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V. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 
 
Coordination with environmental resource agencies, elected officials, organizations/associations, 
and the public has been an important component of the MD 32 Planning Study.  Agency 
coordination was conducted throughout the study.  This section of the document includes a 
compilation of correspondence with these stakeholders since the March 18, 1999 Public Hearing.   
 
A. Government Agencies and Special Interest Groups Coordination 

 
The MD 32 project has been developed in accordance with the Maryland Streamlined Environmental 
and Regulatory Process including coordination with Federal and State Resource Agencies.  This 
included agency concurrence on the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study Package (ARDS), a 
45-day comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and agency 
concurrence on the Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation Package (SACM).   
 
Government agencies and special interest groups had an opportunity to comment on the DEIS 
between February 3, 1999 and April 19, 1999.  The majority of their concerns involved safety issues 
and environmental impacts.  The government agencies recommended the development of additional 
designs, but without many specific suggestions.  Agency comments were received from the US 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Maryland Office 
of Planning, Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) – Air and Radiation Management 
Administration, Howard County Department of Public Works, Howard County Agricultural 
Preservation Program, and Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning.  
 
Comments were also received from Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) and Baltimore Regional 
Partnership (BRP).  The concerns of these special interest groups included assessment of 
environmental impacts, safety, land use, and development impacts.   
 
A summary of the government agencies and special interest groups’ comments and SHA responses 
is presented in Section V.A. 
 
A draft of the SACM package was distributed to the agencies in April 2005 with SHA’s Selected 
Alternative presented at the May 2005 Interagency Review Meeting (IAR).   Agency concurrence 
and comments on the final SACM package occurred May 27, 2005.  The Maryland Department of 
the Environment concurred without comment on SHA’s Selected Alternative and Conceptual 
Mitigation. The Federal Highway Administration, the US Army Corp of Engineers, US Fish and 
Wildlife, the Environmental Protection Agency, and Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
concurred with minor comments on SHA’s Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation.  The 
Maryland Department of Planning, the Maryland Historic Trust, and the Baltimore Metropolitan 
Council reviewed the Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation as commenting agencies and 
they had no comments.  These changes have been thoroughly addressed in this FEIS. Refer to 
Section V.G. 
 
Table V-1 below summarizes the government agency meetings that have occurred since the 
submission of the three-year Reevaluation in November 2003. 

Table V-1: Government Agency Meetings since the Reevaluation 
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Date of Meeting Meeting Type Outcome 
April 21, 2004 Interagency 

Review Meeting 
Presented project alternatives, minor comments provided. 

Field meeting set up to revisit project area. 
May 19, 2004 Interagency 

Review Meeting 
USACE requested detailed engineering be completed on 

Rosemary Lane Options 7 & 8, and requested fish 
shocking on Unnamed Tributary to Middle Patuxent. 

June 17, 2004 Howard County 
Board of 

Education 

Board of Education agreed to cooperate with SHA 
regarding the right-of-way needed from the Board of 

Education property. 
July 21, 2004 Interagency 

Review Meeting 
Presented Rosemary Lane Options 7 & 8 and preliminary 

results of fish shocking.  
August 2, 2004 USACE 

Conference Call 
Requested environmental impacts associated with 

Rosemary Lane Option 9. Expressed concern for impacts 
to Terrapin Branch near MD 144. 

August 30, 2004 USACE Requested SHA minimize impacts to Unnamed Tributary 
near Rosemary Lane. Requested for more detail on Option 

9.  Request to minimize the number of crossings of 
Terrapin Branch near MD 144.   

September 9, 2004 FHWA Provided debriefing of the Public Informational Meeting. 
 

September 22, 2004 
Howard County 
Fire and Rescue 

Services 

Concerns regarding emergency response time. Rosemary 
Lane Option 2 with Avoidance and MD 144 Option 9, 

listed as preferred options. 
September 23, 2004 FHWA, USACE 

& MDE 
Options eliminated from further consideration:  

Rosemary Lane: Options 4, 6, 7, 10, 11 
MD 144/Nixon’s Farm Options: 5M, 8, 9, 9M, and access 

west of agricultural easement. 
November 15, 2004 FHWA, USACE 

& MDE 
Continued analysis of MD 144 Interchange Options 5, 5A, 

and 10. Agencies agreed with Option 2A at Rosemary 
Lane. 

December 20, 2004 USACE Meeting between SHA, USACE, MDE, and FHWA where 
Rosemary Lane Option 2A and MD 144 Option 5A were 

agreed upon. 
March  2005 USACE, MDE, 

& USFWS 
MD 144 Options requested by agencies included Options 

12, 13, 14 , 15A, and 15 B. 
April 19, 2005 USACE, MDE, 

& USFWS 
MD 144 Option 12M was requested by the agencies. 

June 15, 2005 Interagency 
Review Meeting 

Requested SHA to flatten horizontal alignment on the MD 
144 West Frontage Road, south of the Nixon’s Farm 

driveway, and shift it away from the Terrapin Branch. 
Note: The table does not include field meetings with the resource agencies. 

 
B.  DEIS Comment Period and Public Hearing 

 
A Public Hearing was held in March 18, 1999 upon release of the DEIS.  The Public Hearing 
provided citizens the opportunity to present oral or written testimony on the DEIS and the project. A 
hearing record was prepared and contains remarks from 46 citizens. Written comments were 
received from approximately 37 local organizations and private citizens.  A summary of the Public 
Hearing testimony, written comments received, and SHA responses are presented in Sections V.B., 
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V.C., and V.D. 
 
Overall, respondents opposed the MD 32 road widening and favored minor improvements without 
capacity expansion.  Common concerns of many respondents were safety, truck traffic, land use 
impacts, and noise. 
 
C. Community Meetings 
 
Based on public comments from the 1999 Public Hearing and new/planned development in the area, 
the new interchange options for the Burntwoods Road, Rosemary Lane, Nixon’s Farm, and MD 144 
Interchanges were developed. Meetings were held with the residents in the immediate areas of these 
interchanges to present the options being considered.  The design objective for the proposed MD 32 
project was to combine the access and driveways along the MD 32 corridor into common access 
points by utilizing existing roads and constructing new frontage roads to connect to the new 
interchanges.  Table V-2 summarizes the community meetings held since the Reevaluation. 
 

Table V-2: Community Meetings since the Reevaluation 
Date of Meeting Meeting Type Outcome 
April 13, 2004 Residents near 

Burntwoods Road 
Presented Burntwoods Road Interchange Options.  

Residents expressed support for Option 3A. 
July 29, 2004 Residents near  

MD 144 
Requested to reconsider an interchange at Nixon’s Farm 

with fewer impacts to residential properties. 
August 4, 2004 Residents near 

Rosemary Lane 
Some residents preferred access from the west side to 

Rosemary Lane Interchange. 
September 8, 2004 Informational 

Public Workshop 
Presented Team’s Recommended Alternative and 

interchange options being considered. 
October 25, 2004 Residents of Fox 

Valley Chase 
Community 

Follow-up to August 4, 2004 meeting regarding 
Rosemary Lane interchange.  Residents expressed various 

concerns. 
October 26, 2004 The Gossage 

Family 
Discussed possible access points for the Gossage family 

to connect their driveway to Wellworth Way, by 
providing a driveway/service road to run through their 

property. 
December 9, 2004 Mr. Gomez Coordinated MD 32 improvements with potential 

developer who owns land in the project area. 
December 13, 2004 Mr. &  Mrs. 

Sullivan 
Expressed concerns regarding impacts to their property. 

January 19, 2005 Town Hall Senator Kittleman sponsored a town meeting.  Residents 
of “A Better Plan for MD 32” were given the opportunity 

to express their concerns to elected officials and SHA. 
March 16, 2005 Residents along 

Wellworth Way 
Presented access options. Residents concurred on 

Wellworth Way extension design. 
March 29, 2005 Follow-up to 

Town Hall  
Presented the short-term safety improvements and Access 

Management Plan. 

 
A community meeting with residents near the MD 32 and Burntwoods Interchange was held on 
April 13, 2004.  A brief history and description was given of the Purpose and Need for the project.  
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This was followed by a presentation of the Burntwoods Road Interchange Option 2 and Option 3.  
The floor was opened to the residents for questions and concerns.  One resident expressed their 
preference for Option 3 because it reduces impacts to their property.  Other residents asked about the 
viewshed of the interchange from their properties.  The residents also asked questions about why the 
Burntwoods Interchange was identified as the first breakout project.  The response given was that it 
will be the first due to the high number of accidents that occur in this area.  In addition, eliminating 
the four at-grade intersections will provide the most benefit along the length of the project.   
 
A community meeting with residents near MD 32, Nixon’s Farm, and MD 144 was held on July 29, 
2004.  A brief history and description was given as well as the Purpose and Need for the project.  
This was followed by a presentation of the MD 144 Interchange options.  The following MD 144 
Interchange options were described in detail: Option 4, Option 4M, and Option 5.  The floor was 
then opened to the residents for questions and comments.  One resident voiced concern over the 
removal of the Nixon’s Farm Interchange.  Option 5 received the most criticism.  The reasons given 
for disapproval of Option 5 were due to the fact that it would sever four parcels of property, impact a 
horse farm, impact a vital water source for livestock, and require the purchase of several residents’ 
properties. Overall, there was a concern about decreased property values and increased development 
caused by the proposed interchange options. All the areas of concern were noted and a response was 
given to the questions posed by the residents in attendance. 
   
A community meeting with residents near the MD 32 and Rosemary Lane Interchange was held on 
August 4, 2004 and October 25, 2004.  At the August 4, 2004 meeting, a brief history and project 
description was given as well as the Purpose and Need for the project.  This was followed by a 
presentation of the Rosemary Interchange options.  The following options were described in detail: 
Option 2, Option 4, Option 6, Option 7A, and Option 8.  The floor was then opened to the residents 
for questions and comments.  A suggestion was made to move the frontage road on the west side 
closer to southbound MD 32. Responses were given to numerous questions regarding property 
values and land acquisition.  Several residents felt that the frontage road proposed in Option 2 would 
cause traffic to cut through Fox Valley Chase neighborhoods. Residents also requested more 
information about the Burntwoods Road Interchange and were told that interchange options would 
be available at the September 8, 2004 Informational Public Workshop.  Another area of concern was 
the Smart Growth exemption that the project was granted.  Several questions about noise abatement 
options were answered.  
 
The October 25, 2004 Rosemary Lane Interchange meeting served as a follow-up meeting to the 
August 4, 2004 meeting.  The attendees inquired about other safety improvements that could be 
considered regardless of the larger planning study.  There have been a number of enhancements 
implemented by SHA's District Office (advanced warning signs, re-surfacing, double-wide center 
line with rumble-stripe, etc).  The attendees requested that additional safety considerations be 
investigated: cut-through traffic, encroachment of project on homeowner property, safe access from 
River Valley Chase if Burntwoods interchange completed before other improvements, road noise, 
truck traffic, and the project design's consistency with rural character of surrounding area.  Upon 
completion of the meeting, it was stated that the residents’ concerns would be reviewed. 
On October 26, 2004 a meeting was held with the Gossage Family to discuss possible access points 
to connect their driveway to Wellworth Way by providing a driveway/service road to run through 
their property.  The Gossage’s are concerned about the safety of accessing MD 32 at their existing 
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driveway location.  Their concerns have been exacerbated by the recent addition of the southbound 
right-in/right-out movement for Fox Chase Estates because residents in this neighborhood often wait 
in the Gossage driveway for a gap in traffic to make a u-turn to access their neighborhood.  
Consequently, the Gossage’s cannot access their driveway and need to wait on the shoulder.  Two 
access options were discussed and it was agreed to develop a few alignments including a cost and 
impact analysis comparing them.  
 
A follow-up meeting was held with the Gossage Family and the residents along Wellworth Way on 
March 16, 2005 to obtain their input and agreement on the extension of Wellworth Way.  The 
residents also expressed concern about the need to make short-term improvements prior to making 
capacity improvements.  The residents concurred with the Wellworth Way extension design. 
 
D. Informational Public Workshop 
 
An Informational Public Workshop was held on September 8, 2004 at the Folly Quarter Middle 
School in Ellicott City, Maryland.  The purpose of the workshop was to update the public on the 
status of the study, to present the results of studies completed since the Public Hearing, and to 
receive public comments on the recommended alternative and new interchange options.  The 
attendees had the opportunity to comment on the information presented using the comment form 
provided in the workshop brochure.  A total of 58 comments were received from the workshop.  The 
comments and responses from the workshop are presented in Section V.E. 
 
E.  Town Hall Meeting 
 
On January 19, 2005, Senator Kittleman sponsored a Town Hall Meeting to provide a forum for the 
residents who are part of “A Better Plan for 32” group. For the first hour of the meeting residents 
had the opportunity to look at the plans of SHA’s Selected Alternative and ask questions to the 
project team members.  For the second hour of the meeting, attendees were able to present their oral 
or written testimony on the project to a panel of State and County representatives.  The panelists 
included: Senator Allen Kittleman; Doug Simmons, SHA Deputy Administrator; Delegate Gail 
Bates; Delegate Warren Miller; and Mr. Cherry, Howard County.   
 
F. Coordination Meeting with Citizens and “A Better Plan for 32” Group 
 
On March 28, 2005, Senator Kittleman sponsored a meeting to provide a follow up to the January 
Town Hall Meeting to selected residents and representatives from “A Better Plan for 32.”  At this 
meeting, SHA presented an update on interim safety improvements within the corridor.  SHA also 
presented a Three Tier Plan for the corridor, detailing short-term safety improvements, mid-term 
improvements, such as access management and construction of the Burntwoods Road interchange, 
and the ultimate implementation of the MD 32 Planning Study.  
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Response to Comment 1: 
A 2:1 side slope design was used in sensitive environmental areas, as documented in Sec-
tion IV. 
 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily 
on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 
was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway 
system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west 
transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods be-
tween the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely popu-
lated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 
would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited 
access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the Highway 
Needs Inventory.  
Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The correction of the replacement ratio for palustrine shrub/scrub has been noted and the 
change has been made in Section IV.G of the FEIS.  
 
Response to Comment 3: 
At the time of the publication of this document SHA, USACE,  USF&W, and MDE were 
still identifying potential locations for stream blockage removal. 
 
 Response to Comment 4: 
As requested, fish and animal passage will be provided where applicable. 
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Response to Comment 5: 
The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland Depart-
ment of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 2004, 
requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program funding for 
the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted based on extraor-
dinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious congestion and safety con-
ditions. Refer to Section III.A.3.c for more information.  
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Response to Comment 1: 
The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project located outside of a 
certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the Smart Growth Priority 
Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the Maryland Board of Public 
Works prior to funding is programmed for final design and construction.  In July 2004, the 
Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary circumstances exist and approved an 
exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby authorizing the Maryland Department  
of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 32 project. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternatives were considered  for the project 
and discussed in the DEIS.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been 
developed and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  
While these improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not ad-
dress the long-term needs of the corridor.  Refer to Section I.C and II.A.1 for more infor-
mation. 
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Refer to the following page for the response to Comment 1. 
 
 
 
 
 

1 



MD 32 Planning Study— Government Agencies and Special Interest Groups Comments on DEIS 

Page 6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 1: 
The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project located outside of a 
certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the Smart Growth Priority 
Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the Maryland Board of Public 
Works prior to funding is programmed for final design and construction.  In July 2004, the 
Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary circumstances exist and approved an 
exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby authorizing the Maryland Department  
of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 32 project. 
 
As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential land 
use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and Cumula-
tive Effects Analysis, an independent and objective MD 32 Land Use Expert Panel 
(LUEP) was established, consisting of nine members having local, regional and national 
land use expertise.  The charge to this group was to estimate potential land use changes 
that may result from different proposed highway improvements, taking into account the 
local market and planning environment.  The results from the Land Use Expert Panel, 
published in July 2004, were inconclusive due to mixed opinions.  The results have been 
considered in the update of the SCEA Analysis for the FEIS.  Refer to Section IV.O. for 
more information. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Refer to the Howard County letters and responses later in this section. 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
Refer to the Maryland Department of the Environment’s comments and responses later in 
this section of Agency Comments. 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
The determination from the MHT that there will be “no adverse effect” on historic proper-
ties has been noted in Section III. C.   
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Response to Comment 1: 
The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project located outside of a 
certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the Smart Growth Priority 
Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the Maryland Board of Public 
Works prior to funding is programmed for final design and construction.  In July 2004, the 
Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary circumstances exist and approved an 
exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby authorizing the Maryland Department  
of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 32 project. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed 
and implemented during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these improve-
ments may address some of the current safety issues, they do not address the long-term 
needs of the corridor.  Refer to Section II.A.  for more information. 
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Response to Comment 3: 
Since the DEIS, residential development has increased rapidly independent of the con-
struction of the project.  This growth has put pressure on the state and local roadway net-
work.  However, the approval of zoning and building permits in the study area is not regu-
lated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building permit approval lies with the 
Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning.  
 
Response to Comment 4: 
The FEIS text reflects the current residential lot development zoning for the 2000 Howard 
County General Plan.  Cluster zoning (4.25 acre lots) replaced the 3 acre lot development. 
 
 Response to Comment 5: 
The Land Use Classifications used in the FEIS reflect those described in the Howard 
County General Plan 2000. 
 
Response to Comment 6: 
The data in Table III-7 was updated in the FEIS with  the most recent land use data avail-
able from Howard County. 
 
Response to Comment 7: 
The Land Use section has been updated in the FEIS. Refer to Section III.3. 
 
Response to Comment 8: 
Figure III-3, Howard County Zoning Plan has been updated to reflect the latest county 
zoning information.  Figure III-4, Existing Land Use has been updated with the 2002 land 
use information from the Maryland Department of Planning. 
 
Response to Comment 9: 
Figure III-3 has been revised to identify the Howard County Priority Funding Area. 
 
Response to Comment 10: 
Since the completion of MD 32 between MD 108 and Pindell School Road, traffic vol-
umes along MD 32 have increase from 28% to 52%.  Because of the increase in traffic, it 
is likely that accidents have also increased.  In the section of MD 32 south of Linden 
Church Road a bottleneck occurs where the two lanes transition into four lanes for the 
vehicles traveling further south along MD 32.   
 
Refer to next page for the response to Comment 11 
 
Refer to next page for the response to Comment 12 
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Response to Comment 11 from previous page: 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along 
MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Cur-
rently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, 
another reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Coun-
ties.  Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the open-
ing of MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage 
increased to 11%.  With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a 
fair percentage of vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access 
controlled.  However, as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built 
out, it is anticipated that a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out 
the traffic volumes. 
 
Response to Comment 12 from previous page: 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily 
on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 
was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway 
system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west 
transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods be-
tween the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely 
populated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-
70 would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not become a 
limited access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the 
Highway Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
 
Response to Comment 13: 
The Secondary Impacts from the project have been updated to address the changes in 
land use. Refer to Section IV.O. 
 
Response to Comment 14 : 
Figure IV-3 has been revised.  Refer to Figure IV-11.  The land use classifications used 
are those established by the Counties. 
 
Response to Comment 15: 
The secondary and cumulative effects analysis has been revised in the FEIS.  This analy-
sis found that the future development within the SCEA boundary are not dependent on 
the MD 32 improvements. 
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Response to Comment 16: 
See response to Comment 14. 
 
Response to Comment 17: 
Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning was a source for information in 
Table IV-17. 
 
Response to Comment 18: 
The sub-watershed boundaries are shown in Figure IV-5. 
 
Response to Comment 19:  
Refer to Section IV.O.D in the FEIS. 
 
Response to Comment 20: 
Refer to Section IV.O.E. 
 
Refer to Comment 21: 
Refer  to Section IV.O.D. 
 
Refer to Comment 22: 
Refer to Sections IV.O.B and IV.O.C. 
 
Refer to Comment 23: 
The secondary and cumulative effects analysis concluded that there will be minimal 
secondary and cumulative effects from the implementation of the MD 32 Planning 
Study. 
 
Refer to Comment 24: 
A new secondary and cumulative effects analysis was conducted for the FEIS. Refer to 
Section IV.O. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on the 
state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building permits 
in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building per-
mit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning.  
 
The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project located outside of a 
certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the Smart Growth Priority 
Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the Maryland Board of Public 
Works prior to funding is programmed for final design and construction.  In July 2004, the 
Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary circumstances exist and approved an 
exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby authorizing the Maryland Department  
of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 32 project. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Refer to Section IV.L for the  Hazardous Materials results and coordination. 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
The immediate and secondary impacts to air and water quality as well as noise from the 
project have been considered.  
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Response to Comment 1: 
The traffic generated by the Howard County Fairgrounds, as well as access from the resi-
dential development along MD 32, was considered in the design of the interchange option.  
MD 144 Interchange, Option 12M will provide a local access road to collect local traffic 
on the west side of MD 32.  This local road will connect to the southbound exit ramps and 
a frontage road to MD 144. Refer to Section II.D.5.  
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The Summary Table, page S-17 in the FEIS has been revised to include the impacts to 
productive agricultural land and preservation land. 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
The condemnation of preserved lands is address in the FEIS under the land use section. To 
date, there has been little public opposition/comment regarding preserved lands; thus, this 
topic was not included as an “area of controversy.” To the extent practical, avoidance and 
minimization measures have been incorporated into the design to reduce impacts.  The 
potential impacts on land use (including preserved lands) were taken into consideration in 
the development of the Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
SHA’s Selected Alternative would not impact farming operations along the corridor. 
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Response to Comment 5: 
The northbound deceleration lane at the Dayton Shop Interchange would impact the agri-
cultural preservation parcel on the east side of MD 32.  To minimize impacts to this pres-
ervation parcel 2:1 slopes have been implemented. Refer to Section II.D.2 for a descrip-
tion of the selected Dayton Shop interchange. 
 
Response to Comment 6: 
Section III.A.3 has been revised to include a discussion of agricultural land uses and pres-
ervation parcels in the study area. The agricultural impacts associated with the selected 
alternative are presented in Section IV.D. 
 
Response to Comment 7: 
Section IV.A.2.b, has been revised in the FEIS to include agribusiness operations. 
 
Response to Comment 8: 
Farm operations will not be disrupted with the implementation of SHA’s Selected Alter-
native. 
 
Response to Comment 9: 
The secondary and cumulative effects analysis has been revised and includes a section on 
potential secondary and cumulative effects to farmlands. Refer to Section IV.M. 
 
