near capacity.

o LOS Fis forced flow operations with loWispéeds and volumes above capacity.

Level-of-service (LOS) analyses have:been conducted:assumingi a no-build condition for the years 2000 :

and 2025. (Table 3 lists mainline levels-of-service and Table 4 shows the intersection level-of-service and !

volume to:capacity ratio).

TABLE 3!

MAINLINE LEVEL OF SERVICE - NO-BUILD |
' usi | ' ’
2000 2025
AM | "PM | AM PM
NB | SB | NB | SB /| NB | SB NB SB'
MD 147 toMD 24 | B E |1 D B | B F | F D
MD 24 to MD 24/924 A E|IC B | B F | F C
North'of MD '24/924 A C |ic A A E | D B
TABLE 4 |
INTERSECTION LEVEL-OF-SERVICE/VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIO!
———— - .| L e e
AM PM
2000 . 2025 | 2000 | _ 2025
US1@MD 24 Cl.73 F/1/43 F/1.28 | F/2.31
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Mainline LOS for US 1 was evaluated through threeisegments of roadway.: These were the section :
between MD 147 and MD 24; the isection between MD 24 and MD 24/924; and the section Inorth of MD |

24/924. For year 2000, during the peak hours the seotion between MD 147 and MD 24 will operate at
LOS E'in the morning and LOS D.in the evening in the peak direction. This situation will worsen to LOS:F

in both the morning -and evening by 2025. Year 2000 peak hour LOS for the section between MD 24 and
MD 247924 will operate at LOS E in'the morning and LOS Cinthe evening in the peak directions. Again, .
the LOS in this segment will worsen to LOS F in both peak hours by the year 2025.1 The third section, |
north of MD 24/924 willioperate at LOS C in both the IAM and PM peaks in 2000 for the peak direction

and in year 2025 will operate at LOS E in the morning and D in the evening.

The intersection of US 1 with MD 24 is projected to experience a dramatic change in LOS between 2000
and 2025.1 This intersection is expected to drop from LOS C:in the AM and LOS F in the PM in 2000 to
LOS Fin both the AM and PM peaks by the year 2025 under the No-Build alteinate. Volume to:capacity
(V/C) ratios for the intersection will increase: from 0.73 during the AM and 1.28 in the PM to 1.43 in the -

AM.and 2.31inthe PM =

3.4.4  —Safety - o S

There were 163-police-reported accidents on US:11 in the study area between:January 1, 1995 and '
September 30, 1998 (see Figure 3). These accidents resulted in'a rate iof 87.8 accidents per 100 million

vehicles miles of: travel :(acc/100 mvm) over the study period. This rate is: significantly higher ithan the -

statewide average accident:rate of:48.3 acc/100/mvm. |

The accidents experienced in the study area are listed by severity and are shown along with the accident |
ratesand the corresponding statewide averageiaccident rates for each:level of severity in Table 5. The -
rate oft accidents for both injury (44.3 acc/100 mvm) and property damage: (42.6 acc/100 mvm) are |
higher- in-the-studyiarea  thant-for the state-as a-whole :(26.0-acc/100-mvm and -21.5-acc/100-mvm, !

respectively. Study area property damage occurred at a rate nearly double the statewide average, while

injury accidents occurred at a rate 70% greater tharl the statewide average rate.
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TABLE 5

STUDY AREA ACCIDENTS |

Statewide Avg.
Rate | | Rate?

Severity | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998' | Total (Acc./100MVM) | (Acc./100MVM)
FatalAccidents | "0 | 0 | 1 | O 1 ~ 0.8 0.8 !
Injury Accidents: | ' 15 13 | 15| 9 52 44.3* 26.0 |
Property Damage | | | 13 12 | 16 | 9 50 42 6* 215 |

Total Accidents 28 25 | 82 . .18 | 108 87.8* 48.3

*Significantly higher than the statewide rate 1. o
11/1/98 + 9/3p/98/only .
2 Statewide Average Ratefor facnl"fes of this type. 17- -

The study area experienced significantly higher iaccident rates than the statewide average in: four .
c&jﬂisibh'typé'bategbfriéé"('l’abie' 6). The angle-type accident rate (14.5 acc/T00 mvm) is nine times that of
the statewide average rate (1 .6 acc/100 mvm). The left-turn accident rate (6.0 acc/100 mvm) is more
than eight-and-a+half tlmes that of the statewnde average rate (0.7 acc/100 mvm) ~The fixed object |
accident ratei(24.7 acc/100 mvm) is imore than twice the statewide average rate (11.é;é§6/1 00 mvm) [
The rate of accidents falling under the category iof “other” is 13.6 acc/100 mvm. This rate is about three-
and-a-halfitimes the 'statewide average (8.9 acc/100 - mvm). -Generally;-the  “other’-accident-category is
used to describe accidents that do not fit into any standard collision type but are still classified as
accidents ((i.e. vehicle fire).- Two important accident types that fit into the “other” category are deer and |

U-turn collisions.

TABLEG6: | |
STUDY AREA ACCIDENT CHARACTERISTI‘CS

Total | Study Rate: | Statewide Avg. Rate ™
Collision Type Accidents | || (Acc./100 MVM) (Acc./100 MVM) |
Angle - 17  145% - T
Left Turn . e 7 : B.0% .oz
Rear End: : 26 | 22.2% . 19.1
Fixed Object” : 29 | 24.7* 11.6
Other 16 | 13.6* | 3.9

*Significantly-higher than the statewiderate.
! Statewide average rate far similarly designed highways.
Note: Data shown is from:1/1/95 t6 9/30/98.

The nighttime, wet/snow/ice surface, and alcohol-related accidents are compared to the statewide :
percentage of these accidents by environmental condition in Table 7. These accidents, resultmg\ from
adverse environmental conditions, fell within an acceptable range, except alcohol- related accidents that

were significantly higher than the statewide percentage.
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TABLE 7 ‘
ACCIDENT ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS | |

Total | % of Total: ;
~ Collision | Accidents | Accidents) | | Statewide %
Nighttime™ @ | = 37 36 32
Wet/Snow/lce Surface1 | 25 | 24 . 28 .
Alcohol-Related. ... . ... 12 12* 8.

*Significantly higher, than the statewide rate.

One location met the criteria for aiHigh Accident Location. In 1996, a 0.5 mile stretch of US 1 from just !
south of W. Vale Road ito the ifirst exit ramp of the US 1/MD 24/924 interchange (mile 5.32-5.82) was

classified as a High Accident Section' (HAS): It:had 5 accidents with alrate of 243 acc./100 mvm. This

HAS -was within an-area containing a high- concentration-of rear end aceidents: :However-in 1998 this .

section was widened from a 2-lane roadway to d 4-lane roadway. "

Overall, the section of US 1:from MD 147Ito North df MD 24/924 experienced an average accident rate of

87.8 acc/100 mvm during the $tudy period.  This accident rate is significantly thigher than the statewide

rate of 48.3 acc/100 mvmn for a siﬁw-iia-riy_désié;he?d hlghway -

3.1.5 Master Plan Compatibility

The portion of US 1 north: of Winters Run is located withinl the Rock Spring study area of the plan. |

Although the adjacent low and meédium-intensity land uses do not have direct access to this section of

US 1, these landiuses are serviced by US 1 ivié MD 23, MD 24, MD 924:and US 1:Business (north of Bel -

Air). The current development pattern in this part of the County iis expected to continue: US 1 will also !

be affected by high-intensity commercial and residential development in the vicinity of Hickory where a

new ‘bypassis “being i designed, “and" industrial: and' commercial- development near the :planned :

intersection of MD 23 and US 1: between Bel Air and Hickory. Improvements to existing US 1 are

consistent with the recently enacted Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Act. iThis project

would serve an area:with existing development within the Development Envelope. | The widening that will

result from the proposed project is not expected to promote secondary or cumulative growth. Traffic .

volumes - generated--by: the -continuing growth- along- US- 4 and- elsewhere - within' the- Development |

Envelope will worsen the existing operationall and safety problems on US: 1. Capacity and safety -

improvements on US 1 and US 1:Business arelisted as priorities in Transportation Plan: An Element of

the Harford County Master:P/ah, January 1994; The US 1 Bel Air Bypaséﬂprdject' is also llisted in the -

current Statewide Transportation: Improvement Program and thellong-range plan for the Baltimore

Region. . : _ _ _
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3.1.6 : ° Conclusion

Accident rates on US 1 in:the study area already: significantly exceed statewide averages for similar

roadways land US 1'is predicted to experience: a large increase: in traffic as the areas north of Bel Air

continue to develop in accordance with approved and:adopted plans. Growth trends in the study area

indicate-a:24% -increase-in ‘population- by the- year 2020 in accordance with: these plans.: Economic
development will continue with the number of jobs inithe study area expected to grow approximately

26% over the same time period, based on County employment projections. : Additional job growth is

oooufring elsewhere:in thélCounty, espeoiaily in designated Enterprise Zones. Since US 1 ista major

transportationl route through Harford ICounty, it is anticipated that growth.in the surrounding area will

affect traffic and congestionlalongUs 1. . . . .

Peak period. LOS.in the study. area is.poar and will worsen as traffic grows. : Additional mainline icapacity
for US-1-is needed,:as well as-additional eapacity for:the at-grade intersection of US tiand MD 24, in

order to maintain satisfactory LOSduring AM and PM peak hours:in the year 2025.

3.2 | Alternates Considered |
3.2.1. | Alternates Retained for Detailed Study'

Alternate 1 (the No-Build Alternate) as well as Alternates 3, 4,-and 5, and Options A and B were retained

for detailed study and presented in the Environmental Assessment and at a public hearing on March 24,

1999- -+Each -build-alternate -includes- the dualization of US 11 from south -ofi Winters Run' to north of !

MD 24/924. The existing roadway section would become the southbound lanes of the dual highway.

Four lanes (two lanes in each direction) andia 34-foot mominal median width are proposed from south of

Winters Run to MD 24 and also north of the MD 24/924 interchange. ; Between MD 24 and MD 24/924 six

lanes were proposed (two through lanes plus one auxiliary lane:in each direction). Within this section,

the proposed: median width was 38 feet due to constraints imposed by the Vale Road bridge over US 1. |

The Vale Road bridge was' designed:to cross- a four-lane: divided highway with a-78-foot median. The -

median width varied with each alternate through the MD 24 interchange to accommodate differing ramp

configurations. In addition, for the portion of US 1 from south of Winters Run to the MD 24 interchange,

a 22-foot medianl had been:proposedto reduce impacts to wetlands.|

Alternate1 (No-Build) | |

Alternate 1 is the No-Build Alternate; 1t differs from the No-Build Alternate described :in the previous

section because it includes widening. of the existing roadway: to add onle auxiliary lane in each direction :
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between MD 24 and:MD 24/924 and the‘addition of auxiliary lanes on MDi24 at the Red Pump/Bynum

Road intersection and on the ramp from southbound MD 24 to! southbound US 1, in order to reduce

peak hour.congestion and delay. These improvements are now in place and are considered as existing
conditions:that.are now part of the No-Build Alternate.

Alternate 3 (Grade-Separated Tee Interchange)

Under Alternate 3, northbound and southbound US 1!traffic would be free flowing through the MD 24 |

interchange but the movements to anhd from southbound U$ 1/would utilizel an at-grade intersection.
The design of the at-grade-intersection would require ateft exit and-left entrance along southbound tJS:1
but:the southbound. US 1 ito southbound MD'24' and the Northbound MD 24 to southbound US 1

movements would be signalized. : This option requires the construction of ore bridge to carry MD 24

over northbound US 1. (See detailed plan drawings at the lend of :thris chapteri);

Alternate 4 (Trumpet Interchange)

The existing at-grade intersection at MD 24 would be eliminated with Alternate 4 and would be replaced
with a trumpet interchange: The existing sauthboundiUS 1 lanes would be relocated to the east.: The
auxiliary lane on the southbound side of US 1 between:MD 24 and MD 24/924 becomes semi-directional
Rarhp D -as it approaches  the MD 24 -interchange. Semi-directional ramp ‘D would provide for the -
southbound WS 1 to southbound MD 24 movement. Loop ramp C is proposed to provide for the -

northbound MD 24 to southbound US 1 movement. . (See detailed plan:drawings at the end of this
chapter.) |

Alternate 5 (Three-Level DirectionalInterchange)

Alternate 5 would eliminate the existing| at~grade intersection at MD 24 by COns{ructimg a three-level

directional interchange with' US 1 northbdund, ramp C and ramp D crossing at a single point. Directional |

ramp D is proposedito provide for the southbound US 1 to southbound MD 24 movement.: A bridge is

MD 24 to southbound US'i1). " Ramp Cwould ibeiconstructed at the Towest level.” T(Sé’éf detailediplan

d}_awings at the end of this chapt_en.)
Option A

MD 24/924 would bel widened by adding one through-lane in each direction from north of Red Pump and

Bynum Roads to:approximately 800 feet south of the interchange, as well as adding turning lanes and:a

4-foot monolithic: concrete median. Turn lanes would also be added on the Bynum Road approach to
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MD.24. Sidewalks would be provided along both sides of MDI24/924 thtough the interchange. The park
and ride ot would be replaced near its present location. -Access to andfrom the park-and-ride lot- would
be provided at two locations.  An éntrance would be providedioff of Ramp B. A'signalized intersection at
Ramp B ahd MD'24/924 would provide for access to both northbound MD 24 and southbound MD!924.
A right:in, right-out would be provided: directly off of MD 24.

The northbound US 11 to northbound IMD 24 movement, loop ramp C, is proposed to be a doublel lane
loop ramp. Ramp A would take off from the éxisting northbound US 1 to southbound MD 924 ramp.’

Spﬁr rame Bis ﬁroposeld to brovide for access frojl;n northbound MD 924 to southbound IUSI1. ‘Ramp B
is a relocation of an existing substandard ramp. It would intersect MD. 24/924 directly across from the
existing-ramp from southbound-US 1-to southbound-MD-924-with-a new signalized-intersection.--Access
o the park-and-ride 1ot will 'beé providedi at spur ramp B"and a right-in-right-out /adjacent to the US 1

overpass. : (See detailed plan drawings at the end of this chapter.) |
Option B :

MD 24/924 would be widened to d four-lane divided highway with turning lanes from north of Red Pump
and Bynum Roads to approximately 800 feet south of the interchange and: would include a landscaped
clésecrj:;nﬁeidian thai varjes:jhfwirdthi.: The existifnngé 1 :ibrridigejprovi:des 7édéquaitéispﬁ>éoﬁe for,ﬂ’jiér rioédwa?
dualization. No modifications to the bridge would be necessary. Turn lanes would also be added on the
Bynum Road approach to MD 24.  Sidewalks would be provided along both sides of MD 24/924: through
the interchange. | The park-and-ride lot would be replaced neariits present location ‘and would have a

single access:point.

Loop ramp C, from northbound US'1 to northbound MD 24 would be widened to two fanes. : The

alignment of the tamp would be modified to tie into the proposed northbound US 1/lanes.i |

Spur ramp B is proposed to provide for improved access from northbound MD1924 to:southbound US 1.
Ramp B is a relocation of: an existing substandard ramp. The ramp would originate:at the existing

northern egress from the park-and-ride lot. (Se€ detailed plan:drawings at the end:of this chapter.)

3.2.2. . 22-Foot Median Options |

in order to further minimize impact to wetlands in the study area, two reduced: median options were
proposed for the 0.3-mile segment ofIUS: 1 from south:of Winters Run to the MD 24 interchange. These
options would be implemented as part of Alternate 3,: 4, or 5 and would replace: the proposed 38-fo6t !

median with-a 22-foot-nedian- or-a-22-foot:bifurcated median through-that -sement. -By-reducing the |
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median tola 22-foot iwidth, Igrading from,the proposed northbound lanes through this section:of US 1

would notiextend ad far eastward. By utilizing: a bifurcated median, the northbound lanes of the new -

dual highwayw\;vbuld be constructed on a lower elevation than the southbound lanes. ‘Therefore, less

grading would be necessary on the east side of US:1 through this section and wetland impacts could be

further-reduced.

3.2.3 Effects on Traffic Operations

A Level-of-Service (LOS) analysis was performed for the build alternates using volumel projections for the
year 2025. The LOS calculations for the roadway portion of the project| aré identicall forl each build

alternate and are shownlin-Tabie 10. -1 - -

TABLE 8
US/1 2025 LEVEL-OF SERVICE
 _NO-BUILD.VS. BUILD. |

2025 No-Build | ||+ 2025 Build

e . USilLinks | | AM PM AM I} | PMI |
NB Lanes From MD 147 to MD 24 | B F I B D
NB Lanes From MD 24 to MD 24/924 | B F A C
NB Lanes North of MD 24/924 A D A B
SBLanes FromMD 147toMD 24 | F D D B
SB Lanes From MD 24 to MD 24/924 F C D A
SBlanes North of MD 24/924 @ E B C A

Under iany build  alternate, i southbound US 1 will .operate at LOS |C/D/D. (depending on theIsection)
during the morning peak hour in 2025. Under the Ino-build alternate, it would operate at LOS E/F/F for
thisl period. Northbound US 1! will operate at LOS: B/C/D under:any build alternate during the evening
peak hour:in 2025. Under the no-build alternate, it would operate at D/F/F for this period. . _ -

Levels-of-service iat the intersection of US 1iand MD 24 are shown'in Table 11. |Under 2025 No-Build
conditions;- the -intersection- will-operate rat LOS F-in-both-the-AM -and-PM peak- hours:--Alternate 3 :

proposes an at-grade intersection at ‘MD 24 -and southbound US 1 for the "southbound US 1710 .

southbound MD 24 and northbound MD!24 to southbound US 1 movements. This intersection is also

predicted to operate at/LOS F in' both the AM and PM peak hours. Alternates 4 and 5 eliminate the

intersection of US 1 and!MD 24 and provide free-flow interchange maovements.
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. TABLE9 |
INTERSECTION LEVEL-OF:SERVICE

AM PM
Alternate | | | Intersection | 2000 2025 2000 2025 |
NoBuild_! - | || US1/MD24 | G _F... JE. F_
Alternate3 = | US1/MD 24 . A F A F
Alternate 4* ' N/A N/A N/A N/AT | N/A
Alternate 5* ' N/A N/A N/A N/AT | N/A

- - - *Alternates 4 and 5 propose fully directional interchanges imstead of intersections. Therefore intersection |
L.OS was not applicable to these build alternates.; 1 |

3.2.4 Congestion Management: System

US 11 lies within Corridor #17 of the Maryland Department of Transportation’s Congestion Management
System (CMS). The CMS program resulted from a mandate of ithe Intermodal Surface: Transportation
Eficiericy Act (STEA) of 1991.. The program entails a high level of analysis of causes and solutions to
traffic congestion and mobility needs for 28 tranSportahibn‘ corridors: a,crosrsrsﬂthér State oﬁMaryIand
Corridor #17: stretches:from Cecil County to downtown Baltimore. Although the primary facility in
Corridor #17'is 1-95,-US-1-in-the project areais-one- of -the imain roadways in-the -CMS €orridor:
Conclusions of the CMS Corridor #17 Report included the following:

o The highway capacity :enhancements mainly implemented along US 1 do not greatly affect the
operation of 1-95. Traffic volumes and speeds, however, along US 1 in the improvement areas are

seen to increase:

e The TDM and TSM measures, including busl transit service improvements, by themselves, are -
insufficient in providing congestion relief and noticeable mobility improvements in the corridor.
However, as elements of an overall strategy in support of other more. capital intensive: elements —

fixed guideway transit, HOV lanes;-highway-capacity imprevements, ete. —they are useful,-and-given

their relatively Tow cost, are cost-effective improvements. 1 71

3.2.5: | Major Investment Study |

The US 1 Bel Air Bypass MIS sub-team was' established in February 1996 to evaluate MIS strategies for
this project. “Team-members included the-Baltimore Metropolitan-Council - (BMC):-staff representing-the |
Baltimore Regional Transportation Steering Committee (the Metropolitan Planning Organization), Mass |
Transit Administration (MTA), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Harford :County Planning and
Zoning, Harford County Department:of Public Works as well as various members:of Maryland State
Highway Administration: staff. 1The sub-team met on March 13,1996, :and later bn March 125, 1996 to

US 1 Bel Air Bypdss * Finding of No Significant Impact | 3-11



initiate the development of Congestion Management:Strategies. All future work regarding MIS' was
developed: a public involvement strategy, identified agency roles and discussed: possible multi-modal

alternatives. -

In April of 1996, team ‘members imade a presentation to the Mrahsportation Steering Committee to

formally -initiate the MIS. In -May- of -1997; -team:members:-presented the- initial MIS istrategy- at- an
Interagency Review Meeting. 7

The draft Measures of Effectiveness (MOE) were developed for system performance and environmental

impacts. Thelsystem performance MOE were: traffic volumes, volume to capacity ratio, level of service, |

vehicle occupancy, trarisit ridership, truck percentages, travel time by mode; delay, travel speed and

number of incidents (accident rates). . The environmental impact MOE were: communities! and

businesses, cultural.resources; floodplains, public. parks and recreational areas, streams, wetlands, air

and nolise; and farmlands:--=-----————- - — - -

The US 1 BellAir Bypass sub-team followed the findings of the CMS|Corridor #17iReport. The planning
study progressed concurrently with the CMS with ithe knowledge that the initial CMS results indicated :

highway based alternatives appeared to be the only set of solutions feasible for this segment of the

corridar. Once the CMS report was finalized:in December of 1996, the recommendations were examined

and the draft MOE ‘were revisited. Based: upon the highway oriented CMS feoommendsations :MOE

retained included, the traffic volumes, volume to capacity ratio, level of service and number iof accidents

as well as the draft environmental impactMOE = -———--- -—-- -~

Based: upon CMS recommendations the team examined TSM strategies, the highway widening and |

upgrade alternatives, bicycle and: pedestrian accommodations; and fand userconcerns- in-terms-of the

MIS/NEPA evaluation. Thelstudy team also supports Harford County's efforts to prohibit the ‘extensioniof

water and sewer facilitiess into the western part of the county by studying only thion's':tha‘t' control access !

and therefore help the County’s efforts to limit development in the study area. The results of the CMS

report were summarized above. Analysis of the CMS strategies indicates that none of the packages will

adequately address the.congestion problems anticipated-in-this-corridet: - -

A resolution that the MIS requirements have: been addressed:for the US 1 Bel Air Bypass project was on :

meeting, the TSC concurred on the alternates retained for detailed study as identified by the SHA.
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3.2.6. | SHA-Selected Alternate

Following the March 24, 1999 iLocation/Design Public Hearing and the Iresolutioni of outstanding issues

Option: A were dropped from furtherlstudy. Alternate 3 was dropped: because it did not alleviate the !
safety concerns associated with the:existing at-grade intersectioni Alternate 5: was dropped due to
unfavorable tomments from: the ~public -associated with the - alternate's ' incompatibility with- the
surrounding environment and potential safety concerns related to non-traditional left exit:ramps: Option
A was dropped due to safety concerns associated with pedestrian crosswalks along bus turning lanés |
within the park-and-ride lot and the median width proposed for MD 24/924. A modified Alternate 4 with
Option B was identified as the SHA-Selected Alternate for the US 1 BelAirBypass. . ... .

A Project \Review and Alternate Selection Meeting was held with thelSHA Administrator on Tuesday
February 15, 2000. IThe Administrator, Mr. Parker Williams, concurred on the selection iof Alternate 4B

and instructed the Planhing team to include the bifurcation option as part of the SHA-Selected Alternate

to further minimize impacts to wetlands. In conjunction with Alternate 4B the Administrator selected
Landscape Option 1 and the No-Build bicycle option. : Fencing will be implemented in accordance with
the controlled access facility criteria. ‘Fence locations will be determined during the Final Design Rhase !

of the project.

SHA-Selected Alternatel 4B Modified: proposes a trumpet interchange that eliminates the existing at-
grade intersection at MD 24 and US 1. iUnder:this scenario, US 1 would be relocated east away' from
Heavenly Waters: Park to alfowiroom for & foop ramp from MD 24 to US 1 southbound: - All other turning -
movements would dlsol be accommodated by free-flowing ramps.: One bridge ‘would be required {o
carry MD 24 traffic over'US 1. A retaining wall (0.3:miles) and a 22-foot bifurcated median are proposed
south of MD'24 in the vicinity of Heavenly Waters Run in order to reducel the impacts to adjacent

wetlands.

SHA-Selected Alternate 4B Modified includes dualization of US 1 from south of Winters Run to north of
MD 24/924. The existing roadway section would become the southbound lanes of the dual highway.
Four lanes (twolanes in-each direction) are proposed from south of: Winters Run to MD-24, and north of
the MD 24/924 interchange to the northern end of the project. The ultimate 78-foot median, which was !
planned in the early 1960’s, was reduced to 34 feet to reduce: environmental impacts and to be
c;g:)nsist:enﬁ:with thieitypicrail siec;tibn\' fdr{fhe :I:—iiscl;cr[y,Byb,é:ssi ;)roje’c;t.’ BeitWeewr; MD 24 andMD 24/924 éix -
lanes are proposed i(three lanes in each direction). Because of the geomeiric constraints imposed by
the location of the Vale Road Bridge aver US 1, iwithin this section, the proposed median width is 38 feet. !

Increasing the median: width from 84 10" 38 feet waould allowl adequate spacefor northbound and -
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southbound traffic to safely pass the median bridge pier at the Vale Road Bridge over US 1.i The typical .

sections for the Selected Alternate are shown at the end of thisl section on Figures 4a and 4b and are

followed by detailed plan drawings.

On MEarc:hr 15, 2000, the iplanning team gave a presentation at the monthly Interagemcy: Meeting -

highlighting the SHA-Selected Alternate 4B Modified. : The US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)

requested that the planning team.look into reducing impacts associated with Park-and Ride Option.B.on

the stream adjacent to the lot by-considering other-tocations-and/or configurations-of thelot. |- —+--- - -~

The result: of the lfeasibility study of relocating the Park-and-Ride lot on the north side of the stream was !

coordinated with the ACOE and a new Park-and-Ride :lot (Option iB :Modified): was adopted.

Modifications:to Option: B reduced stream impacts by 200 linear feet, and forested land impacts were |

reducéd by 0.0él acres. The 'safe’iy feature of h'aving' 'pe'desstri'an' traffic sé'pér'éte'd from the bus turn-

around path is retained in Option B Modified. . .

In accordance with 'citizens’ requests, SHA developed three landscaping concepts: to:provide natural |

barriers in area where noise walls are not warranted and:enhance the existing vegetation thatllines the

bypass area. Landscaping Concept i1, which was'selected to be included asl part of the SHA-Selected

Alternative, proposés installing landscapg screéning inside of the SHA right-of-way. ' The areas that are !

delineated for this concept are located on the basis of the need for screening where future noise walls
are not warranted. All landscaping is proposed outside of the US 1 Bypass limits of construction. Tt is

anticipated that the landscape screening will provide aesthetic qualities in addition to dreating a visual

buffer from Bypass traffic.  Landscaping:-Concept 2 proposes installing landscape screening outside of -

the limit of disturbance bf the proposed improvements, but bothinside and ouiside of SHA owned right-

of-way. Undér Concept 2 the landscaping would be located away from proposed noise wall locations.

Landscaping iConcept 3 propases landscape screening in all possible locations, inside or outside of the

existing right+of-way, and with or without the proposed noise walls. The landscépinrg iwill be iniﬁated i

prior to roadway' reconstruction and proyide screen and visual and:protective barriers to the properties :

that are located nearby. Onceithe plantings have been installed, it is-anticipated that ithey will serve their :

purptjse'when'thefbypass reconstruction commences, =TT T e

The planning team also: reviewed several options to provide a bicycle route that ties the southern end of

the US 1 Bel Air Bypass at MD 147 and the northern end at MD 23 together with the MA and PA Heritage

Trail (see Figure 5). Due to environmental impacts, high costs, and lack: of compatibility between the -

bicycle and equestrian iuses of the MA and PA Heritage iTrail, it was determihed that construction of a

separate or combination use path was not reasonable. Thelplanning team récommended:that the No- -

Build alternate be selected-based:-upon-the limitedrnumber- of cyclists- using the facility and ithe decision
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made by SHA’s Traffic Safety Division to allow cyclists to use the shoulder of the proposed dualized |
Bypass.- The No-Build- Alternate -will; -however, include-the constructiont-of-a- bike-path -connection-from
the ‘existing MA and PA Heritage Trail tunnel at MD 24 to Boulton'Street.. Plans:for:bicycle crossings and
signing at interchange ramps will be developed in the Final Design Phase of the project.

The total cost of the SHA-Selected Alternate is estimated to be $52/550,000. |Prdject planning costs of

$827,000, . Preliminary 1Engineering | costs: of $5,090,000, Right-of-way costs of $633,000, and
Construction costs of $46,000,000 make up this fotal. |
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3.3 | Environmental Consequences:

3.3.1 Social, Economic and Land Use |
Displacements | | |

The SHA Selected Alternate will not result in‘any residential or business:displagements. Construction of
thisl alternate will require the acquisition iof several narrow strips ofiright-df-way from three residences
and six businesses located inear the intersection: of MDI24 and Bynum/Red Purhp Road. The‘se ‘properigy
takes are narrow pieces of frontagée. The impact to the residential properties will beé minimal because the
horhes-are set bdck 35 4 -50:feet from the Iroadway: ‘The impact to the commercial properties will also be
minimal.” The' acquisition of this Tight:of-way will not effect the operation of these businesses except for
the slight loss of available parking at two of the locations. - Two parking spaces (out: of twelve total
spaces) would be lost at the 7-11 convenience store on Bynum Road. Thirty-two parking spaes (out of
226 total spaces):would be Jost at the North Park Center located at the corner of MD 924 and:North Road
near the Harford County Detention Center.: At present, there are :no plans to replace these: parking

spaces.

Environmental Justicei

It is the palicy of the Maryland State Highway Administration to ensure compliance with the provisions of
Title VI off the Civil :Rights| Act of 1964, and related I civil rights laws and regulations:which: prohibit :
discrimination on the grounds of race, color,|sex, national origin, age, religion, physical or mental
handicap in all State: Highway Adminisiration program projects funded in wholé or in part by, the Federal
Highway Administration. The State Highway Administration will not discriminate in highway planning,
highway design, highway construction, 'the.acquisition of right-of-way, or the provision of relocation
advisory assistance: - This policy has been-incorporated into alt-levels of the -highway planning proeess-in
order that proper consideration may ibe ‘given to the social, economic and environmental éffects of all
highway projects. Alleged discriminatory actions should be addressed to the Office of Equal Opportunity
of fhe Mafyland State H-iighw-éy'Adminiétrati.on fo.:r ir‘_ﬁ/estiga-tic-)n*. - - ”

Based on the minimal impacts resulting from SHA's Selected Alternate, and the low percentages of low-
income and minority populations in the study area, as:reflected in thejnoomre ,\and ,réc:refiiajtéitakenifrom :
the 1990 Gensus, there is no evidence that low-income, minority, elderly, or hardicapped populations will
be disproportionately affected by the SHA Selected Alternate. :

Neighborhodds-and Communities- + —+ -
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The US 1 Bel Air Bypass is an existing facility thatitraverses between established neighborhodds. The -
widening of the roadway will take place almost entirely within existing right-of-way. The right-of-way :

which is required from residential property in the study area will be strip right-of-way along the roadway

and will not divide any: neighborhoods.: Therefore, no change in neighborhood cohesion will resuit.

Adjacent communities will be affected, to some: extent; by construction noise and fugitive dust and loss |
of some land:withinTequired right-of-way. “The US+1 Bel Air Bypass-does noticurrently have pedestrian :

and bicydle iamenities and pedestrians and Ibicyclists :are currently prohibited from using US 1. .

Therefore,: no adverse effects on pedestrians or bicyclists are anticipated.

Traffic patterns of area residents will be thanged by the SHA-Selected Alternate By introducing mainline -

medians. The addition of mainline median would not affect access on US 1 because there are mo points -

of access along the mainline except forithe interchanges at MD 24 and MD 124/924. Under the SHA-

Selected-Alternate, improvements along MD'24/924, which would result:in a four-lane:divided highway in
the vicinity of the interchange, would change the traffic pattern in such a way that some vehicles may be
required to execute U-turns to access points on the opposite:side of the road.l While there would be an

initial adjbustr;n'ent to these chalnged tréffié.ba-tt'érhs:-,”them l-é_ring.‘:_té_rn%--hiénéfifé >bﬁ_ih5p>r6§/_éd traffic flow and

reduced accident rates would outweigh any adverse impacts.:

Parks and Recreational Facilities

No parks or recreational facilities will be directly affected by the SHA-Selected Alternate. |Despite the -

proximity of the alignment io the Tollgate Landfill and: other: parklands south of the US_1/MD 24 !
interchange, all project work in this: vicinity will occur within existingl right-of-way.: The MA and PA -

Heritage Trail will be tonstructed insuch a way-as to pass-underneath-of US1i- Thetrail will also parallel :

a portion of US 1 at the northern end:of the study area and will cross under the roadway. a second time.

However, the second crossing occurs beyond the limits of:the study area for this project. :

Community Services and Facilities :

Access to community facilities in: the study area would be generally improved 'because the rroadway

capacity of the US 1:Bel Air Bypass would be increased and delay resulting from traffic congestion would

be decreased. Access on MD 24/924 would also be generally improved because of increased:capacity

and decreased delay.: However, the SHA-Selected Alternate introduces minor increases in travel

distance because motorists are required to execute *U” turns ‘at ‘median breaks which are generally

provided at every cross:street or driveway into a major business establishment atla minimum spacing of

750 feet. ' The minor incriease in travel distance would likely: be offset by improvements to safety

recognized by minimizing and controlling copflict points.
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The positive impacts of the SHA-Selected Alternate on accessibility to services and facilities include
improved levels of service, ‘decreased « cangestion; new turning lanes  and-a general improvement in-the
traffic Opérfatio'ns of the US 1 Bel Air Bypass and MD 247024, ~~ T e

The SHA-Selected Alternate will not impede existing pedestrian: mobility, andi the use of a:median will

24/924 to enhance pedestrian safety. |

Access far Emergency: Vehicles

Responsel time may increase with the SHA-Selécted Alternate because. it includes a median. However, |

this increase is expected to be offset! by improved levels of service associated with dualization of US 1. .

The addition of lanes to increase the icapacity of the rcadway would allow traffic to flow more freely and

provide more room for emergency vehicles to-passi- - o oo

Local and Regional Businesses

The SHA-Selected Alternate will relieve traffic congestioniand conflicts, thus: improving access to

businesses and services throughout the project area, particularly to the established and developing

commercial areas along US 1. The relief provided by the SHA-Selected Alternate will ‘allow improved

access for local and connecting traffici transporting goods and services destined for Baltimore and

Washington, or points north. Access to workplaces in and around the project area will also be improved.

The SHA-Selected Alternate provides relief to' traffic .congestion, improves mainline levels of sdrvice, :

addresses the growth needs of the County, and effects regional business activities in:a positive way. :

The SHA-Selected Alternate will alleviate congestion on US 1 thereby reducing travel time to and from

the study area businessi districts. “They will “also provide increased  traffic - capacity ~which - will

accommodate plannedicommercial growth..

Tax Loss;

Because the SHA-Selected Alternatel is located almost entirely within existing right-of-way and:very little
additional right-of-way is required, the reduction iin property taxes paid ito Harford County would be
negligible.

Land Use

There are no anticipated changes in land use resulting from the SHA-Selected Alternate. The roadway

widening would take place entirely within existing right-of-way, except for the acquisition of several strips
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of new right-of-way in the vicinity of the intersection of US 1 and MD 24/924. | Asi this project would be

constructed in order to accommodate the already hlgh peak -hour volumes) of traffic alorlg this segment -

of US 1 resulting from existing idevelopment in this area; no changes to existing land uses are

anticipated.

Futlurejand use plans are not expected to change as a direct result of this pl’OjEC’[\ As this portion of US
1 is included Iwithin |Haftford County's Development Envelope, planned changes: in land use may still

occur in the vicinity of the project. These changes are expected to be consistent with the Harford County

masterplan and are notidependent upon this project.

The Smart Growth Areas Act went into effect in October, 1997, The intent of this legislation was to direct

state funding for growth- reiated prOJects to areas desxgnated by local uurlsdmtlons as Pnorlty [Funding

Areas (PFA’s). PFA’s are existing commumtles and other locally de&gnated areas: as determlned by

locdl jurisdictions in accordance with “smart igrowth” guidelines.. The Act was intended to direct

deve!opment—;to existing towns, neighborhoods, and business areas by directing State infrastructure

mprovements to those places.” The prOJact is contained within Harford County'ls Priority Funding Area.

3.3.2 Historic and Archaeological Resources

The SHA-Selected Alternate will have no iimpact on Sngﬁcaht standing historic: structures in this
project's area of potential effect (APE). Thelproposed roadway widening will take place almost entirely -

within existing right-of way: Where construction will"occur outside fof ex;s’mg Trght of—way, ‘no National

Register or National Redister ehglble resources will be impacted. :

Phase 1/ll archaeological investigation recorded no National Register eligible archaeological sites in the -

project's APE, and' therefore indicated that :the Selected Alternate would not impact signiﬁcaﬁnt :

archaeological resources. Based on these findings, the SHA requested the concurrence of the Maryland -

Historical Trust (MHT).ih aidetermination. of no. effect.. The MHT concurred with. this determination.on

January 3,-1997 and'again-on March8, 1898, - — = - - —oo oo

Minor revisions to Alternate 4B, which ultimately became the SHA-Selected Alternate 4B Modified,

occurred within areas previously surveyed for histaric standing structures and archaeological resources

with negative results. These revisions include the movement of the ramp from southbound US 1 to

southbound MD 24 to the east and the reQdesigsn of the'park~andr-ridé lot located at the US 1/MD 24/924

interchange. ;
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3.3.3 Natural Environment |

Geology, Topography, Soils, and Climate |

The effects on geology, topography, soils, and climate of the study area by proposed improvements to
US \i would be mlmmal Sdrﬁe cLJttimg and:filling would b:e fequired by the SHA-Selected Alternate to
construct new road bed: and/or widen the existing road way. : The effects upon the geology and climate
of the study area would be insubstantial. ' Several streams. within the study area would require crossings
involving culvert extensions:or new span construction. Such crossings would alter. the topography of the
existing study area minimally and be typicaliof those normally encountered during highway: operations.
The majority *of impacts to topography would occur in the vicinity' of the southern US 1/MD 24
interchange. US 1 northbound will bel constructed adjacent to existing US 1. For the most part, this' area
has already been graded. Substantial grading will be tequired for all ramps included in the US 1/MD 24

interohangeimprovements:""""""' TS T I mmIma T T T Tm T T T s men s s

Prime farmland soils: impacted by the project are within existing right-ofiway and are therefore not lands
protected by the Farmlahd ProtectioniPolicy Actiof 1981, m o s o e e e e

Water Resources

Surface Water

Surface water impacts for this project would resuit from the bridging and culverting of streams.  The
Selected Alternate would require 18 stream crossings 'and have 1,540 linear feet of impact to Waters of
the U.S. Thel SHA-Selected Alternate would also require the Irelocation of a roadside ditch just north of
trhe MD 24/924 interchange.

Stream bottom habitatiwould be lost in construction and changes in velocity would occur ‘with the !
straightening iof channels, ‘resulting in potential impacts on erosion and sedimentation rates. A Soil
Erosion and Sedimentation Control Pian; approved by the Harford County Conservationi District, will be
implemented-to reduce: the -possible-effects. - Any constructiontin waterways: would- comply -with-Best
Management Practices specified iin those permits.” This project will also comply ‘with the Maryland |

Department of the Environment’s (MDE) Stormwater Management Guidelines.

Water ‘quality may be affected by the introduction of additional roadway to the area.. Water quality -
impacts from the project are ‘related tol the amount of impervious cover, and consequently the oils,
grease, and road salt washing from the proposed roadway as well as the runoff temperature: In:general, :
the effects of: pollutant and temperature impacts are greatest in the headwaters of a stream, where the

drainage-area is-small-compared tol the roadsurface - area. This situation mayalready oceur-in the
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tributaries to Heavenly Waters Run, since their drainage areas are both under 100/acres. The discharge
of pollutants and: the temperature increase of runoff can be controlled through the use of: stormwater

management practices.  Stormwater Basins or special constructionimaterials which promote infiltration

have been very :effective in providing a high level .of pollutant removal and for controlling runoff

temperature.- =~ - -~ -

Groundwater - — — - -

A-conclusive study to evaluate groundwater recharge, availability (well yield), and water quality:is being

conducted-for the SHA Selected Alternate. - Thetreport will be-completed during the design phase ef the

project| and submitted to MDE upon conclusion of the study. A final determination: report will be !

submitted lupon the conclusion of the study. =

In general, construction activities may affect groundwater recharge by reducing the area available for !

infiltration and/orlincreasing runn-oﬁf; HbWe’yér,”oohrst'fuéﬁ'c;h of thlsprOJectw;H have very little to no effect
on the recharge: of groundwater, because the additional impervious area to be created is small in

comparison to the total watershed-area contributing to recharge (approximately 17,830 acres).

The well vield, defined as the maximum pumping rate a well .can sustain, .can be affected|by road :

grading. Static groundwater elevdtion data in-the vicinity of the road variestfrom-1 feot to 60 feet (Nutter

and Sthigaj, 1975). A comparison of the proposed road inverts to the current topography suggests that

there are several places where road cuts in excess of 5 feet will be made. Thisiwill be safe in most parts,

however based on records and visual inspection of the site, at least 67 homels with private wells within

2,000 feet'of the road could potentially be affected.: Prior to final design: of the Iproject, these home wells

would be field lo¢ated; and the elevation of the water tableirelative to:the road.invert would be studied. .. :

Groundwater  quality can- be-impaired by contaminants in run-off from roadways. . Pollutants..can. be .

channeled tol groundwater: by thesame ‘mechanisms: that result-irt-recharge.--The entire-road will be

located in the Baltimore Gabbro :of the Piedmont, which contains. fractures.: It is recommended that

stormwater run-off management ponds be used toicollect/and treat runoff from the roadway: to minimize

groundwater pollution from roadway contaminationi

Floodplains |

The 100-year floodplains were delineated for the two major stream crossings lusing Federal Emergency

Management Administration (FEMA) floodplain mapping. Streams documented with FEMA mapping !

includé Winters Run, at the south end of the project, and Bynum Run, at the north. - Approximately 1.5
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acres of the 100-year floodplain associated with Winter's Ruri would be impacted by thé SHA-Selected

Alternate. ‘There willbe no impact to the 100-year floodplain associated with Bynum Run.- -+ - oo

In accordance with Executive Order 11988-Floodplain Management;:and with regard to the provisions in
the Federal Aid Highway Program Manual (FHPM), al preliminary analysis of/each encroachment was

conducted to determineithe effect on upstream water surface elevation and storage capacity.

Since the existing crossing iof Winters Run encroaches on the floodplain, the hydraulic characteristics of :

this waterway. have already beeniimpacted! The detailed design of the downstream crossing for this

location will focus on minimizing iadditional: encroachment to the floodiplain and provide for hydraulic :

characteristics that are compatible with the existingl structure.. The hydraulic design for this crossing will

be reviewed and approved by the Maryland-Department of the (Environment (MDE)-prior to beginning
construction. | None: of ‘the floodplain “snicroachments are ‘expected ta resultrini risks to the “beneficial

values of the floodplain ior provide direct or indirect support to further development within the floodplain.

Therefore, the floodplain encroachments: required by the SHA-Selected Alternate were determined to be

non-significant. In accordance with Executive Order 11988, a floodplain finding is not required.

Hazardous Materials/Waste Sites | .

The SHA-Selécted Alternate will require right-of-way acquisition from two service stations considered to

be potential hazardous materials/waste sites. Approximately 2,090 square feet of strip right-of-way along

MD 24 will be taken: from the Shell Service Station! located in the northeast corner of the intersection of

MD 24 {(Rock Spring Road) and Bynum Run Road. | Approximately 4,880 square feet of Iright-of-way :
along MD 124 and 700 square feet along Bynum Run Road will be acquired from the Mobil Service Station

located on the southeast:corner of the 7s:gmgripftgr§gqtian;” A field investigation was conducted to

that the required -acquisitions will'not-effect the UST’s in any way. The SHA-Selected Alternate will not

impactany additional potential hazardous materials/waste sites: -+~ e e e

All impacts to wetlands would occur within palustrine non-tidal areas: directly adjacent tol the existing !

roadway. "Some minorimpacts result from culvert extensions,; however, most-of the impacts are aresult

of extending fill slopes to accommodate the ‘proposed: improvements. | The SHA-Selected Alternate

would impact a total of 1.95 acres:of wetlands. :
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Wetland Findings: Because this project proposes dualizing an existing highway rather than building a
new highway, measures to avoid wetlands are not feasiblé. However, efforts to minimize wetland
impacts have been made throughout the project planning process. ' These efforts include the reduction
of the overall median width from the original 78-foot design to the current 34-foot design. In addition, a
retaining ‘wall was-incorporated just-nerth-of Tollgate Read-on the east side of the proposed highway and
side slopes have been reduced toi2:1. Finally, two additional options were proposed by the U:S. Army
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) that would minimize wetland impacts by further reducing the median width
along the segment of US 1:from south of Winters Run'to the MD 24 intersection to 22 feet.: The first of
these options included a 22-foot medianl while the isecond included a 22-foot; bifurcated median. : Thé
SHA-Sélected Alternate incorporates all of these measures).includingl the_22-foat, bifurcated median/from

south of Winter's Run to the MD 24iinterchange. ;i s oom oo e s

Wetland Mitigation: Coordination with the ACOE regarding| wetland mitigation and stream:restoration has

identified two acceptable sites - one in the Winter's Run watershed, one in the Bynum Run watershed.

The Rahll property has potential for creation of five acres of non-tidal wetlands and 2,650 linear feet of

stream restoration. TheiAdams property. offers the‘péésibility of breéting fouf ba{cr»efsb of non-tidal wetlands

would- provide ample opportunity for mitigation ofi wetland impacts and stream restoration associated

with this project. 'Due to the uncertain funding status of the project, property owner-participation cannot !

be guaranteed at present. In a letter dated October 16, 2000, the ACOE concurred with'the conceptual

mitigation iplan.

Wildlife

The most substantial continuing impact on wildlife within the study area would be the removal and

altération of vegetative habitat. However, woonétruction of the SHA-Selected Alternate may have the :

largest overall impact on wildlife. lmpacts, though minor, would result in an increase of:certain species

that easilyl adapt ito man-dominated habitat and a decrease of species that aré sensitive'to the lactivities

of man.The SHA-Selected ‘Alternate involves' the construction ofi-additionat roadway' and, -therefore, -

would result in both construction impact as well as long-term impacts from the removal of vegetative .

habitat. Thel impacts associated with the removal of habitat are quantified in:the following section,

Terrestrial Habitat.

Terrestrial Habitat

Impacts to habitat types might involve permanent loss of habitat type, via conversion to man-dominated :

land-use, 1or temporary construction impacts. : Lost habitat would be replaced by road surface and :
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associated permanently maintainedi landscaping. The SHA-Selected Alternate :will result in the
conversion of some forast, wetland, scrub-shrub; and old field habitat, to man dominated habitat. -Table |

12 shows the lamount of. each type of habitat affected by the SHA-Selected Alternate.