  
Response to Comment 10: 
Figure III-3, Howard County Zoning Plan has been updated to reflect the latest county 
zoning information.  Figure III-4, Existing Land Use has been updated with the 2002 land 
use information from the Maryland Department of Planning. 
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Response to Comment 1:  
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Federal 
Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 and 
subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise barriers 
do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s Sound 
Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential visual af-
fect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2:  
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway Sys-
tem. These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of goods and ser-
vices, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic. Truck prohibitions on MD 32 
are not an option that SHA could consider. 
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Response to Comment 3: 
Refer to Section II.E for a description of the SHA Selected Alternative.  The inter-
change options were selected to balance  the natural and social environment impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
Refer to the Howard County Agricultural Preservation Program’s comments and re-
sponses in this section of Agency Comments. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System. These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of goods and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic. Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your comments have been noted. Coordination with the Howard County police to locate 
crossovers will take place during the design phase. 
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No comments on this page. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
A Two-Lane Build Alternative was also considered in response to comments at the Pub-
lic Hearing and on the DEIS. Two, two-lane build alternatives were considered, a two-
lane roadway with or without a barrier in the median. The two-lane alternative without 
the barrier and interchanges would result in higher travel speeds and the potential safety 
concerns associated with these higher speeds. If a barrier were placed in the median, it 
would eliminate head-on collisions; however, rear-end accidents were the most common 
accident type and it would not help eliminate these accidents. The two-lane alternative 
would address access control on MD 32, but it would not meet the need for increased 
capacity on the mainline.  For a description of the two-lane build alternative considered 
refer to Section II.B.2. 



MD 32 Planning Study— Government Agencies and Special Interest Groups Comments on DEIS 

Page 20 

No comments on this page. 



MD 32 Planning Study— Government Agencies and Special Interest Groups Comments on DEIS 

Page 21 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on 
the state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building 
permits in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and 
building permit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and 
Zoning.  
 
Response to Comment 3: 
Land use assumptions are determined at the local level not by SHA.  Approved land use 
assumptions provided by the county are used as a basis for developing the projections 
for the network.  The forecasts are driven by the land use projections set by the county. 
If MD 32 were never widened, then adequate public facilities ordinances would limit 
development growth. However, for long range planning and needs assessment, growth 
levels are reviewed and approved at the county level, so that roadway capacity needs 
can be anticipated and planned for improvements to the demand – which takes years to 
implement. 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project located outside of 
a certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the Smart Growth Priority 
Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the Maryland Board of Public 
Works prior to funding is programmed for final design and construction.  In July 2004, 
the Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary circumstances exist and ap-
proved an exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby authorizing the Maryland 
Department  of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 32 project. 
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Refer to the previous page for the response to Comment 4.. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 5: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on the 
state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building permits 
in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building per-
mit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning.  
 
As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential land 
use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and Cumula-
tive Effects Analysis, an independent and objective MD 32 Land Use Expert Panel 
(LUEP) was established, consisting of nine members having local, regional and national 
land use expertise.  The charge to this group was to estimate potential land use changes 
that may result from different proposed highway improvements, taking into account the 
local market and planning environment.  The results from the Land Use Expert Panel, 
published in July 2004, were inconclusive due to mixed opinions.  The results have been 
considered in the update of the SCEA Analysis for the FEIS.  Refer to Section IV.O. for 
more information. 
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Response to Comment 6: 
Howard County easement purchase program has regained funding and began accepting  
applications in January of 2004. Recent improvements to the program have increased the 
price paid per acre and adjusted eligibility criteria to make the program available to more 
property owners.  
 
 
 
Response to Comment 7: 
Residential development has grown rapidly in the project area since the DEIS in 1999, 
independent of the construction of the four-lane highway. This growth has put pressure on 
the state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building per-
mits in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building 
permit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning.  
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Response to Comment 8: 
See response to Comment 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 9: 
The SCEA has been updated in the FEIS. Refer to Section IV.O. 
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Response to Comment 10: 
Traffic volumes have rapidly grown in the project area since the DEIS in 1999, independ-
ent of additional capacity. The updated traffic data can be found in Section I.4. 
 
 
Response to Comment 11: 
Since the completion of MD 32 between MD 108 and Pindell School Road, traffic vol-
umes along MD 32 have increase from 28% to 52%.  Because of the increase in traffic, it 
is likely that accidents have also increased.  In the section of MD 32 south of Linden 
Church Road a bottleneck occurs where the two lanes transition into four lanes for the 
vehicles traveling further south along MD 32.   
 
SHA conducted a license plate survey along MD 32 in 1999 to verify where vehicles en-
tering the corridor their origin.   The results showed that 51% of the vehicles came from 
Carroll County, 19% were from Frederick County, 13% were from Howard County, and 
the other 17% were from other counties including neighboring Baltimore and Montgom-
ery Counties. 
 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Existing and Future forecasts were revised for the FEIS 
when the project was reinitiated in 2003.  Since then, MD 100 has been completed and 
MD 32 has seen a diversion in traffic from 25% to 54%.   Currently, the MD 32 project 
area mainline operates at level of service (LOS) E to F.  The poor LOSs are caused by 
heavy directional volumes, which lead to a lack of passing opportunities.  On some seg-
ments, peak directional volumes exceed directional capacity.  Capacity on a one-lane 
roadway in each direction is 1,800 vehicles per lane for arterial roadways.  Under No-
Build conditions, MD 32 between I-70 and Linden Church Road is projected to operate at 
LOS F at all intersections.  At this time, the directional distribution of traffic is 77% dur-
ing the peak hours, based on a 2004 count, and is heavily influenced by the commuter 
traffic from Frederick and Carroll Counties in the peak periods.   Currently, the average 
directional distribution of traffic is 66% during non peak hours.  In the No-Build condi-
tion, with no improvements, the peak period would extend beyond one hour. 
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Refer to the next page for the response to Comment 12. 
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Response to Comment 12: 
The results of the air quality analyses indicate that carbon monoxide impacts resulting 
from the implementation of the Build Alternative would not result in a violation of the S/
NAAQS 1-hour concentration (35.0 ppm) or the 8-hour concentration (9.0 ppm), at any air 
quality receptor location, in either year 2010 or 2025.  The air quality analyses also indi-
cate that the carbon monoxide impacts from the No-Build Alternative result in no viola-
tions of the 1-hour concentration or the 8-hour concentration in either year 2015 or 2025. 
Refer to Section IV.I. for more information. 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 13: 
The DEIS was approved by FHWA in January 1999. However there was over a three-year 
lapse in the project so a  re-evaluation of the DEIS was prepared in 2003 in accordance 
with the CEQ Regulations and 23 CFR 771.  FHWA concurred with the reevaluation on 
March 22, 2004, indicating that a supplemental document was not required.  In accordance 
with 40 CFR 1502.19, the FEIS will be circulated to Federal, State and local agencies as 
well as the public for a 30-day comment period prior to the Record of Decision. 
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Response to Comment 14: 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed 
and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these 
improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not address the long-
term needs of the corridor.  Refer to Section II.A.1 for more information. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The DEIS was approved by FHWA in January 1999. However there was over a three-
year lapse in the project so a  reevaluation of the DEIS was prepared in 2003 in accor-
dance with the CEQ Regulations and 23 CFR 771.  FHWA concurred with the reevalu-
ation on March 22, 2004, indicating that a supplemental document was not required.  In 
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.19, the FEIS will be circulated to Federal, State and Local 
Agencies as well as the public for a 30-day comment period prior to the Record of Deci-
sion. 

1 



MD 32 Planning Study— Government Agencies and Special Interest Groups Comments on DEIS 

Page 30 

 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The build out numbers referred to were used to identify historic trends for the Secon-
dary and Cumulative Effects Analysis.  The number of dwelling units constructed be-
tween 1991 and 1997 were not used to estimate traffic growth to the design year.   
 
Land use growth is not determined by the roadway capacity, but rather the roadway 
capacity is developed to accommodate the land use set by the county. It is true that ade-
quate public facilities are needed for approval of rezoning plans and developments, but 
if the State waited until the development was in progress to widen the roads, we would 
have constant and severe congestion on the roads. Instead, the county determines the 
level of growth they are willing to accept for each target year, and the roads are ex-
panded as required to accommodate that growth level. 
 
Future development levels are permitted by the additional access, not induced, i.e., the 
growth level is determined, then roads are improved to accommodate it.  The Long 
Range Plan is developed based on need driven by the land use projections approved by 
the county. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to the following page for the response to Comment 3. 
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Response to Comment 3:   
The increase in traffic volumes along MD 32 anticipated with either build alternative 
would be the result of two factors: 1) new planned development that is allowed by local 
growth regulations; and 2) existing trips on other roadways that will be carried by a more 
efficient MD 32.  The expected higher volumes on the build alternatives (relative to the 
No-Build Alternative) will not be the result of “induced” development, as there are no 
public or private development projects that are dependent on the MD 32 project for com-
pletion. 
 
It is not highway induced development, it is the approved county land use that drives the 
model forecasts. Some assumptions on development are needed to project traffic; the 
model does not create new trips to “fill up” the roadway network with traffic. 
 
Response to Comment 4:   
SHA conducted a License Plate survey along MD 32 in 1999 to verify where vehicles 
entering the corridor their origin.   The results showed that 51% of the vehicles came from 
Carroll County, 19% were from Frederick County, 13% were from Howard County, and 
the other 17% were from other counties including neighboring Baltimore and Montgom-
ery Counties. 
 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Existing and Future forecasts were revised for the FEIS 
when the project was reinitiated in 2003.  Since then, MD 100 has been completed and 
MD 32 has seen a diversion in traffic from 25% to 54%.   Currently, the MD 32 project 
area mainline operates at level of service (LOS) E to F.  The poor LOSs are caused by 
heavy directional volumes, which lead to a lack of passing opportunities.  On some seg-
ments, peak directional volumes exceed directional capacity.  Capacity on a one-lane 
roadway in each direction is 1,800 vehicles per lane for arterial roadways.  Under No-
Build conditions, MD 32 between I-70 and Linden Church Road is projected to operate at 
LOS F at all intersections.  At this time, the directional distribution of traffic is 77% dur-
ing the peak hours, based on a 2004 count, and is heavily influenced by the commuter 
traffic from Frederick and Carroll Counties in the peak periods.   Currently, the average 
directional distribution of traffic is 66% during non peak hours.  In the No-Build condi-
tion, with no improvements, the peak period would extend beyond one hour.  
 
Response to Comment 5:   
The existing (2003) level of service for the MD 32/ MD 144 Interchange was E in the a.m. 
and p.m. conditions.  The future (2025) level of service for this interchange is F.  Refer to 
Section I.C.3. for more information. 
 
Response to Comment 6:   
A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed and implemented 
during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these improvements may address 
some of the current safety issues, they do not address the long-term needs of the corridor.  
Refer to Section II.A.1 for more information. 
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Response to Comment 7:  
The accident rate on MD 32 in the study area is 95.3 accidents per 100 million vehicle 
miles between 2000 – 2003.  If the project is fully implemented, the facility type would 
become a four-lane roadway with full controls of access.  The average statewide acci-
dent rate for this type of facility is 38.7 accidents for every 100 million-vehicle miles 
traveled.  This is an anticipated reduction in accident rate of 56.6 accidents for every 
100-million vehicles miles traveled.  The projected traffic volumes for the no-build con-
dition could result in approximately 113 accidents per year by 2025.  This compares to 
the build condition projected to result in only 68 accidents per year by 2025. For more 
information on the accident data refer to Section I.C.3. 
 

Response to Comment 8: 
The No-Build Alternative was considered in the Alternatives Analysis for the project.  
The No-Build Alternative would only include roadway maintenance and minor repairs 
to MD 32 as needed.   Since the study began in the mid 1990s a number of safety and 
operations improvements have been implemented to MD 32 in the study area.  While 
these safety improvements have addressed problems in the short-term, the continued 
high accident rates that occur on MD 32 in the study area illustrate the need for long-
term solutions as proposed in the selected alternative.  Refer to Section I.2 for more 
information on the accident history in the study area and refer to Section II.B. for more 
information on the No-Build Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 9: 
The portion of MD 32 in this study is part of a transportation system that provides a 
crucial travel function for the primary highway system, connecting I-70 with I-95, I-
295, I-97 and I-595 (US 50).  The existing two-lanes of MD 32 in the study area were 
intended to be the future northbound roadway for a four-lane divided highway when the 
roadway was constructed in the 1950s. 
 
 
Response to Comment 10: 
In response to comments from the Public Hearing and on the DEIS, a two-lane fully 
controlled roadway was studied.  This option would be a two-lane facility as exists to-
day with the same interchange locations as the four-lane build alternatives. (This two-
lane option was also considered in Land Use Expert Panel Report. Refer to Appendix 
B.)  The two-lane alternative potentially could result in decreased delays and accidents 
at the signalized intersections.  However, a single through lane would result in conflicts 
at the ramps because the congestion on the two lanes.  A two-lane freeway would be 
safer than existing conditions because access is controlled, but will not be as safe as the 
four-lane freeway. The two-lane alternative would only address access control on MD 
32, but not increase capacity.  Therefore, two-lane build alternative does not fully meet 
the Purpose and Need of increased safety and adequate capacity and was not carried 
forward for further study.  Refer to Section II.B.2. 
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Refer to previous page for the response to Comment 10. 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 11: 
With regards to the CMS analysis, your comments are noted. The CMS was only one of 
the pieces of information used in determining alternatives retained for detailed study. 
Alternative such as two-lane alternative and other short of the dualization were consid-
ered and then dismissed because they did not fully address the project's purpose and 
need.  One concern for these alternatives  was they failed to provide an 
appropriate level of safety or did not accommodate future transportation demand for 
projected traffic volumes on MD 32 when compared to the four-lane alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 12: 
Refer to the Response to Comment 10. 
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Response to Comment 13: 
The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project located outside of 
a certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the Smart Growth Priority 
Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the Maryland Board of Public 
Works prior to funding is programmed for final design and construction.  In July 2004, 
the Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary circumstances exist and ap-
proved an exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby authorizing the Maryland 
Department  of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 32 project. 
 
Response to Comment 14: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on 
the state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building 
permits in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and 
building permit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and 
Zoning.  The MD 32 project has been a priority project for Howard County officials for 
a long time and is in compliance with the Howard County General Plan 2000  which has 
zoned western Howard County Rural Residential and Rural Conservation. Refer to Sec-
tion III.A.3. 
 
Response to Comment 15: 
The DEIS was written in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14, which states, “...all reason-
able alternatives under consideration need to be developed to a comparative level of 
detail in the draft EIS so their comparative merits may be evaluated.”   
 
The impacts presented in the DEIS were based on a preliminary level of engineering 
and appropriate impacts analysis in order to compare feasible alternatives.  More de-
tailed analysis was done on the alternatives and interchange options retained from the 
DEIS in order to choose the selected alternative. The results of the detailed analysis on 
the interchange options are presented in Chapter II.  The impacts associated with imple-
menting the selected alternative are described in greater detail in Section IV. 15 
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Response to Comment 16: 
As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential land 
use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and Cumula-
tive Effects Analysis, an independent and objective MD 32 Land Use Expert Panel 
(LUEP) was established, consisting of nine members having local, regional and national 
land use expertise.  The charge to this group was to estimate potential land use changes 
that may result from different proposed highway improvements, taking into account the 
local market and planning environment.  The results from the Land Use Expert Panel, 
published in July 2004, were inconclusive due to mixed opinions.  The results have been 
considered in the update of the SCEA Analysis for the FEIS.  A revised SCEA was con-
ducted  for the FEIS based on comments from 1999 Public Hearing and the DEIS.  The 
results of the SCEA can be found in Section IV.O. The direct effects of the build alterna-
tives are presented in Chapter of the DEIS and FEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 17: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on the 
state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building permits 
in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building per-
mit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning.    
 
The past, present, and future trends in residential development in western Howard County  
show the residential growth continuing independent of the improvements to MD 32. Un-
der the No Build scenario in 2025 the conditions on MD 32 will be worse situation than 
today. Refer to Section III.A.3 and Section IV.O. for more information on development 
trends in western Howard County. 
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Response to Comment 18: 
The geographic boundary for the FEIS SCEA has been revised from the geographic 
boundary of the DEIS SCEA.  The revised SCEA boundary was based on an overlay of 
the 2002 Land Use Expert Panel planning areas, the 2000 Census Tracks,  watersheds 
and sub-watersheds, and area of traffic influence.  The sewer and water service loca-
tions were also considered; however the residences in the study area rely on well water 
and septic tanks.  Refer to Section IV.O. for more information. 
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Response to Comment 19: 
A revised SCEA was conducted  for the FEIS based on comments from 1999 Public Hear-
ing and the DEIS.  The results of the SCEA can be found in Section IV.O. 
 
 
Response to Comment 20: 
 The State Highway Administration (SHA) recognizes the growth that has occurred in 
western Howard County and in southern Carroll County and the pressure this has placed 
on the state and local road network. However, the approval of zoning and building permits 
in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building per-
mit approval lies with the Counties’ Departments of Planning and Zoning.  
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Response to Comment 21: 
In 2003, improvements were made to the Howard County Agricultural Preservation Pro-
gram that adjusted eligibility criteria making funding available to more property owners 
and increasing the price paid per acre.  The initial goal of the program was to preserve 
20,000 acres of farmland for agricultural activities. As a result of the success of the pro-
gram, the Howard County General Plan 2000 raised the preservation target to 25,000 acres 
in agricultural easements.  As of June 30, 2004, a total of 19,205 acres on 213 properties 
have been preserved in Howard County through state and county agricultural preservation 
programs. (Howard County Recertification Report, FY 2004 Agricultural Land Preserva-
tion Program).  Refer to Section III.A.3. for more information. 
 
 
Response to Comment 22: 
The Sykesville / Freedom area is designated as a growth area by Carroll County.  Devel-
opment in this area will occur whether or not  one of  the build alternatives for MD 32 
from MD 108 to I-70 is constructed.  Identifying secondary effects caused by the potential 
expansion of MD 32 from I-70 to MD 26 is beyond the scope of the current study.  
Known plans for development, as well as the direct effects of improving MD 32 north of 
I-70, were included as potential cumulative effects in the FEIS SCEA. 
 
The employment center at the I-70 / MD 32 interchange is not in the 2000 Howard County 
General Plan. 
 
Adequate Public Facilities (APF) Ordinances usually dictate the timing of development, 
not whether or not the development will occur.  There are no planned developments that 
are waiting for MD 32 for APF approval.  It is the county’s responsibility to grant or deny 
development permits based on zoning regulations and current infrastructure capacity. 
 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily 
on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 
was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway 
system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west 
transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods be-
tween the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely popu-
lated areas of Baltimore and Washington, DC.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 
would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited 
access freeway. Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
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Response to Comment 23: 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between  
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along 
MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Cur-
rently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, an-
other reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening of 
MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage increased 
to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  However, 
as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is anticipated that 
a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the traffic volumes 
 
 
 
Refer to the following page for a response to Comment 24 
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Response to Comment 24: 
The northern end of the study area is I-70.  This is the logical termini as defined by the 
Federal Highway Administration and would complete the Patuxent Freeway.  It is possi-
ble that this will place some stress on the section of MD 32 just upstream and down-
stream of the I-70 interchange, similar to what occurs at MD 108.  However, with much 
of the traffic accessing I-70, the ‘stress’ may not be as heavy as it is perceived to be on 
MD 108 today.  In addition a large amount of traffic volumes experienced between MD 
108 and MD 32 occur because of increased development at the Villages of Columbia. 
 
Response to Comment 25: 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primar-
ily on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of    
I-70 was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent 
Freeway system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, 
east-west transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and 
goods between the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more 
densely populated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 
north of I-70 would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not 
become a limited access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document 
called the Highway Needs Inventory.  Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
 
 
 
Refer to the following page for the response to Comment 26. 26 
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Response to Comment 26: 
The DEIS was completed in accordance with the guidelines of the National Environmental 
Policy Act.  SHA is in no way deferring compliance with NEPA until after approval of the 
project.  Rather, the DEIS includes sufficient information in order to make an accurate 
assessment of feasible alternatives.  Detailed engineering, as well as environmental im-
pacts, will continue to be refined as information becomes available.  Much of the updated 
information is available in this FEIS.  The impacts associated with implementing the se-
lected alternative can be found in Section IV. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 27: 
The Air Quality Analysis was updated for the FEIS and was prepared in accordance with 
the US EPA, FHWA and SHA guidelines.  Carbon monoxide impacts are analyzed as the 
accepted indicator of vehicle-generated air pollution.  
 
In accordance with the SHA SCEA guidelines, air quality is not a resource considered for 
the purposes of SCEA because regional air quality analyses are required for federal and 
state conformity and cover SCEA requirements.  Regional air quality is considered in the 
state’s Transportation Conformity Process, which is essentially a cumulative effects analy-
sis.  The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments and the 1992 Intermodal Surface Transporta-
tion Efficiency Act require a regional air quality analysis.  For Howard County, the Balti-
more Metropolitan Council performs the regional air quality analysis on the TIP not SHA. 
 
 
 
Refer to the following page for the response to Comment 28. 
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Response to Comment 28: 
FHWA and SHPO have been consulted regarding the potential for SHA’s Selected 
Alternative for the MD 32 project to affect cultural resources as required by the regu-
lations promulgated by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) [36 
CFR 800.5(d)].  Three of the National Register eligible properties identified in the 
area of potential effect (APE) (HO-207 Westwood Methodist Episcopal Church,  
HO-6 – 45 Milton Shipley Farm Corncrib, and archeological site 18HO232) will not 
incur direct construction impacts and will not be adversely affected.  Archeological 
site 18HO261 is assumed eligible for the National Register and will be adversely af-
fected by SHA’s Selected Alternative.  A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) be-
tween FHWA, SHA, and SHPO formalizes the commitment to complete evaluation 
and treatment of this site as appropriate.  The following considerations apply to this 
project:  SHA would set forth in the project specifications that protective fencing shall 
be placed around the exterior of the Milton Shipley Corncrib (HO6-45) and no equip-
ment shall be staged on the legal parcel of the building.  Protective fencing would be 
placed around archeological site 18HO232 during construction.  Archeological site 
18HO261 will be evaluated to determine its eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP.  If 
eligible, data recovery plan will be developed in consultation with the SHPO and will 
be included in any documentation developed for the project.  The MOA also stipu-
lates that, should activities be added to the project for which cultural resources studies 
have not been completed (e.g. wetland and stream mitigation, reforestation areas), the 
SHA shall ensure that such studies are implemented, adhering to all relevant profes-
sional standards and guidelines. Refer to Section IV.C. 
 
The Cultural Resource Report can be obtained from SHA by contacting the Project 
Manager, Nicole Washington, or the Environmental Manager, Allison Grooms.  Both 
can be reached at 1-800-548-5026. 

28 
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No new comments on this page. 
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Refer to page 46 for the response to Comment 1-1. 
 
Refer to page 47 for the response to Comment 1-2. 
 
Refer to page 49 for the response to Comment 1-3. 
 
Refer to page 50 for the response to Comment 1-4. 