TABLE 10
TERRESTRIAL HABITAT IMPACT AREA SUMMARY TABLE

Habitat Type Acres Impacted
Forést : 16.30
Wetland ; 190
Serub-8hrub : 6.03
Old Field : . - _- L 142 R
Total : 25.65

Source: State Highway Administration, 1997

Impacts to forested areas resulting from construction of the $HA-Selected Alternate will be mitigated in

Vciéhﬁfbrlriéhééjvfs/rii’[’ﬁ' the M'a'ryfland Reforestation Act. The Act requires minimizationiof forest clearing,
replacement of wooded areas removed at a 1:1 ratio, or contribution ito the IDNR reforestation fund if
suitable mitigation cannot be devéloped. A mitigation plan will be developed during the design iphase of

the project, and coordinated with the State Forester.

Aguatic Habitat - - -

Impacts to aquatic habitat will occur when streams in the study area are affected by the project. : Erosion, .
sedimentation, loss ‘of ‘stream bottom; loss-of -stream: length,- and changes in water: velocity and water

temperature, could all cause a degradation ofithe macroinvertebrate and:fish populations in the study

area. : The SHA-Selected ‘Alternate :would [impact streams to some extent and, therefore potentially
ln;pacg aqua’nc habxtat'as well Stream bottom habltat would ':b'e"Ifbrét\iiirﬂ&)hgtrrﬂdtiénr and changes ‘in -
velocity would occur with the straightening of channels, resulting in péten{iai impacts ion ierosion and ;
sedimentation rates. A Soil Erosion ‘and Sedimentation Coritrol Plan, approved by the Harford County

Conservation District, will be implemented to reduce the possible effects. Any:construction in waterways

would comply with Best Management Practices specified in those permits.” This project will also comply
with the Maryland Department of the Environment's (MDE) Stormwater Management Guidelines, .
Rare, Threatened and:Endangered Species

According to the USFWS there are no known threatened, endangered, or rare species presently .

inhabiting the study area. :However, according to the USFWS, habitat suitable for the state and federally
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listed threatened Bog turtle is present in certain wetlands within the project area. Wetlands 12C, 16, and

25 have aimoderate potential to provide bog turtle habitat: In May and June of 1999 Bog Turtle surveys

were conducted in these wetlands with negativelresiults.

3.3.4! | Noise Quality

Norse abatement ontena ifor various land uSes\ have been iestablished by the Federal Highway :

Administration (FHWA) in. 23 CFR, Part 772. The noise abatement criteria for land uses occurring in this

project study area, (Category B), is 67 dB(A) Leq (see Table!13). 2020 noise levels for the Iproject area

were predicted using the Federal Highway Administration traffic: noise Prediction: Model (FHWA-RD-77-

108) ‘The Stamina 2. O/Optlma barrier Cost Reduction Procedure version of the model was used."

TABLE 11
FHWA NOISE ABATEMENT CHITERIA .

N/A No standard for this Adtivity Category, therefore not applxcab]e
Source1 Code of Federal Regulatlons Title 23, Part 772. 1

According toithe procedures described in 23 CFR; Part 772, noise impacts occur when predicted fraffic
noise levels for the design year:approach: or exceed the noise abatement criterion prescribed for a
particular land use category, or: when the predicted noise levels are substantially higher than the éxiéting :
ambient noise levels. The Maryland SHA and FHWA define approach as 66 dB(A) and uses 5:10- d-B(A) -
increase to define a substantial increase.  The noise analysis. was completed in accordance with federal |

pfocedures and evaluated with-State- nghwayAdmrﬁlstratleﬂs Noise Poliey datedMay 11, 1998.

Under the current SHA Noise Policy, several factors are evaluated to determine whether moise abatement |

is feasible and reasonable.:
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Activity I
Category Description of Activity Category Leq(h)
A ! Lands on:which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and | 57 (Exterior)
serve an important public need and where the preservation of those:
qualities is essentlal |f the area lS to c\ontmue to! serve lts lntended .
purpose. T B -
B Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, activelsports.areas, parks, 67 (Exterior)
i residences, motels,:hatels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals. L
c . Developed lands, properties, or activities not includediin CategoriesiA or | 72 (Exterior)
B above.:
D | Undevelopedlands. = = ' ’ N/A :
E Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, 52 (interior) | |
libraries, hospitals and auditoriums. - e e .



in dccordance with the: SHA Noise Policy, feasibility deals with engineering, acoustical and physical

considerations such as:’: - -
o Can anoise reduction of at least 3 dB(A) be achieved at the location(s) warranting abatement? The
noise reduction goal for receptors:with the highest levels {first row receivers'is 7 - 10 decibels.”

o Will placement of a noise wall/barrier restrict access tovehicular or pedestrian fravel? :

o Will construction of a noise:wall result in any:utility impacts? |

o Will construction of a noise:wall have an impact upon existing:drainage?
o Wil impacts occurto Section 4(f) properties?

o Are there other non-highway noise sources in the area that would reduce the effectiveness of a noise

barrier?
Reasonablenéss is based on a number of factors, including:

o Acceptabilityiof proposed abatementito the impacted and ibenefited residences? :

o A3 dB(A)or greater,change in design year build noise levels over design yearno-build noise levels

will result from the proposed highway improvements. = = =
If the cumulativelincrease in design year?build h\oise ieveis‘ at noise sensitive receivers that existed
when priar improvements were made is equal to or greater than 3 decibels, then noise abatement |

could be considered reasonable. i -« o on s oo oo s e e

o Costs do not exceed $50,000 perjbenefited residence. SHA will consider both the cost/residence for .
individuall noise sensitive areas and the ‘average cost/residence for the entire’project in idetermining
reasonablenéss. Noise sensitive areas withia cost/residence of less than $100,000 would be
included in the project cost averaging. If the average cost/residence far the broject is lessithan

$50,000, sound bartiers will be considered reasonable.

o The relative size and. appearance (aesthetics) of the proposed: noise: barrier to the receptors

protected.

e The control of new:noise sensitive development adjacent to state highways in highi noise zones at

the local tevel. '+
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o Special circumstances, such as historical significance and/or cultural value.

An effective barrier shouild, iin general, extend in both directions to four times the distance between the
receiver and the roadway  (source). - In addition, an effective barrier should provide a 7-10 dB(A)
reduction in the noise level as a preliminary design goal for “first row”: residences. : However, any

impacted noise receptor which will receive a 3 dB(A) or greater ireduction: is considered when

determining the cost reasonableness of -a barrier:- -SHA- will-alsor-include--all receptors -that- are- not

impacted but will receive a 5 dB(A) or greater reductionifrom a noise bartiers i~ 1

Cost effectiveness is:determined by dividing ithei total numberlof impacted receptors in aispecified noise |
sensitive area that will receive a 3 dB(A) or greater reduction of noise levels and:the non-impacted

recentors réceiving a 5 dB(A) or greater reduction, into the total cost of the noise mitigation. : A total cost

of $16.54 per square foot is assumed to estimate total bartiericost. ‘This cost figure is based upon

current costs of panels, : footings, : drainage, landscaping, and| overhead. : The GState Highway !

Administration has established $50,000-per residence protected as being the maximum costifor a barrier

to'be consideredreasonable. " T

Noise Prediction Methodology and Results B

The procedure used to: predict future noise levels in this study was the Noise Barrier Cost Reduction :
(BCR) Procedure, STAMINA 2.0 and OPTIMA (revised March, 1983). The BCR procedure is based upon
theFHWAnghwayTrafﬁc Noise f?'ré&ii(:'tia{MBﬁélﬁ\(FinWAr-rFiD—'777-1'0‘8). The BCR traffic noise prediction °
model :uses the number anditype ,crafr véhiolés: bm ih:e blanned roadway; their speeds; the ‘physicrz,al :

characteristics of the road (curves, hills, depressed, elevated; etc.); receptor location and height; and, if

applicable, barrier type, barrier ground elevation; and barrier-top elevation:-+ - - -

Maximumnoise level generally -cccurs when traffic volume reaches Level-of-Service (LOS) C. LOS C

volume, ‘along witha vehicle speed: of 50 MPH(whichi represented  the "average  LOS" C traffic -flow

condition on the US 1:Bel Air Bypass), was used for predicting the future noise levels. The hoise

prediction: results are shown in'Table 14.
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 TABLEH2 1
SUMMARY OF NOISE IMPACT MODELING RESULTS

Difference
‘ between 3
Noise : |—Noise | Existing | | Existing |
| _Sensitivel | Modeling | Noise | Selected | and Build i
Area Site : | . Level | Alternate Levels: ‘
A 1 60 ! 65 5
B 2 57 61 4 |
C 3 63 ! 66 3
- 3A 59 ! 60 1
D 4 64 | 73 9
4D 64 | 76 12
4F 63 | 69 6
4H 60 | 69 9
5 60 | 65 5
E 6 69 | 72 3
8 .. - 68 | 72 4
8A 64 | 69 5
9 69 | 72 3
""" 11 66 | 70 4
F 7 63 | 70 7
10- 66 | 69 3
10B 61 65 4
12 79 79 0
G 13 67 | 70 3
13E 66 | 68 2
15 59 . 62 3
15A 65 i 67 2
15B 61 66 5
H 14 61 64 3

All values are in Leq (1-hour Atweighted equivalent noise level) in dB(A) .

Impact Analysis and Feasibility of Noise Mitigation

Fifteen receptor sites represented the eight Noise Sensitivel Areas: (NSA’s) that were identified by the -
SHA (see:Figures 6A and 6B). The worst-case noise levels for the sensitive receptors:adjacent to the -
proposediro'adway improvements were analyzed to determine the noise impact. Detailed descriptions of
the modelingl results for each INSA are available in the Technical Noise Analysis Report.- US 1 Bypass: |
MD 147 to North .of MD 24/924;, Harford County.: A copy of this report can be obtained from the Maryland -

SHA. ThéfO“OWiﬁg iisa"summary'of*those'results; e
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The eight NSA’s were identified with the lletters A -H. : Noise impacts occurred at five of:the eight NSAs
including C, D, E, F, and G. At NSAs/A, B, dnd H, noise levels were inot sufficient to-a@pproach or exceed
the FHWA NAC; nor were they sufficient to be considered a substantial increase ‘as defined in'the SHA |
nO|s_ep;I10y NSAD .\.Né.s.the only area to incura substantial increase (10 dB(A) or more) in noise levels.
For the SHA-Selected : Alternate,’ 7 ‘of the' 31 impacted residénces would :experience a substantial

increase in the noise level.

The need for consideration of mitigation measures was: identified based upon:comparisons: with the -
FHWA' Noise: Abatement -Criteria-and-SHA- guidelines:- -Evaluation methods for reducing noise impacts
were warranted in those areas where noise levels from theroadway would not comply with"thé NAC, or -

where noise levels would substantially increase over existing ambient noise levels.

The most common itype of designed mitigatiom isithe construction: of physical barriers; typically in the

form of earth berms or noise walls, between the roadway ' (noise source) and the receiver locations. For

this project,: other| types: of noise mitigation, such as ihighway alignment srelectibrﬁ” and traffic -
management, were deemed inappropriate. Therefore,: only an analysis of physical barriers was i
conducted, and: due to the limited| right-of-way--along- the - corridor,; the earth .berm option: was not |
considered feasible and was not analyzed. Noise iabatement walls outside the right-of-way and/for |
outside the project limits were also not analyzed. All options for proposed walls were within the proposed
right-of-way limits. :Othér factors suchras séfety, Comrhunity aesthetics and cohesion, i\}isiijra'lrfihﬁé&'zbf
the control ‘measure, : engineering :constraints on height,; and drainage considerations were also :
considered. : A detailed description of the noise barrier analysis can be found in the Technical Noise .
Analysis Report <US 1 Bypass: i MD 147 to North of MD- 24/924;Harford-County. The- following is a !

summaryiof the results; .

Noise barrier analysis was: conducted far NSAs C, D, E, F, and G. ‘Feasibility and reasonableness were |
determined according to specific criteria listed in: the above mentioned technical noise report. These -
criteria are also shown for each NSA:in Tables 15 through 18. Table 19 shows the number of residences

that would benefit form:these noise barriers.

US 1 Bel Air Bypass - Finding of No Significant Impact, 329




TABLE 13
NOISE ABATEMENTI|TABLE -INSAD | | |

S Feasibility Crlterra o

Yes'| No

Norse levels.can be redr_reed by 7 dBA or miore at lmpacted neceptors |

' Placement of a barrier will restrict pedestrian or vehicular access

b

| Consfruction of a barrier will cause safety or maintenance problems

y
\

. Noise barriercan beconstructed given topography, drainage; dtilities, etc;

i Noise barrier will have significant adverse impact on Section 4(f) resource| |

I ENE ISP |

| There are non-highway noise;sources that would reduce barrier effectiveness:

XX

Reasonableness Criteria | |

e A

Majorrty efrirrreee‘reaﬁreceptors will receive a 7 dBA or greater noise reduction:

75% or more ofimpacted land benefited residents -approve of the proposed noise
abatement :

N/A:

' A 3 dBA or greater .change in:design year build noiselevels over design year no-build |

~when prior improvements:were made is equal to or greater than 3 dBA

noise levels is expected to result:from the proposed action, or the cumulative effects:of :
highway improvements in:the design year build noise levels at receptors that existed

i Noise levels equal or exceed 72 dBA at'impacted receptors :

Noise barriers will-have significant negative visual impact at impacted receptors

' The c¢ost of noise.abatement is_equal ta or less than $50,000 per residence, impacted |

and benefited |

- Theré are special circumstances, i.e., historical/cultural significance at this NSA

TABLE 14
NOISE ABATEMENT TABLE -+ NSA E

Feasrbllrty Criteria S

Yes | No

Nrorse Ievels can be reduced by 7 dBA or more atimpacted receptors

Placement of a:barrier will restrict pedestrian ar vehicular access

- Construction of a barrier will cause safety or maintenance problems

Noise barrier can be constructed given topography, drainage, utilities, ietc. -1 X ]

Noise barrier will-haversignificant-adverse-impacton-8ection 4(f) resourcer |

2N IS Pl Fed S ol

- There are_non-highway noise sources that would reducei barrier effectivepess

____Reasonableness Criteria o

—

Majorrty of |mpacted receptors will receive a 7 dBA or greater noise reductron

75% :or more of rmpacrted and benefited residents: approve of the proposed noise
abatement :

N/A

. A3 dBA or greater, change in design year build noise levels over design yearno-build

noise levels is expected to result from the proposed action, or the cumulative! effects of
highway improyements in the design year build noise levels at receptors that-existed

when prior improvements were made is equalto or greater than 3 dBA

3a.

Noisk levels equal:or exceed: 72:dBA at impacted receptors

x

»

Noise barriers will have significant-negative visual impact atlimpacted receptors

The cost of noise abatement is equal to or less than $50,000 per residence, impacted |
and benefited :

There are specual erreemstances i.e., hrstorrca!/oultural srgnn‘rcance at:ithis NSA
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TABLE 15
NOISE ABATEMENT TABLE - NSA F | |

Feasibility Criteria | P Yes'| No:
1. | Noise levels can be reduced by 7 dBA or morg at lmparc‘red—recep‘tors X
2. | Placement of a barrier will restrict pedestrian or vehicular-access—-i-- X
3.  Construction of.a barrier will cause safety or maintenance pnobl,em,s,,, __ i X
4. Noise barrier can be constructed given topography, drainage, utilities, etc. X
5. . Noise barrier will have significant adverse impact on Sectionl 4(f) resource| X
6. ! There are non- hrghway noise sources that would reduce barrier effectiveness: ) X
o Reasonableness Criteria
1. Wajorlty of impacted receptors will receive a 7 dBA or greater noise reduction: X
2. 75% or more of impacted and benefited residentsiapprove of the proposed noise N/A.
abatement Lo
3. A3 dBAor greater change in desrgn year ‘build noise levels over design year no-build |
noise levels is expected to result from the proposed action, or the cumulative effectsiof |
highway improyvements in the design year build noise levels at receptors-that existed 1X
when prior improvements were made-is equalto or greater than 3.dBA . . . .
3a.. Noise levels equalior exceed 72 dBA atimpacted receptors | X
4. Noise barriers will have significant negative visual: impact at |mpacted receptars | X
5. The cost of noise abatementis equal ta or rless than $50 /000 per resrdence rmpacted X*
and beriefited T
B. There are-special-circumstances, i.e., historical/cultural significance at this NSA X
* ThlS barrier is still considered 1o be reasonable:however, because the average cost/residence is less than $50,000. |
TABLEI16 =
NOISE ABATEMENT TABLE + NSA G |
Feasibility Criteria | Yes | No |
1. Noise levels can be reduced by 7 dBA br more atimpacted receptors | X
2. Placement of a barrier will restrict pedestrian or vehicular access X
3. Construction of a barrier will cause safety or maintenance probiems X
4. Noise barrier can be constructed given topography, drainage, utilities; etc: X
5. Noise barrier will have significant adverse impact:on Section-4(f) reésource- X
6. There are non-highway noise sources that would reduce barrier effectiveness X
. ~__ReasonablenessCriteria =
1. Majonty of lmpacted reoeptors will receive:a 7 dBA or greater noise reduction X
2. 75% or more of 1mpacted and benefited residents approve of the proposed noise N} A
abatement
3. A 3 dBA orgreaterchange-in-design year build noise levels over design year no-build
noise levels is expected to. result from the proposed action, ior the cumulative effects of! | X
highway improvements in the design ygar build noise levels at receptors that existed ;
when prioriimprovements were made is equal to or greater than 3 dBA
3a. Noise levels equal orlexceed 72 dBA at impacied receptors: X
4, Noise barriers will have significant megative visual impact atimpacted rreceptors X
5. Thelcost of noise.abatement is equal to or less than $50,000.per residence, impacted X
and:benefitedi |
6. There are special circumstances, i.e., historical/cultural significance at this NSA | X
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TABLE17 |
SUMMARY OF RESIDENCES BENEFITTING FROM NOISE BARRIERS | |

Noise Barrieri | | Impacted Residences Non-Impacted Total
Analyzed 1| | Receiving Residences Receiving | Residences
(By NSA) | | Reduction of 3.dB(A) Reduction of 5 dB(A) | Beriefited |

NSAC. ' 0 R 1 -

NSAD 31 56 87

NSAE 71 78 149

NSAF 4 7 1

NSA G - 40 33 73

Cost averageis only:to be applied/to those NSA's for which the cost per residencei falls between $50,000
and $100,000, such as NSAF. A description of each barrier is included below.” * 7~

Within INSA G is a shelter for battered: women, which has predicted noise levels that approach or exceed
the NAC. An 800-foot barrier was' modeled along the shoulder of the westbound lanes, and because of
the distance (250 feet from the roadway) the insertion loss was found only to be a maximum of 5 dBA |

with a 20-foot high bartier. Raising the Ibarrier's height would only provide a marginal increase in the :

insertion loss.--However; sinee-this barrier does -not reduce noise levels by a goal of 7:to 10 dBA, this

barrieris not feasible, and therefore not recommended for consideration: ~=- oo e

For NSA D, atotal of 31l receptors would be impacted. A barrier 3,480 feetlong with and average height
of 15.4 feet would provide a: 7-10 dB(A) reduction at impacted first' row residences. A total of 31 .

impacted residences will receive a minimum of i3 dB(A) reduction from this barrier. In addition, 56 other

non-impacted residences would receive: at least a:5 dB(A) noiserrédu'ction fromithis barrier. The total

cost and.cost-per-residence for this barrier are $869,175 and$9,900, respectively. This barrier would be

reasonable-and feasible, and will be considered further during the design phase of this project. |

NSA E contains 71 impasted receptors comprised of 46 single-family horhesiand 25 units ' within imulti-

family ‘structures. A barrier approximately 4,800 feet long with an average height;of 17.8 feet would

provide a 7-10 dB(A) feduction at impacted first fow residences: A total of 71 impacted residences will
receive a minimum of 3 dB(A) reduction from this barrier. i In addition, 78 othet non-impacted residences

will receive at least.a 5 dB(A) noiseireduction: from this barrier briﬁging th;a\total numberiof benefited

residences to 149. ' The total cost andcost-per-residence for this| barrier are $1,412,200:and $9,480, '

respee{iveiy; - A-barrier-for this alternate-would-be reasonable and feasible, and will bé considered further

during the design phase of thisproject. =+ =~~~ e

NSA F contains 10 impacted residences, 7:of which front MD 24/924. | A barrier 3,320 feet long with an

average height of 19.6 feet would provide i7-10 dB(A) reduction af impacted residences. I'A total of 4 |
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residences would receive a minimum 3 dB(A) reduction from this barrier. It would not be possible to
provide ‘& longer barrier that would possibly mitigate noise ‘impacts to the remaining 16 -impacted
residences, because a longer barrier would cutoff the residents' only access to MD 24/924. 'In addition,
7 othernmnlmpactedresndenceswéufd receive a5 'c_j_B(_A_\')_ noise reduction from this barrier. The total
cost and cost-per-residence for this ,baﬂrrié’r aré $1 071 OOO énd $97,400, respectively. iHowever, ithis cost !
per residence falls within the $50,000-$100,000: criteria required for cost averaging. After averaging the
cost per residence of the entire project with the $97,400 cost per|residence of NSA F,'the average would
be less than $50;000. Thetefore, this barrier would still bé considered reasonable and feasible, and will

be considered further during the design phase of this project.1 1+

NSA G contains a total of 40 impacted residences. A barrier 4,000 feet long with an average height of |
21.9 feet would provide a 7-10 dB(A) reduction at impacted first row residences. ‘A total of 40 impacted
residences would receive a minimum of 3 dB(A) reduction from this barrier. : Inrzaddition, theﬁe Va‘rrer 33 :
non-impacted residences which would receive a minimum 5 dB(A) noise reduction from this abatement
structure: - The total cost and-cost-per-residence are -$1;442,100 and-$19,800, respectively. A barrier for |
this alternate would be reasonable and feasible, and will be considered further during the design phase

of this project.

In summary, noise barriers are reasonable and feasible at NSA’s D, E, F, and G and will be considered :

further. during the design phase of this project. :
Construction Noise |

The major construction elements of this project are expected to be earth removal, hauling, grading, and |

paving. General construction noise impacts, such as temporary speech interference, usually limited to -

daylight Hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.), differs from normal vehicular traffic noise, which is continuous :
throughout the daytimé and nighttime hours. | Effective control of highway construction noise can be
achieved 'by separating several noisy operations-over time, limitingthe times -of certain construction
activities, using less noisy equipment, seiting up itemporary barriers :around working: areas; and |

community awareness.!

3.3.5 | Air Quality

Objective and Type of Analysis :

This air quality analysis has been prepared 'in accordance with the U.S.!Environmental Protection :

Agency (EPA), Federal Highway Administrationi (FHWA), "and State Highway Administration (SHA) -
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guidelines: Carbori monoxide (CO) impacts were analyzed as the accepted indicator: of: vehicle-

generated air pollution. The years:of analysis were 2000 and 2020. |

The EPA’s 'C')”A_I__S_C')HC'dISpersion model was used to predict carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations at air

quality isensitive receptors.: These detailed analyses predictair quality: impadts ffom carbon monoxide

vehicular emissions for both the No-Build and build alternates for each analysis year. Modeled 1-hour
and 8-hour average CO-concentrations were added to background CO concentrations-for camparison to
the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (8/NAAQS) -~ -7 o o e

The US 1 Bel Air Bypass project is located in Harford County, which is a severe ozone: non-attainment

area. However, the County is not a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide. Since the project is :

located in an ozone non-attainment area, conformity to the State Implementation Plans (SIRs) is

determined through:a regional ait quality analysis performed on the Tran‘spo‘rtétﬁon lmprdvement Plan

(TIP)_and transportation plan. : This project conforms to the SIP: as it originates from a conforming TIP

and transportation plan. -+ - -

Construction Impacts !

The construction: phase: of the Iproposed :project has the potential ta impact the local: ambient air quality

by generating fugitive dust through ractivities ‘such as- demolition -and-materials -handling.- -SHA-has !

addressed this possibility by establishing “Standard Specifications for Construction and Materials™ which

specifies procedures to be followed by contractors involved in site work.

The Air Management and Radiation Administration: of the Maryland Department of the Environment was

consulted to determine the adequacy of the "Specification” in tenms of satisfying the requirements of the -

“Regulations Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland”. | The Air Management and

Radiation i Administration found the ispecifications o be consistent.with the requirements of these :

regulations. Therefore; ‘during the construction period, all -appropriate measures (Code of Maryland

Regulations 10.18.06.03 D) would be incorporated to minimize the impact of the proposed transportation :

improvements on the air quality of the area. :
Results of Microscale Analysis |

The results of thé calculations .of CO coricenirations at each of the air quality receptor sites for the SHA-

Selected Alternate for the year 2000 are shown on Table 20. : The values shown consist of predicted CO |

concentrations attributable to traffic on various roadway linksi plus projected background levels. For the :

1-hour case, maximum:a.m. or p.m. concentrations are shown. | A comparisan of these values with the
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S/NAAQS ishows that no violations would occurfor the: Selected Alternate in 2000 :or 2020 fdr the 1-hour

or 8-hour concentrations of CO.-

 TABLE 18
CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS (PPM) - 2000 | |

2000 | 2020
Receptor | 1-Hr. |+ 8Hr———1=Hr— 8=Hr:
- AQ-1- - 5.8 2.9 58 29
_AQ-2 6.3 3.1 6.4 3.1
AQ-3 | 6.0 29 6.0 2.9
AQ-4 | 6.6 3.3 6.6 3.3
AQ-5 | 6.3 3.2 6.3 3.2
AQ-6 | 6.2 3.0 6.4 3.2
AQ-7 6.1 3.0 6.1 3.0
AQ-8 | 57 28 5.6 2.8
AQ-9 i 6.0 2.9 6.1 3.0
AQ-10 | 6.0 2.9 6.1 3.0
AQ-11 65 3.1 6.5 3.2
AQ-12 | 63 |3t 6.4 3.2
AQ-13 66 | 3.2 6.9 3.3

Notes: :One-hour CO concentrations include a 5.2 ppmbackground: concentration. |
Worst case {a.m; or p.m.) shown.! Eight-hpur CO ¢oncentrations include a 2.6
ppm background concentration. i The S/NAAQS for the one-hour iaverage is
35.0 ppm. The S/NAAQS for the gightthour average is 9.0 ppm.

PPM = Parts per million :

3.3.6/ | Secondary and Cumulative Effects

A detailed analysis of the potential for secondary and cumulative effects that could result from this

project is included in the Environmental Assessment. Thelresults: of this analysis are summarized below.

Secondary Impacts | !

Secondary impacts are those impacts that are further removed or occur later in time than the direct |

impacts of a project. For this project,:secondary effects would likely be in the form of new or accelerated :

development caused by improved access toithe area. ‘However, the SHA-Selected Alternate will have full

control of access and will not introduce any:new access points, which indicates that adjacent land uses

along the mainline of the hew highway are not likely to experience new ior accelerated development.

Control of access limits secondary effects to the vicinity of the project’s intersections. Since the SHA-

Selected Alternate will not create new interchanges, development that occurs: in the vicinty of the US'1

Bel Air Bypass will be concentrated :near the existing MD 24 and MDI24/924 interchanges where itiis

already established.. : _
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Harford County’s Development Erivelope also inhibits secondary! growth from resulting fromi this project. :

Because the US 1 Bel Air Bypass is located within the Development Envelope, Harford:County already

plans to focus developent into this area. The 1996/land use plan calls for medium and low intensity

uses to be located in the immediate wicinty of the!US 1 Bel Air Bypass. There are currently four:large

residential -developments in the area of this project which are expected to be built inithe reasonably !

foreseeabie future. Though this development will-benefit from the improved highway, it is not dependent :

upon this project and, therefore, is not a secondary impact. This development is already planned, and

will likely be built, despite the improved highway. 1+

Cumulative Effects:

Cumlative effects are defined 1as ithe: total impact ito individual resources resulting from the project:in :

conjuntion with any: other past, present:and reasonably foreseeable future projects: It is important to -

note that any project, notilimited tol transportation projects; that changes land: use will contribute to -

cumulative effects on the resources in the area.

This project would contfibute to some degree to the cumulative effects on nearly all resources within the

SCEA boundarybecause of the amount of development occurring in this larea. Though the amount .of

parkland would not likely decrease as developrent ‘continues, less land would be available for new :

parks. Cumulative effects to communities and community facilities would likely be limited toisuch qulajty

of life issues as increased traffic and!greater demand for services provided by schools, libraries, police

and other facilities. :There would be less available groundwater due to:decreased amounts of recharge

and increased amounts of pumping from aguifersk - Surface! water and aquatic rescurces would suffer

from temperature “increases due to runoff ifrom additional ‘amounts of ‘paved surfaces. i The overall

amount of wetlands, forest'and wildlife habitat in the area would likely decrease due to the éxpansion of

the built environment inithis area. | Erosion of soils, changes in floodplain storage capacity and reduction

in the amount of habitat for rare, threatened and endangered species would likely be minimized by strict !

county, state and federal regulations protecting these resources.
3.4 | Summaryof Publi¢ Involvement: | =

An Alternates Public Meeting was held on June 22, 1989 at Bel Air High' School in Bel Air, Maryland,

shortly after the US 1 Bel Air Bypass projectj was added to the project planning studies of US 1!from MD
152 to: MD 147 dnd US 1 Busihess from!US 1 to MD 24. ‘One build aiternate andia trumpet interchange

at the intersection of MD 24 were presented. Improvements at the MD 924 interchange, although not yet
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This project was discussed at several:Interagency Review Meetings. | On July 21, 1993, the Purpose and
Need “was presented - to representatives “from- the U.S. Army - Corps -of -Engineers - (ACOE); 1U.8:

éiﬁfégééd 'by'ih_e"é_g'e_hc'ﬁé_s_ included: a.) reducing the cross section to an urban arterial on suburban type

cross section to reduce wetland impacts; b.) the explanation for higher than state-wide average accident

rate; and c.) whether, or notMD 24'would be widened.

Alternates Retained for Detailed Study were presented to the agencies on February 21, 1996. By that |

time, and in résponse to citizen, agency, and-study team comments following both the Alternates Public

Meeting and —an agency field review -om November- 17,1995, the B'el"Aﬁr'—Bypass'a—projec’f—fhadr been

separated from the other segments of the US 1/US 1 Business study and the study team had developed

additional preliminary alternates. In order toiminimize environmental impacts associated with the 58-foot

median and to remain consistent with the Hickory Bypﬁasé projeét (Whic:h Vmeetrs thié projécthorth of the

MD 24/924 interchange), a narrower, 34-foot median concept was developed. 'Alternate 2, as presented |
at-the public: meeting; ‘was split into- Alternates 2A and: 2B with 58-foot ‘and 34-foot median widths, :
respectively. Eight interchange options were developed for the MD[24 (relocated) interchange:and two

were developed for the MD'24/924 interchange. The agency concerns were reducing impact to wetlands

and further reducmg medtanwndth to minimize environmental _inﬁbébié. Agencies were explained the

constraints of bridge piers, needed shoulder widths, and:steep grades necessary for bridge clearance,

and were assured .of futther profile and alignment refinements to reduce wetland and parkland impacts.

Other concerns included: a.) the park-and-ride lot; its capacity, potential relocation, and use by buses :

(MOP): b.) stream class, relocation, and:impacts (U.S. Fish and: Wildlife Service); c.) why the projectis

being designed as a freeway (ACOE); d.) what would be the impacts of a 22-foot median; and e.) whya -

shiftroﬂ the road to the west rather thgn to the east could not be achieved.

Alternates: Retained for Detailed étudy were: again presented to the agencies on May 21, 1997.

Concerns regarded: a.) the retaining iwall that would preclude the need for stream rechannelization and -

its proximity to the stream (ACOE); b.) the status :and connectionito ithe Hickory Bypass pfojem:t ;

(USF&W); ¢.) the permit package and thé public notice;-d:) the MA-and PA Heritage Trail (DNR); e:) CMS

study recommendations (MOP); f.) the park-and-ride conceptual plans and locations (ACOE); and g.) the |

constructability review of Highway. Design.

At two subsequent Interagency Review Meetings the ‘Secondary and :Cumulative Effects Scoping

Approach (March 18, 1998) anid the Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis Methodologies (May 20,
1998) were presented. :‘The ACOE requested copy of the Harford Cdunty Master Rlan'and stated that the

ACOE would not put out a public notice for the lentire project; agencies were assured the flexibility of the

boundaries as they are somewhat dependent on the availability of data. -~ -~ - -
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Community Association.

A Design/Location Public Hearing was held om March 24, 1999 at which the No-Build Alternate, the
Mainline Build Alternate, thrée US 1/MD .24 interchange: alternates, and: two US .1 MD é4/924
interchanges options were presented. General concerns :included :noise i levels; fencing and

landscaping, and the provision of bicycle paths.|- |+

A Project Review and Alternate Selection Meeting! was held with the SHA Administrator on Tuesday,

February 15, 2000. -The Administrator; Mr. Parker Williams;-concurred with the tecommendation te-seleet

Alternate 4B and:instructed the planning team to include the bifurcation option with' the SHA-Selected
Alternate to further minimize impactsi to wetlands. : In: conjunction with Alternate 4B, the Administrator
selected Landscape: Optiorn 71| ahd theiNo-BurildV\bircycrzle”opt'idns.: ”Fencin'g: will ”be” imb]\éhﬂénied ln
accordance with the cortrolled access facility criteria. Fence location will be determined during the Final

DPedign-Phase:of the project.

On March 15, 2000, the planning team on the Bel Air Bypass study gave a presentation to the agencies |

highlighting SHA’s Selected Alternate 4B. The US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) asked: that the

planning team look into reducing impacts to the 'stream located near Park-and-Ridée Option Bjby possibly

relocating | the Park-and-Ride lot farther north (to the lother side of the stream). Following' that !
presentation, the Park-and-ride lot was redesigned. | The new lot configuration, included as part of |
Option' B Modlified, reduced impacts to the stream by 250 feet.: The ACOE concurred with the SHA- !

Selected Alternate 4B-Modified'in a letter dated October 16, 2000.

The Maryland: Historical Trust (MHT) concurred with a determination of no effect on January 3, 1997 (See

following correspondence “of November 8, 1996.).  ‘This was reconfirmed ‘on: March 3, 1998 |(See

correspondence | of February: 20, 19

acquisition at the Otho Scatt house, HA-26, which was determined not eligible for the National Register |

by MHT.

.Y “after "a point of clarification ‘regarding “strip “right-of-way
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4.0 | PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

A Location/Design Public Hearingifor the US 1 Bel lAir Bypass was held on March 24, 1999 at 7:00 p.m.
at Bel ‘Air High School iin Harford County, Maryland. ' The purpose of this hearing was toipresent the -

resultsrof the engineering-and environmental-studies; and to receive-public- ecomments:on-the: preject: |-

The following'is @ summary of the statements made atithe hearing. A complete transcript of the hearing
is available for review in the Project Development Division Offices, State Highway /Administration, 707 'N.

Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. Written comments received subsequent to the public hearing

are discussed in the correspondence section of this document.
1. Ms. Germaine Vadas: :

Ms. Vadas was concerned that her property was not provided with a noise barrier. She inquired about

trees adjacent to her property that were cut down as part of the‘Distrrictr#éb Vérdreoiiélrbrojéét towlden the :
Bel Air Bypass to four lanes from the US 1/MD 24 intersection to the US 1/MD 24/924 interchange. Ms. .

Vadas indicated-that the state-planted-trees: to replace those that were cut downi after she complained. -

Ms Vadas requested fencing to be put up to insure that children do notistray into the highway. Ms.

Vadas had questions regarding the: accuracy: of ‘wetland impacts as identified in the environmental :

7d’ocurmént, and ihqu‘iired about water runoff from the birbbdrsédﬁ 'Wiﬁénfirig‘.”ﬁé. Vadas: rfé'd{jéé’iéd that

accident statistics be compiled to reflect the benefits gained from:the District 4 project.

SHA Response: The projected noise levels for the designiyear (2620) will! approach ori exceed the

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria’ (66 dBA) at 3 of 8: noise sensitive

areas (NSAs) underithe no-build alternate and at 5 of 8 NSAs under the build alternates. Noise walls at -

these 5 NSAs will be considered further inthe designiphaserof thelproject. The standing committee on :

highway traffic noise will make a final determination om the feasibility andlreasonablenéss of noise :

barriers. The State and Ndtional Ambient Air Quality Standards would notibe exceeded under the SHA- |

Selected Alternate. | |

The areas that are delineated for the selected landscape concept are located on the basis of the need
for screening from either the US 1 or the areas where future noise walls are to be installed. All
iéhdéééping is proposed outside of the US 1 Bel Air Bypass limits of construction. It is anticipated that
the landscape screening will provide iaesthetic qualities in:addition to creating a visual buffer from traffic
onUS 1.
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Fenicing will be implemented in accordance with thHe controlled access facility criteria. Fence locations

will be determined during the design phase. (- 0 wrormr o s e
The aoouracy of the wetland boUndary wdehneatloms and extent of: proposed lmpacts reflected in the
Environmental Assessment: and FONSI were rev:ewed and concurred upon by the agencies: with
jurisdiction and permitting authority over these resources, including the ACOE, DNR, and MDE. Also, a
stormwater management plan: will be implemented to contain any: runoff generated by the proposed

widening.© T T e

There were 103 police-reported accidents between January 1995 and September 1998 on: US 1 w1th|n

the study limits. This resulted in a rate of 88 accidents per 100\m|l\||on vehicle mlles of travel whrch is

statistically significantly ‘higher than the statewide average rate of 49 accidents per 100 million vehicle

miles of travel for similar roadways. - iAngle, rear end; and fixed object collisions are statistically

significantly Higher than the statewide dverage rates. An updated assessment of accident statistics,

incorporating data from the recent District 4 WIdenlng pl’OjeCt will be used to reevaluate safety condmons '

on the ‘study portion of the US 1 Bel Anr Bypass..
2. Mr. Bob Modre:!

Mr. Moore u’rged’:t’he State Highway Administration to make provisions for bicyclists along the bypass.

HA Res@ons The plannmg team rreviewed eeveral ootlons ﬂo provndewa blcycle route that ’nes the

southern end-of the Bel Air Bypass at MD 147 and:the northern end at MD 23 together with the MA and

PA Heritage trail. Due to environmental impacts;, high-cost, and lack of compatibility between the bicycle

and equestrian uses ofithe MA and PA Heritage Trail, it was determined that construction of a'separate

or combined use pathiwas not reasonable. The planning:team recommended the No-Build bicycle '

option, which was ultimately selected based upon the limited number of cyclists presenily using the

existing facility. A concurrent decision was made by SHA’s Traffic and Safety Division to-allow cyclistsito

use the shoulder of the proposed dualized bypass. ThelSHA Selected Alternate will, however, include

the' construction iof a bike path connection from the existing MA -and:PA-Heritage Trail tunnel at MD 24 to
Boulton Street. Methods of bloycle crossmg ‘and sugmng at’ lnterchange ramps will be developedin-the

Final Design Phase of the pro;ect

3. Mr. Michael Growey: -

Mr. Growey was concerned about the noise and visual impadts associated with thelproposed: build

alternates. -Mr. Growey would like the statel to plant evergreen trees that would not shed their'leaves'in

the winter and lose the ability to bar noise from the:highway. s o oo
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§i:lAResgionseThe prolectednmselevelsfor the desngnyea((2020) will ?abfp'r'c;ééﬁ' or exceed: the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)' Noise: Abatement Criteria (66 dBA) :atisrc:)f}fa no:isérsensitrive
areas (NSAs) under the Ino-build alternate and at 5 of 8 NSAs iunder the bbuild dlternates. iNoise walls at
these 5 NSAs'will be considered further in the design phase of the project.

The areas:that are delineated for the selected landscape concept are selected lon the basis of the need
for screening and are located where future noise walls :are: warranted. All landscaping is proposed
outside ofithe US 1 Bel iAir Bypass limits of construction. it is anticipated that the landscape screening

will provide aesthetic qualities in addition to creating a visual buffer from traffic on the bypassi .

Suggested plantings include a mix of evergreen: trees with some deciduous trees: randomly
interspersed into the scheme as well as a mix of evergreen and deciduous shrubs. The use of shrubs is
only suggested in those areas that would be visible Ito passihg traffic alo'ngr fhe bypéssuThe shrub
plantings areintended to enhance the quality of the area and create visual interest throughl the use of

native materials: -+ - o e e o
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A. Written Comments Received Subsequent to the Combined Location/Design :
Public Hearing and Responses:






Lrnl em i es © e, Dol il dlid FICKOTY Bypasses

From: SHA Administrator |

Fo: "Kispoeri@aol.com"@MDSHAHQ.GWIA
Date: | | Thu, Mar.9, 2000 10:34 AM- .-~ . — ...
Subject: | Re: Bel Air and Hickory Bypasses
DearMr. Spoert: 1+~

Thank you for your email message.

| am forwarding your message to Mr. Neil Pedersen, our Director of Planning and Preliminary

Engineering. He will see that the proper person gets-back to you directly concemning the Bel AirBypass.

If you wish to speak with him in the meantime, please feel free to calt him at 410.545.0411 or, toll free |
within Maryland, at 1.888.204.4828. | -

For.questions:conceming the Hickory Bypass, you will wish to contact Mr. Dave: Malkowski, our District -
Engineer for that area (District 4). | have:also forwarded you email to his officel In the meantime,
please feel free to call him at 410.321.2810 dr, toll free within Marylahd, at 1.800.962.3077. @

Sincerely, : : e

Ethél Marks
Maryland State Highway Administration
Administrator's-Office |- - - :

>>> <Kjspoeri@aol.com> 03/07 9:22 PM >>>
Hello, - oo

AT~

& would like:16 find out more information about the proposed widening of the

s Bel"Alr Bypass and the continuing construction of the Hickory Bypass. |
undgg}gtangf this is:a-SHAi project. Who may I'contact atthe SHA preferably
vigphana ore-mail? | | |

Thank you.

Ken'Spoer

414 Birchwood Manor Lahe
Bel Air, Maryland 21014

‘kispoeri@aol.com:

ccC:. DAVID MALKOWSKI; STEPHANIE COATES
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From: MONTY RAHMAN |

To: internet:<kjspoerl@aol.com>
Date: Thu, Mar 8, 2000:-3:35 PM -
Subject: . Bel Air Bypass. @ ' .

Dear Mr. Spoerl: :

Mr.INeil Pedersen, Director of the Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering at the State Highway
Administration, asked that l:contact you regarding your concerns on the Bel Ajr Bypass. .. .. L.

My hame i$ Monty Rahman, | work with the Project Rlanhing Division and am:on the planning team for
thislproject. Please feel free to contact me at 1.800.548:5026 at yaur convenience to discuss your
concerns.. i Thanks.. i i . ..

Monty Rehman 1 - &+

CcC: CYNTHIA SIMPSON; NEIL PEDERSEN






Parris N. Glencening

Maryland Department of Transportation. Governor
State Highway Administration Socraay

Parker iF. Williams
Administraton

March 11, 1999

Mr. James E. Sauers
1913 Harford Road-:
Benson MD 21018

Dear Mr. Sauers:
Thank you for your interestin our project planning study to'identify transportation
network and isafety improvements to the US 1 Bel Air Bypass.

Attached isa copy of the Location/Design Public Hedring brochure scheduled for
March 24 at the Bel Air High School. I have added your name to the project mailing list so that.
you will be notified of future project developments:and opportunities for involvement.

Thank you again for your continued interest in our project planning activities. |

Very truly yours,

LouisH. Ege; Jr.
Deputy -Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

g

Mbn R‘ahrnani |
Project Manager
Project Planning Division

Byl

cc: Ms. Anne Elrays .
Mr. Monty Rahman
Mr. Charlie Watkins

My telephoneinumber is _

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech '
1-800+735-2258 Statewide Moll: Free ;

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 » Baltimore, MD 21203-0717






VIMLE CIN3OYYA T ADNINID T RA T IUN
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS |
fffffff Project # HA888B12 - - -

Public Location Design Hearing
. US 1, Bel Air B}’pa}ssww

March 24 I 999
Bel Air High School

NAMEIA/"?/ Hesr R V (’/4%//’/9: [y DATEZ /a//, /4 1999

| ADDRESS _ 135 ST FPases o —

PRINT ' ‘
____temymown (R Ee. ,4/ STATE > ZIP CODE 1 J» 1<

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project:

Fal

I live lin an end-of-+row itownhouse along the route 24 to rte 1
DyD2SS- €nTrance, wOlCH was Trecencly WidsSnEdyI &ar DErtICUIariy -
anxious to preserve the rows iof pine tréss which protect the Pary-
wood townnouses from ThE nOilse of the Dyoass.

I think the Option A would keep the park and ride facilitig=—
and:attendent noisesafurthar=away from the residential area of the
Marywood tHeonhouses, ) B

I¥is ihard to telil;rom *he maps aust how lour by pass entrance .
uiould Wwa ~ffon+oA }\v‘pwv‘nhgnoac T wonld 1ike +0 ¥now where the
less than ione acre of additional property in vicinity of Md24/924,

interebonge—hiek—would-afiscs thrss—residential and . £ commercial:
Drope*tlas is located and if it would come near the property. Odrcg
UJ. LJLA.U e Ci...J AV\JU. UU :U.A..J-Uu.v\.,D = ulav gt Prutc :t:.—fv ../:.I'l" 4‘”’\38 g !

;l./*’IEEse add imy/our name(s) to the:Mailing List. 1 -~

_ Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mazhng L!st.

*Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are
already on the project Mailing List.







Parris N: Glendening

o0 ‘ .

28 Maryland Department of Transporiation: | Governor:

%\ State Highway Administration | Jonn B Porcar
ol ] Parker F. Williams

Adminisirator:

April 16, 1999

Mr. Arthur Vi. Campbell
1357 St. Francis Road |
Bel Air MD 21014

Dear Mr.'Camnpbell:

Tharik you for your comments regarding the US 1-Bel Air Bypass project planning study.; Your

comments regarding Option A have beeninoted and:will be considered during the decision making process. :
" All required Right-of- Way will be along MD 924/24 and Bynium Road. The Right-of-Way required

is linear due to adding sidewalks along MD 924/24 and due to:widening along Bynum Road near the
intersection. : This intersection does not come near the Marywood Townhomes and the Tows of pine trees:
will not be affected. ; o : ' C- S

The Inoise associated with both options for the Park and Ride lot will belgenerated by accelerating ;| |
vehicles leaving the facility. The distances of the accelerating vehicles to the closest r esidence for Option A
will range from 100 to 400 feet, while for Option B it willibe from 100 to 300 feet.

The|State Highway Administration (SHA) makes every effort to preserve existing vegetation while .
constructing a facility. In areas where it is not feasible to leave existing vegetation in place, the ||
Administration works with adjacent property owners to provide landscape planting'that provide screening
and highway beautification. SHA’s Landscape Architecture Division will participate in the design teamto | |
develop a planting plan for the construction projecti | i -

As requested, your name has been added to the US 1-Bel'Air Bypass Project Planning Study:
mailing list.. If you'have any questions, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, MontyRahman at
1-800-548-5026.