1-1 

1-2 

1-3 

1-4 
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Response to Comment 1-1: 
The discrepancy between the two travel forecast from the BMC and SHA may be  
attributed to more than one factor.  Since the BMC’s model encompasses the entire region, 
it lacks the level of detail that can identify  the on-going developments in the area. The 
technique used by SHA focuses on the local roadway network, and can take into account 
the recent heavy residential development that is increasing traffic in the area.   
 
The fact that the BMC used older data for the baseline projections plays a  
major role in the differences between their own travel forecasts and that of SHA.  
Overall in this portion of MD 32, there has been a steady increase in traffic volume from 
1999-2003 according to  SHA’s Maryland Traffic Volume maps.  The volume of traffic 
on 32 is still relevant to traffic assignment. The BMC’s projection that the existing two 
lane roadway will be sufficient until the year 2020 is highly questionable based on most 
recent data in the Traffic Operations and Accident History sections of the FEIS (Section I. 
C.3).  The current traffic congestion in the study area supports the claim that the widening 
of MD 32 is necessary as traffic conditions continue to worsen. 
 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along 
MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Cur-
rently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, an-
other reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening of 
MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage increased 
to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  However, 
as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is anticipated that 
a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the traffic volumes. 
 
 

1-1 
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Refer to previous page for the response to Comment 1-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 1-2: 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) is the amount of vehicles passing a point on a roadway 
over a 24 hour period.  Peak hour volumes are AM and PM volumes for a roadway dur-
ing its most congested timeframe in a 24 hour period.  Capacity is a threshold used to 
evaluate the amount of cars a roadway facility can handle in an hour.  Facilities are ca-
pable of carrying more than the theoretical capacity depending on the geometric design, 
traffic controls, volumes, and the terrain.  The capacity for a roadway varies depending 
on the type of facility it is, i.e., arterials, freeways, multi-lane roadways. When the peak 
hour volume exceeds the capacity the roadway will operate or fail at a Level of Service 
F.  Traffic volumes during the off peak hour will be lower than the peak hour but may 
still reach or exceed the capacity of the roadway.  This is usually the case when the peak 
hour extends beyond an hour.  
 

1-2 
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Refer to previous page for the response to Comment 1-2. 
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Response to Comment 1-3: 
Accidents rates have continued to rise since 1998, for more information refer to the  
Accident History in Section I. C.3.  In regards to the comment on reducing  
collisions involving animals, it should be noted that SHA policy includes fencing along 
controlled access facilities.   
 
A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed and imple-
mented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these improve-
ments may address some of the current safety issues, they do not address the long-term 
needs of the corridor.  Refer to Section II.A.1 for more information. 
 
 
 

1-3 
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Response to Comment 1-4: 
SHA’s Selected Alternative would provide a four-lane divided highway with full ac-
cess control on MD 32 between MD 108 and I-70.  Six, grade-separated interchange 
locations with access roads will control access along this stretch of roadway.  Burnt-
woods Road Interchange Option 3 was selected.  Burntwoods Road interchange will 
replace four existing at-grade intersections with MD 32: Ten Oaks Road, Burntwoods 
Road, Pfefferkorn Road, and Ivory Road East. For more information on the alterna-
tives and interchange options considered and a description of SHA’s Selected Alter-
native, refer to Section II.E. 
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 1-4a: An interchange at Triadelphia Road was not carried forward for several 
reasons.  In the northeast quadrant of MD 32 and Triadelphia Road there is a National 
Register Property, the Westwood  M.E. Church, and the ball fields of Folly Quarter 
Middle School, which both would be affected by an interchange at this location. Also 
the proximity of MD 32 to Ten Oaks Road would not accommodate interchange ramps.  
Lastly, Burntwoods Road serves as a central location for combining the access of four 
local roads, whereas all this traffic would be diverted south to Triadelphia Road.  Refer 
to Section II.D.3 for a description of the proposed Burntwoods Road interchange.  
 
 1-4b: For a description of the proposed Rosemary Lane interchange refer to 
Section II.D.4. 
 
 1-4c:  In response to comments from the Public Hearing and on the DEIS, a 
two-lane fully controlled roadway was studied.  This option would be a two-lane facility 
as exists today with the same interchange locations as the four-lane build alternatives. 
(This two-lane option was also considered in Land Use Expert Panel Report. Refer to 
Appendix B.)  The two-lane alternative potentially could result in decreased delays and 
accidents at the signalized intersections.  However, a single through lane would result in 
conflicts at the ramps because the congestion on the two lanes.  A two-lane freeway 
would be safer then existing conditions because access is controlled, but will not be as 
safe as the four-lane freeway. The two-lane alternative would only address access con-
trol on MD 32, but not increase capacity.  Therefore, two-lane build alternative does not 
fully meet the Purpose and Need of increased safety and adequate capacity and was not 
carried forward for further study.  Refer to Section II.B.2. 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 1-5: 
The alternatives selected are described in Section II.  The updated traffic data is pre-
sented in Section I.C.1, Section III.B, and Section IV.B. 
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Response to Comment 1-6: 
A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed and implemented 
by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these improvements may 
address some of the current safety issues, they do not address the long-term needs of the 
corridor.  Refer to Section II.A.2 for more information.  
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Refer to the previous page for the response to Comment 1-6. 
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Refer to page 52 for the response to Comment 1-6. 
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Refer to page 52 for the response to Comment 1-6. 
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Refer to page 57 for the response to Comment 2-1. 
 
Refer to page 58 for the response to Comment 2-2. 
 
Refer to page 58 for the response to Comment 2-3. 
 
Refer to page 59 for the response to Comment 2-4. 
 
Refer to page 60 for the response to Comment 2-5. 
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Response to Comment 2-1a: 
Detailed analysis of the environmental impacts associated with implementing the selected 
alternative are presented in Section IV of the FEIS. 
 
Response to Comment 2-1b: 
Road building, culverting, devegetation, stream and floodplain encroachment would be 
direct effects of constructing any of the build alternatives, as described in Section IV of 
the DEIS and FEIS. 
 
Response to Comment 2-1c: 
This would require scientific analysis of currently unknown information. Quantification of 
these values is not necessary in order to make an informed decision on SHA’s Selected 
Alternative.  The qualitative assessment performed is sufficient. 

2-1a 

2-1b 
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Response to Comment 2-2: 
The impacts presented in the DEIS were based on a preliminary level engineering in order 
to narrow down feasible alternatives.  More detailed analysis was done on the alternatives 
and interchange options retained from the DEIS in order to choose the SHA Selected Al-
ternative. The results of the detailed analysis on the interchange options are presented in 
Section II.  The impacts associated with implementing the selected alternative are de-
scribed in greater detail in Section IV. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2-3: 
The purpose of the SCEA is to examine past trends and determine whether or not MD 32 
would have an appreciable effect on future trends.  The MD 32 project is consistent with 
development patterns in the region and therefore will not have major cumulative effects.  
Cumulative effects that may occur are documented in the SCEA. 
 
Cumulative impacts are possible to resources as described in the SCEA (Section IV.O.), 
and will be associated with development and transportation projects unrelated to the im-
pacts from the MD 32 project.  Impacts to resources resulting from future development 
adjacent to or in nearby areas will occur independently of the planned improvements for 
MD 32 and will effectively be minimized through existing environmental regulations. 
Cumulative effects to resources are expected to be minimal because development is re-
stricted to areas currently zoned residential or commercial and will avoid environmentally 
sensitive areas. Also, the cumulative effects to these resources will be regulated by exist-
ing, applicable federal, state, and local legislation for avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation. 
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Response to Comment 2-4: 
Throughout the development of the project measures were taken to avoid wetlands, mini-
mize impacts and when no other options were available implement compensatory mitiga-
tion measures, in accordance with the EPA and ACOE 1989 guidelines.  The resource 
agencies have been very active in the minimization and mitigation for the project.  Refer 
to Section IV.G for a description of  the wetland impacts and the mitigation  for the pro-
ject. 
 
Stormwater Management BMPs will be used to minimize effects to groundwater/surface 
water quality.  Stormwater Management is in no way related to wetland mitigation. 
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Refer to previous page for a response to Comment 2-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Respond to Comment 2-5: 
The Air Quality Analysis was updated for the FEIS and was prepared in accordance with 
the US EPA, FHWA and SHA guidelines.  Carbon monoxide impacts are analyzed as the 
accepted indicator of vehicle-generated air pollution.  
 
In accordance with the SHA SCEA guidelines, air quality is not a resource considered for 
the purposes of SCEA because regional air quality analyses are required for federal and 
state conformity and cover SCEA requirements.  Regional air quality is considered in the 
state’s Transportation Conformity Process, which is essentially a cumulative effects analy-
sis.  The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments and the 1992 Intermodal Surface Transporta-
tion Efficiency Act require a regional a regional air quality analysis.  For Howard County, 
the Baltimore Metropolitan Council performs the regional air quality analysis on the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) not SHA. 
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Refer to previous page for a response to Comment 2-5. 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2-6: 
An  informational public workshop was held in September 2004 to present the results 
for interchange options that were retained for detailed study.  The FEIS documents the 
results of  the options retained as well as the impacts for the selected alternative.  There 
will be a 30-day comment period for agencies and the public to review the FEIS prior to 
approval by the FHWA and location design approval.  After this approval the project 
would have to be programmed for final design and construction funding in order for 
work to begin. 
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Response to Comment 3-1: 
As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential land 
use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and Cumula-
tive Effects Analysis, an independent and objective MD 32 Land Use Expert Panel 
(LUEP) was established, consisting of nine members having local, regional and national 
land use expertise.  The charge to this group was to estimate potential land use changes 
that may result from different proposed highway improvements, taking into account the 
local market and planning environment.  The results from the Land Use Expert Panel, 
published in July 2004, were inconclusive due to mixed opinions.  The results have been 
considered in the update of the SCEA Analysis for the FEIS.  Refer to Section IV.O. for 
more information. 
 
Response to Comment 3-2: 
The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project located outside of a 
certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the Smart Growth Priority 
Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the Maryland Board of Public 
Works prior to funding is programmed for final design and construction.  In July 2004, the 
Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary circumstances exist and approved an 
exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby authorizing the Maryland Department  
of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 32 project. 
 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on the 
state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building permits 
in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building per-
mit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning.  
 
Response to Comment 3-3: 
The 2000 Howard County General Plan no longer identifies as a need for an employment 
center north of I-70, and goes on to state that the land in this area has undergone residen-
tial development so there is no longer land available for an employment center. (Howard 
County General Plan 2000 , pages 62-63) 
 
The purpose of the MD 32 Planning Study is not to “promote growth”, but rather to ac-
commodate current and planned growth in a safe, efficient manner.  Refer to Section I. 
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Response to Comment 3-4: 
The State Highway Administration (SHA) recognizes the growth that has occurred in 
western Howard County and Carroll County, and the pressure this has placed on the state 
and local road network. However, the approval of zoning and building permits in the study 
area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building permit approval 
lies with the Counties’ Departments of Planning and Zoning.  
 
The SCEA boundary was revised in the FEIS to include southern Carroll County.  Also 
the area of traffic influence considered MD 32 into Carroll County.  The 2001 Freedom 
Community Comprehensive Plan was considered in the SCEA. 
 
In the DEIS, Carroll County was included in the traffic planning numbers; thus, develop-
ment in this area was considered in the need analysis for the roadway. 

 
The Sykesville/Freedom growth area is part of a PFA.  Any planning project for MD 32 
from I-70 to MD 26 it would include an assessment of direct environmental effects in that 
area.  As determined during selection of logical project termini, this would be a totally 
separate study and not dependent upon the current proposed improvements to MD 32. 
 
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances usually dictate the timing of development, not 
whether or not the development will occur.  There are no planned developments that are 
waiting for MD 32 for APF approval.  It is the county’s responsibility to grant or deny 
development permits based on zoning regulations and current infrastructure capacity. 
 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on the 
state and local roadway network.  However, the SHA does not have any plans to widen 
MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to extend the limits of the current MD 32 plan-
ning study north of I-70 was based primarily on the different functions that the two seg-
ments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 was envisioned as a limited-access freeway 
that would complete the Patuxent Freeway system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-
70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west transportation corridor that provides a safe and 
efficient route for people and goods between the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, 
while bypassing the more densely populated areas of Baltimore and Washington, DC.  By 
comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 would serve a more limited regional function and 
would most likely not become a limited access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term 
planning document called the Highway Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
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DEIS PUBLIC HEARING ORAL TESTIMONY 

The following summarizes the verbal comments received at the Public Hearing and responses by the 
Project Team: 

 
Speaker 1: Steve Curtis 
  14000 Triadelphia Road 
  Dayton, MD 

Comment: Mr. Curtis’ first concern is the incompatibility of Howard County’s General Plan with 
Smart Growth and the proposed Route 32 build alternatives roles in enabling those anti-
smart growth aspects of the general plan. 

Second, he is concerned about the apparent lack of data showing the effect of recent 
safety improvements in reducing accident rates in terms of miles driven along the 
roadway on the section of Route 32 that is under discussion and additional safety 
improvements, some of which Mr. Hicks talked that weren’t included in the publicly 
available documents before tonight could be added in a No-Build scenario. 

Third, he is upset by the present rules not allowing noise barriers where noise levels 
would indicate they should be placed to rural residential densities and fourth, the past 
history of underestimates of truck traffic on previously, what might be called improved 
parts of Route 32. 

In reference to his first point, the present 1990 Howard County General Plan, which 
currently guides development, the County calls for the construction of an urban 
employment center in rural West Friendship and for the possible redevelopment of the 
rural I-70 corridor…I-270 like employment corridor when conditions permit. 

The letter sent to the State Highway Administration by the Howard County Director of 
Planning and Zoning he feels is hardly reassuring…potential developments.  The 
Director simply states the proposed build alternatives would not, would avoid strip 
development and does not address the role that these alternatives would play enabling 
much denser, urban mixed use type development. 

The Director is a strong advocate of…urban mixed use centers being placed in Howard 
County’s rural areas, along the edge, and the proposed build alternative should not be 
permitted until they can be shown to be compatible with Smart Growth and in particular 
until the year 2000 Howard County General Plan which is just beginning its formulation 
stages has been developed and shown to embody smart growth principals. 

Similarly, Mr. Curtis believes the county wide planning documents for Carroll and 
Frederick County should be in accord with Smart Growth principals before approval of 
the build alternatives is considered.  Otherwise the Route 32 corridor will face the same 
planning debacle as that of I-270 where despite plans of corridors is choked now as it 
was before lanes were added. 
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Western Howard County does not need a Class F limited access highway that will be 
gridlocked during the day and become a howling truck route at night.  The present Class 
F two way road would be fine by comparison. 

Concerning Mr. Curtis’ second point, the present case has not been made as to the 
safety of Route 32 after recent improvements that were made in terms of safety 
requirements.  A longer term base…have been made and needs to be examined, also 
further safety improvements could be made in no build scenarios discussed earlier and 
the effectiveness of these need to be considered before arguments for No-Build 
alternatives based on alleged road hazards...credibly. 

Mr. Curtis feels it is clear that the build alternatives might not result in a higher accident 
rate giving concerns indicated with lack of Smart Growth being incorporated and 
planned. 

In reference to his third point, although the State Highway Administration planning 
document for the proposed Route 32 build alternatives notes the importance of low 
noise levels and the quality of life in rural areas, the present cost rules for sound barriers 
will result in no relief for rural residents on Route 32 corridor. 

Until these rules are changed to allow the barriers that were indicated by noise levels 
and where rural densities are not discriminated against, the build alternative should not 
be considered.  The present rules would not allow sound barriers no matter what the 
noise levels. 

His fourth point was, since the improvements of Route 32 east of 108 have been done, 
this is the other part that has already been…spoke to State Highway Administration 
staffers concerning aggressive driving habits, the drivers of heavy trucks on that part of 
Route 32.  SHA admitted that they underestimated the truck traffic and that any 
attempts at lane restriction of heavy trucks, for example the right lanes would be 
thwarted by a powerful truck lobby. 

He hopes estimates of heavy truck traffic will be more reliable measures than asking 
truckers at the weight station at I-70 if they will use the road, they will know what the 
correct answer is. 

Mr. Curtis feels the build alternative shouldn’t be considered until reliable truck traffic 
study has been completed and an assessment of the increased risk to car drives is made, 
otherwise past mistakes will be repeated. 
 
Response 1: The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project 
located outside of a certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the 
Smart Growth Priority Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the 
Maryland Board of Public Works prior to funding is programmed for final design and 
construction.  In July 2004, the Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary 
circumstances exist and approved an exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby 
authorizing the Maryland Department  of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 
32 project. 
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The State Highway Administration (SHA) recognizes the growth that has occurred in 
western Howard, Frederick and Carroll Counties and the pressure this has placed on the 
state and local road network.  However, the SHA does not control master plan 
development or regulate zoning and building permits in the county.  Relevant County 
departments of planning and zoning have this authority.   

Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been 
implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these 
improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not address the 
long-term needs of the corridor.  
 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System.  These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of goods 
and services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic.  Truck 
prohibitions on MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider.  Truck traffic 
estimates which are based on existing and future traffic models were used in the 
development of the build alternatives. 

 
Speaker 2: Curt Fisher 
  4519 Rutherford Way 

Comments: Mr. Fisher asked if for the Patuxent Freeway, there was an all encompassing study done 
as far as environmental impact statement or any of other studies that were mentioned? 

Mr. Fisher feels that it appears as though the State brought a lot of this previous 
information forward without the planning that should have been undertaken for this 
project.  It is incumbent upon the State to go back and perform another study instead of 
just looking from 108 north to 70.  Need to look at that entire roadway as it was put in 
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and realize that at least in the federal government whenever work is segmented, it is just 
a means of getting around doing studies that are required. 

Mr. Fisher feels the question should actually be was that the purpose or is that the way 
that this has been done? 

Response: The SHA Selected Alternative meets the Purpose and Need for the project by 
addressing the long-term safety and operational deficiencies of the study area corridor.  
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of any resources 
that may be affected by the MD 32 project, as well as any potential effects within a 
regional context as part of the secondary and cumulative effects analysis. 

 
Speaker 3: Vanessa McNeil 
  16480 Route 144 
  Woodbine, MD 

Comments: Ms. McNeil grew up in West Friendship on the family farm at the intersection of Route 
32 and 144.  The farm is now in danger of being hacked up and ultimately ceasing to 
exist as a viable farm.  The need for road expansion is not in dispute, but all the designs 
that involve bypass options are not feasible and show a complete and total disregard for 
long time citizens of the County. 

Mr. James Hudson, Jr., Ms. McNeil’s father, agreed, at the County’s urging, to enter 
into the agricultural preservation program several years ago instead of selling the 
property to the development community.  This was done with the intent to preserve the 
farm.  The State has a distinct obligation to make decisions regarding this project with 
some measure of social responsibility.  Ms. McNeil is emphatically opposed to any 
bypass options at Route 32 and 144 as those bypass options would result in a net loss of 
approximately 7 acres, an only 71 acres of the total 96 acres being farmable. 

The bypass options are environmentally, economically and sociably unacceptable. 

Response: The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Farmland and 
agricultural preservation easements are part of this impact assessment.  The SHA 
Selected Alternative would include all possible efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate 
impacts to these resources while meeting the project’s Purpose and Need.  

 
 
Speaker 4: Denise Clark 
  Triple Creek Farm 

Comments: Ms. Clark’s family has owned Triple Creek farm since 1934, and it has been a working 
farm with cattle and crops since that time.  Ms. Clark also put the farm on the farm 
preservation list. 
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Ms. Clark’s first concern is that the project will take an important part of the pasture 
which is a great food source and shelter and is very secluded for the cattle. 

Second, the plan will affect both her home and local wildlife.  There will be a dramatic 
increase in noise pollution, air pollution and water pollution.  The wetlands and wildlife 
habitation on her property need to be protected. 

The plan also has poor traffic design.  With the fairgrounds in the area, any time there is 
an event, traffic becomes overly congested.  If two circles are placed in the way the 
ramps are set up, traffic will be difficult. 

Ms. Clark understands the need for a change in the 32/144 intersection, but believes the 
plans are unacceptable.  She also feels that the design consultant of 32 belittled the 
farmers in the area when saying the farmers in the area are only “part-time” farmers.  
She stated that 90% of all farmers have jobs or businesses along with their farms along 
with the 40 to 50 hours they spend farming, so no one is a part-time farmer. 

Response: The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Farmland, 
noise, air, wildlife, and wetlands are included in this impact assessment.  The SHA 
Selected Alternative would include all possible efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate 
impacts to these resources.  In addition, SHA is working with numerous agencies such 
as the Maryland Department of the Environment, Department of Natural Resources, and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that all environmental concerns are 
addressed. 

All build alternatives have been designed to ensure effective traffic operations in order 
to meet the Purpose and Need.  It has been demonstrated across the state that traffic 
circles are a successful means of managing traffic operations, with noted safety benefits 
compared to a conventional signalized intersection.  The proposed traffic circle designs 
at the existing MD 32 / MD 144 intersection accommodate peak traffic volumes 
associated with weekday rush hours, as well as events at the Howard County 
Fairgrounds. 

 
Speaker 5: Theresa Stonecyfer 
  12865 Route 144 
  West Friendship, MD 

Comments: Ms. Stonecyfer and her family have been farming in Howard County for over 200 years.  
She believes that MD 32 needs to be upgraded and made safer, but needs to be done 
correctly with minimal impact to property owners, taxpayers and the communities.   

Ms. Stonecyfer and her family are opposed to the current design of Route 32 and the 
144 interchange.  If there were no fairgrounds (which has events on an average of at 
least 4 days a week), shopping and business centers and a proposed public golf course 
with an adjacent county office building in the area, the proposed design might work.  
These facilities bring more than local and everyday commuters to negotiate this area. 
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Ms. Stonecyfer questions the reason to enter her property and damage a tributary, 
wetlands, stream and property when she put the farm on preservation and sold 
development rights, practiced environmentally safe farming, voluntarily fenced off 
streams, and put in a watering system to even further protect the water, land and way of 
life.  The project would also entail an extreme amount of grading that would cause 
harsher run offs and would cross streams on the Terrapin Branch.  What would happen 
if after this project is built, it doesn’t work?  Does the County/State buy the farm? 

The state acquired land in the past and had ample room to expand without touching her 
farm.  Taking land was not supposed to be an issue.  Ms. Stonecyfer has met with 
Heather Murphy and Vaughn Lewis and they have conceded that the effected areas is 
more than likely to be more than 3 acres and may even be closer to 7 acres. 

Consideration must also be given to the fact that land may also be lost when upgrading 
is needed on Route 144 in the future.  With the newest neighbor possibly being a golf 
course that will affect the water supply to the farm, and the south border is an 
unprotected farm that may be developed or commercialized, how hard would it be to 
show that she cannot sustain a viable farm?  If so, she will withdraw from the 
preservation list and develop the land. 