Very truly yours,
Louis H. Ege, Ir. |
Deputy Director 1
Office of Planning and
Preliminary En*gineering

‘Alazar Feleke
Project Engineer |
Project Planning Division | |

My telephone:number is _

- Maryland Relay Service for-Impaired Hearing or Speech’
__ 1-800-735-2258  Statewide Toll Free -

Mailing iAddress: P.O. Box 717 ' Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 |
Street Address: 707; North Calvert Street « Baltimore, Maryland 21202







Mr. Arthur V. Campbell
Page Two

bee:

Mr. Jason Groth, Environmental Manager, State Highway Administration’
Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director, State Highway Administration| | '
Mr. Monty Rahman, Project Manager, State Highway Administration

Mr. Charles Watkins, District Engineer, State/Highway Administration

Mr. Joseph Vervier, Environmental Analyst, State Highway Administnation






Parris N: Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation. S
State Highway Administration Jorn . Porcar

Parker F Williams
Administrator : :

_____ S April 1. 19991

Mr. Jim Barton
1329 Deer Creek Church Rd |
Forest Hill MD ‘21050

Dear Mr. Barton: |

Thank you for your participation in the recent Location Design PublicHearing for -
the US 1 Bel Air Bypass Project. Your comments and suggestions are invaluable for the
success of the project./We always welcome your participation in these meetings. | |
Enclosed you will find a map of the Hickory Bypass project that you requested. 1 |

Thank you again for your interest in the US 1 projects: If you have any questions
concerning the Hickory Bypass, please feel free to contact the project manager, Sharon-
Yohn at 410-5435-8780. Questions regardingithe Bel Air Bypass project should be
directed to Mr.-Monty'Rahman. -Mr. Rahinan may be reached at/410-545-8524. -

Sincerely,
(T R ——
RO S s

Shiva K- Shrestha -
Assistant Regional Planner
Regional and Intermodal -
Planning Division .

Enclosure =~ =~
cc: /ﬁ{[r. Monty Rahman, Project Manager. State Highway Administration:
Ms. Sharon Yohn, Project Manager, State Highwaly Administration

__. _My telephone number is .

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Heatingior Speech !
1-800-735-2258: Statewide Toll Free :
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717+ Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street » Baitimore, Maryland 21202






QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS |
~ Project # HA888B12 |

Public Location Design Hearing
US 1, Bel Air Bypass @

March 24, 1999 |
Bel AirHighiSchool |

‘ NAME"‘}-‘“' AN Ll f)l : /‘,ZL/CZ/LJ
| Appress.__Z BLU b Run )

PRINT

"*:fciwnowwu ﬂm | __STATE/ 22 ZIP CODE| _2,4__7/

PLEASE

IWe wish to c@mment or inquire about the! followmg aspects of thls pro;ect.

)\_jcim A’/wuv/ Wm@ué&f Z/ia M/@Q@/Q‘AA&/ )Z&“ﬂd ﬂ]['ﬂz/"
/, 92‘/ /yf 0. L)/"-Z/,.{/ %éé . Jc/ Z/;f/ﬂ %/M&%’Z&/W‘é{ |
G /ZMQ /mub{w,a /’jj i 144/«5 /cacﬁ Mfg@gfﬂ
72'4/%/ f/?é{;é //%////// ‘6/;4//‘5%1/ /f/ﬁ%ﬁ i/@'é i 7i .
(;_A)f("’/u"rx(/ﬂM@/ 2.5 /7/7,(,4’ ;e,u/,ogf /(,&5_/0 " //‘-@A/a.// @.,,#[éd
é/[}/c/ru— AM(Z/— /Z/ Pﬂ—'bé/ /C/Lﬁﬁczé&(_)/ﬁ,zcéa v
/ﬁ& ‘/sz/u/f /,{Mz;ﬁ/‘ M\J(@J@ﬁu/ ;4‘7?‘2( (Z2 T
(s Mg leria ko maelis. bood ipais spmeicd
4//%, wvxfwagu/Au ;?lma/x/w g mué df{, /lﬁfﬁzéwwc
MLC‘*L‘(_/Q(( %74 e%u/z// /CLJQ/ Céﬂuiﬂug /kg/e'
Lz bl T g g J e =7
/«’é oo M THm 77}4 L/; (7 (&/’7,{1/ 4 M/«ﬁ /é‘_u
\//WMALQJ by 7.’7@ xﬁz,@x% l/)Wf\ ;

. Please add mylourlname\(s) to the Maxling\ List: - / ‘ 7 ‘
_ Please delete: my/our name(s) from thel Ma’lmg List. \ B

*Persons who have recewed a copy of thns\ brochutemmugh the h'xaul are
already on the project Mailmg List | |
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k’amSN Glenmenmg

Pmjgnd Depariment of Trans.urdadon S
State Highway Administration: = John D Poreart

Parker F. Williams

Administrator

e April 20, 1999
Ms. Germaine M. Vadas
234 ValeRoad ... - ...
Bel AirMD 21014 ||

Dear Ms Vadas ‘ 7

Thank you very much for completing the feedback forms and your detailed letter
regarding the USI1 Bel Air. Bypass Location / Design Public Hearing. Your comments will be
entered into the project record and will be considered by the team:in the decision making
process: At this time, no decision has been made as to which alternate will be selected for
location and design approval. :Further, no funding has been made avallable\for ﬁnal deSIgn
right-of-way achISltIOII or construcnon of thlS pmJect
" "Onithe “Questions/Comments™ form, you stated that you did notifavor a six-laneroad (3
lanes in each direction) with a wide median for safety reasons and because each end of the =~
bypass leads intoifour-lane-roads: 1 would like to clarify that the build alternate proposes only a
fourslane road-except in the-area between MD 24 (relocated) ahd MD 24/924 (Rock Springs - -
Road). In this section, an auxiliary lane is added in each direction for the entering and exiting of «
MD 24 traffic, -Our traffic analysis indicates that this is the appropriate typical section to ensure
safe:and efficient travel-on this highway through 2025, ... . _

The medlan size has also bedn reduced ﬁ'orn the original plans. When the \Bel Air Bypass
was built in the early 1960’s, the current roadway was envisioned as the southbound lanes of an
ultimate freeway with a 78-foot median. Our current plans have reduced that median width in.
the interest of environmental protection. The current plans: reflect a median width that is only 34
feetat most points. Minor adjustments have been made for wetland preseryation and toiavoid .
bridge piers at Vale Road. : The median at Vale Road is 38 feet wide, a full 40 feet narrower than |
originally planned. Median width reductions for environmental preservation are a result of'our
continuing coordination with federal and state' agencies. Our team has agreed that the use of
“Jersey”-type barriers is not consistent with the rural nature of the area andiwould not reduce
speeds.:

'”'Mytelepﬁone‘rnumberiS*" — e et

““Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearingi or Speéch|
. _1-800-735-2258: Statewide 'Toll Free :

Mailingl Address: P.O. Box_ 717+ _Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street » Baltimore, Maryland: 21202






5o, Comalne M. Vadas:
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While it is possible that actual vehicle speeds may increase on the Bel Air Bypass once
construction is'complete; this is not likely to decreaseisafety. In fact, modern divided highways
generally have a better safety record than undivided roadways I assure you that pubhc safety is
of utmost concern to the |State Hlahwav Adnnmstratlon o

The procedure used to predict/future noise levels in this study was the Noise Barrier Cost |
Reduction (BCR) Procedure, STAMINAI 2.0 and OPTIMA.{ The BCR procedure is based upon:-
the Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffi Noise Prediction Model:- - - -
{rHWALIRD-77-108).-The BCR traffic noise prediction model uses the number and type of
vehicles-on the planned roadway; their speeds; the physical characteristics of the road; receptor
location iand height; and if applicable/ barrier type, barrier ground elevation,.and barrier top I
elevation. I have enclosed a copy of our sound barrier guide and recommend that you review the
Environmental Assessment for further technical information about the noise analysis.: The
Environmental Assessment (EA) is available at the Bel Air Branch ofithe Harford County Public
Library located at 100 Pennsylvania Avenue in Bel Air.

Once the project is funded for engineering/final design, detailed environmental design
and hydrology recommendations are determined. Wetland, soil, tree, vegetation and landscaping |
replacements and additions are incorporated into the construction plans during this phase. The
project planning team has representatives from:State Highway Administration’s Office of
Highway Development and: Office of Environmental Design. They have been prov1d1ng\ T
guidance and comments throughout the ;blanmng process. )

Historical and archaeological surveys have been undertaken for this project. No historic
standing structures listed on or:eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Placesare |
within the area of potential effect for project alternates.- The- Maryland Historical Trust concurred |
with-this determination on January 3,-1997." Archaeological surveys and:an-evaluation-of |-
previously recorded archaeological sites were undertaken in 1996.. This archaeological survey -
for the area of potential effect recorded two addition cultural resources, a lithiclscatterandan | |
isolated find.. The report concluded thatnone of the archaeological resources are eligible for the
National Register:of Historic Places, and nd further archaeological workis warranted. In July of
1997, the projéct was reassessed for archaeology based on design changes made subsequent to
the initial survey. No previously recorded archaeological sites are located within the area of
additional proposed constructed. The re-assessment indicated that the project as modified would |
haveino effect on significant archaeological resources. The Maryland Historical Trust concurred
with this determination on Matchi30; 1998. Again, I encourage you to review the EA for more
environmental impact information.






Ms. Germaiae . v ddas |
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On the “How Are'We Doing?” form, your responses reflect a disappointment with the
brochure and public hearing in general. I'am concerned that iyou found the information difficult:
to understand and not helpful in answering yourjquestions. This was intended to allow some
extra time before the hearing to discuss your questions and concermns with téam members directly |
and personally. Thope that youhad an opportunityito discuss the project with team members and |
voice your concerns. I also hope that this letter has helped to answer your questions.

If you have‘any further questions or comments, please feel free to contact the project :
manager, Mr. Monty Rahiman or the environmental- manager;er Jason Groth,-at 1+800-548-
5026.: We are certainly-interested in resolving your concerns. - -

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.Y
Deputy Director
Office of Planning and | |
Preliminary Engineering | |

Enclosure






Ms. Ge..wine M. Vadas |
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bee:

‘Mr. Chariie Adams

Mr. Greg Cohen
Mr. Robert Douglass .
Mr. Alazar Feleke
Mr. Jason Groth

M. eil Pedersen:
Mr. Monty Rahman






:_'%“"1 : ‘ S O Parris N. Glendening
'\i Maryland Department of Transportation 1 1 Governor
r}-,.S,taterHighﬁwayzAdm/'m/sz‘raz‘/?on - Jonn O Porcari
) o © April 26, 1999 | | E’?fkelf;F-'\/‘/i'fiamS
¥ "Mr. Richard B. TalkinjPoA — 7 Administraor
Attorney at Law : o
Suite 301
Quarry Park Place |

9175 Guilford Road
Columbia MD 21046 .

Deaer,Tyénc Peeld o m

- Thank you foryour recent letter on behalf of C-Matt regarding proposed road
improvements-on MD 24 in Harford County. {Your interest in our programis appreciated.

The March 24 public hearing that you referred to was for the Bel Air Bypass
improvements only: That is, those improvements on US 1 from MD 147 to north.of
MD 924, including the MD 24/MD 924 interchange.. Mapping from a 1998 feasibility
study was also displayed at the public hearing showing proposed improvements to |
MD 24, from Red Pump/Bynum Road to MD 23. The purpose of the feasibility study
was toidetermine issues that would preclude the future widening of this segment of |
MD 24. The results ofithe studyindicated ithat the widening was feasible. |

Improvements to this segment of MD 24 dre notifunded for project planning, -
designior construction. Note that if this portion of MD 24 were to be funded for project
planning, several alternatives would be developed, not necessarily the improvements.. - -
shown'in the feasibility study. Because the proposed widening of MD 24 is not funded |
for planning, it is premature to begin discussions on specific improvements that may or
may not affect the C-Mart property since they!are not known. Your letter and objections
to a median in the vicinityof your client’s property will be kept on file for consideration
i planning-for improvements to this segment of MD 24 is funded| @ | '

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have any questions, please feel free to
contact me or Mary Deitz, our Regional Planner for Harford County. +Mary.can be-
reached at 410-545-5677.°

Very truly yours,

M § ety
NeilJ. Pedersen, Director
Office of Planning and | |
Preliminary Engineering

My telephone number is . $10-545-0411/888-2044828! |

~Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
______1-800-735-2258 ‘Statewide TolliFree ' .

Mailingl Ad,d,resé: 'P.O. Box 717 @ Baltimore, MD 21203-0717, .
Street' Address: 707 NorthiCalvert Street o Baltimore, Maryland 21202 |






Mr. Richard B. Talkin, P.A.
Page Three. .. ... . = _

bee: - Mr. David J. Malkowski, District Engineer, State Highway Administration |
Mr. Monty Rahman, Project Manager, State Highway Administration v/

Mr. Mark Redmond, Area Engineer, Engineering ACCess Permlts Diviision, State |
nghway Administration |






CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION

Resource Prorecrion

Envirommental Educanion

VIA FAX: ~ 410-962-6024

April 7, 1999

Steve Elinsky . . .

US Ammy Corps Baltimore District
CENAB-QOP—-RX - -
PO 17150
Baltimore, MD.21203-1715'

RE: Extension of comment period to April 16 for US 1 Bel Air Bypass
Dear Mr. Elinsky::

Per our conversation, I am requesting an extension for submission of comments on the .
US 1 Bel Air Bypass from MD-147-to North oftMD 924 project. Iirequest that:you accept our .
comments related to the Section 404 permit for this project by April 16, 1999.. .

~ Thank you for your consideration.

Sincefely, :
Cheryl Cort

Manger, Urban and Regional Projécts
(on behalf of the Baltimore Regional Partnership) | e

162 Prince George Street: =
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 | |
410.268.3816, fax 410.268.6687 |

Non-Chlorine Bleached Recycled Paper






BALTIMORE
REGIONAL
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April 16,1999 — VIAFAX

Mr. Richard Spencer

US Army. Corps of Engineers
Attn: CENAB-OP-RX:

PO Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21 203-1715

Re: Comments regarding US 1 Bel Air Bypass from MD 147 to'North of MD 924iproject | |

Dear Mr. Spencer: ;

Please accept the following written comments on the proposed project for the USI1 Bel Air
Bypass as-described in the I ocation/Design Public Hearing” brochure and the “Environmental - |

Assessment, Project No. HAR88B12”, We thank you for extending the comment pertod: -~

L Overview | |

As stated in our earlier comments on the Bel Adr Bypass project as proposed in the -
Baltimore Regional Transportation Pl;*&ﬁ;l ‘we recommend that this propo:sed'project be rejected. We |
oppose all build alternatives because they: (1) will unnecessarily harm valuable aquatic resources.
(2) do not address:the community’s transportationy needs, (3) violate Maryland’s Smart Growth

laws and policies, and (4) fail to meet minimum justification under federal regulations. The current
two-lane Bypass has excellent access control and does a:good job of diverting through traffic-from -
the town of Bel Air. Widening the Bypass to four lanes would simply make it:a purveyor-of new..

sprawl development to the horthern and eastern portions of Harford County. The Bypass, coupled

with other major road projects, such as the Hickory Bypass, appears {0 S€rve the purpose of .
avoiding established communities in; order to conduct more -growth to.rural areas outside the Bel !
Air Priority FundingiArea (PFA) and the County’s Development Envelope. .. .

@ /N olattempt is made in the Environmental Assessment (EA) to assess the direct, secondary
~ and cumulative environmental impacts of this project. The deleterious effects on valuable

- wetlands, streams and other environmental resources resulting from all the build alternatives are:
unacceptable—beckmsfe,thé transportation goals;of the project will not be met by the proposed action. |

U Letter to Mr. John G. Gary, Jr:, Chairman, BalﬁmoreiMetrbpolitan Council and Mr, Jon Arason, Chairman. Baltimore
Metropolitan Planning Organization, “RE: jComments1on,f202Q,,Dmﬁ,B,al,timQ{'e Regional Transportation Plan™ by -

Mary Matheny, Citizens Planning and Housing Associatian; Michael \Replogle,fﬁfn’\}ironmemal Defense Fund; and Lee|
Epstein, Chesapeake Bay Foundation. June 16; 1998. ! )

- CITIZENS PLANNING AND HQUSMNG ASSOCIATION - BALTIMORE URBAN|LEAGUE * 1000 FRIENDS OF MARYLAND |
o : . ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND e CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION
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' "//Thus, the environmental impacts are unnecessary and wholly avoidable. For the reasons described
- below; we-ask-that the permit for proposed impacts toiwetlands, streams and other natural resources
" regulated by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act be denied.

@ 1. Envfifdrrrlrxrﬁfe’r’xtrz{l kﬁpﬁcﬁ @s§¢s§ment3 |

, : The project proposes to further degrade valuable wetlands adjacentto Winters Run and Route 1
\ / that were once high quality wetlands.? Records of the federally-protected Bog Turtle'oceurring
" the area and potential Bog Turtle habitat identified by Maryland Department of Natural Resources
demonstrate the quality of these wetlands. This wetlands system cannot afford: further disturbance !
and destruction, especially if habitat for federally-protected Bog Turtle exists. | | L
Wetlands in the projectiarea which are adjacent to Winters Run were formerly: part of a high
value wetlands system that has been degraded by the constructioniof Route 1 and County Park:-
\/’d;ygloptnent. ‘Valuable wetlands ‘habitat, however, still remains and should be protected. The
proposed project will have significant direct effects on these wetlands through- disturbance, filling,
and increased runoff volume affecting the hydrology of this greundwatewafed.wetlands. system.
The EA fails to consider the hydrological effects of the proposed action.. ...

The Environmental Assessment (EA) acknowledges that increased impervious surface cover,’
disturbance -and- destruction of wetlands and streams and streambeds are harmful to surfaceé water |
quali{yﬁ _The EA also acknowledges that the increased impervious surface:from the project will
impede: groundwater recharge. Despite the availability of a number of broadly accepted methods!
for assessing the direct water quality impacts of such actions, the EA makes 10 attempt to estimate |
direct pollutant.loadings that can be reasonably expected to be generated from the pfejectri— R

The EA states that it chose the Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) boundary
based on subwatershed boundaries andihas much natural resource information available at:the
subwatershed level.” Although the Maryland Office of Planning and Maryland Department of
Natural Resources have well developed Geographic Information Systems t0 assist in specifically.
examining the cumulative environmental effects of the proposed project on a subwatershed bass,
the EA failed to utilize these readily available information; sources and analytical tools. Itis
unacceptable that the EA would set boundaries based on subwatersheds, acknowlédge thel

2 EA, pages 4-36-38; Letter from Scott A. Smith, “RE- Bel Air Bypass - Bog Turtle,” Maryland Department of Natural
Resources, May 18; 1998. |. . o _ » : R
JEA, page5-9. . | S B : ’

4 See: Kumble, et al. 10% Rule Compliance: Urban Stromwater Quality Guidance for the Maryland Chesapeake Bay

Critical Area in Intensely Developed Areas. Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission, State of Maryland: May 1993;.

Horner; R R., et al: Fundamentals of Urban Runoff Management: Technical and Institutional Issues. Terrene Institute |

and USEPA. August 1994; Center for Watershed Protection. Nutrient Loading from Conventional and Innovative Site

Development. Chesapeake; Research Gonsortium..July 1998; Schuler] T.R. Controlling Urban Runoff: A Practical |

Manual for Planning and Designing Urban,BMPSL,qufsbinggqy\{leuapolitam-Water Resource Planning Board. July.

1987. 0 o ) o

SEA, page:5-35: . L . .
CITIZENS PLANNING AND HOUSING ASSOCIATION [® BALTIMORE URBAN LEAGUE « 1000 FRIENDS OF MARYLAND
. : ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND ¢ CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION ! ‘
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availability of natural resource information to assist in direct and cumulative effects analysis
specifically aggregated at the subwatershed level, and:then not perform any kind of an-analysis-on:
the»»projec-t-’s‘-e-n-virronmemal-effmts----- el

In the case of the Winters Run subwatershed, even more information is available regarding
cumulative effects of development on water quality as Maryland Office of Planning has worked
with the County to model different development scenarios and their impact on water quality. At
the very least, results from Office of Planning’s “Watershed Planning|System” analysis of Winter’s
Run subwatershed should be used fo examine the direct, butlespecially cumulative; effects-of this :
project. Results from this analysis conducted by the Office of Planning demonstrate that-land use:
or “directed igrowth” techniques yield the greatest benefit; and that stormwatermanagement-——--
techniques yield the least® Thus, actions that avoid-increased impervious surface coverage are
much-more desirable than stormwater, “Best Management Practices”. | The EA, however, glibly
states.that “discharge of pollutants and the ,tempsr,atur,e,mC,regsg of runoff can be controlled through
the use of stormwater management practices.” | The EA fails to provide a serious analysis or use |

readily available information regarding possible water quality effects of the build alternatives. :At. .
the same time, the' EA promotes amupcgi\tica{lﬂag:septam_gg‘pf engineered stormwater management NG
practices as a cure'to any possible project impacts on aquatic resources. Wefind this-assessment '
unacceptable and inadequate as a basis for assisting the public in making an informed deciston.
aboutithe trade:-offs of the proposed action.: = S e s

-~ The proposed project impacts from construction, numerous stream crossings, placement of
_ culverts,other streambed alterations, and ericrdachment on 100l year floodplains are not adequately
assessed:in the EA.. The proposed action will have direct temporary and long-term effects on water
quality and aquatic resources. None of these ate addressed in the EA. While sediment and erosion
control measures for construction and stormwater management Best Management Practicesiare
important tools for mitigating the etfects of damaging actions on water quality, it is important to
recognize their limitations, especially, when valuable resources are at risk. Many of these practices
are untested over the long-term and regularly fail for any number of reasons, including: unknown.
design flaws, maintenance shortcarings, varidalism, natural failure or negative influences, and — |
gradual 'dEt”e'rid'rat'ior?:\;' T T T

Not only does the EA fail to provide useful natural resources information and analysisin | | -
general orat the subwatershed level, but the boundary. for Secondary and Cumulative Effects Areas -
boundary (SCEA) also fails tolincorporate the most important area of influénce for analysis. The © .
boundary for the SCEA fails to incorporate the area thatlis most at risk of detrimental effects from |
this project — rural lands to the-north and east. /This road project which seeks to provideia more -
rapid link between urbanized and rural areas will clearly accelerate and encourage new : |
development outside PFAs. The SCEA boundary must be extended to the north and east beyond
the Hickory Bypass to captureithe éver broadening “commute-shed™ created by perceived or real.: -

S Tassone; J.F., et al. Integrated Watershed Planhing and Management: Growth, Eand Resources; and-Nonpoint Source |
Pollution.iMaryland Office of Planning.Submitted for publication in “Proceedings of the Watershed '96 Conference:”
TEA,page59. ' ' . ~ : _
-CITIZENS PLANNING AND HOUSING ASSOCIATION * BALTIMORE URBAN LEAGUE » : 1000 FRIENDS OF MARYUAND™ |- |
. ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND I» CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION:—* '~
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reduced travel times: Higher speed travel on the road generates perceived or real reduction in.

travel times causing rural areas remote to major job centers to be more desirable for commuters. ;
The secondary development induced (in the broadened commute-shed) by this project will generate
a significant amount of increased impervious surfaces, new sources of polluted-suburban runoff—---
(e.g-intensively managed and compacted lawns), and new losses of natural resources suchias -
wetlands; forests;-floodplain encroachment-and impacted streams. . ... ... ...

These secondary and cumulative effects must be assessed as part of this project analysis and in
combination with the Hickory Bypass process. To neglect to assess thelcumulative effects of the

. Bel Air Bypass build alternatives along with the impacts fromithe Hickory Bypass amounts to

segmentation, which is illegal under the National Environmental Policy Act. © = 7 7

1. Traffic Analysis

@ We believe the build alternatives to be unnecessary and counter-productive, and thus the |
: — " impacts to- wetlands; streams and other natural resources wholly avoidable, for the following -
TRASONS . - | .