Response: All build alternatives have been designed to ensure effective traffic operations in order 
to meet the Purpose and Need.  It has been demonstrated across the state that traffic 
circles are a successful means of managing traffic operations, with noted safety benefits 
compared to a conventional signalized intersection.  The proposed traffic circle designs 
at the existing MD 32 / MD 144 intersection accommodate peak traffic volumes 
associated with weekday rush hours, as well as events at the Howard County 
Fairgrounds.  In addition, existing and future land use has been considered in the 
intersection design. 

The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Farmland, 
wildlife, water quality, storm water management and wetlands are part of this impact 
assessment.  The SHA Selected Alternative would include all possible efforts to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate impacts to these resources.  In addition, SHA is working with 
numerous agencies such as the Maryland Department of the Environment, Department 
of Natural Resources, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that all 
environmental concerns are addressed. 

Sprawl is a condition that can best be controlled through land use regulations.  The 2000 
Howard County General Plan and the Agricultural Land Preservation Program are 
committed to the preservation of the rural nature of the western portion of the county.  
However, it is the responsibility of local planners to regulate land use or the rate of 
residential/commercial development.  It is SHA’s duty to respond to current and future 
transportation needs that arise from regulated land use development.  Improvements to 
MD 144 are not included within the needs identified by this study. 

 



MD 32 Planning Study  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Hearing Testimony  SECTION V-B 
 

7 

 
Speaker 6: James Walsh 
  P.O. Box 2196 
  Ellicott City, MD 21041 

Comments: Mr. Walsh feels it is obvious that Route 32 during peak hours between I-70 and Route 
108 is currently handling traffic volumes beyond its design capabilities.  South of 108, 
32 is also a freeway extending into Annapolis so the segment under study provides an 
obvious connection to I-70.  Whether something is done or not, a high increase in 
volume of traffic will continue to feed into Route 32. 

The current access to and from Route 32 in the study area already adds the pressure for 
development.  For these reasons, he feels it is clear that the road needs to be widened.  
On the other hand, it is also clear that building new roads often encourages additional 
traffic and new development which soon overwhelms the gains achieved by new 
construction. 

A balance needs to be reached between the need for a new road to handle through traffic 
without encouraging additional traffic and development in nearby communities.  His 
fear is that the current State Highway Administration proposal to build six interchanges 
in a nine mile stretch will intensify development pressures and increase traffic on local 
roads.  In short, the State Highway Administration proposal would produce a Route 100 
in western Howard County contrary to both Howard County planning goals for the area 
and the state’s Smart Growth Act. 

Mr. Walsh proposed a modification of the State Highway Administration’s plans that 
would accommodate the traffic volume while eliminating/reducing disruptions to 
adjoining neighborhoods, eliminating local access to Route 32 would likely decrease 
traffic on local roads from their current levels.  The area most likely to face the greatest 
impact from these modifications, Glenelg, would still enjoy access from Pfefferdkorn, 
Ten Oaks, Burntwoods, Triadelphia and Folley Quarter Roads.  In summary, his 
recommendations are that the entire segment should be upgraded to a four lane limited 
access highway, eliminate all intersections, make a full four leaf clover intersection at I-
70 and Route 32 to eliminate left turns across traffic, but build only one interchange in 
the stretch between I-70 and Route 108 and that would be at 144. 

Reluctant to even build an interchange at 144, he thinks it would be necessary for public 
safety reasons in order for firefighters at the West Friendship Fire Station to have access 
to Route 32 in case of an accident.  To provide local access, he would propose building 
a series of service roads alongside Route 32 where necessary, first from, on the west 
side of 32 from Route 144 to Nixon Farm Lane, possibly building a service lane on 
Route 32 from Rosemary Lane down to Ivory Road, building an overpass carrying 
Ivory Road to Pfefferkorn, Ten Oaks Roads, extending Ten Oaks Road along the west 
side of Route 32 to Pfefferkorn, build an overpass carrying Linden Church Road to Ten 
Oaks Road or alternative extending Broadwater Lane to Route 108 in Clarksville. 

The only tricky aspect that he has not quite figured out yet is what to do with the State 
Highway Administration and County garages that sit right along Route 32, the only 
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thing that he can come up with would be to build a new road connecting those garages 
to Ten Oaks Road possibly with an overpass over Route 32, but to limit access to Route 
32 by providing access to that road only for State Highway Administration and Howard 
County vehicles. 

He believes that this proposal as said would provide for the smooth flow of traffic, but 
not increase the development pressure and would minimize disruptions in the 
neighborhood. 

Response: The 2000 Howard County General Plan is committed to the preservation of the rural 
nature of the western portion of the county.  However, it is the responsibility of local 
governments to regulate land use or the rate of residential/commercial development.  It 
is SHA’s duty to respond to current and future transportation needs that arise from 
regulated land use development.   

 As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential 
land use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and 
Cumulative Effects Analysis, SHA established an independent and objective MD 32 
Land Use Expert Panel (LUEP) of nine members having local, regional, and national 
land use expertise.  The charge to this group was to estimate potential land use changes 
that may result from different proposed highway improvements, taking into account the 
local market and planning environment.  The results from the Land Use Expert Panel, 
published in July 2004, were inconclusive due to mixed opinions.   

Your suggestions regarding access and service lanes along MD 32 have been noted and 
taken into consideration.  The SHA Selected Alternative presents solutions for safety 
concerns and accessibility to existing roadways, residents and services. 

 
Speaker 7: Barbara Webb 
  Pot Belly Pig Farm 
  17200 Melbourne Drive 

Comments: Ms. Webb feels the freeway segment should not be built.  The legal reasons for this 
belief and the faulty information this proposed project is based on will be covered by 
Susan Gray later in this document. 

Ms. Webb stressed that this freeway is not smart growth.  It will encourage additional 
sprawl development in western Howard County, Carroll County and Frederick County.  
She feels the project is actually the opposite of Smart Growth, and that it is dumb 
growth. 

Ms. Webb went on to emphasize that this road segment is not an entity to itself, but is 
part of a much larger and very interconnected picture and is only a small segment in 
State Highway Administration’s vision of the roadway system for 
Baltimore/Washington area.  State Highway Administration calls it the spider web plan.  
Now here she has to say that State Highway is 100% correct on the accurateness of their 
biological metaphor and she feels highly qualified to make this determination because 
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she is a Professor of Biological Chemistry at the Johns Hopkins School of Medicine and 
a Professor of Biology at Johns Hopkins University. 

A spider web builds exactly this kind of intermeshed, circumferential and radial 
segments for the expressed purpose of entrapping virtually all living things that enter 
the area.  The trapped innocent victims then suffer an agonizing fate as they wither 
away while their blood and life are literally sucked out of them. 

She feels a spider web is the perfect analogy for what this freewaying of Route 32 and 
the rest of the proposed sprawl highway network will do to innocent citizens. 

Response: As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential 
land use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and 
Cumulative Effects Analysis, SHA established an independent and objective MD 32 
Land Use Expert Panel (LUEP) of nine members having local, regional, and national 
land use expertise.  The charge to this group was to estimate potential land use changes 
that may result from different proposed highway improvements, taking into account the 
local market and planning environment in both the MD 32 study area and region.  The 
results from the Land Use Expert Panel analysis, published in July 2004, are presented 
in the FEIS.   

The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland 
Department of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 
2004, requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program 
funding for the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted 
based on extraordinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious 
congestion and safety concerns. 

 
Speaker 8: Lee Epstein 
  Land Conservation Program of the Chesapeake Bay Foundation 
  162 Prince George Street 
  Annapolis, MD 

Comments: Mr. Epstein believes major highways and urban development are two issues of vital 
importance to the restoration of the Chesapeake Bay and the 40,000 Maryland members 
of the Chesapeake Bay Foundation.  As the landscape is developed with residential and 
commercial sprawl and as Maryland loses nearly 30,000 acres of farm and forestland 
each year, the bay gets harder to save. 

That is because what happens on the land has profound impacts upon the water.  Major 
highway expansions are often cause for grave concern with respect to future land use 
change.  The capacity enhancement proposed for Maryland Route 32 is a prime 
example.  The comments regarding proposed upgrades to Maryland Route 32 are made 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as this is the only comprehensive 
public document available on the proposed project. 
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The Route 32 project that is defined in the DEIS falls far short of addressing the 
transportation needs for Howard and Carroll Counties in this area.  The DEIS itself fails 
to provide the public with the information necessary to understand what the 
environmental impacts of the proposed action would be.  The DEIS also fails to provide 
a clear statement of the purpose and need for the project and fails to provide an analysis 
of a reasonable set of alternatives. 

The proposed two lane expansion and six (6) or seven (7) interchanges would have a 
significant effect on land use. The DEIS utterly fails to account for the new poorly 
controlled sprawl development that will be enabled or encouraged by this new freeway 
link. 

Defying logic and the law governing these kinds of analyses, the DEIS states that the 
scatter rural residential development that is fragmenting and converting open space will 
continue at the same pace in Howard and Carroll Counties with or without the 
significant capacity expansions and multiple interchanges proposed. 

The Maryland Office of Planning has identified all of Howard County and most of 
Carroll County’s farmland as threatened by development pressure.  Recently MDOT 
itself identified this project as not complying with the state’s new smart growth 
guidelines.  The upgrade will undermine Howard’s effort to save its farmland and to 
discourage scattered, residential development in its rural zone as well as it will add 
more traffic, congestion and demands for new urban services in the already 
overburdened southern Carroll County. 

The DEIS greatly underestimates the impacts to forests, wetlands, streams and other 
resources by failing to include secondary impacts due to induced land use change.  The 
DEIS also fails to fully and adequately evaluate air quality impacts with all of this 
uncontrolled development and its intendment environmental degradation occur without 
the freeway upgrade.  He feels what is certain is that the development trends will 
continue as long as they are fed by a highway system that keeps adding capacity. 

If on the other hand the feasible alternatives for making Route 32 a safe road and 
managing travel demand were actually considered and if appropriate land use controls 
were put into place, the tide of over development in western Howard and southern 
Carroll counties might be stemmed.  

Response: The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Water quality 
and wetlands are included in this impact assessment.  SHA’s Selected Alternative 
would include all possible measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to these 
resources.  A key element of these measures is the development of effective stormwater 
management to reduce the quantity and improve the quality of water that flows directly 
into tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay.  In addition, SHA is working with numerous 
agencies such as the Maryland Department of the Environment, Department of Natural 
Resources, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that all environmental 
concerns are addressed.   
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The 2000 Howard County General Plan is committed to the preservation of the rural 
nature of the western portion of the county.  However, it is the responsibility of local 
governments to regulate land use and the rate of residential/commercial development.  
It is SHA’s duty to respond to current and future needs that arise from regulated land 
use development. 

 As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential 
land use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and 
Cumulative Effects Analysis, SHA established an independent and objective MD 32 
Land Use Expert Panel (LUEP) of nine members having local, regional, and national 
land use expertise.  The charge to this group was to estimate potential land use changes 
that may result from different proposed highway improvements, taking into account the 
local market and planning environment.  The results from the Land Use Expert Panel 
analysis, published in July 2004, are presented in this FEIS. 

The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland 
Department of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 
2004, requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program 
funding for the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted 
based on extraordinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious 
congestion and safety concerns. 

 
Speaker 9: Debbie Issy 
  President, Citizens Alliance for Rural Preservation 
  Residence:  Parliament Place 

Comments: The Citizens Alliance for Rural Preservation has been opposing this mammoth freeway 
for 2½ years and believes the rationale behind building this freeway is highly 
questionable.  Originally, the focus of this project was to increase capacity.  This was 
based on the State Highway Administration’s numbers and in no way was directed by 
the Maryland Transportation Steering Committee whose numbers do not project a 
congestion problem for the horizon year 2020.  Very recently though the focus of this 
project was changed from one of increasing capacity, to one of safety.  However, even 
with this drastic change in focus, the proposed plan has remained unchanged.  To spend 
170 million plus dollars to make this section of Route 32 safe is ludicrous, especially 
considering this was a very safe road prior to the opening of the section south of MD 
108. 

To expand this section of Route 32 in the name of safety will only have a domino effect 
causing the same safety hazards now experienced on Route 32 north of I-70.  Besides 
the dubious reasoning behind this project, they strongly oppose this plan because of the 
great negative impact it will have on the environment by taking 73 acres of mature 
trees, decimating wetlands, increasing run off into the bay, and usurping land that has 
already been put into preserved status. 
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The Alliance strongly opposes this freeway because of the great negative impact it will 
have on the beautiful State of Maryland.  A freeway of this magnitude will undeniably 
increase vehicle miles traveled and accelerate sprawl.  This sprawl will spread 
Maryland’s revenue thinner, perpetuate the need to build more infrastructure and lead to 
the decaying of urban areas and the abandonment of established neighborhoods. 

Ms Issy stated that this project is just creating a parallel freeway within 4 or 5 miles of 
the just completed Route 100.  The 170 million dollars of Maryland Transportation 
money that would be allotted to this project could be more wisely utilized on other 
appropriate projects and highway maintenance in Maryland. 

She strongly opposes this plan because of the great negative impact it will have on 
Howard County.  The sprawl occurring as a result of this freeway will encompass not 
only residential developments, but commercial sprawl as well.  Fast food chains and 
warehouse department stores will soon tarnish the countryside of western Howard 
County.  These businesses do their homework. They strategically build in locations 
where large numbers of cars go by. 

She stated we should not be fooled that zoning laws will protect us.  Zoning laws are 
changed relatively frequently and variances are given at the drop of a hat as we have 
already seen on Route 32.  This sprawl will also overburden the Howard County 
schools which are already 20% over capacity, will over tax our wells, depleting our 
water table, and most alarmingly will lure crime to the area.  Big highways traffic more 
than just cars. 

She strongly opposes this highway because of the great negative impact it will have on 
the quality of life for those living in the immediate vicinity.  If built, this road is 
projected to cap out at 42,100 vehicles per day as opposed to 29,900 vehicles per day if 
not constructed.  This represents a 60% increase in vehicles per day with the No-Build 
scenario, but it represents a 230% increase in vehicles per day if SHA goes forward 
with this plan and build. 

SHA would be building nothing more than a bigger, faster, congestion problem that 
local residents will have to live with every day.  She wonders why SHA would want to 
spend 170 million dollars to do that?  This freeway will also act as a magnet to large 
trucks at all hours of the day.  This coupled with the congestion will make the noise 
levels far exceed 67 decibels as verified by the State Highway Administration studies. 

Ms. Issy feels that glaringly missing in this plan is sound mitigation.  Unconscionably, 
the State Highway Administration has financing policies that prohibit sound mitigation 
here since the homes are too far apart, a distance dictated by the zoning laws for this 
rural residential area. 

Once again, she feels the individual is treated like a pawn on a chess board that can be 
sacrificed.  Finally, she strongly opposes this plan because there are major flaws in it.  
The most obvious flaw is at the intersection of Route 32 and I-70.  The thrust of this 
whole project has been to make all right on, right off accesses, no traffic lights, no 
exceptions. 
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The State Highway Administration though has deemed it quite acceptable to have traffic 
lights at the one place where a full clover leaf is needed, Route 32 and I-70.  Another 
major problem is this plan calls for seven bridges, but five of them will be concentrated 
in a 3.3 mile section from Burnt Woods Road to I-70.  She reiterates again CARP 
strongly opposes this plan. 

Response: The MD 32 project is being developed in response to both safety and operational 
concerns in this corridor.  Existing and future traffic volumes present operational 
problems now and in the project’s design year, 2025.  Safety issues along MD 32 
between MD 108 and I-70 are the result of existing roadway design, as well as 
increased traffic volumes resulting from Maryland’s increasing population and 
continuing development patterns.  Improvements to MD 32 south of MD 108 improved 
safety conditions in that roadway segment, but do not influence safety in the current 
study area. 

The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Forest, 
wildlife, water quality, and wetlands are included in this impact assessment.  The SHA 
Selected Alternative would include all possible efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate 
impacts to these resources.  In addition, SHA is working with numerous agencies such 
as the Maryland Department of the Environment, Department of Natural Resources, and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that all environmental concerns are 
addressed. 

Sprawl is a condition that can best be controlled through land use regulations.  The 2000 
Howard County General Plan is committed to the preservation of the rural nature of the 
western portion of the county.  However, it is the responsibility of local governments to 
regulate land use and the rate of residential/commercial development.  It is SHA’s duty 
to respond to current and future needs that arise from regulated land use development. 

As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential 
land use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and 
Cumulative Effects Analysis, SHA established an independent and objective MD 32 
Land Use Expert Panel (LUEP) of nine members having local, regional, and national 
land use expertise.  The charge to this group was to estimate potential land use changes 
that may result from different proposed highway improvements, taking into account the 
local market and planning environment.  The results from the Land Use Expert Panel, 
published in July 2004, were inconclusive due to mixed opinions. 

 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 
along MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  
Currently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the 
report, another reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and 
Carroll Counties. 
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Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening 
of MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage 
increased to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  
However, as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is 
anticipated that a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the 
traffic volumes. 

 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

All build alternatives have been designed to ensure effective and safe traffic operations 
in accordance with the Purpose and Need.  Your comments regarding improvements to 
the I-70 / MD 32 interchange have been noted.  The SHA Selected Alternative proposes 
ramps to two major movements at the I-70 / MD 32 interchange: MD 32 north to I-70 
west and MD 32 south to I-70 east.  Movements that remain signalized under the SHA 
Selected Alternative – I-70 east to MD 32 north and I-70 west to MD 32 south – do not 
warrant ramps based on anticipated build traffic volumes. 

 
Speaker 10: Ann Burchard 
  6005 Temina Downs 
  Columbia, Maryland 

Comments: Representing the Howard County Group of the Sierra Club.  The Sierra Club favors the 
No-Build option for the Maryland Route 32 project. 

The reason that they don't want to have the Alternative I or Alternative II build is that 
the building of the highways would favor additional sprawl development. Building 
highways can directly lead to the proliferation of sprawl development. 
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MD 32 safety problems can be addressed without making a super highway for interstate 
trucking and sprawl development.  Expanding MD 32 will not only accelerate sprawl in 
western Howard County, it will especially spur land development and traffic growth in 
southern Carroll County, an area already overburdened with the worst consequences of 
uncontrolled growth, congestion, rising taxes and overcrowded schools. 

This unnecessary and costly project will also damage or destroy forest, wetlands and 
sensitive streams.  A new freeway will also spur the loss of green space and degrade 
local streams and pollute the Chesapeake Bay. 

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted.     

Sprawl is a condition that can best be controlled through land use regulations.  The 2000 
Howard County General Plan is committed to the preservation of the rural nature of the 
western portion of the county.  However, it is the responsibility of local governments to 
regulate land use and the rate of residential/commercial development.  It is SHA’s duty 
to respond to current and future needs that arise from regulated land use development. 

The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Forest, water 
quality, and wetlands are included in this impact assessment.  The SHA Selected 
Alternative would include all possible efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to 
these resources.  In addition, SHA is working with numerous agencies such as the 
Maryland Department of the Environment, Department of Natural Resources, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that all environmental concerns are addressed.   

 
Speaker 11: William Kennedy 
  4491 Ten Oaks Road 
  Dayton, Maryland  21036 

Comments: Will give oral testimony and will send written testimony in about 3 or 4 days. 

The widening of Route 32 from Clarksville to West Friendship is not needed and if built 
will have long term negative impacts on the existing residential communities along the 
corridor.  Mr. Kennedy gives the following reasons: 

It is has been reported in more than one regional local paper and it has been agreed by 
State Highway Administration that this does not meet the Governor's Smart Growth 
criteria, it would not connect two smart growth areas.  To be fully clear, safety and 
traffic flow are the only reasons for the proposed road widening. 

Safety issues associated with the project understudy and the increased traffic flows 
along the corridor have been exacerbated if not created by the initial widening of Route 
32 east of Route 108. Since that expanded section of the road was opened, the flow of 
traffic has increased in the study area.  The same can be said for safety issues. 
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There has been an increase in the number of rear end collisions, there is no question that 
the portion of Route 32, west of Clarksville has become a more dangerous and 
congested road.  But there is a reason.  The roadway has been a dramatic increase in 
heavy truck traffic as well as automobiles because it is there.  As it is said in the movies, 
build it and they will come. 

Commuters and truckers have altered their previous driving patterns and are now using 
Route 32 when they did not before.  Route 32 is fast becoming a major interstate 
throughway and in fact is has become a fact that the Eastern Bypass around Washington 
DC, all you do is connect Route 301 and Route I-70 and you will see the Eastern 
Bypass. 

If completed as planned, he feels it will draw even more truck traffic and automobile 
traffic and thus even greater congestion and safety risks. He contends that safety issues 
can be partially mitigated by improving intersections and decreasing speed limits.  
Traffic feeding onto Route 32 from secondary roads is presently a hazard and can be 
improved with overpasses and ramps. 

Also heavy traffic flows with subsequent back ups and fender benders will subside 
when commuters from Carroll and Frederick counties learn that the fast pace that they 
were used to on Route 32 is going to come to a screeching halt. 

In addition to safety and traffic flow issues, Mr Kennedy feels there are impacts to local 
communities to consider.  If the roadway is widened, the increased traffic from trucks 
will impact the surrounding communities.  Heavy trucks which are notorious for using 
their air brakes are called jake brakes on down grades instead of normal brakes which 
are generally and properly maintained. 

The consequent noise level which is increasing now will only increase more.  These 
trucks which travel mostly at night could be carrying a variety of explosive, flammable 
and waste products which if spilled can endanger nearby residents and travelers on 
Route 32. 

The frequency and likelihood of disastrous spill from truck accidents dramatically will 
increase with the widening of Route 32.  To support his contention, Mr. Kennedy would 
like to refer to the recently completed multi-state truck check that was performed in 
cooperation with State Highway Administration and Maryland Department of the 
Environment and other states in the northeast corridor which found a general pattern of 
hauling waste products from the north, from New York, New Jersey area through 
Maryland to Virginia and West Virginia. 

As a footnote to this study, most of the trucks that were stopped had improperly 
maintained brakes. Mr. Kennedy recommended considering intersection improvements 
only, reduce speeds to 45, 50 miles an hour, consider and HOV type center lane or third 
lane for peak use north and south instead of widening.  Waive the $50,000 threshold for 
sound barriers, institute a no zone for air brakes and he hopes Senator McCabe could 
pick up that flag and run will that and extend the time period for the study to better 
evaluate the safety improvements that have been put in place already. 
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Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted. 

The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland 
Department of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 
2004, requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program 
funding for the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted 
based on extraordinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious 
congestion and safety concerns.   