1. Upgrading the Bypass would attract more|sprawl to!Forest Hill, Hickory and other heretofore
rural areas in north Harford County. ' ' S

2. Upgrading the Bypass does nothing to improye capacity or reduce congestion atthe key
adjacent intersections which connect Bel Air to the rest of the Baltimore urbanized area, : |
particularly the intersection of MD 24 and US 1 ‘Business, and the intersection of US 1, US L

(OS]

Upgrading the Bypass:ignores the more relevant and impqﬁant issue of mb.king the town center |
of Bel Air more:livable and attractive. Solutions need to be identified and implemented which |
will resolve the uneasy coexistence of traffic and activity in the town center. The Bypass is not
a viable tfaffic alternative for the vast majority of the through trips which impact the Bel Air:
town center, including traffic destined for Churchville and Aberdeen. = = = o
Detailed discussion of traffic operations and the proposed build alternatives

. The project does not appear to provide more capacity at the locations where capacity is a
major issue. Basically, ‘the Bypass connects four specific points:| '

1 Themtersecu;nofUS 1.and MD ;47 }\}vest,o:f Bel Air - This \interéecfion operates on a three

phase traffic/sigral, MD 147 to the west and US 1 Business to the east each have separate ||
signal phases, while the bypass approach'and the US 1 approach from the south move in -

tandem. This isa very inefficient way to operate an intersectioniand greatly reduces theoverall
‘capacity relative toja conventional two phase signal, but it is necessary because of the-heavy left

CITIZENS PLANNING AND HOUSING ASSOCIATION + BALTIMORE URBAN LEAGUE * 1000 FRIENDS OF MARYLAND
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE/FUND ¢ CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION | P
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turn movements on MD 147 and US | Business. The Bypass project does nothing to increase
the capacity of this intersection.. - - - ... .~

2. MD 24 at US 1 (Business)at the Harford Mall within Bel Air- This huge intersection also has
very heavy left-turn movements and operates from a complex multi<phase signal:controller. |
MD 24 to I-95 is'notv the primary connection from Bel 'Air to Baltimore, rather than US 1.
Moreover, this section of MD;i24/1s now the major retail area of Harford County.:Most likely |
due to the excellent access control on the bypass, retail development has predominately stayed
in this area oficentral and southern Bel Air, rather than migrating ourward and northward to the
sprawl area. The Bypass project does nothing to increase the capacity of this or the surrounding -
intersections andidriveways. -~ © o o

MD 24 north of Bel ‘Air toward Forést Hill - MD 24 north of the Bypass is:one of the latest
"sprawl frontiers” in Harford County. Just north of the Bypass, MD 24 is a dualized roadway
with two through lanes in each direction. Northward, as development begins to be more

- scattered, it becomes a standard two lane road. Both lanes of southbound MD 24 are permitted
to access a two lane ramp to the southbound Bypass, while'a third rdmp lane is dedicated to the
left turn from the northbound access point. All three ramp lanés merge into a single dedicated
lane:on the Bypass. Traffic wishing to dontinue on southbound MD 24 (se¢ Number|2 above).
must move over one lane to the left. This ramp connection would be unchanged under all of the -
alternatives. . - - - -

(U8

4. US 1 atiMD 23 toward Hickory northeast of Bel Air- Hickory and the area beyond it to the |
north and east toward Conowingo and Pennsylvania s also a burgeoning sprawl development:
areal An improved connection from the northiend of the Bypass to MD 23 and US 1 is being
planned asla separate project in the State's Consoliddted Transportation Plan. However, the
Bypass connection itself at this point will still have only two lanes. with no apparent increase in
the overall through capacity. :

In sum, there would essentially be no capacity. increase to anyiof the:Bypass connections. What
would increase is the capacity of the Bypass itself, by virtue of an upgrade of its intersection with--
MD 24 South. It takes up more land than the entire Bel Air town center,:and is over-a mile long. |-

Since none of'the Bypass connections would have greater capacity as a result, the proposed
intersectior/interchange improvements would translate directly into greater speed, particularlyifor
the left-turn from southbound USI1 /'MD 24 to southbound MD 24. Speediis the traffic parameter
which is most acutely perceived by the motoring public. This speed increase will therefore translate -
most directly into accelerationiof development outside PFA's and the Development Envelope.

Perhaps there actually is a bottlenieck along the Bypass that preventsiit from most etficiently
serving thelfour points listed above. If so, a large traffic circle might be an appropnau. solution.
although there-may be other-solutions that-are specific and-limited.- - - -~ ~——— -

CITIZENS PLANNING AND HOUSING ASSOCIATION ¢ BALTIMORE URBAN LEAGUE » @ 1000 FRIENDS OF MARYUAND
—  ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND = CHESAPEAKE BAY FOoUNDATION ——







IV. . Conclusion I

- We find the EA wholly inadequate for assessing the direct, secondary and cumulative effects of
the project on valuable wetlands, streams and other natural resources. Furthermore, based on our:
above traffic operations analysis, we 'find that all build alternatives fail to address the transportation
needs of the Bel Air area, and only serve to encourage growth outside PFAS. Thus the project’s -
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on valuable aquatic resources are completely unnecessary;
eminently avoidable, and would result in the violation of State Smart Growth laws. For these: -

reasons, we ask that you deny a permit under Section 404 Authorization for this proposal. 1

We thank you for the opportumty o commenf on this pro;ect

Sincerely,

Alfre% Barry, III ﬁ¢>

-Chairman, Committee on the Region!
Citizensi Planningand Housing Association

218 W. Saratoga Street :
Baltimore, MD 21201

-

<

Lee Epstem
. Director; Lands Program |
Chesapeake Bay Foundation
162 Prince George Street -
Annapolis, MD 21401

Lovtsrlonz

‘Andrew D. Sawyers
Director, Environment Program
Baltimore Urban League
512 Orchard Street 1 -
Baltimore, MD-21201

/.
zy‘&xxfw,wﬂ L

112 W. Chase Street =«

d y‘\”{ g ; ) “ /1 /1 p \_/(.C*.) .
Michael Replocle A

)/
}’%} Cj‘{éﬁ") :
-Dra-Schmidt-Perkins -+ - = - — -

- Executive Director - o L
1000 Friends of Maryla.nd

Baltimore; MD 21201 |

Director, Federal Transportation
Environmental Defense Fund -
1875 Connecticut Ave, NW !
Washington, DC 20009 . . _
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BALTIMORE
REGIONAL
PARTNERSHIP

August 31, 1999

Monty Rahman | |

Project Planning Division |
State Highway Administration
707 N-Qalvert Street:™
Baltimore, MD 21202~

RE: US I- Bel Alr vaass from MD 147 to'North of MD 924 - Comments
Dear Mrl Rahman:
Attached please find our comments submitted to thelArmy Corps of Engineers, April 16,

1999. These comments were submitted with an agreement with the Army Corps that/the
comment deadline would be extended tolApril 16 (see¢ attached' April:7 letter to Steve Elinsky): |

I am submitting these comments to indicate to SHA that we have major concerns with the .
project for a number of reasons. In addition to direct environmental impacts, secondary impacts !
from sprawl development generated by increased speed and:capacity of this road segment are-of
great concern. ‘Additionally, we do not believe that the project will address:the transportation. .
needs of the town and surrounding communities. We ask that SHA reconsider the purpose and

need for ithis project and reprogram existing planmng\funds to alternative investments that better |
address the transportation needs of the area..

Si};ﬁeiely,
L

Cheryl Cort,

on-behalfof the BALTIMORE REGIONAL PARTNERSHIP |

Chesapeake Bay Foundation

162 Prince George St.. Annapolis, MD 20410
Tel. 410-269-0481, Fax 410-268:6687 |
e-mail: ccort@savethebay.cbf.org ‘

Enclosures

The Baltimore Regional Partnership is an alliance of five community and environmental grdupsiworking on a -
common agenda of enbancing the Baltimore area’s quality of life through urban revitalization and environmental-
protection. The Partnership is: Citizens’ Planning and Housing Association, Chesapeake Bay Foundation,
Environmental Defense Fund, Baltimore Urban League,|& 1000 Friends of'Maryland. : The Parmership is directed
by Hank Goldstein, 1209 N. Calvert St., Baltimore MD 21202, Tel. 410-385-2910, Fax 410-385-2913. -
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Transportation Goals |

The goals of the US 1 Bel Air Bypass prdjeét are to imprové th-e‘séfety" of the hi ghway
and tolaccommodate projected traffic volumes. These improvements are intended to
reduce accident rates in the study area, which are significantly higher than the statewide
é\}é}ége r;ftes for similar state hi ghway:s; as well as accommodate proj:ected increases in
traffic volume along the US 1 Bel Air Bypass, particularly between MD 24 and MD
24/924. There were 103 police-reported accidents on US 1 in the study area between -
January 1, 1995:and September 30,:1998.: These accidents resulted in a rate of 87.8
accidents per 100 millien vehicle miles of travel (acc/100 mvm) over the study period. .
This rate i's'fs,::tatiétiétil'l'y significantly higher than'the statewide average accident rate of
48.3 acc/100mvm. 'The rate of accident for bothiinjury (44.3 acc/100mvm) and property
damage (42.5 acc/100 mvm) accidents:is higher in the study area than for thestate as ar-
whole (25.0 acc/100 mvm and 21.5 acc/100 mvm, respectively.)i Study area property
damage occurred at a rate:nearly double the statewide average, while injury accidents | |
ocourred at arate 70%! greater than thei statewide average rate. This project is being
undertaken to address specific capacity and safety problems in a:specific area and, while
it will help to improve one part of the region’s transportation network, it is not intended to :
solve all of the region’s transportation problems !

The intersection of US 1/MD 24 ispart of the study by SHA. Threeialternates were
éc}néideréd to 1mpr®veoperatlons éﬁd iﬁéféQS‘e caipéﬁt;%:ét:‘t:his:irmerse:ctioﬁ. The:‘alternate :
selected by the project team is a trumpet-style interchange, under which vehicles:

traveling southbound on US 1 wishing to head southbound on MD 24 would use aright
exit rampiand fly over US 1 to the east. This would mean that southbound traffic
originating from MD 24 north of US 1:would not have to move over toithe left lane along |
US 1 in order toicontinue southbound on MD 24 and would thusly reduce the congestion |

of which you speak in your let:tér. L






be a need to increase capacity beyond thelcurrent design year, and thissection of US 1:
will continue to be momtored as the pro;ect progresses and/or changes occur in the area’s !

growth patterns

Improvements in locations such as the MDD 147/US11/US 1 Business intersection, the MD
24/US 1 Business intersection, and the US 1/MD 23 intersection, are not part:of this
study and are not addressed in the environmental documentation. Project planning
activities have been completed for US 1 Business from MD 1521to VMD 147. This project
received location approval on September 17,1999 and'has been transferred to SHA's
Design division. It should be noted that funding to conduct final design activities have
not been allocated at this time. ‘The SHA Selected Alternate recommended for the MD
152 to'MD 147 project is a six-lane divided highway between MD 152/and MD 147.

Secondary Impacts |

In section 5.9 of the Environmental Analysis (EA), the potentialisecondary and
eumulative effects of this ]projeczt are discussed. ‘The conclusion, that the proj‘ect‘ 1s not
US 1 Bel Air Bypass isa partlally controlled access fac111ty throughout the study area. :
The proposed improvements will change this facility to fully controlled access. In -
general, when access is controlled secondary development is usually focused inlthe area
around the project's 1nterdhan0es However, the potential for secondary deveﬂopment m o
the vicinity of the MD, 24.or MD 24/924 interchanges is limited because both locations
already possess a substantlal\amount ‘of development. Residential development exists to
the east of US 1.in the region of] the MD 24 interchange. Rarkland, which will not be
developed, exists to the west. Beyond this, there isia large amount of existing
commermal development; including Harford: Mall 'The MD 24/924 interchange is also |
heavily developed betiveeén Bynum/Red Pump Road and North Avenue with commercial
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development including North Park Center and Rock Spring Shopping Centerias well as
the Harford County Detention Center.:
The Hickory Bypass project is not a part of the Bel Air Bypass project: Therefore, |
secondary development associated with the Hickory Bypass is addressed by the :
cumulative effects discussion for this project; A'separate Secondary and Cumulative

Effects Analysis (SCE:A) :repoft was prepared for the Pﬁcldér}% B)}pass prbjéct.
Cumulative Effects

Given the relative locations of theUS 1 Bel Air Bypass and the Hickory Bypass/MD 23

Extension projects, it is evident that their cumulative effects, defined as the total impacts

of the project combined with the impacts of any other past, present or reasonably
foreseeable future projects, are similar. In each project’s SCEA,ithe cumulative effects:
analysis included therl'ds;' for all resources throughout a common SCEA boundary. which
encompasses both of these projects.
Project planning for the US 1 Bel Air Bypass and the Hickory Bypass/MD 23 Extension
Projects was conducted separately for two reasons: each project served a different
Eﬁfbbée and need, and; each project had independent utility and logical termini. i
Therefore, the conduction of two separate studies does not constitue segmentation.
Additionally; the Purpose.and Need, alternate development, selected alternate, and
mitigation and permit requirements for each project were coordinated with both federal
and stdte review agencies and the public. The results of this public and agency
involvementare reflected in each projéct’s SHA Selected Alternate which significantly

reduce the environmental :irhpéé{s of each project’s original ﬁiaﬁ: o
Smart Growth:

The US 1'Bel Air Bypasslproject is located within Harford County's certified Priority
Funding Area (PFA) as well as the County's designated Development Envelope.: The |
areas aroundithe project’s interchanges, which are most likely to experience new or
additional delvelopment, are also within th‘é PFA and the Developmént Enveiope;

Therefore any landmse changes that might occur inthese locations as a result of this






project would conform with thegoals of Maryland’s Smart Growth Act and Harford
County’s Comprehensive Plan to control sprawl and protect rural areas by focussing new

development into the PFA and the Development Envelope.

Similarly, development in areas outside of the PFA|(and subsequently the County’s
Development Envelope) cannot be directly attributed to the improvements proposed by |
this project. ‘While some development has occurred outside of rtrhe PFA irrespective; of
this project, further improvements to infrastructure outside of the PFA are not eligible for |
state funding, making it very difficult for the county or private developersto develop
these areas due to the high costs associated with'these types of improvements. In

addition, the County’s Development Envelope Timits the area’in which public water and
sewer services will be provided thereby limiting development tolow density residential
and neighborhood-type commercial land uses. Despite the speed at: which commuters
may be able to travel through this project, development outside the PFA'and T 1

Development Envelope will be limited by these factors.

Water Resourges :

@ Wetlands |

The wetlandimpacts associated lwith the proposed build alternates for the US 1 Bel Air
Bypass project are unavoidable due tothe close proximity of these resources to the
existing roadway. Efforts have been made to uﬁninﬁziéttihese impacts t:é the greatést P
extent possible using retaining walls and reduced median widths. Wetland impaCcts are
currently estimated to be lesd than two acres.” The feasibility of additional minimization |

measures will be further assessed during the designiphase;of thelproject.

Wetlands 12C, 16, and 25 were described in the Environmental Assessment (EA) as

having moderate potential for suitable Bog Turtle habitat.| These wetlands were surveyed -
for the presence of Bog Turtles on May 12, 1999, May 20, 1999; and June 10, 1999. No
Bog Turtles were found during any: of the three field visits and it was subsequently | !

determined that Bog Turtles are not present in these wetlands. © +






All remaining wetland impacts will be mitigated by the creationiof new wetlands within
the Environment (MDE) and the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) in order to preserve
as much of these wetlands as is possible. The ACOE concurred with our Selected
Al'tern.‘ai.tivé & GoﬁCebtua{l Miti-gationifb'r the prOJecton Octoberﬁ 16. (See the\ |

Correspondence Section for their concurrence letter.) |
Water Qualit

The EA acknowledges that the construction of the additional lanes on the US 1 Bel Air
bypésﬂs \\;irilihﬁave some effect on Waterxquality inj'thi;s area due to the increased émdunt of |
impervious surface:and associated runoff.. Additionally, because a build alternative that
meet the tranisportation needs of the US lTEel Ai;Eyparss, stormwater Best Mén‘agement |
Practices (BMPs) are the most effective tool available for mitigating impacts to surface
and groundwater quality. Preliminary studies indicate that none of the build alternatees
appear to pose a substantial threat to groundwater resources because of the minimal effect
on-the recharge area for groundwater- ' This is because the additional impervious area to
be created isismall in comparison to the total watershed area contributing to recharge
(approximately 17, 830 acres). A conclusive study to evaluate groundwater recharge, | |
availability (well yield), dndiwater quality is being conducted presently for the SHA
Selected Alternate.. The report will be completed during the designiphase:of the project

and will be submitted to the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE). |

All stormwaterl management practices employed by the SHA are under the' approval
authority of the MDE ‘and must adheré to their standards ifor providing pollutant removal
>c»o»n:t»r01. Demgncntena éstabliéhéﬂ by MDE fd)f th:e B_tohn W:atéf:M‘anégjémer:):t_ (SWM)
facilities iutilized address pollutant removal so that by adhering to the criteria, the

designer is providing a facility! that meets MDE performance standard. The MDE has|






eﬂtefs:ihe construcuon désign: phase and SHA will bé'required to meet the criteria:

contained within it.

Therefore, the characterization of the SWM BMPs 'to be employed as being ncritically

applied is not accurate given the regulatory authority of the MDE.






B. Agency Coordination |






| | Parris N Glendening
Ma land Departmentof Transportation | | Governor

Y éfafe Hfghway ‘Admimstranon o éSS;EﬁO”a”

Parker F. Wmlams
February 12, 1999 Administrator |

RE:  Project No.HAS88B12 |
US 1 Bel Air Bypass
Harford County, Maryland

Ms. Christine Wells .

Planning Assistance and:Neighborhood DeVeIopmem
Maryland Office of Planning - o

301 W Preston Street

Baltimore MD+ 21201

Dear Ms. Wells: .

We are requesting that your oyt’ﬁce p:ro'\)ide‘ia 'prélrimin'ary detéhﬁinationi of éonsistency :
with theiMaryland Ec¢onomic Growth, resource Protection and Planning Act for the Alternates
Retained for Detailed Study for the US 1 Bel Air Bypass project. (Enclosed is the Project Review!

Checklist regarding thosle alterhates alono wuh a \brlef descnptlon of the proposed
unprovementSJ e I

We would appreciate receiving your response by March 15. If you have any questions:
about this request or need additional information,-please call Mr. Joseph Kresslein at:410-545~
8550.

Very truly yours. !

Louis H. Ege, Jr. :
Deputy director =
Office of Planning and -
Preliminary Engineering

Qt:?jw% Z&;/

- }oseﬁh R. Kresslem— -
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

LHE:LES . =

Enclosures (2)

cc: . Mr. Gregory Cohen ‘ Mr. Joseph R. Kressleid | |
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. Mr. Monty Rahman
WasonfGrothu i Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson |

My telephone number is

Maryland: Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech !
1-8NN-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free






PROJECT REVIEW CHECKLIST
(When complete), record determination on Project: Con:xstencv Report) | |

Project Title |___0S 1 Bel Air Aypass

Project Location: __Harford County MD 147 o MD 24/MD 924
(County andnearest major intersecton) |

Project Deccripti‘on Study to reconstruct US'1 to a malti=-lane hlqhwayw from
MD 147 to MD 24/nn 924 at ' US 1 Bu51ness o

Approximate Funding Share

STATE - LOCAL . .. FEDERAL . ‘ OTHER |

3 9.0 million | S| o $ 36.3 million: - |3

TIER 1

| <
oz

Does the project add capacity to an existing facility or provide new capacity for an area not currently
served by the facility?

O & 2 Does the pro;ect facilitate changes in the enshng pattem of growth’

_ : .. If answer to: exther questons isi"yes, proceed to Tier 2.

TIER 2

B OO0 I[sthe ’pr’oiercr consistent with the local comprehemixve plam? !

g 0O Doe> the pro;ect support deve!opment ina SUItable area, a desxgnated development area, or a:
redevelopment area?l |

3. Canthe pro;ect be desxgned to. prevent ac‘veﬁenmpacts to sensiive areas?

4. 1f nla rural area, does the project promote compact growth in existing populatxon centers?

Doe> the pro;ect prowde opportunities to conserve resources?

g O o &
w

6.  Does the project promote economic growth and development in'accord with the other elements of the |
State’s Growth Policy? | - e

Explain 'no"” answers on reverse. [f determination is that project is "inconsistent,” proceed to Tier 3.
TIER 3.

O O 1. Do extraordinary circumstances exist: which: make the pro;ect orl action necessary to construct despite a |
- finding of inconsistency in Tier 27 Ifiso, document. | B

D D Z Is there no rea:onably feasible altematxve to the prolect7 1f 50, document.

Determination:: 00 @ Consistent © [ | | Inconsistent with extraordinary drcumstances

-~ A e T b i







US 1, Bel Air Bypass
Growth Management Con:slstency Report | |

Alternate 3=35, All Opttbns

TIER 1!

l. YES Tne prOJect proposes to duallze US 1, addma one addmonal lane of capacity in’

: each direction between south of Winters Run and northiof the MD 24/MD. 924
interchange. The project alsol proposes upgrading the intersection of US 1 and MD 24
(relocated) to an interchange, increasing the capacity of US 1 and MD 24/MD 924; and
providing a median on MD 24/MD 924 interchange between south of US 1 and north of
Red'Pump/Bynum Road. |

NO ' The project would not change the existing pattern of growth: Growth is expected
to occur within the Development Envelope adopted in both the 1977 \/Iaster Plan and the
1988 Land Use Plan. -+ -~ oo -

B

. YES The County’s Transportation Plan: An Element ofithe Harford County Master
Plan, January, 1994 lists the improvementias a “priority”.

2. YES This project would support existing and new: growth in areas designated for |
development (i.e}, existing Developl'nent Envelope), consistent with the County Land Use.
and Master Pl|ans L

3. NO These:proposedf improvements can be designed to minimize adverse impacts to

sensitive areas through modifications to the typical sectionin those areas.-However,
seme impact will be unavoidable due to the proximity of sensitive areas on-both sides of | |
the existing road: These unavoidable impacts will be mitigated to the extent practicable. :

4. YES The proposed project is located‘thlnn Ha:ford County s Deve opment Envelope
and will support planned growth within this areal

S. YES Construction ofi this project would result in decteased travel times throughout the |
study area; thereby conserving energy, reducing traffic emissions and improving air
quality. :

6. YES This project will provide improvements essential to maintaining an adequate

transportation network which will supportlcounty and state goals regardmg land use,
development and economic growth o N






ALTERNATES RETAINED FORDETAILED STUDY

All retained build alternates include dualization of US 1 from south of Winters Run to
north of MD 24/924. The existing roadway section would become the southboiind lanes
of 'the dual highway. Four lanes (two lanes in eachdirection) and ia 34-foot nominal,
median width are proposed from south of Winters Run to MD 24 and also Inoith of the|
MD‘274/972471 m%erchange :Bé:twéignrilviﬂ)i 24 and MD 24/924 six lanes are proposed (two'
through lanes plus one auxiliary lane in'each direction). Within this section, the proposed:
median widthiis 38 feet due to constraints imposed: by the Vale Road bridge over US 1.
The Vale Road bridge was designed tol crossia four-lane divided highway with a 78-foot.
median. The median width varies with each alternate through the MD 24 interchange to
accommodate differing ramp:configurations.: In addition, for the portion of US I from.
south of Winters Run to the MD: 24 interchange, a 22-foot medianihas been: proposed: to

reduce impacts to wetlands. : RN

Alternate 3 (Grade-Separated Tee Interchange) - Under Alternate 3, northbound and.

southbound US- 1 traffic would be free flowing through the MD 24 interchange but the

movements fo and from southbound US 1 would utilize an at-grade intersection. The

design of the at-grade interscction would require a left exit and left entrance along
southbound US 1 but the southbound US!1 to southbound MD 24 and the Northbound

MD 24 to southbound US 1 movements would be signalized. ‘This option requires the

construction of onerbridge to carry: MD- 24 over northbound US 1. (See detailed plan

drawings at the end of thisichapter.):

Alternate \4'(Tnump'ef"'lnt'erch\ange)1- The existing at-grade: intersection at MD 24

would Be eliminated with Alternate 4 and would be replaced with a trumpet interchange.

The existing southbound US 1 lanes would be relocated toithe east. ‘The auxiliary ldne on
the southbound side of US 1 between MD 24 and MD, 24/924 becomes semi-directional
Ramp D as it approaches the MD 24 interchange. « Semi-directional ramp D would
provide for the southbound US 1 to southbound MD: 24 movement.: Loop ramp C: is
pfépbséd: tc; pfévide for the northbound MD24 to southbound US I movement. (See
detailed plan drawings at the end 'of this chapter.)

Alternate 5 (Three-Level Directional Interchange) - Alternate 5 would eliminate the

existing - at-grade - intersection -at--MD -24--by—constructing -a - three-level-directional

B






interchange with: US I northbound, ramp C and iramp D crossing at a single point.
Directional rampi D is proposed to provide for the southbound US'1 to southbound MD-
24 movement: A bridge is required that would pass over:the northbound US 1 mainline|
bridge and:directional ramp C (northbound MD 24 to southbound US 1). Ramp/C would.
be constructed atlthe lowest level. (See detailed plan drawings at the end of this chapter.)

Ogtlom - ’VID 24/974 wbuld be mdened bv addmo one. through—\lane in each dlrectxon\
from- north of Red Pump-and Bynum Roads to approximately 800 feet south of the
interchange as well as turning lanes and a-4-footmonolithic concrete median: Turn lanes:
would also be added on thelBynum Road 'éppﬁé&ftoﬂﬂD”ﬁF” Sidewalks would be
provxded alono both 51des of ’\/ID 24/924 thr®u0h the mterchanze The park ‘and rideilot
would be replaced near its present; location.. Access to and from: the park- and nde lot
would be provided at two locations. An entrance would be provided off of Ramp/B.: A
signalized: intersection at Ramp B and MD 24/924 iwould provide for access to both
northbound MD 124 and southbound MD 9’74 A nOth mOht out would be provxded
directly off of \/1D 24.

The northbound US 1 to northbound MD 24 movement, loop ramp C, is proposed to be a
double/lane loop ramp. Ramp A would take off from the existing northbound US 1 to
southbound MD 924 ramp.

Spur ramp B 1S proposcd to prowde for access from northbdund MD 924 to southbound
US-1. Ramp B is a relocation-of an existing substandard ramp. [t would intersect MD
24/924 'dir'e'c't"l)T across from the existing ramp from southbound: US' 1 to  southbound MD
924 thh a new sxgnahzed intersection. Access to the park-and-ride lot will be provided
at spurjramp B andia nght-xn-nghwout adjacent:to the'US 1 bverpass.| (See detailed plan
drawings at the end of this chapter.) |

OEtlom B - \/ID 24/924 wOuld be Wldened to a four-lane dmded hlghway thh trurmng
lanes from north of Red Pump-and Bynum Roads to approximately 800 feet south of the
ihféfcﬁah?e"afld’ would include a landscaped closed median whiclr varies in width:The
ex1stmg US\ 1 bridge prov1des adequate \space ‘for this roadway dualization. No
modifications to the bridge would be necessary. Turn la:nes would also \be added on the

Bynum Road approach to- MD 24. :Sidewalks would be provided along both sides of MD

24/924 through the intercharige. The park—ahd-nde lot would be replaced near its present |

locauon and would have a smgle access pomt L






Loop ramp C , from northbound US 1 to northbound MD 24 would: be widened to two
lanés. ‘The alignment of the ramp would be modified to tie into the proposed northbound
US|1 lanes.

Spu} ramp B isi proposed to provide for improved accesis from northbdund MD: 924 to
southbound USIi1. | Ramp B is a relocation of an existing substandard ramp. The ramp
would; originate at the existing northern egress from the park-and-ride lot. (See detailed

plan drawings at the end of this'chapter.) s — -1 -— —- -

22> Mediani - In order to further/ minimize impact to wetlands in the: study area,:two
reduced median options are being studied for the 0.3 mile segment ofiUS 1 from south of |
Winters Run to the MD 24 intérchange. These options could be implemented asi part of
Alternate 3, 4, or 5 and would replacé the proposed 38-foot median with a 22-foot
median or a 22-foot bifurcated median! By reducing ‘the median to a 22-foot width,
grading from-the proposed: northbound lanes through- this section of US 1 would not :
extend as far eastward By utilizing a bifurcated median,ithe northbound:lanes of-the new .
dual highway would be constructed on a lower elevatiori thanithe southbound lanes.- -
Therefore, less grading would be hecessary:on:the east side of: US 1 through this section

and wetland impacts could be further reduced. :






MARYLAND._Office of Planning

Parris N. Glendening o Ronald M. Kreitner|
Goverrnor . Director

March 18,1999

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director + e &g
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering | ;o RN
Maryland State Highway Administration 5 Ty 3 ;ﬂ . ,

P.0. Box 717 il A
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 . | Ce

Dear Mr. Ege:

This is in response to the request for OP’s preliminary assessment of the Alternatives Retained for
Detailed Study on the US 1 Bel Air Bypass project for consistency with the Maryland Economic |
Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Act of 1992/ Our assessment is based on: the project |
information obtained through the NEPA process. {We have reviewed the SHA’s Project Review |
Checklist dated February 12, 1999. We note that a checklist has not been provided for |

Alternative 1 (No-Build Alternative), one of the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study. We:
normally review the checklist for all of the alternatives retained for detailed study.

Alternative 1 (No-Build Alternative) |

Based on the information provided in the Location/Design Pubic Hearing brochure, Alternative 1 :
would only provide normal maintenance and minor improvements and would not meet the -
purpose and need:of theiproject. Weunderstand that although Alternative 1 would help improve -
the effectiveness of the ¢xisting US 1/Bel Air Bypass for addressing immediate roadway safety
and service needs; it would not address the long term need for this project. Therefore; the no-
build alternative is less consistent/with the Planning Act 'of 1992.

Alternative 3,4, 5 and Options A and B (Build-Alternatives) :

The build alternatives would meet the purpose of the project by improving safety and|
accommodating projected increase in traffic volume along the US 1 Bel Air Bypass. Capacity and
safety improvements-on. US 1 are priorities in the Hartford County Master Plan. The build |
alternatives would provide for adequacyof thetransportation system to support development in
Harford County’s planned growthiarea. Overall, the build alternatives are consistent with the
Planning Act of 1992. |

We recognize that there will be adverse impacts on environmentally sensitive areas resulting from ;
the build alternatives. We note that SHA has been working with the resource agencies to modify
some typical sections to reduce the impacts, e.g., by reducing widths of the medians. |

Local:Planning Assistance: 410-767-4550 Fax: 410-767-4480 i
301 West Preston Streeti « Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2305

)






US 1/MD 24/MD 924 Interchange Options A and B include layouts that wouldirequire replacing |

_ the existing park and ride lot. In a January 7, 1998 letter/to. OP| SHA statedithat “in support of a
possiblelfutureibus service increase, the ¢xisting 63-space lot is proposed for reconstruction as an |
86-space lot under Options A and B.with room for further expansion.”. MTA’s'Route 411 serves
the lot weekdays.  We consider it importantithat the commuter parking not be eliminated)even - 1+
temporarily. We assume that continual coordination through this project between SHA and MTA
will assure efficient access to the new park and:ride facility.i It is consistent with the State - -
Planning Act policy to plan/for, develop and encourage the use.of alteratives to-single occupant - |
vehicle travel. 1 -

Should youhave any questions.regarding our comments or if we can assist in coordination on this -
project, please do notihesitate to contact me:at 410-767-4551. +~

Sincerely,
> :9‘
Uit loetly 3 5o
Christine Wells | N N p\-?f .
M, e
Principal Planner = oo —ij PO 3?
. e ‘, . Aﬁ ) _ o 'Q _V_ I
! : UY‘. ‘ @ly ‘.’J!\ : :\Y
cc: Ron Young, OP = BT S

George K. Frick Jr, FHWA! | | i\ﬁ" WG Ay
Keith-Harris; COE - - - U.,-’—' Yf 'j '

--Attention: Vance Hobbs - : A N A e
John Forren, EPA’ va Vﬂ_}“ o T ‘Nf, R
Bob Pennington, USFWS = = 5 j,ﬂf\ N
Timothy:Goodger, NMFS | | G ‘\, NGRS v
~-Attention:John Nichols + o \u"'?:p ;é’ x",:\ -
Cynthia Wilkerson, NPS~ . ,,\’.y N ‘,'

Ray Dintaman, DNR VoS -
Elder Ghigiarelli, MDE | : J 7

3. Rodney Little; MHT | N

Henry Kay, MTA -+



IR ‘ o Parris N. Glendening:
Maryland Department of Transportation | | | Governot ‘
State Highway Administration”
o Parker F. Williams
Administrator |

TO: | Mr LouisH. Ege, Jr
DeputyiDirector - ‘
Office of Planning and |

Preliminary Engineering

FROM: | Monty Rahman -
S Project Planning Division -

DATE: = | March26,1999
SUBJECT: US | Bel Air Bypass from MD 147 to North of MD.924
US 1 from MD 152to MD 147 -

RE: Meeting Minutes with the Town of Bel Air

A meeting with the representatives of the Town of Bel Air was held on Marchi16, 1999
for the subject projects. Those in attendance werex————~ ~~ — ~~

W. N. McFaul: - _Tovwmn Administrator- Town of Bel Air

Susan McComas =~ Town Commissioner- Town of Bel Air

Carol Deibel 1 . Director of Planning- Town of Bel Air

Elizabeth Carver | Community Dev’t Administrator- Town of Bel Air:
Brad Shockley . Planner- Town of Bel Air!

Bob Syphard | | Planner- Town of Bel Air/

Monty Rahman | Project Manager-SHA

Greg Cohen =~ = - ProjectEngineer-SHA" + =
Alazar Feleke: Project Engineer-SHA

Mr. Rakiman stated that the purpose of the meeting was to update the attendees on our
progress with the US-1-Bel Air Bypass and US|1 from MD 152/to MD 147 project planning:
studies. Mr. Rahman then gave a brief presentation on the Project Development process to. -

- Project Planning |

Final Désign | |

Right-of-way Acquisition, and

Construction. = |

He indicated thatboth projects are funded for Project Planning only. Funding is not.
programmed for final design, right-of-way acquisition, or construction at this time. A
Location/Design Public Hearing for the Bel Air Bypass study is scheduled for Marchi24, 1999.

My telephone numberis L. |

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258; Stdtewide Toll Free |

Mail‘inci;i Adc:ljess }P.O. Box 717 i Baltimore, MD 2?2:03t071}7‘ !

PRE N






Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Page Two !

Mr. Rahman also gave a brief presentation on the Project Planning process and then
asked Mr. Cohen to describe the alternates currently under consideration for the two projects..
They are as follows: '

US 1-Bel Air Bypass from MD 147 to North of MD 24/924

o - Alternate 1 (No-Build Alternate) is limited to normal maintenance activity with minor:

~ improvements that would not address the need for thislproject: -~~~ e

o ‘Alternate3 proposes a-gradeiseparated “T” interchange to allow for free-flowing northbound
and southbotind traffictalong US 1 while left-turning traffic to and from US 1 and MDi24.

wouldrutilize an-at-grade intersection. : This option requires the construction of one bridge to: V

carry MD 24 over northbound US 1. 1

o Alternate 4 proposes a trumpet interchange that eliminates the existing at-grade intersection :
at MD 24 and US 1. Under this scenario, US 1 would be relocated east away fromithe
Heavenly Waters Park to allow room for a loop ramp from MD 24 to US 1 southbound. All:
other turning movements would also be accommodated by free-flowing ramps. 'One bridge
would be required to carry MD 24 trafficover US 1.1 i e e e

o Alternate 5 proposes a three level directional interchange' which would replace the existing +

at-grade intersection. Vehicles traveling from US 1 southbound orito MD 24 would use aleft

exit ramp. Other turning movements would also be accommodated by free-flowing ramps. -
Construction of two stacked:bridges would be required under this. scenario. |

o US 1/MD 24/MD 924 interchange options A and B propose a double lan¢ loop ramp for the|
northbound US 1 to northbound MD 24 traffic &s well as some improvements along the -
MD 24/MD 924 mainlin€ in the vicinity of the interchange, and provide a new layoutlto
replace the existing park-and-ride facility. Theimain difference between options A and B is!
in the proposed median width along MD .24/MD924 and the park-and-ride layout design. -

US1fomMDI20MD147

o Since the 1997 Public¢ Hearing, a six lane divided roadway with frequent median breaks to
allow access to businesses and local streets has|been carried forward and may eventually: be
selected for design approval. Prior to construction-of this alternate, it is possible that interim
improvements could be developed-at two intersections most in need of additional capacity: .-
US 1'at MD 152-and US-1-at MD 147.-Several options are under consideration that can:
provide relief for designiyear 2005, 2010, 2013 and 2020._The mainline improvements are !
compatible ionly with the year 2020 intersection improvements.






Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. -

Page Three.. .-

A periodio_f open discussionifollowed with the major points captured below:

o

cCt

The town officials voiced their concerns regarding the existing at-grade intersection at
MD 24 and:US 1.! It was described that due to Iack of proper llghtlnz, 1tis very dxfﬁcult to
CTOSS! thlS intersection dunmo the dark.

. The existing US 1/MD 24/MD: 924 mterchange there are safety i1ssues fecardlng geometry \

and sight distance whileidriving on the ramp. Of particular concern was the slippery.
conditions during winter weather on theiramp from US 1 north.onto MD 924. .

Major development has been occurring along US 1 Business north of MD 147. The |
attendees called for new. studies along this roadway by the State Highway Administration.
US 1 Business was removed from the scope of the project planning study in August, 1993
due to lack of elected official support atithe Final 1993-1998 Consolidated Transportatlon :
Plan (CTP) Elected Officials Briefing. At that time, the Harford County Delegation|
identified US 1 from/MD 152 to MD 147 as a hwher pnonty than the USI Bel ALI‘ Bypass
and offered little support for the sectioniof .

US 1 Business from MD 147 to MD 24 (Ref: CTP Briefing Minutes,l August 24, 1993).

Overall, the attendees expressed support for the various concepts presented and were in
agreement that improvements-to US:1 are beneficial to the Town of BeliAir.... ...

If you have any questions or comments,’ pléégé feel free to contact me at 410-545-8543.

By: /ﬁp .
- \Alazar Feleke .

R Project Engineer
Project Planning Division |

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen |
Mr. Jason Groth
Attendees:
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% ‘ UNITED STATES!ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY |
g 1 REGION HI
AN “1650!Arch Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-19103-2028 |

APR g 1003

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director | |
- Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
Maryland State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street @ =
‘Baltimore, Maryland 21203 -

Re: US Route 1 + Bel Air Bypass: From MD 147 to'north of MD 24/924,
Harford County Maryland . .+ - ... ... . ..
Environmental Assessment

Dear Mr. Ege:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (INEPA), the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR '1500-1508), Section 309 of the Clean Air
Act'and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the above referenced project. Based on
thislreview the EPA would like to offer the followmg sugoes‘ﬂons to 1mpmve the quahty of this
doctment::

Before EPA can support the Fmdmg of No Slgmﬁcant lmpact for this project we would E
need more information on the potential: Bog Turtle Habitat in the studyiarea. ‘While:the direct
impacts to:the environment seem minimal, impacting a federally listed species may warrant :
studying other alternatives further. EPA would like to be informed of the resultsiof the Bog
turtle survey when it is.conducted this spring.

Current information supportingithe Purpose and Need should be included in this
document. For example: How do the numbers predicted for the year 2000:compare to whatis |
happeningitoday fin 1999? What|was the predlcted yearly growth rate in traffic and does that
coincide to what has happened?

'2-2 Traffic Volumes: This section states that the “Traffic measurements from 1993...
were conducted for the study area.” Yet no where in the report is this data provided. This
information or current data should be included in this section as a baseline to compare forécasted
Avefage Dally Traiﬁc of Table 2-1. - — — e

2-4 Level of Service: For companson the current AM and FM ﬁeak LOSshould be = |
included in this sectionias well. - - ,

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474 .






- 5-50 Wildlife and Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species: It is stated that “DNR i |
reports six state listed:threatened or Endangered animal species ... and 23 threatened or |

endangered plant species which were knowil toioccur within the SCEA boundary.” Have studies
for-any of these species, besides the bog turtle, been conducted to determine if these other specxes ;
do indeed inhabit-this'right-of- Way*’) -What were the results of these studies?-

Thank you for Lhe opportunityito- promde COMMments-on 1 thJs EA document If you have
" any questlons regarding this letter please feel free to contact Jamie Stark at 215-814-5569. .

7Sincerrelryr. |
%Q /,’7/)(,(,@/(, 7. /é(@/ sl

Denise M. Rigney O
Transportation Program Manager






Parris N. Glendnnmg :

Marylarﬂd Department of Transportation: Governor
\State Hfghway Administration ' '+ Jomn D, Porcar

Parker F. leilams
November 30, 2000 | Administrator -

Re:l  Project No. HAB88B12 -
US 1-Bel Air Bypass from MD 147
to north of MDD 924 P
Harford County, MD

Ms. Denise Rigney L

US Environmental Protection Agency |
Region 3 - 3ES30i

Environmental Services Division -
Office of Environmental Programs

1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia PA 19103-2029 .

Dear Ms. Rigney: !

As requested, in your April 9,.1999 letter commenting on the environmental
assessment, we are transmitting the final version of the Bog Turtle Survey conducted for .
the US 1 — Bel Air Bypass project: Wetlands W25 and W16, located along US 11 just
south of Vale road in Bel Air, were surveyed, with negative results, between:May 1 and
June 15, 1999, according to the Maryland Department of Natural Resources guidelines.

Should you have any questions or comments regarding the enclosed survey,
please call Ms. Lorraine Strow at 410-545-8697.

i

Very tmly yours,

Cynthia D. $Simpson
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering|

by

Josep‘l{ R. Kresslein =
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

Attachment
---Mr. Mark Duvall
. Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein
Mr. Dan Johnson__ !

Ms. Lorraine Strow
My elephorfenumber [

 Maryland Relay Service ffor impaired Hearing or Speech
- - 1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address:--P.O; Box- 717« Baltimore,-MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street ¢ Baltimore, Maryland 21202






| Parris N. Glendening.

Maryland Department of Transportation | |

N H . O L C John D: Porcari
State Highway Administration: = = ooty
R .~ November I, 1999 ParkerlF. Williams

Administrator

Re:  Project No. HA888B12
US 1 Bel Air Bypass from MD. 147
to North of MD 924 | !
Harford County, MD-

Mr. Robert Zepp

U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service — - -
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive ©
Annapolis MD 21401 | | *

Dear Mr.Zepp:

As requested, we are transmitting the final version of the Bog Turtle Survey
conducted for the'US 1 + Bel Air Bypass project. Wetlands ‘W25-and' W16, located along
U.S. 1 just south of Vale Road in Bel Air; were surveyed bétween:May 1 and June 15 .-
according to the Maryland Department of Natural Resources guidelines..

E— Should you have any questions or comments regarding the enclosed survey, |

please call Ms. Heather Amick, the environmental manager, at 410-545-8526. .
Very truly yours, .

Cynthia D. Simpson;
Deputy Director |
- -~ —Office of Planning-and |
—Preliminary Engineering

by, fa gl X
yé%seﬁﬁ R. Kfe‘sslan 1

Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division |

cc: . MsTHestherAmick g |
Mr. Mark Duvall (w/attachments) :
Mr. Joseph Kresslein -
Ms. Pamela-Stephenson

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
_ . 1-800-785-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mnilinm Addences DO BAvi717 o R:Iﬂimnré; MD 2;12031-0717 !






Parris N. Glendening

Wz}ryland Department of Transportation Governor

— - ‘ Parker F. Wil[iams
‘ November 1, 1999 Administrator

g . Arini 3 JohnD. P i
:,SQate Highway Administration | oty en

Re: Project No. HAB38B12

. US 1 Bel Air Bypass from MD 147
to Northof MD 924 + |
Harford County, MD-

Mr. Scott Smith

Maryland Department of Natural Resources;
P.O.Box68 | | ..

Wye Mills, MD 21679

Dear Mr. Smith: -

~------As requested,-we are transmitting the finaliversion of the Bog Turtle Survey
conducted for the US 1 - Bel Air Bypass project. Wetlands W25 and{W16, located along
U.S. 1 just south of Valé Road in Bel|Air, were surveyed between May 1 and June 15
according to the Maryland Department of Natural Resources guidelines. ’

Should you have any questions or comments regarding the enclosed survey, |
please call Ms! Heather Amick, the environmental manager, at 410-545-8526.

Very truly yours, .

Cynthia D. Simpson:

Deputy Director 1+
Office of Planning and |
Preliminary Engineering

N el Z/ffﬂf/ L >
Joseph R. Kresslein- T
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division ;

JRK:hba o R

Attachments !

cc: . TMsTHeathér/Amick ¥ |
Mr. Mark Duvall (w/attachments) | |
Mr. Joseph Kresslein | '
Ms. Pamela Stephenson |

My telephone number is

Maryland :Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech |
1-800-785-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailina Address: P.O. Box 717 ¢ Baltimore,/ MD 21203-0717 '

e e






DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY !
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS.OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 1715

= T'BALTIMORE, MD 2120317151 = = =~

T 16
Operations Division I

Subject: CENAB-OP-RMN(MD SHA/US 1.@ BEL AIR BYPASS/PHASE
IHI/PREFERRED ALT. CONCURRENCE)97-62403-12

Maryland State Highway Adminisiration

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
Attn::Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Deputy Director
707 North Calvert Street:

Baltimore, Maryland 21202
Dear Ms. Simpson: U P

.. Thisisin response to your letter dated Septemberl27; 2000, requesting
concurrence from this office for the Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation for
the subject project. This bffice has reviewed thé provided information and conours with
the Selected Alternative in addition to the Conceptual Mitigation. Enclosed is our signed
concurrencelonithe provided concurrencel document. -

If you have any questiops concerning this matter, please contact Mr. Steve
Elinsky of this office at 410.962.4503. : '

o Sincerely,

- Transportation Program Manager |

Enclosure






Project Name & Limits: US 1iBel Air Bypasp from MD {147 to north ofithe MD 24/924 interchange |

Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternate and Conceptual Mitigation concurrence/comment

package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing-this/document): | —

___ Federal Highway Administration @ ___Fish and Wildlife Service « ~ ___ MD Dept. of Natural Resources
AEnvironmental Protection Agency:  ____National Park-Servicer -~ . MD Dept. of the Enviranment :
¥ Coms:of Engineers = __ National Marine Fisheriés Service B

Concurs (without commentsy—: ___ Concurs (w/ minor comments) __ Does Not Concur 1

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do not provide “conditional”.concurrence. iYou should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional
information is provided. . -

—---MDB Historical Trust -4 - - MD-Office-of Planning +----- - - i-—-4-.— Mettopdlitan Planning Organization

' ___Provides Commients (below or attached) . ___ Has No Comments |

Comments:

Additional Information Needed:

.y
Signaturezﬁ/g’%/} ‘ Date:‘/d'/é - 0O






Project Name & Limits: US 1 Bel Air Bypassifrom MD 147 to north iof the MD 24/924 interchange

Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternate and Conceptual Mitigation concurrence/comment

package and the summary presented abbve, the following agencyi(by signing this document): -

___ FederaliHighway Administration : __:_ Fish and Wildlife Service, | __ MD Dept. ofINatural’'Resources

____ Environmental Protection Agency : _: _National Park Service | | ____ MD Dept. of the Environment
_~ Coms of Engineers: ___National Marine Fisheries Service —+— @ & -
7:5Coiniéﬁ;§ 7('ivithout comments) ";756h;:7d'risf(wrlfﬁ{iﬁél; c':c;ﬁ"n'h:{eni;)ﬂ b Dbes Not Concur

Comments /'Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do not provide Yconditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments oriwith minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made oradditional |

information is provided. |
Aﬁﬁs’idﬁc@]‘l‘m’s’tf’ : ____MD Office of Planning : 1+ Metropolitan Planning Organization i

____Provides Comments:(belowlor attached) ‘/H:s No Comments |

Comments: -

Additional Information Needed:

Signature: _ : ‘ - }( % ‘ . Date: _ q/g@é b @ O
/7 A A
/7 [ , )







Project Name & Limits: US 1 Bel Air Bypass from MD 147 to north.of the MD 24/924 interchange

Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternate and Conceptual Mitigation concurrence/comment |
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by slgmng this document):| |

/ Federal H:ghway Admmsstratnon P Flsh and ledhfe Service: MD Dept of Natural\ Resources
—_ Environmental Protection Agency i ____ National Park Service 1 ___ MD Dept. of the Environment
. Corps of Engineers: ___Natidnal Marine Fisheries Service |

3/ Concurs (without comments) ___ Concurs (w/ minor comments) ! __: Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: -~~~

Note: Do not provide “conditional” concurrence. Youishouldeither concur with the information as provided:
(without comments or with minor-comments)-or-not concur-untifrevisionsare made oradditional—————
information is provided.