The MD 32 project is being developed in response to both safety and operational 
concerns in this corridor.  Existing and future traffic volumes present operational 
problems now and in the project’s design year, 2025.  Safety issues along MD 32 
between MD 108 and I-70 are the result of existing roadway design, as well as 
increased traffic volumes resulting from Maryland’s increasing population and 
continuing development patterns.  Improvements to MD 32 south of MD 108 improved 
safety conditions in that roadway segment, but do not influence safety in the current 
study area. 

Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been 
developed and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  
While these improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not 
address the long-term needs of the corridor. 

 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System. These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of goods 
and services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic. Truck prohibitions 
on MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
 
A two-lane build alternative was considered with a median barrier.  The barrier would 
extend from MD 108 to MD 144.  This option would include either at-grade 
intersections or grade-separated interchanges.  Also a two-lane roadway with 
interchanges, but no median barrier was considered.  Both two-lane options did not 
meet the Purpose and Need and therefore were not selected. For more information refer 
to Section II.C.3. 

 
Speaker 12: Peter Oswald 
  8506 Beuaford Drive 
  Fullton 

Comments: Mr. Oswald represents the Southern Howard Land Use Committee which is a group 
composed of members and representatives from 16 community associations in the 
southern part of the county. 

The committee is opposed to the widening of Route 32 between 108 and Route 70 at 
this time and would like to emphasize this at this time.  This project skirts the intent of 
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Smart Growth objectives, it will intensify pressure to develop areas along this new 
regional transportation corridor and that can be accomplished without the extension of 
water and sewer lines. 

This project will add to other regional transportation problems that we believe are 
higher priority concerns, while widening 32 may provide a temporary localized solution 
to congestion concerns, our expectation is that is will increase downstream traffic along 
Route 29 and 95.  Route 29 for example is already experiencing gridlock conditions at 
several intersections and State Highway Administration's plans to build multiple 30 
million dollar interchanges along that route are only going to speed traffic to its ultimate 
gridlock at the infamous four corners interchange at the Washington Beltway area. 

The committee recommends that State Highway Administration explore transportation 
alternatives that reduce vehicle travel.  For example, improve the frequency of an area 
served by rush hour bus transportation.  Projects such as this should also incorporate 
bicycle and pedestrian access.  More and bigger roads are simply not the answer and 
there is some truth to the saying that if highways were the answer, Los Angeles would 
be heaven. 

In addition, State Highway Administration needs to address the effect of its plans on the 
community and its quality of life.  If noise abatement is not a cost effective option and 
State Highway Administration decides to proceed, truck traffic prohibitions should be 
considered. 

Finally, the committee hopes that Howard County excised tax dollars will not be used 
once again to fund another State Highway Administration project. 

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative is noted.   

The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland 
Department of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 
2004, requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program 
funding for the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted 
based on extraordinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious 
congestion and safety concerns. 

A variety of transit options have been suggested, including rail and enhanced bus 
services.  All of these suggestions have been evaluated based on their consistency with 
the project’s Purpose and Need.  However, it was concluded that these transit 
alternatives do not meet the project need. 

MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System.  These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of good 
and services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic.  Truck 
prohibitions on MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider.   
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Speaker 13: Pam Beanco 
  3121 Fox Valley Drive 
  West Friendship 

Comments: Ms. Beanco is a realtor and a resident of the Fox Valley Estates community.  She went 
on record as being opposed to the widening of 32 as it is now planned.  The proposed 
widening will have a negative effect on both property values and quality of life in the 
neighborhoods surrounding the highway. 

She has been a realtor with 15 years experience in Howard and the surrounding 
counties, she feels qualified to state that there is no question that this plan will have an 
immediate and lasting negative impact on the value of homes and property in not only 
the immediate vicinity of 32, but also the surrounding area. 

The rural appeal of the area will be forever lost amid the noise and additional traffic this 
new freeway will attract.  Home buyers who were in search of this more rural lifestyle 
will no longer find it.  Thus they will look elsewhere and she states as anyone in the real 
estate community will agree, if you can see or hear a freeway from a property, the value 
of that property is diminished significantly. 

With the extension of this widened road, the number of properties which fall into this 
category will be incredible.  Unlike the previous leg of this extension, she said the 
homes were here first.  Most homeowners knew when they bought that 32 would be 
improved someday. The need for some improvement is not disputed.  She asks if 
improvement necessarily means a 4 lane highway with a 34 foot median and connecting 
service roads? 

She does not believe that this is the only alternative.  She believes this is the choice 
made for those, by those least affected by the road for those most affected.  When the 
goal of the road expansion did not fit within the smart growth guidelines, the goal was 
changed so that the construction could move forward anyway. 

Her home backs directly to 32.  She can attest to the fact that traffic has decreased 
significantly since the opening of Route 100.  There has been no official study of the 
impact of Route 100 on the Route 32 traffic since it opened.  It would be unreasonable 
to create a second thoroughfare within 5 miles of Route 100 to accommodate the same 
commuters. 

From the reduction in traffic she surmises that these commuters have found that Route 
100 is serving their needs quite well.  Additionally truck traffic has been noticeably 
reduced.  Safety although not the original target of the widening is definitely a concern.  
The proposed plan is one of many ways to improve the safety on this road.  Traffic 
signals, lowered speed limits, center turn lanes and better lighting are several modes of 
safety enhancement. 

The proposed 34 foot side median, grass median could be replaced with a center island 
type median with trees and center turn lanes for at grade intersections.  The planned 
service roads are another undesirable aspect of this plan and specifically addressing the 
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service road from the Rosemary Lane intersection to the Fox Valley Estates 
neighborhood. 

The residents have opposed this from the beginning.  The residents were told by 
representatives of the State Highway Administration that if they got a petition signed by 
the residents of the community that they could get this service road eliminated from the 
plan.  She feels there appears to have been a ploy to keep them amused while the State 
Highway Administration got letters from emergency service providers stating that a 
community needed the service road for our own safety.  She stated they don't need it 
and they don't want it. 

The reasons stated for the necessity of such a road was that the response time to their 
homes in the event of an emergency would be increased to an unacceptable level.  
Whose level?  Ms. Beanco feels the total response time would not be greater than the 
time that it takes to get to other communities which are located further off the main road 
than ours.  She called it a smoke screen. 

The road will only cause problems to which emergency vehicles would then need to 
respond.  This connector would turn her neighborhood, one full of children, into a cut 
through community for commuters. Ms. Beanco stated that she trembles at the thought 
of the potential mishaps when children on bikes meet with cars racing to get home. 

She feels it is a disaster waiting to happen.  If they are the ones supposedly being 
serviced by the connector road and they don't want it, why is it being pushed on them? 
This project has gone forward with little attention being paid to the affected 
community's concerns up to this point.  They will not stand by and let big brother 
government push its agenda without a fight.  She wants to stop this project and look at 
the alternatives now. 

Response: Your support for the No-Build from among the existing alternatives is noted.  The 
project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of potential 
impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  An assessment of 
study area economic conditions, including effects on individual properties, was included 
in the impacts analysis, and was considered in the alternative selection process. 

 Because MD 100 was part of MDOT’s Consolidated Transportation Program, all traffic 
analyses performed for the MD 32 DEIS study assumed that MD 100 would be 
completed to US 29.  These analyses concluded that even with MD 100, existing and 
future traffic volumes on MD 32 create safety and operational deficiencies.  Additional 
analysis for the MD 32 FEIS supports this conclusion. 

 Safety has always been and will continue to be the primary concern for the State 
Highway Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been 
developed and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  
While these improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not 
address the long-term needs of the corridor.  Additional measures such as traffic signals, 
center turn lanes, and lowered speed limits do not meet the project’s Purpose and Need; 
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however, some of these measures are under consideration for short term safety 
improvements. 

 
Rosemary Lane Interchange Option 2A was selected since it balances the natural and 
socioeconomic impacts.   SHA recommended Option 2 because it addressed the 
agencies concerns about the length of stream impact by reducing 480 LF of impacts. 

 
Speaker 14: Forrest Medley 
  3151 River Valley Chase 

Comments: Mr. Medley is the Vice President of the Fox Valley Estates Homeowners Association, a 
concerned resident and parent of two young children. 

Mr. Medley was asked by the Board of Directors to speak on behalf of the residents of 
Fox Valley.  They are a new community of 100 homes located just off Route 32, two 
miles south of I-70 and unfortunately in the middle of the proposed expansion area.  
They are here to make sure that the State Highway Administration's plans for the future 
of Route 32 minimize any negative impact on their community. 

The Fox Valley Estates Homeowners Association would like to go on record as 
opposing the drastic measures being taken to make Route 32 a major thoroughfare.  
They feel it is not necessary to build such a major highway through the middle of one of 
the county's only remaining rural areas. 

They feel further construction to widen Route 32 will undoubtedly attract even more 
traffic away from the present existing highways such as I-70, I-695, US 29 and MD 
Route 100 all of which were designed to handle the heavy volumes of traffic and noise 
that result from such a major highway. 

They are particularly concerned about the safety issues and noise that will result from 
substantially greater traffic volume, particularly from heavy truck traffic if Route 32 if 
expanded.  Furthermore, there appear to be no plans for any restrictions on the 
transportation of Hazmat shipments on the existing Route 32, let alone the proposed 
future Route 32. 

As described by the proposed route, as described, the proposed route would come 
within only a few feet from many of their existing residences causing the chances for 
catastrophic injuries to result in the event of an accident involving a truck transporting 
hazardous materials. 

He states for the record, that present laws do not restrict any trucks from transporting 
Hazmat shipments along Route 32 and that it should be noted that an expanded Route 
32 would inevitably attract more trucks transporting Hazmat's. 

Hazardous materials including poisonous gas shipments, Class A explosive shipments, 
radioactive shipments, flammable shipment and many more.  He feels because of Route 
32's present conditions, trucks are more likely to avoid the stopping and starting 
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associated with the existing traffic lights and are more likely to stick with the existing 
major highways which are better designed to contain the deadly effects of a Hazmat 
accident. 

They are also very concerned about the result of an increase in noise pollution that has 
not been adequately addressed by the State Highway Administration in the existing 
plans.  Obviously an existing noise pollution problem will be made even worse if SHA 
considers the ongoing complaints from the Columbia River Hill community.  Even at its 
present lower traffic volume, Route 32's resultant traffic noise already significantly 
affects the quality of life of the surrounding residents' homes, not to mention the 
adverse affects it will have on the value of their homes as traffic and noise increases 
with the proposed expansion. 

Since the possibility of the "no-build" option appears to be waning, they would like to 
state for the record their concerns with the proposed "build" options.  Their greatest 
concern is the safety of their children.  Their community was not developed to be a pass 
through neighborhood.  They have narrow roads with no curbs or paved shoulders and 
no center lines.  They have no sidewalks or pathways.  In order for their children to get 
to and from school bus stops, they must walk in these narrow streets. 

If the access roads are built as planned, it would naturally create a detour for commuter 
traffic to pass through our neighborhood.  The neighborhood has already been used as a 
detour for re-routing traffic around one of the many accidents that has occurred since 
the traffic has increased on Route 32. 

When the detour occurred, it was not only extremely dangerous and noisy, it caused 
damage to their neighbor's yards as trucks would try unsuccessfully to try and turn at 
the narrow corners.  If the access road is built as designed, it will bring the noise, traffic 
and dangers extremely close to our houses. They also urge the State Highway 
Administration to minimize the size of the median so that as much distance as possible 
can remain between the traffic and their community. 

A smaller median would leave more room to develop some form of noise abatement and 
would further distance their homes from the dangers of accidents and Hazmat incidents.  
Before the State Highway Administration pushes forward with any plans that will 
increase the traffic and noise along Route 32, they beg SHA to consider the negative 
impacts on their community, their county, their state and their environment and the 
negative impacts on their community and that this is a necessary major highway and 
what it will create if it is built. 

As a concerned community, they will continue to do what they must to minimize the 
negative impact any future expansion will have on their community.  They expect that 
the State Highway Administration work with them to make this happen.  They will not 
be steamrolled into accepting anything less. 

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted. 
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 Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A smaller median was considered, but did not meet the purpose and 
need for the project by addressing safety and operational concerns.  A number of safety 
and operational improvements have been developed and implemented by SHA during 
the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  Guardrails will be installed in the center of 
the median for the length of the project area, as well as along roadway edges where they 
are warranted by slope from the shoulder.  These features would address safety 
concerns for trucks and hazardous materials as well. 
 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

 Your position regarding the service road from Fox Valley Estates to the Rosemary Lane 
interchange is noted.  Based on comments from residents in this area, SHA has re-
evaluated this service road within the context of safety, accessibility, and traffic 
operations.  The results of the evaluation are included in the FEIS.   

 
Speaker 15: Rick Gisell 
  3133 Fox Valley Drive 
  West Friendship 

Comments: Mr. Gisell thinks it is clear to by now that everybody agrees that something needs to be 
done on MD 32.  There is obviously safety problems.  He and many other people 
believe that the short term and intermediate term solutions that SHA is providing are not 
enough.  The basic problem is a lack of access and with access being improved through 
acceleration and deceleration lanes, center turning lanes for left hand turns and the other 
measures that you mentioned, he thinks that would go a long way to improving safety 
for the foreseeable future. 

Mr. Gisell thinks that access on that road can be addressed by looking at the 
transportation system at a bigger level and thinks that MD 100 has been mentioned as a 
good alternative route.  He thinks the problem right now with MD 100 was that as 
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typically happens with these construction projects, you improve one problem and create 
five others.  He thinks what needs to be looked at is the area from I-70 to US 29 leading 
up to MD 100 and also believes that the interchange at MD 32 and US 29 needs to be 
taken care of and improved. 

Prematurely as has been discussed prior, prematurely widening MD 32 will only fuel 
growth in Carroll County.  It will induce greater traffic volumes and speeds and 
eventually lead to the very same gridlock now occurring in MD 32 in Columbia.  The 
congestion at Columbia is not due to lack of traffic lanes, main traffic lanes, it is due to 
a lack of access.  He believes if the same approach is taken in Columbia, improving 
access could avoid the congestion that they have there. 

He stated on average a project like this is a national average, within 3 years of 
completion, you are back to 95% of the original capacity of the new road.  This is just a 
continual cycle of congestion and he believes in this case we have a situation in Carroll 
County where there is a county that has demonstrated that it is able to contain growth 
itself. 

Then, he feels if you read the papers, the Smart Growth legislation, the knock on it is 
that there is too much reliance on county cooperation.  This is a situation right here 
where the state has complete control to determine growth in Carroll County and he 
believe that the state has not looked at this and is if anything is trying to find loopholes 
to get through the Smart Growth legislation. 

He believes that the fiscally, socially and environmentally responsible way to address 
future need for additional capacity on MD 32 is to use a phase approach.  The safety 
problems take care of today's issues.  If in fact by 2020 you need additional capacity, if 
it looks that way, you have plenty of time by 2015 to start adding capacity.  He believes 
a phased approach is the best way to go. 

His perception is that the current interstate design, the insistence on not reducing truck 
traffic or eliminating which would go a long way towards improving safety and the fact 
that the alternatives that are being discussed tonight do not seem to meet the 
requirements the State Highway Administration, he believes all of these are being 
driven by the fact that this road is part of the national highway system and SHA is 
looking towards federal funding for this project. 

Ever since the second meeting the Federal Highway symbol has been prominently 
displayed on everything that SHA has been presenting and he believes that basically the 
fear is that if you don't do things towards the cookbook recipe for the FHA that you're 
not going to get the money.  He has had some discussions with the FHA and with the 
Maryland Office of Planning and believes that the truth of the matter is that it does 
allow for alternatives, but the state has to justify those alternatives. 

He feels SHA could get trucks off of the roadway if they wanted to, they would just 
have to come up with an alternative.  The alternative for the truckers is US 29 which 
was the alternative prior to the completion of 108 of MD 32. 
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He believes that the state's criteria for noise mitigation is severely flawed.  It is 
obviously directed towards avoiding mitigation and he believes that one thing that needs 
to be changed and looked at is the total cost of the project compared to the mitigation 
cost.  If you can't afford less than 5% of the total project to go towards mitigation, SHA 
can't afford to do the project. 

Mr. Gisell believes that the bottom line is that MD 32 safety needs to be improved, but 
the State Highway Administration sledgehammer approach is the wrong way to do it.  
There are alternatives which manage congestion without creating unacceptable levels of 
noise and air pollution and reduce property values.  An overall lower quality of life for 
residents in the area. 

Finally, he said that the state has received a lot of national recognition for its 
progressive approaches to managing growth and the state has also been invited to 
participate as part of the prestigious thinking beyond the pavement program which is a 
national program.   He feels It is very disturbing to think that a key agency responsible 
for putting these ….  

(BOB FISHER – time is up) (Jim Doyle – he can have my 5 minutes). 

Mr. Gisell states, perhaps if you guys spoke a little less at the beginning we could have 
gotten more in. 

His points, his last point is that it is very disturbing to think that a key agency 
responsible for putting these principals into practice obviously doesn't understand their 
value, looks for loopholes and just plods along mindlessly offering 1950 solutions for 
21st Century problems. 

 
Response: Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 

Administration.  Minor improvements such as turn lanes and acceleration/deceleration 
lanes have been evaluated, but do not address the long-term needs of the corridor.  

 
Since the completion of MD 32 between MD 108 and Pindell School Road, traffic 
volumes along MD 32 have increase from 28% to 52%.  Because of the increase in 
traffic, it is likely that accidents have also increased.  In the section of MD 32 South 
of Linden Church Rd a bottleneck occurs where the two lanes transition into four 
lanes for the vehicles traveling further south along MD 32.   

 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based 
primarily on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  Md 32 to 
south of I-70 was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the 
Patuxent Freeway system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high 
volume, east-west transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for 
people and goods between the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing 
the more densely populated areas of Baltimore and Washington, DC.  By comparison, 
MD 32 north of I-70 would serve a more limited regional function and would most 
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likely not become a limited access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning 
document called the Highway Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: 
Howard County; MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided 
highway reconstruct (secondary system). 
 
The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project located outside of 
a certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the Smart Growth Priority 
Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the Maryland Board of Public 
Works prior to funding is programmed fro final design and construction.  In July 2004, 
the Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary circumstances exist and 
approved an exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby authorizing the Maryland 
Department  of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 32 project. 

MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System.  These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of good 
and services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic.  Truck 
prohibitions on MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider.  Truck traffic 
estimates have been has been used in the development of the build alternatives. 

 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

  
Speaker 16: Jamie Kendrick 
  218 West Saratoga Street 
  Fifth Floor 
  Baltimore, Maryland  21201 

Comments: Mr. Kendrick represents the Citizens Planning and Housing Association, a 58 year old 
non-profit citizen action organization whose members are dedicated to improving the 
quality of life for people who live in the Baltimore Region. 
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They have several concerns with the proposed DEIS before them this evening.  He 
commented briefly on three and then expanded on the fourth.  First, the DEIS does not 
provide an adequate analysis of the regional context of the proposed action strictly in 
terms of transportation land use and air quality.  The boundary of the DEIS of the 
secondary and cumulative effects area are incomplete because they do not encompass 
the rapidly growing communities along MD 32 in Carroll County.  In particular, 
Sykesville and Eldersburg will bear the greatest effects from this project as growth and 
traffic and pressure for development is accelerated by the lure of reduced travel times to 
employment destinations. 

Second, the proposed action termed a safety improvement does not substantially differ 
from a proposed action just a few weeks ago known as a capacity improvement which 
MDOT deemed to be in violation of the Maryland Smart Growth Act.  As a group that 
was very involved in the passage of the Smart Growth Act, they find this to be an 
agredious violation of both the spirit and the intent of the Smart Growth Act. 

Expanding highway capacity to serve rural areas and newly developing areas far from 
existing job centers is contrary to the goals of Smart Growth.  The proposed action runs 
counter to re-investing in established communities, the efficient use of existing 
infrastructure and discouraging increases in single occupant vehicles and vehicle miles 
traveled. 

Finally, the DEIS fails to consider regional social, economic and fiscal effects from the 
proposed action.  The DEIS considers far too narrow a scope of likely effects within its 
environmental justice section from opposed action as he will describe briefly. 

Howard County employees in its western end … fiscal zoning policy.  They suggest 
that the expansion of MD 32 will reinforce this policy and let me explain how.  Last 
year Myron Orfield, Director of the American Land Institute's Metropolitan Area 
Program reported in a book called Baltimore Metropolitics that the dynamic of fiscal 
zoning creates three sets of mutually reinforcing relationships.  First, the residential 
exclusive suburbs with low tax rates continue to attract more and more business, the 
presence of which continually lowers the tax rate.  Because of low social needs, these 
suburbs can provide a few high quality, local services.  Another reinforcing relationship 
includes those suburbs with increasing social needs that lead to both declining consumer 
demographics and increase taxes.  Both of these factors are large negatives in terms of 
attracting businesses and retaining businesses. 

The third relationship concerns the developing suburbs that lose the battle of fiscal 
zoning.  Because they have not yet attracted business or executive housing, these 
communities must pay for their schools, police, parks, curbs and sewers with fewer 
resources.  To keep taxes from exploding, they are forced to build their lower valued 
homes and multi-family units rejected by the wealthier suburbs. 

These decisions in the long run catch up with working class suburbs as they become the 
declining suburbs of tomorrow.  He feels one need not look far from the proposed Route 
32 expansion to see where the areas of dismemberments described by Orfield are 
already occurring, the areas of Fort Meade, Savage and Guilford are typical of this 
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pattern.  Along the parallel corridor of Route 100, one look need to further than Glen 
Burnie or Linthicum/Ferndale or Elkridge or even parts of Howard County's beloved 
Ellicott City and Columbia to see the deleterious effects of greater transportation access 
to areas further and farther away from established communities. 

They contended that West Columbia and Clarksville are likely to suffer from this same 
pattern as a result of the proposed action.  He feels this cycle cannot be allowed to occur 
and ought to be examined by the draft environmental impact statement. 

Response: As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential 
land use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and 
Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA), the SCEA boundary has been amended to include 
several more communities, including Sykesville and Eldersburg.  

The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  
Transportation studies, land use, and regional air quality analysis are included in this 
impact assessment.  The SHA Selected Alternative would include all possible efforts to 
avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to these resources. 

The FEIS also includes a detailed analysis of potential direct, secondary, and 
cumulative effects to minority and low-income communities, as required by SHA’s 
Environmental Justice guidelines and in accordance with Title VI of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act. 

 The State Highway Administration (SHA) recognizes the growth that has occurred in 
western Howard, Frederick and Carroll Counties and the pressure this has placed on the 
state and local road network.  However, the SHA does not control master plan 
development or regulate zoning and building permits in the county.  Relevant County 
departments of planning and zoning have this authority.   

 
The MD 32 Planning Study is a growth related transportation project located outside of 
a certified Priority Funding Area (PFA).  In accordance with the Smart Growth Priority 
Funding Areas Act of 1997, an exception is required for the Maryland Board of Public 
Works prior to funding is programmed fro final design and construction.  In July 2004, 
the Board of Public Works determined that extraordinary circumstances exist and 
approved an exception to the Smart Growth PFA Act; thereby authorizing the Maryland 
Department  of Transportation to provide funding for the MD 32 project. 

 
Speaker 17: Charles Bussing 
  2714 Route 32 (near 144 and Nixon Farm) 

Comments: Mr. Bussing appreciated all of the facts and figures, but is not really into this totally yet.  
He just moved in February and it is a great concern of his and he is definitely opposed 
to the expansion of 32. 
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He will see if he can get more people on the bandwagon also here.  What got him when 
he first came here.  When he came here he was looking at his future in Howard County 
in his house that he just built. 

He finds it incredible when he talks to a lot of the State Highway Administration 
officials, he gets this aura of a decision already made and even the Senator portrayed a 
feeling that there is, it is going to happen and he talked about reducing truck traffic, but 
he got the feeling from him that it is on the planning board. 

Every official he talked to seemed to make sure that the statement, when Mr. Bussing 
was talking to them in front of the posters, was well you know, if this is done, this isn't 
for sure yet and all these kinds of things, somehow getting the feeling that he was being 
sold for something and it didn't feel right. 

He listened to an older couple and they were finding their house on this little map and 
they were trying to find it and Mr. Bussing was listening and they said oh my God, they 
are taking half our land and don't think they ever realized it and this was the first time 
that they were going to realize this and their jaws dropped and he imagined what they 
were feeling inside. 

The money spent on all this presentation and all the literature that is going out gave him 
a feeling that it is a process and it is a massive steamroller, it is going to affect all of us, 
it seems like it is unstoppable.  It has been done in other areas, the process, the personal 
and emotional effects of everyone and it just comes in and takes over and basically big 
brother does his thing. 

He feels we have to be realistic about this.  He feels you can propose and draw pictures 
of trees and make all these different things seem nice, but you can sugar coat it to a 
point, but all of it, the noise pollution, the air pollution and the steamroller effect is 
unacceptable. 

The communities along 32 at 109 to 29 are not happy with all of this either, he sees the 
congestion the one gentleman was talking about.  There is a lot of, he drives that route 
and there is a lot of backing up and rear end collisions and son on and so forth and like  
you said, it is not because of the increase of traffic, it is access.  It is a very good point. 

At some point he feels we have to stop creating these massive highways, to put on an 
appearance that we are going to help our community.  What is going to help our 
community is being smart and really thinking out the process and taking the people 
from the community's consideration into their plans. 

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted.   

 Public feedback has always been and will continue to be a priority for the State 
Highway Administration.  Comments from the public are extremely important to the 
success of any planning study.  SHA has involved the public at every stage in the MD 
32 planning process, including public hearings, public workshops and mailings.  Public 
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concerns/comments were taken seriously during the determination of the SHA Selected 
Alternative, and incorporated into the designs whenever possible. 

 
Speaker 18: Dave Walter 
  13881 Route 144 
  West Friendship 

Comments: Mr. Walter said he heard a lot of wonderful testimony, and that it kind of slights what 
he had to say and he wouldn't want to be in any of their shoes. 

One of the first things he would like to see is that the road stay as it is with far less 
traffic on it.  Something is going to happen and if the road is going to be improved, it 
makes him sad that it will be improved to predominantly handle out of county traffic 
that means county.  It won't benefit him immediately if at all and it also makes him sad 
that the possibility is there that several private properties will be jeopardized of people 
and some of those whom I know. 

The issue is safety, safety, safety.  He has heard that so many times tonight.  He is glad 
that the State Police are here tonight or represented in some way.  He is a school bus 
driver and can tell you how he has seen some wonderful maneuvers out there on the 
roads.  The types of drivers that we have now he regards as the ones that have no regard 
for speed, the speed limit, no courtesy or whose attention is not fully focused on their 
driving. 

Mr. Walter feels that there would be money well spent to address these people not only 
on Maryland Route 32 but in the entire State of Maryland if money can be allocated, if a 
way can be found to get people to pay attention to the existing rules.  You can have the 
worst road in the world, but if drivers obeyed the limits, the speed limits, the laws, were 
courteous, that road would be satisfactory. 

A slight side note to the property value of his home, he bought his home, built his home, 
and is not concerned about the property value quite as much as everybody else portrays 
here.  He hopes it retains a good value, but it is not a big concern of his because he 
intends to live there. 

He does feel that improving Route 32 would be a catalyst for additional growth and 
businesses and various enterprises.  They will just show up, they will find a way to do 
it.  Whether the immediate community wants them or not, they will come. 

Basically he submitted to you the problem as he sees it is not entirely the road between 
Route 70 and Route 108. 

Response: Your comments regarding the project have been noted.  The MD 32 project is being 
developed in response to both safety and operational concerns in this corridor.  Safety 
issues along MD 32 between MD 108 and I-70 are the result of existing roadway 
design, as well as increased traffic volumes resulting from Maryland’s increasing 
population and continuing development patterns.  By designing safer roads, it is SHA’s 
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intent to minimize the effects of driver error, and reduce the number of accidents and 
incident severity. 

 The  Howard County General Plan 2000 is committed to the preservation of the rural 
nature of the western portion of the county.  However, it is the responsibility of local 
governments to regulate land use or the rate of residential/commercial development.  It 
is SHA’s duty to respond to current and future transportation needs that arise from 
regulated land use development.   

 
 
Speaker 19: Susan Gray 
  Highland 

Comments: Ms. Gray is a member of Basis.  She stated that there is a binder that is going to be 
given to SHA, and also probably about 20 more linear feet of documents that will be 
delivered.  She has been involved in the planning process for 32 since 1988 as a citizen 
who lives in Highland and was also involved in the planning process for Route 100 
beginning in 1991 as an attorney working with the individuals over in the Hunter 
Estates Community. 

What she wants to talk about tonight she describes as really pretty nasty.  She wants to 
tell the public about it because it affects the community, it affects Clarksville which has 
been destroyed by State Highways, it affects Fulton which is going to be destroyed in 
large measure as a result of the planning process by State Highways and it affects 
western Howard County. 

Because of the additional growth, the seven interchanges that SHA have in this plan, six 
of which she adds are not on the county's General Plan.  What you may want to know as 
the result of a referendum or charter amendment passed in 1994 is subject to the voters 
in referendum.  So based on what was told to her and others back in '88, you can't even 
study something that is not on the general study.  She wonders how you can you study it 
if it has to be passed by the voters and she doesn’t think they are going to pass it in 
Howard County. 

She has become fairly familiar with Federal Highway regulations.  She thinks many 
people are aware, there is a very clear federally mandated planning process for 
designing these highways.  That process begins with the land use numbers that are part 
of the General Plan, possibly updated by zoning of the local jurisdiction. 

You are required under federal law to use those numbers to plan your highways. Ms. 
Gray stated that back in 1991 a number of Maryland Public Information Act requests 
were filed, State Highway Administration was sued for data on the 32 project.  
Information was asked for the Route 100 project and in the process of getting this 
information as well as documentation that was provided by State Highway back in 
1990, they found that on the original EIS for the 32 project between 29 and 108 that 
although the document says it was essentially based on the then General Plan, that the 
land use forecast had been jacked up to include houses that had been hoped for by the 
Rouse Company, but had not been zoned for it, they had explicitly been denied. 
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Not only that, the forecast included an interchange at River Hill which it was explicitly 
not part of the project.  A year and a half later the state did a study called the Clarksville 
Study.  It was the study that ended up becoming the basis for the design of the 32 
project between 108 and 29.  She was one of the three community members who were 
involved in that. 

The members repeatedly asked the state to define the land use that was using for that 
study, they repeatedly said it was the Route 32 numbers which were then officially 
adopted cooperative forecasts which were supposedly representing the county's General 
Plan. 

They went through a year and a half of suing the state and county to try to find out what 
those numbers were and nobody would tell them.  The community members never got 
the assumptions underlining those numbers.  Why did they want them?  Because they 
thought there was a plan afoot to rezone Highland, Clarksville and Fulton. 

A General Plan was passed by the county in 1990, State Highway Administration was 
intimately involved in the passage of that General Plan.  They as a community were told 
that the county would essentially be down zoned.  They sued, and got a set of numbers 
as the plan was being passed, those numbers didn't, it looked like the county was being 
up zoned. 

A year later with the new County Exec they got the site specific zoning assumptions.  
Areas they had been told were going to remain rural all of a sudden had cities planned 
for them in them like Fulton and the center of 29 and 216. 

Ms. Gray was sent to SHA's computer printouts for the study, the Clarksville study in 
1990.  In 1992 the Baltimore Council of Government was abolished by William Donald 
Shaefer for about 2 weeks or 2 months, she doesn't recall which at this point. During 
this period of time she sat down with the Planning Staff or Baltimore Council of 
Governments and took base studies on which the Clarksville Study had been based, 
Baltimore County had done those studies and they compared the print outs line by line 
for the Clarksville Study and they saw that SHA had jacked up the trip tables in 
Highland, Clarksville and Fulton for additional density which we had all been told in all 
these public meetings was never going to happen. 

Going back and looking at the Route 100 project, they found the documents where the 
Route 100 project had been, the numbers had been jacked up for projects from some of 
the same people who owned land in Clarksville. 

There is a water park there out by Win Kelly, former Secretary of State.  In this project 
if you look at the forecast for the amount of traffic on 32, it is more than double than the 
amount of forecast for almost the same year that was forecasted in the Clarksville Study 
in the last DEIS.  If you look at the numbers for the Route 5 forecast which presumably 
are the forecasts underlying this document for the traffic forecast, even though land use 
numbers say Route 5 forecast, the Route 5 cooperative forecast adds close to between 
15,000 and 20,000 additional households to the county in the year 2020.  There is no 
relationship between the number and the county's master plan. 
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It may be that the county has gotten smarter and is now adding households to the 
cooperative forecast, but you can't do that, nor can you add infrastructure such as 
interchanges.  The problem she feels is that this county is saying that this is a 
preservation area while this county is making it a development area. 

If you look at the places where these interchanges are put in this project, it interestingly 
enough happed to correspond or be very close to land owned by some of the key players 
in the Route 100 land deals.  When talking about 100 land deals, she is talking about a 
project or two projects that are hand in hand in nastiness. 

She closed by essentially describing what she considers to be comparable set of deals to 
32.  She presents a document, it is a memo written by James S. Scouton, Assistant 
Regional Counsel for the Baltimore Federal Highway Administration.  It was written in 
September of 1987 to Robert Gatz who was then Director of Planning who she adds 
when we mentioned the stuff to him, put his hands, his head on his hands and went oh 
my God, they knew about some of it but they couldn't do anything about it. 

The letter says that the material contained in the September 6, 1987 issues of the 
Howard County Sun is correct.  It is difficult to see how federal aid funds could ever be 
used for this project.  The location has been picked by SHA and construction started by 
developers.  Land apparently has been acquired by SHA in violation of the Uniform Act 
and without agency approvals by FHWA. 

A public hearing of NEPA document at this point would appear to be a farce.  It is 
further noted that parklands have been or will be acquired without a Section 4F 
determination.  She could go through this EIS with a fine tooth comb and will do that 
and send you the documentation. 

A lot of the stuff that is talked about here is the same type of stuff that is going on in 
this project.  It has regional implications and the mess that is created in Clarksville is 
only going to get worse if this happens.  There is a lot you can do in terms of safety and 
there is a whole lot you can do about the planning process. 

If anybody is here from FHWA or if you guys know the regs has severe implications, a 
potential implication for funding for most of the highway projects in this state and it is 
about time that the state clean up its act.  She is not directing any of this to any of you 
all, the low level people who deal with all of this stuff she apologized upfront, but there 
is a problem and there has been a historical problem and it is a problem that she can 
guarantee to you is not going to be swept under the rug on this project. 

Response: Because this community will not incur any direct effects from the project, the area south 
of MD 108 was not included within the established study area boundaries for the MD 
32 Planning Study. Your comments have been included as part of the public record for 
this FEIS.  The secondary and cumulative effects boundary has been revised based on 
agency and public comments, and the boundary expanded to include the River Hill 
Community.   

 



MD 32 Planning Study  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Hearing Testimony  SECTION V-B 
 

34 

The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 
along MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  
Currently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the 
report, another reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and 
Carroll Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening 
of MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage 
increased to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  
However, as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is 
anticipated that a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the 
traffic volumes. 

 
Speaker 20: Jennifer Hash 
  3134 Route 32 
  West Friendship 

Comments: Ms. Hash is opposed to the expansion of Route 32 and feels that even with the public 
hearing and meetings that show an overwhelming opposition by the residents to this 
project, it continues to move forward. 

Ms. Hash was told that if a petition was signed to eliminate some of the access roads, 
the State Highway would go along with that decision.  She and the majority of the 
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homeowners in the Fox Valley Development signed such a petition and submitted it to 
the Neal Peterson, Director of State Highway Administration.  However, when she 
followed up on the status of the petition no one in SHA seemed able to locate the 
petition and then Ms. Hash received a letter from SHA that she felt said we received 
your petition, thank you for submitting it, but SHA knows what is better for your 
community and the access road will stay. 

Also, Ms. Hash feels the accident information used for this study can be directly 
attributed to the increasing traffic volume since opening Route 32 to four lanes south of 
108.   Ms Hash lives right on Route 32 and feels the truck traffic is much more 
significant than reported. 

Ms. Hash also stated she was concerned on sound mitigation issues.  When trucks have 
to downshift when coming down hill from Fox Valley to Rosemary, she believes the 
decibel level is above 67. 

Also, she feels that if this project were still in the planning process as reiterated 
numerous times in this meeting, why did SHA take time to discuss right-of-way 
acquisitions.  This would seem premature or is this project actually further along than 
what the citizens have been led to believe? 

Ms. Hash is concerned about the rural nature of this corridor and feels the widening of 
32 would destroy it and not just the quality of life for the residents, the surrounding 
wildlife would be seriously affected.  Ms. Hash suggested a short term option such as 
putting in a center turn lane and abandoning the build alternatives all together.  This 
would give SHA more time to review alternatives that would have a lesser impact on 
the entire community and not just consider the commuters from outside of this area. 

Response: Public feedback has always been and will continue to be a priority for the State 
Highway Administration.  SHA has involved the public at every stage in the MD 32  
planning process, including  public hearings, public workshops and mailings.  Public 
concerns/comments have been taken into consideration and incorporated into the 
designs whenever possible. 

Your position regarding the service road from Fox Valley Estates to the Rosemary Lane 
interchange is noted.  Based on comments from residents in this area, SHA has re-
evaluated this service road within the context of safety, accessibility, and traffic 
operations.  The results of the evaluation are included in the FEIS.   

 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
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According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social and cultural resources.  Land use, quality of life and 
wildlife impacts are included in the FEIS.  The SHA Selected Alternative will include 
all possible efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to these resources while 
meeting the project’s purpose and need. 

The State Highway Administration identifies potential impacts to private property early 
in the project planning phase in order to fully assess the potential impacts of the project.  
Currently, funding for the MD 32 project is only available through project planning, 
with Location/Design Approval in the summer of 2005.  Funding has also been 
approved for the design of the Burntwoods Road interchange breakout project with 
complete design plans anticipated in the Summer of 2006.  Funding for design and 
construction for the rest of the project has not been allocated. 

Numerous options and alternatives have been carefully examined and reviewed by SHA 
for the MD 32 Planning Study.  The addition of a third center turn lane was reviewed, 
but was not carried forward into the detailed analysis stage because it was determined 
that it did not meet the purpose and need of the study for safety or traffic operations.   

 

 
Speaker 21: Josh Helshire 
  Vice Chair, River Hill Community Association in Columbia 
  6330 Trotter Road 

Comments: The River Hill Community Association is concerned about the impacts on the 
community brought about by this project.  This includes truck traffic that would 
exacerbate the current noise problem already encountered by residents and create 
greater safety concerns with increased truck traffic. 

Mr. Helshire stated that the Community Association filed comments and requested that 
this area be considered an affected area before and during the scoping process.  He feels 
that the supplemental Environmental Impact Statement that was done in 1989 when the 
road was being relocated is inadequate.  To date there is only reference in the Executive 
Summary of the EIS that there is an area of controversy as to the downstream impacts.  
The Association is again asking to be included in the EIS and this would require that 
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mitigation be discussed.  Also the EIS should discuss the levels of noise that are 
currently happening. 

Mr. Helshire also requests that the comments and correspondence of the Association be 
included in the public record.  At this time, there is no record of the Association’s 
comments in the EIS, he would like this to change.  Mr. Helshire acknowledged that the 
Association is meeting with SHA and beginning to discuss certain issues that have 
arisen. 

If a build option is implemented, he feels certain issues need to be discussed, such as 
safety issues, mitigation options for noises, use of pavement and restriction of truck 
traffic, before any decision is made.  Also, the DEIS shows nothing in the way of 
design.  The charts that are included are informative, but a graphic and specific action 
plan should be developed and distributed. 

Also, there should be better coordination among the agencies to ensure it is a well 
planned project and that problems currently occurring in River Hill at this time, do not 
happen again. 

Response: Your comments regarding the River Hill Community have been noted.  Because this 
community will not incur any direct effects from the project, the area referred to was 
not included within the established study area boundaries for the MD 32 Planning 
Study. Your comments have been included as part of the public record for this FEIS.  
The secondary and cumulative effects boundary has been revised based on agency and 
public comments, and the boundary expanded to include the River Hill Community.   

 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes a detailed analysis 
of potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Analyses 
of safety, noise and traffic are included in this impact assessment.  The SHA Selected 
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Alternative would include all possible efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to 
these resources. 

MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System.  These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of good 
and services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic.  Truck 
prohibitions on MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider.  Truck traffic 
estimates have been has been used in the development of the build alternatives. 

 
Speaker 22: Lou Toeth 
  Kings Grant Community on Regency Row 

Comments: Mr. Toeth’s main concern is safety.  Since Route 32 opened from Clarksville to 
Columbia, his children can no longer play in their back yard as he is afraid of a car or 
truck coming off the road.  At this time, no plan prevents that from happening as there 
are not boundaries or barriers. 

Response: Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A smaller median was considered, but did not meet the purpose and 
need for the project by addressing safety and operational concerns.  A number of safety 
and operational improvements have been developed and implemented by SHA during 
the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  Guardrails will be installed in the center of 
the median for the length of the project area, as well as along roadway edges where they 
are warranted by slope from the shoulder.  These features would address safety 
concerns for trucks and hazardous materials as well. 

 
Speaker 23: Richard Tinker 
  Off Gold Ribbon Way 
  Columbia, MD 

Comments: At this time Mr. Tinker rents, but has bought land to build a house.  This land abuts MD 
32.  He did some research on the various properties in the area and noticed the track 
record that Howard County has on both lot sizes as well as all of the land preservation.  
They chose and did buy a lot on the West Side subdivision.  He believes a lot that backs 
right up against 32. 

He was made aware of the plans to expand the road, but was not aware that the plans 
were at the level of a four lane expressway as opposed to adding turn lanes.  He picked 
that lot, it is one of the lots that is right up against the highway and all of the points he 
wanted to make have been covered by other people.  He wanted to go on record as 
having said everything that everybody else said because he agrees with it. 

He has not heard anything favorable about this project.  One of the things he did want to 
say again and many people said it is he is amazed at the criteria that went into the 
calculation for the sound mitigation features.  He picked that area that they are in 
because it is one of the last areas that has decent lot sizes. 
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The state he came from, property values or property prices were much lower and they 
were able to have larger lots.  He would like to keep that same degree or same sizes that 
he was able to find in this county, yet to hear that the calculation is based upon the cost 
per lot which for somebody like a neighbor who a lot has not been sold to somebody 
who is going to build a house yet, their lot is a rectangle and the long side of the 
rectangle is along 32.  The linear feet of wall or other mitigation that would be 
constructed is naturally going to make that cost much higher for that resident, 

He doesn't want to say that is flawed or it is improper for the calculation of these things 
to be on a per lot or per owner basis, he wants to say that they are downright asinine.  It 
has to be based on something that is more equitable, either linear feet for the areas that 
need it or percentage of the project cost, something that makes sense rather than a per 
household basis. 

He is amazed that not knowing much about Maryland and how these processes work 
that something, a calculation could be made on something that is so flawed.  This state 
has one of the highest reserves and that this department covers is responsible for the 
whole state, not just for this county, but because this state has one of the highest 
reserves of all the 50 states of its money, he would like to see some of that go back 
through the people, not another stadium or some other big project, but to something like 
the sound mitigation assuming that the project goes forward with one of the build 
options which he hopes does not happen. 

He also had an issue with the fact that the new lanes are being build on the west side.  
His property being on that west side, he sees nothing but non-residential land use across 
the street and realizes there is additional cost is swapping the lanes and shifting them 
over but would still like some better consideration given to the new building being on 
either side or at least look at the residences, look at how close they are to the road and 
do what makes sense if a build option is chosen. 

He was told that some of the reasons that is was looked at for being on that side was 
because of the land topology.  He has seen earth movers move a lot of dirt and thinks 
that the cost of moving that dirt should be why the state chooses to put the road on that 
side. 

He was unaware of the effect on some of the other farms in this area because of the 
focus of his specific cast, but is very displeased to hear how many different farms and 
how many different properties are affected so adversely by this and he hopes that there 
is some responsibility put in place based on everything that has been said tonight and 
hopes that this is looked at again seriously, not just because it is a process and it will 
move forward, but would really like to hear that some of these other options are looked 
at in more detail.   

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted. 
 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
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that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

 Your comment regarding constructing additional lanes to the east has been noted.  All 
options, including widening to the east have been thoroughly examined.  Safety, 
environmental concerns and design all make widening to the west the build alternative 
that meets the Purpose and Need most effectively. 

 Your comment is important to SHA and will be taken into consideration.  Concern over 
impacts to residents, especially farms has been noted.  The project’s Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) includes an analysis of potential impacts to natural, social, and 
cultural environmental resources.  Effects on farmland and residences are included in 
this assessment.  Effects on all of these resources were examined during the alternative 
selection process.  In addition, the SHA Selected Alternative will include all possible 
efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to these resources.   

 
Speaker 24: Don Croshe 
  3225 Parliament Place 
  West Friendship. 21794 

Comments: Opposes the proposed widening of Route 32 between Routes 108 and 70. First of all, 
because a changing motivation for the proposed widening. When first introduced the 
rationale for widening was to handle the increased capacity anticipated by the growth in 
Carroll County.  He was told to simply follow the marketplace. The State Highway 
Administration people said when they came to his home to discuss their plan with the 
neighborhood referring to growth in Carroll County. 

He feels this is the chicken and egg debate, but now almost three years later his 
emphasis is on safety, but the purpose of planning was not changed despite that 
dramatic change in the purpose. 