___ MD Historical Trust __MD Office of Planning = ____ Metropolitan iPlanning Organization
; Provides Commé}ifér (Bélovi or attached) . __._ H‘asrhi‘lo' Conifmenié ‘ ' '

Comments:"

Addmonal lnformanon Needed:

Signature: G /JZJ,;/&Z \\Q | ~ Date: _ 9/2(/p
T T







Project Name & Limits: US:1 Bel Air Bypass from MD 147 to north of the MD 24/924 ihterchange "~~~ ~—~

Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternate and Conceptual Mitigation concurrence/comment |

package and the summary presented abave, the following agency (by signing this document): | |

—_ Federal Highway Administration __ Fish and Wildlife Service : . __\( MD Dept. of Natural Resources :
__ Environmental Protection Agency ;| __._ National Park'Service @ | . MD Dept. of the Environment |
—_ Corms of Engineers | ¢ ____National Marine Fishéries Service b

o '_“_\_"_/_"Conicurs (without comments) __ Cdf\i:urs (W/ r'ninor‘éromments) i___Does Not Concur:

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Noter Do pot provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur withithe information as provided |
{without comments:or with minor comments) or |not concur unti! revisions are made or additichal
information is provided. .| - o

____MD Historical Trust 1 | ___MDOffice of Plarning . . ___ Metropolitan Planning Organization :

____Provides Comments (below or attached) .__: Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional Information Needed:

Signature: _ \ Eo\,‘(: ’b(‘,\ﬁ‘ %w]} \ . Date: :SQ!}"Y‘,i \qﬂ,, 2 s

o e






Project/Name & Limits: US 1 Bel lAir Bypass from MD 147 to north of the MD 24/924 interchange |

Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternate and:Conceptual Mitigation concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):| |

___ Federal Highway Administration | _|_ Fish and Wildlife:Service ©  __MD Dept. of Natural Resources!
—__ Environmental Protection Agency | _i__ National:Park Service 1 | ___ MD Dept. of the Environment |
—_Corps of Engineers ___ National Marine Fisheries Service i

____ Concurs (without.comments) ___ Concurs (w/ minor comments) | __. Does NotiConcur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do riot provide “conditional” concurrence. You'should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or with minor comments) or_not concur until revisions are made or additionall
informaition is proyided. |

—. MD Historical Trust ___MD Office of Pldnning + 1 __‘{_ Metropolitan:Planning Organization

T Tt T 7T Provides Comments (below or attached) L{_ Has No Comiments |

Comments::

Additional Information Needed::

Signature: | @)%TM %~[L‘A/Cb : ~ Date: 67/"9'//557)







Project Name & Limits: US 1 Bel Air Bypass from MD 147 to north iof the MD 24/924 interchange

Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected: Alternate and Conceptual Mmgatlon cohcurrence/comment
package ‘and the summary presented above, the following agencyi(by signing this document):

— Federal Highway Administration : __:_Fish and Wildlife Service. | ____MD Dept. of Natural: Resources |
___ Environmental Protection Agency = ____ National Park Service | | MD Dept of the Environment |
____ Coms of Engineers: Natlonal Marine Fisheries Service —

___Concurs (without comments) ”;Tébﬁgdrr;(wrliﬁ{iﬂé;f ééﬁ'ﬁﬁéng |___Does Not Concur

Comments /' Reasons for Non-Concurrénce:

Note: Do not pm{/ide f'cdhditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided
{without comments oriwith minorn cc:rmenta) on rniot concur untii revisions are made oradditional |
information is provided. |

__ MD Historical Trusti X MD Office of Planning : _ Metropolitan Planining Organization |

_X_ Prov;des Comments (below \or attached) ' __. Has No Clomments

Comments: 5@@ 747%;@:2 GMM&Z«/’&

Date: _ /0/&/5)23 :
77







ATTACHMENT |

. Re: the SHA Selected Alternative and Gonéeptua] Mmgatlon for the USI1- Bel Air Bypass \
Project, Concurrence Package - August 2000 L

Comments:

Referring to the 5™ paragraph on page 1, rewrite the first sentence as "The project is located |
within Harford County certified Priority Funding Area." Delete "is consistent with Maryland’s
Smart Growth initiative/"

Yo
X
_”S
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Project Name & Limits: US 1/Bel Air Bypass from MD 147 td north of the MD 24/924 inferchange

Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected ARernate and Conceptual Mitigation concurrence/comment
[ package andithe summary presented atove, the following agency (by signing thiS‘document): N,

. Federal Highway Administration Fistr and Wildhfe Service— —————= -MD-Dept. of Nalural Resources
___ Environmental Pretection Agency © L National Park Service MD Depl. of the Environment
___Compsof Engigeers | | ____National Marine Fisheries Service: T

|/ GCentuisTwt ', ar o%@mﬁ) ___ Concurs (w/ minor comments) ___Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurience:

Note! Do pat pravide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or with minor commen ts) or not concur until revisions-are made or additional . |
informatioq is provided. |

UMD Historical Trust | ___ MD Dffice of Planmnag—- . __ Metropolitan Planning Organization

____Provides Comments (below or attached) |___| Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional Information;Needed:

e e et L
W f 7

41U LUD vuUy . uuo
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For sby Olewn, SHA

ProjectName & Limits: US 1 Bel'Air Bypass from MD 147 to north of the MD 124/924 interchange | | :
Having'reviewed the dttached SHA Selected Alternate and Conceptual Mitigatlon concurrence/comment —
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by slgning this document):| |

. Federal Highway Administration————Fish-and:Wildlife-Service —

Dept. of Natural Resources!

Environmental Protection Agency | 1 National Park Sdrvice D Dept. of the Environment
Corps of Engingers  : __National Marine Flshenes Service ‘
Agcurs (without. comments) _____ Concurs (w/ minor cqmments) i+ Does Not'Concur

Comments/ Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do not provide “conditional” concurrence. Youishould either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or w:th mmor comments) or not concur untll revislons are made or additlonal:

information’is prowdecf _

__MD Historical Tmst. Co __ MD Office of Plannmg b Metrdpol tan P!annmg Orgarnzahon i

___ Provides Commentsi(below or attached) ' _ : Has No Comments -

Comments: i

Additional Information Needed: -

Date: ’/@éz/O/I
77







Project Name & Limits: US 1 Bel Air Bypass from MD 147 to north iof the MD 24/924 Interchange |
Having reviewed the attached S8HA Selected Alternate and Conceptual Mitigation:concurrence/comment
| package and the summary presentsd above, the foliowing agency (by signing this document): | |

- Federal Highway Administration = ___Fish and Wildfife Service |~ ___ MD Dapt. of Nalural Resourcas
,Q(“ Environmental Protéction Ageney. 1 —_ .. National Park-Service - - — - Lo -MD-Depti-of the Environment |
——Corpsof Englneersi | __National Marins Fisheries Service L
- .X Concurs (without comments) | __ Concurs (w/ minor comments) __ Does Not Concur |

Comments /' Reasons for Non-Concurtencs:

%ﬁ@&ﬂm W«Aﬁm o m /&ch’w)'\ WSW

Note: Do not provide “conditlonalconcurrsnce. You should elther concur withthe-information-as provided i
{without comments or with minor| comments) or_not concur until revigions are made or additional |
lnfonnatlom ls pravlded

. MD Historical Trust © - MD Qffice of 3Planning Lo Metropohtan Planning Orgamza!ian !
___ Provides Comments (below or attached) ____ Has No Comments |

Commenis: |

Additional Information Needed: © | o

éirgrrxéturerz;:@w \.)/}‘. . W’ ' . Date: %/15’!”'1







| |
. Parris N. Glendening |

aryland Department of Transportation Governor
tate Highway Administration i ggggig;%fcaﬂ |

Parker F Williams|

Administrator

. September 27, 2000

RE: ' Project No. HA888B12.

US 1- Bel Air Bypass

Harford County, Maryland
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer: | &
Transportation Program Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers |
Baltimore District, CENB~OP R
P.O!Box 1715 . = = .
Baltimore MD 21203 |

Attn: Mr Steve Ehnsky
Dear Mr. Wettlaufer:

Enclosed, per your request, is a report on the additional investigation of wetland
mitigation and stream restoration opportunities associated-with-the US 1-~BeltAir Bypass- .-
Project. Existing conditions and recommendations are summarized for the Rahll property and
the Adams.property, both accepted as mitigation sites by your.agency. The Rahll property has
potential for creation of five acres for non-tidal wetlands and 2650 linear feet for stream .
restoration. The Adams property: offers the possibility of creating four acres of non-tidal
wetlands and approx1mately 5400 linear feet of headwater tributaries for stream restoration work..

The enclosed mapping identifies the locations of the proposed work. Although either property
provides ample opportunity to mitigate the impacts of the project (083 wetland acres and 1540

linear feet'of waters of the!U.S.), SHA has decided to pursue the Rahll property first, with the - 95 ac

Adams property as a backup mitigation site. Due to the uncertain funding status of the project, | |-
property owner participation cannot be guaranteed at this time. At a,point closer to funding
avaﬂablhty, property owner participation will| bepu:sued ,,,,,, o

We hope thls mformatmn wﬂl help expedlte your review of the Selected Alternative and |
Conceptual Mitigation document. If you have any questions or comments, please feel freeto call
the project manager, Monty Rahman at (410) 545-8524 or the environmental manager, Lorraine -
Strow at (410) 545-8697.

My telephone number is

""" Marylandﬂeﬁayﬁervice‘for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free ‘

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 » Baltimore,! MD 21203-0717 |
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street » Baltimore, Maryland 21202






Mr. Paul Wettlaufer
US 1- Bel:Air Bypass |
Page Two

Attachment

cc: . Mr. Gilbert Estridge |

Very truly yours,
Cynthia D: Simpson |
Deputy Director"

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Loty E.
- Joseph R. Kressl;z‘inw
Assistant Division. G}uef
Project Planning Division

Ms. Susie Jacaobs: (w/attachments)

Mr. Joseph Kresslein :
Ms. Suenette Pope:
Mr. Monty Rahman
Ms. Lorraine Strow
Mr. Jim Wynn | |

I






U.S. Rotite 1 Bel Air'Bypass Rrojéc:ﬁ i
MD SHA Contract Number HAS88B12

Potential Wetland Mitigation and Stream Restoration Sites:

Rahll Property |

The Rahll property is located on Putnam Road in the Fallston area of Harford County, Maryland
(ADC Map 416, Coordinates A6).. The potential wetland mitigation and stream; restoration areas
are located within the floodplain of the main stem of the West Brarich of Winters Run, adjacent :
to Putnam Road. The potential project site is currently used as pasture for cattle and horses, with
unlimited livestock access to the stream.; The West Branch of Winters Run has been designated: -
by the Maryland Department of the Environment as a USE IV - Recreational Trout Water of |
Maryland. The stream reaches| within the potential project area are predominantly devoid of_
shade-providing vegetation within the adjacent-fiparian zone, and have somewhat incised and
unstable banks due to-ongoingilivestock hoof impact.. .. .

The potential project area on the Rahil property appears to offer the opportunity for creation of]
approximately; 5 acres of nontidal wetlands, and restoration of approximately 2,650 linear feet of
stream along the main stem of the West Branch of Winters Run and one of its unnamed |~ =~ =
tributaries.| Stream restoration practices that would most likely be utilized for this site include |
bank regrading and stabilization, boulder spurs, streambank: fencing, cross-vane weirs; sod
matting, and planting with woody vegetation to provide shading: -~ — -~

Adams Property

The Adams property is located on MD Route 136 in'the Creswell area of Harford County, |
Maryland (ADC Map #18, Coordinates G10). The potential wetland mitigation and stream:
restoration areas are located along the headwaters and floodplain of an unnamed tributary to
Byrum Run. The potential project siteis currently used as|pasture for cattle, with unlimited
livestock access to the stream. Bynum Run has been designated by the Maryland Department of

the Environment as a USE III — Natural Trout Wiater of Maryland. Many of the stream reaches

within|the potential iproject area are:devoid of shade-providing vegetation, and-have somewhat .
incised and unstable banks due to ongoing livestock hoof impact and highly erodiblesoil [
conditions. T -

_The potential project area on the Adams property appears to offer the potential for creation of
approximately 4 acres of nontidal wetlands, and restoration of approximately 5,400 linear feet of
unnamed headwater tributaries to Bynum Run. Stream restoration practices that ' would most
likely be utilized for this site include bank regrading and stabilization, root wads, boulder spurs,
sod matting, cross-vane weirs, live staking, and planting with woody vegetation to provide
shading. | : S
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Parris N Glendening

" Maryland Department of Transportation: | | Governor |
$tate Highway Adm/n/sfrrg}[on o ;ggggﬁortart

Parker k. Williams: -.
Administrator !

MEMORANDUM

TO: Ms. Marsha Kaiser, Director
o Office of Planning and Capital Programming
Maryland Department of Transportation ..

FROM: | = Cynthia D. Simpson:
Deputy Director . :
Office of Planning and |
Preliminary Engineering |

DATE: | October 11,2000 | -
SUBJECT: . Project/Consistency Report | |
RE: . . ProjectNo. HA888BI2

US 1 Bel Air Bypass
Harford County, Maryland

Enclosed is the Project Review Checklist and Project Consistency Report with comment :
sheets for the US 1:= Bel Air/Bypass project, from MD: 147 to-north-of the MD 24/MD 924 |
interchange in Harford County. -The State Highway Administrator has selected Alternate 4/ -
Option B:Modified, which wias presentedat the Intéragency Review meeting on July 19 of this
year. The SHA Selected Alternate proposes upgrading the existingiroadway to an access-
controlled divided highway. The existing at-grade intersection at MD 24/US'1 would be
reconstructed to provide a trumpet interchange and the mainline roadway would be dualized.

The MD 24/MD924 roadway approaching the interchange would also be widened to a four-lane |
divided highway. In dddition, the existing Maryland Transit Authority Park ‘n Ride Lot at the |
MD 24/MD 924 mterdhanﬂe thh the Bel\Alr Bypass wxll be reconﬁ gured and relooated south of

Please submit this report tojthe Maryland Department of Planning, This will ensure
consistency of the proposed-project with-the Maryland-Economic Growth, Resource Protection
and Planning Act of 1992. If you have any questions, please;contact either the Project Manager,
Mr. Monty Rahman at (410).545-8524, ot the Environmental Manager, Ms. Lorraine Strow at___
(410)1545-8697. .. . .

My telephone numberis 1|

Maryland Relay Service: for Impaired Hearing or Speech |
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free ;

Malling Address: P.O.'Box 717 * Baitimore; MD 21203-0717 |

~ 1 dem e A M chle M aliiawd C‘l---e o D aldlmemun Almwns l..—d n4OND






Ms. Marsha Kaiser
US 1 Bel Air Bypass
Page Two i

CC:

Enclosiires

Mr. Bruce Grey

Mr. Joseph Kresslein
Ms. Gay Olsen

Mr. Monty Rahiman
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Ms. Lorraine Strow

Mr. Jim Wynn |

(w/enclosures)

(w/enclosures)

; (w/enclosures)

= i D er———






Project Review Checklist |
(Whenl complete, record determination on Project Consistency Report) | |

Project Title: US 1, Bel AirBypass| o

Project Location: Harford County: MD 147 to MD 24/MD 924 |
(County and nearest major intersection)

Project DescriptioniThe SHAJ Selected Alternative. Alternate 4 with Option B Modified. would | |
uperade the existing roadway to an access-controlled divided highway. The existing at-grade; - -

‘ntersection at MD 24/US 1 would be reconstructed as a trumpet interchange and the mainline™ ;
roadwaly would be dualized. The MD 24/MD 924|roadway approaching the interchange wouldbe | |
widened to a four-lane divided. In addition, the existing Maryland Transit Authority Parkin Ride

Lot at the MD 24/MD 924 interchange with the Bel Air Bypass would be.reconfigured and

relocated south of the stream which now borders the lot.

. Apphoximate Funding Share |

STATE ““*| * " "LOCAL™ . | “" FEDERAL * | ~ OTHER *

.5 $9.0 million © | $0 $36.3 million | %
“(Cost based on 80% Federal & 20% State) | '« = .

S .. Tierl
X - L Does the project add capacity-to an existing facility or provide new capacity for an
area ot currently served by the facility?——~ -~ -
X 2. Does the project facilitate changes in the existing pattern of growth?
If aniswer to either question is ""yes'! proceed to Tier2.

Tier 2
X 1. . Isthe project consistent with the local comprehensive plan?;
X .2 . Does the project support development in a suitable area,a designated development
area, or a redevelopment area? | N o T

X 3. . Canthe project be designed to prevent adverse impacts to sensitive areas? |
X 4. If in airural area, does the project promote compact growth in existing population :
- B centers? oo e

X 5. Does the project provide opportunities to conserve resources? 1~






X 6. Does the project promote economic growth and development in accordance with | |
other elements of the State's Growth Policy? - ' ' N

Explain;"'no" answers on reverse. If determination is that projectis "inconsistent, " proceed .

- —to-Fier3. - |
Tier 3
1. Do extraordinary circumstances exist which make the project or action necessary:to -
construct despite a finding of'inconsistency in Tier 27 If so, document. |
2. . Isthere no reasonably feasible alternative to the project? If so, document.
Determination: = | U Consistent Ul Inconsistent with extraordinary @

circumstances

4

Sponsor Agency Contact: | Ms. Marsha Kaiser |







Project Consistency Report
(File with Maryland Office of Planhing) -
This review is undertaken:by the State of Maryland pursuant to 3S-7A-02 of the State Finance
and Procurement Article. iProjects or actions are evaluated for consistency with the State’s
Economic Growth, Resource Proteation, and Planning Policy in accordance with Executive
Order 01.01.1992.27. ’

PrOJect Tltle US 1. Bel Air Bypass

Project Location: : Harford County: MD 147 to MD 24/MD 924,

Project Description The SHA Selected Alternative, Alterhate 4 with Option B Modified, would
upgrade the existing roadway to am access-controlled divided highway. The existing at-grade

intersection at MD 24/US |1 would be reconstructed as d trumpet interchange and the mainline |
roadway would be dualized. The MD 24/MD 924 roadway approaching the interchange would bel
widened to a four-lane chvxded h1 ghwav In addition. the ex1stmg Marvland Transit Authority* ™
park’n ride lot at the MD 24/MD 924 interchange With the Bel Air B\mass will be reconfigured and |
relocated south of the stream:which now borders the lot.

~ Approximate Funding Share

STATE @ LOCAL: - FEDERAL- - | - OTHER
$10.5 milion $0 $42 million. . | $0

“(Cost based on 80% Federal &/20% State) |

Determination | __ X Consistent

Inconsistent with extraordinary circumstances

Brief description of extraordinary circumstances:

Sponsor Agency: Maryland Department of Transportation . Date: October 6, 2000 |

Sponsor Agency Contact: ' Ms. Marsha Kaiser

Returnto: . State Clearinghouse =
~-—— - Maryland Office of Planning
301 West Preston Street
Baltimore, MD 121201
(410) 225-4500; FAX: (410) 225-4480







US 1- Bel Air Bypass

Project Review Checklist Comments

SHA - Selected Alternate: 4B Modified

TIER1

1. Does the project add capacity to an existing facility or provideinew capacity?

Yes The SHA Selected Alternate will add capacity to the existing facility.i The | @ ~
existingiroadway section would become the southbound lanes of the dual [ |
highway. Four lanesi(two-lanes in each direction)rare proposed from south of |-

Winters Run to MD 24, land ndrthiof the MD-24/MD 924 interchange to the: -

northern end of the project.- The ultimate 78-foot median, which was plannedin | | |
the early 1960's, was reduced to 34 feet to reduce environmental impact and to'be
consistent with the Hickory Bypass project.: Between MD 24 and MD 24/ |

MD 924, six Ianes are. p;oposed three lanes in: each dxred:non) \

e—

2 _ | M'Does the pro;lectufamhtate‘changes in the ‘emstmg pétiem of gfowth"

No = The SHA Selected Alternate would nlot change the existing pattern of growth.
Growthis expected to occur within the Development Envelope adopted in both
the 1977 Master Plan and the 1988 Land Use Blan. The 1mprovement is’ W1thm

the county’s development envelope

TIER 2|

1. Is the project consistent with the local comprehensive plan?
Yes : The County’s Transportation Plan: An Element of the Harford |
. County Master Plan, January 1994 lists the improvement as a "priority.”

2. Does the project support development in a suitable area, adesignated
development area, or a redevelopment area? | |

Yes . The/SHA Selected Alternate supports existing and new growth in areas designated
for development (i.e., the Devclopment Envelope shown in the Harford County
MasterlPlan) B ) St







Yes

SJI

Yes

Yes

'Can the project be designed to preventiadverse impactswéo’ sensitive areas? |
‘The SHA Selected Alternate has been designed to minimize adverse impactsito

sensitiveiareas by use of guardrail, retaining wall, reduced median, and bifurcated

section along a 22-foot median. However, some impact will' be unavoidable due
to the location of sensitive wetland areas on both sides ofithe existing road. These
impacts will be mitigated on a 2:1 basis for impacts to palustrine forested and
palustrine scrub shrub wetlandsiand ona;l:1 basis for impacts to palustrine—--
emergent wetlands. - S T EHERI R

Ifin a rural area, does the project promote compact growth in population |

centers?

' The SHA Sélected Alternate supports: growth within thjer Céﬁﬁty;s dejsi gnated

Development Envelope and will not create new opportunities for unplanned | |
growth in other areas of the County. |

Doesithe project provide dpporﬁmities to conserve resources? |

- The project would resultiin decreased:travel times throughout the study area,

. . = e I PN . . . .
thereby conserving energy, reducing traffic emissions and improving air quality.

Does the project promote economic growth and development in accord with
the other elements of the State’s:Growth Policy? = - ' S

~ The project/is expected to provide necessary improvements to the transportation

network on order to support county and State goals regarding landiuse, -
development and economic growth, == ;- e