A second factor Mr. Croshe mentions is a lack of coordinated planning that assures road 
development and housing development is consistent with the character of the existing 
community.  The residents of River Hill have had to endure a tremendous amount of 
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local traffic noise and reduced quality of life in their homes due to the close proximity 
of their houses to Route 32. 

He has heard people say well they shouldn't have bought their houses if they don't like 
it, which his question is why were those houses even built so close to the road in the 
first place?  He feels that it is not like they didn't know the road was going to be there.  
The houses were built at the same time that that road was built. 

The same is true at Fox Valley, the entrance was built many feet back from the road 
long before those of us in the community right across the street were even aware of the 
proposed widening of Route 32.  He believes this planning was indeed very well 
coordinated for the benefit of a few individuals who stood to profit from this form of 
insider trading. 

He now has to pay for it in the form of reduced quality of living and reduced property 
values.  Another point is a little bit of public relation gamesmanship or just 
incompetence, a few months after the stretch of Route 32 between Route 29 and 108 
was complete, State Highway Administration officials shared that they were surprised 
by the amount of the increase in volume when the road opened up. 

They were connecting a four-lane divided highway that went uninterrupted for Fort 
Meade with a two-lane road that had no traffic lights except right at Route 144 and no 
one from an organization of people who deal with roads for a living could anticipate the 
volume of cars and trucks the would hit the two-lane road. 

He feels now we can't change the fact that the stretch of 32 between Routes 29 and 108 
that stretch, that has caused all the traffic concerns for our stretch of 32 and now we 
have to find a solution to this new problem, it just seems to be a clever tactic to create a 
problem so we can create a solution. 

Another point is the current plan is overkill and not consistent with the rural atmosphere 
of the citizens that western Howard County are trying to preserve.  Despite the 
landscaping promises made by the State Highway Administration, the massive amounts 
of roads, bridges and deforestation will permanently change the character of our 
community. 

Another point he feels strongly about is the lack of noise abatement.  Despite exceeding 
noise limits cost per homes affected, regulations will prevent any noise abatement for 
his community.  This may prove to be a bargaining chip for State Highway 
Administration where the cause for a legal challenge from concerned citizens. 

Finally the reduction in his property value, he heard from a real estate agent earlier, and 
the point seems to be pretty well made, but the property value to him personally is due 
to the safety concerns associated with the Route 32 and of course the noise generated by 
the cars and especially the trucks. 
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His personal recommendation is to reject the current plan and ask to go back to the 
drawing board to devise a plan that addresses the safety issues only for this stretch of 
Route 32. 

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted.  

The State Highway Administration (SHA) recognizes the growth that has occurred in 
Howard County and the pressure this has placed on the state and local road network.  
However, the SHA does not control master plan development or regulate zoning and 
building permits in the county.  Relevant County departments of planning and zoning 
have this authority. 

The Howard County General Plan 2000  is committed to the preservation of the rural 
nature of the western portion of the county.  However, it is the responsibility of local 
governments to regulate land use and the rate of residential/commercial development.  
It is SHA’s duty to respond to current and future needs that arise from regulated land 
use development. 
 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Effects of 
property acquisition and noise on residences are included in this assessment.  Effects on 
all of these resources were examined during the alternative selection process.  In 
addition, the SHA Selected Alternative will include all possible efforts to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate impacts to these resources. 

 
Speaker 25: Bob Moore 
  216 Longwood Road 
  Baltimore, Maryland  21210 



MD 32 Planning Study  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Hearing Testimony  SECTION V-B 
 

43 

Comments: Mr. Moore represents the Bicycle Education Association of Maryland, which is an 
advocacy group for bicycling in Maryland and he is a member of the Maryland Bicycle 
Advisory Committee for the Baltimore area which includes Howard County. 

They oppose making Route 32 from 70 to 108 a continuing freeway because it denies 
bicycle access and that's the first reason.  The second reason as heard from a number of 
people, it will create sprawl and worsen conditions elsewhere in the state. 

Response: SHA recognizes bicycling as an important mode of transportation and addresses the 
needs of cyclists when it is feasible to do so.  However, due to safety concerns bicycle 
access was not something SHA could consider for MD 32.   

Sprawl is a condition that can best be controlled through land use regulations.  The 2000 
Howard County General Plan and the Agricultural Land Preservation Program are 
committed to the preservation of the rural nature of the western portion of the county.  
However, it is not SHA’s responsibility to regulate land use or the rate of 
residential/commercial development.  It is SHA’s duty to respond to current and future 
needs that arise from regulated land use development. 

Speaker 26: Tom Microck 

Comments: Mr. Microck felt he was a minority from what he heard of the previous testimony 
because he does favor this improvement.  He feels it is a badly needed piece of roadway 
in this part of Howard County. 

He believes the Governor's Smart Growth is a highly flawed concept that is clearly not 
what is being practiced by the people of Maryland. One of the assumptions of it is that 
people are going to spend typically $20,000 to $50,000 on their sport vehicle are going 
to carpool and they are going to use transit and they are going to use HOV lanes.  This 
is quite contrary to what they actually do. 

He emphasized what people want other people to do, they claim they are going to do 
and not what they want other people to do, but what they actually do themselves. 

Secondly, motorist safety is the main issue in this case.  It is, safety maximized by the 
building of a multi-lane divided roadway with frequent interchanges that encourages 
people to get off the local roadways, and get onto the major roadways.  Traffic is much 
safer on the major roadways, there are lower accident rates on divided highways. 

He doesn't want traffic driving on local roadways next to residential neighborhoods.  In 
summary he highly favors this roadway and if there is anything he can do to help you 
speed this up. 

Response: Your support for the project has been noted.   

 
Speaker 27: Hance Sullivan 
  3620 Ivory Road 
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Comments: Mr. Sullivan feels there are some good points, everybody has some association and got 
all this backing and lawyers, but the real truth is he should be really upset that all these 
people came into his home.  He has lived there for 36 years, so everybody that built on 
32, 32 has been there ever since he was born and it has always carried truck traffic, it is 
a big road. 

He agrees some things need to be done, there are safety issues.  His kids don't even get 
excited anymore when Shock Trauma lands in their yard (4 times).  He feels it is the 
regular facts of life, people are going to get killed, soon enough it is going to be people 
he knows. 

He commended the State Road Association or State Highway Administration. Anytime 
he had a question they have answered, and they answer phone calls, they visit, and they 
came to his house.  Somebody is going to have to do the job.  Everybody is going to say 
you are wrong. It is a no win situation. 

He commended the people that have worked on the project, because they have been 
very cooperative with him.  He is not an association, he is just a small guy, he makes 
phone calls and they return his calls.  He does agree they need to look at the issues a 
little bit closer, hopefully to save as much land as they can. 

The gentlemen wanted to move the road on the other side on the open land, but right 
away then he is telling me to save farm land, but he guesses the open land wasn't farm 
land. He doesn't understand where some of these people are getting off, we should just 
put a fence around Howard County and keep them all out. 

Response:  Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  The SHA Selected Alternative best addresses the safety needs of the 
project corridor. 

Public feedback has always been and will continue to be a priority for the State 
Highway Administration.  SHA has involved the public at every stage in the MD 32  
planning process, including  public hearings, public workshops and mailings.  Public 
concerns/comments have been taken into consideration and incorporated into the 
designs whenever possible. 

 
Speaker 28: Paul Byless 
  4229 Buckskin Wood Drive 
  Ellicott City, 21042 

Comments: Mr. Byless is opposed to the widening of 32, because it will contribute severely to 
suburban sprawl.  He quoted Charlie Fiago as saying growth won't occur because we're 
not going to let it, if you don't let utilities bring, be brought out here. 

Mr. Byless, however, feels if you build a road, growth will occur.  Time after time 
every road that has been built, the congestion and the sprawl just follows it no matter 
what politicians may say.  Route 66 was built to relieve congestion, 5 minutes after it 
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was built cement trucks were pouring foundations for communities.  Now it is a 
nightmare 7 days a week and they are constantly widening it lane after lane to no avail. 

He feels the bottom line is if you folks love this country, if you love this state, you have 
a moral responsibility to not build this road.  Each and every one of you know in your 
heart of hearts that if you expand this road, you destroy the character and future of this 
county. 

He wants to know at what point does the sprawl end?  He stated that for the sake of 
your children and future generations, to do the right thing and break the No-Build 
options, choke off the sprawl at its core. 

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted. 

Sprawl is a condition that can best be controlled through land use regulations.  Although 
there is the possibility of secondary impacts to current land use with the MD 32 
development, the 2000 Howard County General Plan, and the Agricultural Land 
Preservation Program are committed to the preservation of the rural nature of the 
western portion of the county.   

The State Highway Administration (SHA) recognizes the growth that has occurred in 
western Howard County and the pressure this has placed on the state and local road 
network.  However, the SHA does not regulate the zoning and building permits 
approved in the study area.  The Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning 
has this authority.  

 

Speaker 29: Gerald Neely 

Comments: Mr. Neely was there on behalf of the Baltimore Regional Partnership which is a 
regional organization and he is a transportation planner.  Basically just to reiterate one 
thing, the growth that has occurred on MD 32 in just the last couple of years since the 
upgrade was done south of 108, that is an indication of the degree to which traffic has 
flowed in this area. 

Mr. Neely feels that if you build one section of MD 32 and you have a huge increase in 
traffic just to the north of there and the same thing will occur again.  If this section was 
built between 108 and 70, there will be another huge increase as is born out by the 
traffic projections that were included on the charts.  That in turn will generate an 
increase in traffic north of I-70 which up until recently was actually doubled the traffic 
volume of south of 70, but the improvement is being done south of 70. 

So you have the situation where this improvement is going to lead to another widening 
that is going to be needed north of I-70 and that is already in the long range plan for 
2020 from Baltimore Metropolitan Council and also the State Highway Administration, 
they are already doing drawings of that project and that will take the upgrade of 32 to 
four lanes just up to Liberty Road up in Eldersberg. 
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So that in turn will generate a huge bottleneck up at Liberty Road and even through 
there is nothing on the plans right now, nothing on the drawing board for an upgrade up 
at 32 and 26 up at Liberty Road in Eldersberg, that will be necessary in the future and as 
a matter of fact Carroll County is already planning for how they are going to feed traffic 
into 32, they are using band aid projects right now, things like upgrading Obrecht Road 
in Sykesville and a little road called McBeth Way in Eldersberg which is now a little cul 
de sac residential road but will soon become a major feeder into 32. 

He feels you can see how the potential for traffic growth in this area is really huge, he 
has also heard from people about the large area of the traffic draws for 32, people 
coming from the Eastern Shore, people coming from Western Maryland, people coming 
from just about all of Frederick, Carroll, Howard, Anne Arundel Counties, all of that 
traffic is a potential draw for this section of 32. 

There is a huge potential for increase in traffic in this area and you could come up with 
just about any traffic projection for this section of 32 and it probably would be a self 
fulfilling prophecy whether it is 60% or 230%, we have heard those numbers. 

In addition to that because you have this dense highway network in this area, there is a 
great deal of changeability between one expressway. Maryland 100 from the 
interchange of MD 32 and I-70 to Annapolis, it is only 2 miles longer on MD 100 that it 
is on MD 32.  Basically those two expressways are just totally interchangeable.  The 
traffic can use one or the traffic can use another, so you can see how the traffic can 
increase just at the top at the drop of a hat, it can just increase overnight and there is 
really nothing in the plans to now this is never going to end, there is no ultimate project. 

One widening leads to another widening, he states there is another widening down on 
MD 32 that is proposed right now down in the Columbia area, down in the Fort Meade 
area and it is just, somebody said it is a domino effect and he feels that's just about right. 

This project is just another cog in the wheel of dominos and we have got to figure out a 
way of coming up with an equilibrium and he feels Mr. Hicks really did present a very 
good approach in the safety concept that he came up with earlier and there is really a lot 
that can be done to try and get the traffic to equalize, come up with something that is 
safe and which increases capacity a little bit, things like preventing left turns at various 
places and those things really can create a stable traffic condition for this area.  Mr. 
Neely feels that this is what really needs to take place instead of the wild increases and 
diversions that are otherwise going to take place. 

Response: The MD 32 project is being developed in response to specific safety and operational 
concerns for this corridor.  Existing and future traffic volumes present operational 
problems now and in the project’s design year, 2025.  Safety issues along MD 32 
between MD 108 and I-70 are the result of existing roadway design, as well as 
increased traffic volumes resulting from Maryland’s increasing population and 
continuing development patterns.  This  

Your comments regarding projects outside of the MD 32 study area have been noted.  
Because there will be no direct effects of the MD 32 project on these areas, they are not 
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included as part of the detailed FEIS analysis.  However, an analysis of MD 32 within 
the regional transportation network is included in the FEIS.  Many of the areas you 
mention are also discussed as part of the secondary and cumulative effects analysis in 
the FEIS. 

 
Speaker 30: Jack Loland 
  14077 Spear Valley Court 

Comments: Mr. Noland’s number one point is that the Nixon Interchange is totally unnecessary. 
The 20 million dollars to be put into that interchange should be put into the I-70 
interchange where there is another problem because ending this winding at I-70 without 
addressing the problem of the traffic north of I-70 is ludicrous.  It is as bad as when you 
stop the dual lane at 108.  He feels it should have never been stopped there. 

Now for the people who are new in the area, one, two, three years, he has been out here 
25 years and for 17 years drove from right over here in Glen Lee to Fort Meade, 32 was 
a treacherous road and the reason for the dualization from Fort Meade to 108 was to 
eliminate the treacherous bottleneck and roadway down Guilford Road and on into Fort 
Meade. 

Unfortunately in those 17 years, somewhere around 9 people losing their lives on Route 
32 and it wasn't the road being dualized that had the impact on the area, everybody was 
taking their life in their hands to go down there because just like that gentleman who 
said he lives out here for 36 years, he remembers the traffic on that road. 

Mr. Loland states that the truck traffic has always been here, there is no way to stop it 
unless  some gentlemen are going to put National Guard at the interchanges with 
bazookas and blow the trucks off the road. 

He drives from Baltimore City out to here and has lived here for 25 years and bought 
his property out here he looked at the roadway systems and didn’t buy backed up to 
Route 32 because he did a little bit of homework.  He didn't want to blame somebody 
else for his shortcomings.  He knew when he bought the lot what was on either side of 
him, in back, the access, the schools, the fire department and the police department.  
That is something and a lot of people have not given thought to. 

Before the Howard County Council there was a bill where a suggestion made that in 
these new development we should narrow the roads to slow down the traffic.  What 
kind of statement are they going to make to the people who are responsible for the roads 
when their house catches on fire and because the roads are narrow and the fireman can't 
get there to put it out, are they going to blame the fire department?   He feels that seems 
to be the natural thing. Don't accept your responsibility, blame the other guy.  He is 
opposed to that … for safety, people have to be able to get in there and you say about 
safety, he has two daughters that are with the fire department and have a future son-in-
law who is a paid Howard County Fireman and the stories that they bring home will eat 
your guts out. 
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We lost people here on 32 south of Linden Church Lane when they cross the center line, 
they have learned this is dangerous as when he lived in Halethorpe off of Route 1 was 
between Buttermilk Hill in Elkridge and Laurel at the time was death highway and he 
lived there for 35 years and they killed people at every imaginable way possible.  32 
being widened is necessary. He paved Linden Light and drove six and a half blocks of 
bumper to bumper traffic coming up this road from 108 on up to Burnt Woods Road. 
He asks if SHA thinks that traffic is going to get away from there?  He says SHA talks 
about urban sprawl, so are they going to stop it because you can stop this road.  What 
bout the 100 homes they are building up there now? What about the 100 homes? Urban 
sprawl? It has been a lot of stuff that has been handed out.  The people have been killed 
on the road there, we have had people killed at Parliament Place, the people in 
Parliament Place don't want the road widened.  There have been people killed at Ten 
Oaks Road.  He feels the traffic light situation doesn't help.  At Burnt Woods Road the 
right hand turn lane is being used as a second lane of traffic and not just once.  Burnt 
Wood Road – come out of Sharp Road and drive east on it, there is a double yellow 
solid line and people who are new to this community are passing that double yellow 
solid line in front of the school. 

Mr. Loland remarked that SHA made a presentation about safety and how we need 
safety and we need the road.  He feels the two roundabouts on 144 are going to be very, 
very …. To our fair goers.  Howard County Fair, if you come out here at any time, you 
will find out that is where a lot of the traffic comes from, it is coming out the city. 

He didn’t like the one picture that was shown.  It showed what exactly he meant by the 
interchange at I-70.  There was one car making a left hand turn to go west on I-70.  You 
look at that picture and believe there are 5 or 6 cars that went straight.  Knowing that 
this meeting was coming up, he sat there and counted the traffic. 

There were 18 vehicles in one period of time, of those 18 vehicles, 10 of them made a 
left hand turn to go west on I-70. The other 8 went north to Carroll County. He feels this 
road can't be built without that interchange being changed because in the evening the 
people are going down the end of the ramp, up 32, making a left, a u-turn and coming 
back down because the traffic coming up will not permit them to make that left hand 
turn and a stop light is not going to stop them.  We need access. 

 

Response: Your support for Build Alternative II has been noted.  Safety is a primary concern for 
the State Highway Administration.  The SHA Selected Alternative includes measures to 
improve safety that meet the Purpose and Need for the project. 

Your support for an improved I-70 / MD 32 interchange has been noted.   

 
Speaker 31: Barbara Brook 
  Burnt Woods Road 
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Comments: Ms. Brooks' can't believe that nobody has addressed what she wanted to speak about…. 
Burnt Woods Road, it is 2 ½  miles long, it has a high school, three churches, at one end 
there is a middle school and an elementary school at the other end there is an 
elementary school newly built.  This is a bedroom community and maybe there is a lone 
lot left to build on this road. 

She stated that when one of the ladies gave their presentation, they said the interchange 
we would lump several roads together there at that interchange and it seems that after 
she has listened to all these presentations that the gentlemen that spoke about having 
less interchanges and service roads.  It seems that that would be the best way to improve 
32 and keep plenty of overpasses to the service roads. 

She wants to know why the State Highway Administration wants to pout so much 
traffic onto a 2 ½ mile road that has three churches, one high school, three elementary 
schools on each end and would like to recommend that Triadelphia Road, you keep an 
overpass there and have two ramps going east.  This would be identical to Gray Star 
Drive and Gray Star Drive does a great job for that community.  Triadelphia Road 
should be handled the very same way. 

Her 88 year old friend has lived here forever, she was a teacher for probably 30 some 
years and she said "don't those people down in Annapolis know that Burnt Woods Road 
is two words? It is spelled B-U-R-N-T W-O-O-D-S Road, and if you don't have enough 
room on the sign, you can put WDS. 

Also she states that the abbreviation for that is VLY and we've had a President that has 
messed up our English language enough, so maybe you should use VLY instead of 
VAL.  Another issue is the double yellow lines. People constantly pass on the double 
yellow lines and there used to be signs that said no passing on the double yellow lines, 
they should be instituted by the State of Maryland and then policemen should pick up 
people that do this. 

A lot of this about drivers that are discourteous are because we don't have drivers 
education in the schools anymore. 

Response: The SHA selected interchange option for the Burntwoods Road interchange was 
developed based on comments received from the Public Hearing in an attempt to reduce 
or eliminate residential impacts.  Under this option the existing intersection of 
Pfefferkorn Drive will be relocated and extended to a roundabout intersection with 
Burntwoods Road, Ten Oaks Road and the southbound ramps to and from MD 32.  
Pfefferkorn Drive will have access to northbound MD 32 via relocated Burntwoods 
Road, which will cross over MD 32 on a bridge and connect to another roundabout for 
access to the NB MD 32 ramps.  

The State and County recognize Burntwoods Road as one word. 

Your concerns regarding driver safety have been noted. 
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Speaker 32: Marty Pavlosky 
12525 Thitco Way 
Sykesville, MD 

Comments: Mr. Pavlosky lives on the other side of where the current proposal is for road 
improvements, however he does travel 32 every day on the way to work and has been 
for about the past 10 years.  He’d like to say that the No-Build option is not an option 
that should be considered.  Something has to be done on 32 between I-70 and 108 to 
improve it.   A four lane highway is the way to go.  He feels it has to be a limited access 
four lane highway for safety and for everyone who travels on the road.  He feels there 
are entirely too many cars, entirely too much back up, the No-Build option is not an 
option at all.  Developments are going to continue to flourish throughout the area and 
something has to be done now.  Something should have been done 10 years ago, so he 
believes it is almost too late.  

Response:   Your support for the project has been noted.   

 
Speaker 33: William Glodt 
  4015 Braxmill Court 
  Glenwood, MD 

Comments: Mr. Glodt lives on Route 97 which is getting to be dangerous like Route 32.  He doesn’t 
see any choice except to continue to put in two more lanes from 108 to I-70, he feels it 
is a must. 

He feels the plans for the entrance and exit from Burntwoods looks extremely 
complicated and may need some kind of directional signs.  He hopes that SHA could 
make it a little bit simpler by turning directly from Burntwoods onto 32 going east, he 
doesn’t know whether there is room or not.  He’s not sure if there is a lot of 
consideration on it, but it looks awful complicated right now.  The rest of it he feels 
looks good. He likes the bushes between the two lanes to cut down the lights.  He feels 
headlights on cars coming towards you are really terrible, especially at night and you do 
need a good block in that area.  The other item, suggesting headlights on in the day, he 
doesn’t think that it is wise because that blinds you more than it helps you to see the car 
coming.  He feels if you have real low lights that might help.   

Response:   Your support for the project has been noted. 

The selected interchange option for the Burntwoods Road interchange was developed 
based on comments received from the Public Hearing in an attempt to reduce or 
eliminate residential impacts.  Under this option the existing intersection of Pfefferkorn 
Drive will be relocated and extended to a roundabout intersection with Burntwoods 
Road, Ten Oaks Road and the southbound ramps to and from MD 32.  Pfefferkorn 
Drive will have access to northbound MD 32 via relocated Burntwoods Road, which 
will cross over MD 32 on a bridge and connect to another roundabout for access to the 
NB MD 32 ramps.  SHA will ensure that all ramps and roadways around the 
interchange will be clearly marked to indicate proper directions.  
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Your comments regarding landscaping and headlights have been noted.   

 
Speaker 34: Mark Updike 
  12754 Maryvale Court 
  Ellicott City, 21042 

Comments: Mr. Updike expressed his appreciation for the dissertation on the proposed 
improvements to Route 32, which he feels are desperately needed and overdue as shown 
by the automobile mishaps. 

He is greatly in favor of the project and thinks that Alternative 1 would probably be the 
most beneficial alternative in the long range.  He appreciates SHA’s patience with some 
people for whatever reason, because they are not looking at the long range necessity of 
the road.  He doesn’t think there is any alternative but to proceed with it. 

Response: Your support for Build Alternative I has been noted.   

 
Speaker 35: Rudolph Durbano 
  5321 Broadwater Lane 
  Clarksville, MD 

Comments: Mr. Durbano opposes the extension of the widening of Route 32 for several reasons.  
Increased traffic that is projected will be a magnet for more trucks to use it as opposed 
to going through to 29 out of 70 to 100 and across 95.  The noise levels are going to 
exceed the maximum allowed by the federal government which is 67 decibels.  It will 
destroy the environment, decimate wetlands, increase run off in the bay and will take 
out 73 plus acres of existing trees.  He wants to know what happened to retaining rural 
preservation?  He stated that SHA is creating a freeway just 4 or 5 miles of the just 
completed Route 100.  Again, he is against the expansion of Route 32.   

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted.  

 The Project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Wetlands, 
streams, forests and wildlife are included in this impact assessment, as well as noise.  
The SHA Selected Alternative would include all possible efforts to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate impacts to these resources.  In addition, SHA is working with numerous 
agencies such as the Maryland Department of the Environment, the Federal Highway 
Administration, the Department of Natural Resources, and the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service to ensure that all environmental concerns are addressed.  

 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 
along MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  
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Currently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the 
report, another reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and 
Carroll Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening 
of MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage 
increased to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  
However, as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is 
anticipated that a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the 
traffic volumes 

 
Speaker 36: Nancy Peters 
  13350 Ridgewood Drive 

Comments: Ms. Peters and her husband Jack would like to go on record as being vehemently 
opposed to the expansion of Route 32 as proposed.  There is increased traffic during the 
morning and evening rush hours which encompass about 5 hours a day. 

Even during those times, the traffic usually moves at 55 or more miles per hour.  During 
other times of the day and on weekends, traffic moves at 60 to 65 miles per hour.  She 
feels it is an extremely excessive solution to both perceived traffic congestion and 
safety to spend at least 170 million dollars to build a four lane freeway which includes 
seven interchanges in an 8 mile section, a 34 foot median and access roads in this rural 
residential area. 

She feels this road will cut a swath through the area destroying wetlands and every tree 
along Route 32.  It will be built not to alleviate traffic congestion, but to attract more 
large trucks at all hours of the day and development which brings with it more traffic. 

By inviting more burden on this section of Route 32, it will just exacerbate the situation 
of traffic south of Route 108 between Route 29 and 95 and shift another traffic burden 
north of I-70.  She said that we know building extra lanes is not the cure all to traffic 
flow. 

She feels the Baltimore beltway is the ultimate example of continuous lane expansion 
with minimal or no positive results.  Route 100 has already been reconstructed.  She 
want to know how many more freeways do we need going in the same direction? 

There has been no real consideration given to the thousands of residents in communities 
in this area.  She believes their quality of life has and will be further disrupted by the 
freeway as their homes already have and will be further devalued.  In the one area 
which is sound mitigation that the State Highway Administration could be of some 
assistance, they have flatly refused to address her concerns. 
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State Highway Administration sound studies have shown that the decibel level will 
exceed the threshold for mitigation but because their houses are zoned for larger lots, 
they do not meet their payment policies allowing for abatements. 

They believe it is unconscionable that so little concern is afforded residents and tax 
payers and that the state is dismissing every rationale argument that has been presented. 

Finally she’d like to go on record to say that she believes this is true because there is a 
political agenda involved in construction of this road which defies any persuasive, logic 
or well founded argument or other suggested solutions. 

Response: Your support for the No-Build option has been noted.   

 The MD 32 project is being developed in response to both safety and operational 
concerns in this corridor.  Existing and future traffic volumes present operational 
problems now and in the project’s design year 2025.  Safety issues along MD 32 
between MD 108 and I-70 are the result of existing roadway design, as well as 
increased traffic volumes resulting from Maryland’s increasing population and 
continuing development patterns. 

 The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Forests and 
wetlands are included in this impact assessment.  The SHA Selected Alternative would 
include all possible measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to these resources.  
In addition, SHA is working with numerous agencies such as the Maryland Department 
of the Environment, Department of Natural Resources, and the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service to ensure that all environmental concerns are addressed.   

  
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 
along MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  
Currently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the 
report, another reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and 
Carroll Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening 
of MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage 
increased to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  
However, as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is 
anticipated that a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the 
traffic volumes. 
 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
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Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

Public feedback has always been and will continue to be a priority for the State 
Highway Administration.  SHA has involved the public at every stage in the MD 32  
planning process, including  public hearings, public workshops and mailings.  Public 
concerns/comments have been taken into consideration and incorporated into the 
designs whenever possible.    

 
Speaker 37: Diane Magruder 
  13363 Ridgewood Drive 
  Ellicott City, MD 

Comments: Ms. Magruder would like to go on record as being vehemently opposed to the extension 
of Route 32.  It has been brought to her attention that thus far traffic congestion was one 
of the major problems and… safety. 

Every road that she knows of during rush hour is heavily traveled.  In fact, since Route 
100 opened up, she found that traffic has decreased.  Her house backs up to 32 and she 
is paying very high property taxes and feels that she is paying to increase the roads, 
which is wrong.  Also, it was brought to her attention that safety was an issue and she 
thinks that if everybody pulled up the police reports, they would say it was driver error 
and nothing to do with the road situation. 

She is really upset about this and she thinks that they should not, and she also 
understands that barriers can’t be put up because they are on a three acre property and 
SHA says that is too big.  She wants to know why did they sell these things in the first 
place?  Why was it zoned it that way? 

She realized after reading the Sun today that this testimony is absolutely useless because 
SHA has already made the decision what they are going to do and she thinks the whole 
thing tonight is just a charade.   

Response: Your support for the No-Build Option has been noted.  
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 The MD 32 project is being developed in response to both safety and operational 
concerns in this corridor.  Existing and future traffic volumes present operational 
problems now and in the project’s design year, 2025.  Safety issues along MD 32 
between 108 and I-70 are the result of existing design, as well as increased traffic 
volumes resulting from Maryland’s increasing population and continuing development 
patterns.  
 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

Public feedback has always been and will continue to be a priority for the State 
Highway Administration.  SHA has involved the public at every stage in the MD 32 
planning process, including public hearings, public workshops and mailings.  Public 
concerns/comments have been taken into consideration and incorporated into the 
designs whenever possible.  

 
Speaker 38: Ralph Hoyt 
  3137 Fox Valley Drive 
  West Friendship, MD 

Comments: Mr. Hoyt disagrees completely with this new proposed State Highway.  He feels the 
alternatives are not being fully and thoroughly exhausted. 

He feels simple things such as not putting a…going strictly with a smaller four lane 
with a turn lane in the middle, and multiple lights should be considered versus a limited 
access highway.  And that if in the process straightening 32 out completely and going 
through rural farmlands versus through developed neighborhoods. 

He would like to put this on the record that as a homeowner as well as a voter in the 
county and state completely disagrees with what is happening at this proceeding.   

Response: Your support for the No-Build Option has been noted.     
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 Your suggestions have been noted.  A variety of alternatives have been suggested, 
including center turns lanes, additional lights, etc.  All of these suggestions have been 
evaluated, based on their consistency with the project’s Purpose and Need.  However, it 
was concluded that the current build alternative meets the project need more effectively. 

 
Speaker 39: Susan Gray  
  6510 Paper Place 
  Highland, MD 

Comments: Ms. Gray is a planner and attorney by profession.  In the summer of 1988 she became 
involved in the project planning process for Maryland 32 between Pindell School Road 
and 108 in Howard County.  She became involved in the 32 planning process quite 
inadvertently.  In the summer of 1988 the then County Executive attempted to change 
the Master Plan for Howard County to realign 108 in the area of Clarksville. 

The realignment would have gone directly through her front yard.  The realignment or 
the proposed realignment was done essentially without any community notice and when 
she and many of her neighbors found out about it, there was quite an uproar. 

At the time they found out about this proposed realignment of 108, they were told by 
State Highways and they were told by Howard County that this was a proposal that had 
no relationship to changes in land use plans in the area.  At the time they could not 
figure out what was going on because the only traffic projections and the only things 
that this bypass of Clarksville seemed to suggest was an upzoning of western Howard 
County in the Clarksville, Highland, Fulton and River Hill area. 

Hearings were held on this proposal in the summer of 1988 and the hearings were tied 
to the design location hearing of Maryland 32 which had been between Clarksville 108 
and, 108 and Clarksville and 29 and that hearing had been held she believes it was 
March of ’88.  At that time the DEIS for the Route 32 project in Clarksville showed an 
interchange at 108 and 32, a proposed interchange.  The DEIS specified that the project 
was for a 4 lane freeway between 29 and 108 with a new interchange at 108.  There was 
not supposed to be an interchange for River Hill, although shown on the document was 
a small little circle which said interchange may be built by others. 

There was a tremendous amount of controversy when that little circle showed up on the 
map at the design location hearing and State Highway Administration officials swore 
that there was never going to be an interchange, that the interchange was not planned 
for that location. 

Three or four months later when the proposal for the western bypass came up, the 
western bypass of 108 and Clarksville, she and many of her neighbors tried to get 
information from State Highways in Howard County for why this proposal was needed.  
They could not get any information, the county would give them nothing, State 
Highways would give them nothing.  They finally managed through Freedom of 
Information Act requests to get very limited data which indicated that the state’s plan 
for an interchange in Clarksville (which it had presented at its design location hearing in 
March of ’88) would not be workable. 
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The problem according to the state and the county was that there would be five to seven 
traffic lights along 108 in the Clarksville area.  The other problem was that there was 
not enough spacing between the proposed ramps of the interchange at 108 and 32 and 
the Ten Oaks Road intersection.  The Ten Oaks Road intersection is immediately south 
of the proposed interchange and right below it is a national registry eligible historic 
church called St. Louis Church. 

At the time of the bypass proposal and for many years prior to that, this church had been 
vehemently opposed to an interchange in Clarksville.  The Archdiocese of Baltimore 
had written letters to State Highways expressing the view that an interchange in 
Clarksville would have serious implications for the church and would potentially bring 
harm to the church and cause the widening of 108 below the Ten Oaks Road 
intersection in front of the church. 

Hearings were held on the bypass proposal in the summer of 1988 and allegations were 
made by the community that the proposal was for nothing more than to re-zone a piece 
of property owned by the Rouse Company which was supposed to be the planned 
Village of River Hill and for rezoning 108 for the properties off of 108 west of 
Clarksville, in the middle of Clarksville. 

The state adamantly denied this, Howard County adamantly denied this and for all 
practical purposes by the fall of 1988 politically the bypass was dead.  In the meantime, 
Neal Pedersen who was then Director of Planning and who is now Director of Planning 
and Preliminary Engineering for the State Highway Department asked a couple of them 
who had been involved in the bypass proposal to get involved with the State Highway 
Administration and further study the Route 32 project.  

At the time of the bypass hearings, many of them had gotten the official cooperative 
forecast from the Baltimore Counsel of Governments for growth in the area and they 
had been extremely surprised at the number of new homes that had been projected to go 
into the Clarksville area by the year 2010.  As one of the agreements and one of the 
conditions that they established in order to get involved in the study with State 
Highways, State Highways promised that they would make known to them the growth 
assumptions for which the highway was being built. 

They would tell them how many jobs and how many houses the county was planning to 
put in her area.  They were very concerned that the county was planning to upzone the 
entire area and they thought that growth numbers might reflect that upzoning. 

Beginning in the fall of 1988 they began working with State Highways extensively on 
an unbiased study of the options for Route 32 between 108 and 29 and for accessing 
108.  These options included a variety of western bypass and eastern bypass and 
interchange in Clarksville and a series of variations of the above. 

Again, one of the first things they did as part of their initial meetings in October was to 
request the land use assumptions under which this project was being developed.  They 
were not given those assumptions and in fact they were looked at like they had seven 
heads for asking the question. 



MD 32 Planning Study  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Hearing Testimony  SECTION V-B 
 

58 

They asked the county at that point whether they could get the land use assumptions 
underlying the study as well as underlying the zoning for the county in this particular 
area.  They refused.  By December of 1988, by the end of December, the first part of 
January the state had come out with preliminary numbers for the study that was being 
done to asses these alternatives, it was called the Clarksville Study done by Johnson, 
Mearman and Thompson. 

As part of the study team besides herself and two other, three other community 
members, there was a Vice President of the Rouse Company and a number of State 
Highway officials.  In January of 1989 the state produced a set of land use numbers for 
what it said was the underlying land use for this study, the Clarksville Study.  When she 
received the land use numbers, she looked at them and they did not correspond to the 
formal cooperative forecast. 

Throughout the entire fall they had been told by Neal Pedersen that the numbers that 
were being used were the round 3A numbers which were the formal cooperative 
forecast for the Metropolitan Planning Organization and they had told, they had been 
told by Mr. Pedersen that these numbers were required to be used for project planning 
in order for the state to get Federal Highway funds.  So they assumed that these 
numbers were being used. 

However, by the time they got the numbers in January of 1989, the numbers appeared to 
have problems.  She wrote a letter asking and mentioning to Mr. Pedersen that the 
numbers were wrong, that the numbers appeared to reflect vast increases in growth in 
the area.  She and Mr. Pedersen wondered whether the county was doing something 
with its modeling. 

At the same time one of the other community members had caught State Highways at a 
private meeting with the developer of the Rouse Company and this gentleman wrote a 
letter saying that this was outrageous and shouldn’t happen again.  By February of 
1989, she believes it was February, Mr. Pedersen had written back and said they were 
right, that there was a problem with the numbers, he had corrected them and everything 
was fine. 

Throughout the spring of 1989 they basically did not hear much from State Highways 
regarding their study.  At that point the county was in the process of doing a new 
General Plan and many of them that had been involved in the Clarksville Study became 
involved in the political process, but they kept asking for the land use assumptions that 
were underlying the county’s new General Plan that they hadn’t come up with that they 
were supposed to come up with and the county would not give them any information. 

They sued the county she believes it was in 1989 for some of this information and the 
suit went on for a number of years and they got bits and pieces of information but not 
much.  By the spring of 1989 growth had become a major issue in the election, in the 
upcoming elections and also just in the county in general.  In the County Executive, in 
May of 1989 a moratorium on development was declared in order to implement a new 
General Plan to preserve in large measure the western portion of the county. 
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She said in enacting this general growth moratorium that the round 3A numbers 
reflected build out, residential build out in the county.  By the fall of 1989 the county 
was seriously involved in doing its General Plan process.  They had been, they being 
the citizens had been excluded from the study, the Clarksville Study for a period of 
about 6 months. 

She had written the Federal Highway Administration’s regional office, Mr. Pedersen 
and cc’d the Federal Highway Administration’s divisional office in the summer of 
1989.  The state had published its EIS in its final form and was asking for approval of 
the record of decision.  She wrote the Federal Highway Administration and asked that 
they withhold giving their approval on the record of decision pending the outcome of 
the Clarksville Study. 

Ms. Gray also raised a number of issues regarding controversy with putting an 
interchange in Clarksville and potential ground water contamination problems because 
of a ground water contamination that was occurring at the interchange, or at the 
intersection of 108 and what was supposed to be the new 32. 

As she later found out, Federal Highways took these problems or allegations very 
seriously.  They wrote to Mr. Pedersen and Mr. Kassoff who was then the 
Administrator of State Highways and they requested that these issues be addressed 
before the record of decision would be issued. 

At the same time this was going on, members of the community were pressing State 
Highways in Howard County to tell them what the new General Plan was going to be, 
what zoning assumptions were going to be in place and how this would effect the 
proposed project of extending 32 between 108 and 29 and Clarksville. 

They were essentially totally ignored.  In the fall of 1998 she talked to someone in 
Federal Highways who told them that Mr. Pedersen had sent a letter to them, a draft 
letter addressing the concerns she raised and that they were not going to rule on that 
letter until, on the record of decision until the final letter was sent by State Highways. 

She wanted to see a copy of that letter so she filed a Freedom of Information Act 
Request with State Highways, went in, and told them specifically the letter she was 
looking for, they denied it existed.  A month later the record of decision was issued 
based on that letter.  She found the letter in State Highways files a number of months 
later, the letter was filled with blatant misrepresentations which she can go into 
regarding the planning for the project. 

By December of 1989 she believes they went to Federal Highways Administrator’s 
Porter Barrows in Baltimore and said there were major problems with the study, the 
numbers just simply were not working.  By January of 1990 the county introduced a 
new Master Plan.  They refused, the Master Plan was rushed through the public hearing 
process.  The county refused to identify the planning numbers underlying that Master 
Plan. 

They had a public hearing, a number of public hearings and at the public hearings the 



MD 32 Planning Study  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Hearing Testimony  SECTION V-B 
 

60 

proposed Master Plan was presented as a preservation document.  The county explicitly 
told them that they were decreasing the number of houses in the west and decreasing the 
number of houses in other areas of the county. 

They went to Federal Highways and said they don’t, she had been, she had been given a 
copy of the planning numbers in secret by the Board of Education in December with a 
promise that she would not share with anyone that she had those numbers.  The 
numbers that she was given directly contradicted the testimony of both SHA and 
Howard County related to the General Plan, the numbers showed vast increases in the 
density, in the zoning in her area, it showed vast increases in the density or the proposed 
density in Fulton and in Highland in the western portion of the county. 

Knowing this, she and others went to their delegation and Senators and tried to get them 
to put pressure on State Highways to tell, and Howard County, to tell them what they 
were planning for the 32 project in conjunction with the new General Plan.  They also 
went to Federal Highways and said it was imperative under the Federal Transportation 
Act that the feds make sure that the state and county told them what they were planning 
for.  They told them that they believed that there would be, that they were upzoning this 
plan and that the state was lying to them. 

Federal Highways did nothing.  Howard County ran through its General Plan in 1990 
telling the citizens of the county that it was a preservation plan and the whole time 
planning numbers suggested that it was a plan that caused much higher levels of 
development and the need for a much more intense road structure than was listed in the 
EIS. 

As that plan was going through, Ms. Gray filed suit in Circuit Court of Howard County 
and got a Circuit Court Judge to force the county to release some of its planning 
numbers, however it didn’t release the site specific planning numbers which showed 
that it was planning to put essentially a city of about 3,000 to 4,000 or 2,000 to 4,000 
people with approximately 6,000 to 7,000 jobs right at the corner of the project area for 
32, the extension of 32 between 29 and 108. 

This was an area that the county had told them was not going to be re-zoned.  There 
might be a little bit of an extension of the water and sewer lines, but again it was part of 
the area where it was the west and there weren’t going to be any rezoning in the west. 

She and other members in the community kept pushing during the spring of 1990 to get 
State Highways to tell them what the impact of this General Plan was going to be on the 
community.  There were two community meetings that were held, one was held in 
December of ’89 and the other was held in January of ’90 and in both instances State 
Highway officials and Howard County officials stood up and said under the new 
General Plan they are not increasing the density in their area.  This was a blatant lie. 

Throughout the spring into the summer of 1990 she and others met with State Highway 
officials again, met with their elected representatives and continued to ask the question 
what was being built, what was being planned for 32, what was the zoning going to be, 
what was the impact of the changes in the 1990 General Plan whatever they were on the 
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32 project.  No one would tell them anything. 

By 1991 the Rouse Company, the owner of property of the largest chunk of property in 
the Clarksville area had come in for approvals to get the newest Village of River Hill 
built.  As part of that approval process, they had to show that the road network would be 
adequate in the area. 

She tried to get subpoenas issued for Mr. Pedersen for SHA and for a number of other 
county officials to get them to testify as to how the 1990 General Plan changed the 
planning for the Route 32 project, because throughout this entire process the state had 
been claiming that their planning process was based on the 1982 General Plan and the 
round 3 cooperative process, forecast. 

As part of that planning process or that planning hearing for the Rouse company’s 
Village of River Hill, Mr. Pedersen wrote a letter to the Planning Board and indicated 
that the plan was based, that the Clarksville Study was based on the round 3A numbers.  
This directly contradicted the testimony of the Rouse Company’s traffic consultant 
which said that the plan was based on the 1990 General Plan. 

Throughout this time period beginning at about 1989 and continuing through 1990, the 
beginning of 1991, she and others in her community had contacted the Baltimore 
Counsel of Governments Transportation Planning Staff and had asked them for 
comparative studies in the area.  The idea was they could compare the studies that they 
had done with the Clarksville Study to try and understand or get a feel or extrapolate 
what the changes in the 1990 General Plan would mean to the road project for the 32 
road project. 

In the process, the Baltimore COG Staff had taught her and had taught a number of 
them quite a bit about transportation planning and how to use those transportation 
forecasts.  In looking at the forecast, something called the Need Study which was done 
by Baltimore COG, it was the baseline study, transportation study for the region.  It is 
required by federal law to be done and it was done using the round 3 cooperative 
forecast, it was done she believes in 1987/88. 

That study was the baseline study for the Clarksville Study.  The Clarksville Study was 
supposedly just a refinement of that Need Study and that refinement was allowed under 
federal law as long as the round 3A numbers were used. 

In sitting down and working and looking at some of these numbers with some of the 
Baltimore COG staff, Counsel of Government Staffs, it appeared to Ms. Gray that the 
Clarksville numbers were way out of line with the round 3A numbers.  According to 
documents she later found, beginning in 1989 and continuing through the first part of 
1990, Baltimore COG staff started questioning SHA staff about why there were such 
discrepancies in terms of the numbers. 

The first thing that was said by SHA staff according to the documents she found in 
Baltimore COG’s files in the beginning of the 1990’s was that the number of 
transportation zones were split in the Clarksville Study very significantly and that 
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somehow increased the number of trips that were listed in the Clarksville Study above 
and beyond the Need Study that the Baltimore COG staff had done. 

Apparently that sufficed in terms of an explanation for Baltimore COG or at least it 
appeared to suffice because she heard nothing more from them.  In 1991 or 1992, some 
time in that time frame, she wrote a letter to Baltimore COG in response to their request 
for comments on the state’s compliance with the Clean Air Act and in that letter she 
again stated that the General Plan had been passed essentially fraudulently, that the text 
of the plan did not correspond with any of the planning numbers. 

A new County Executive was elected in 1990 and in 1991, and Ms. Gray had been 
given the planning numbers for the 1990 General Plan.  She had also been given a set of 
site specific zoning numbers which showed the city that was proposed in Fulton, the 
same area where State Highways and Howard County had said there would be no 
development, no rezoning and no increase in development during the plan and 32 
hearing process that had occurred in 1989 and 1990. 

She also found in the site specific zoning assumptions there were also other areas where 
there were massive increases in density that were planned.  When Ms. Gray wrote to 
Baltimore COG regarding compliance with the Clean Air Act, she mentioned that there 
was absolutely no consistency and no correlation between the test in the 1990 plan and 
the land use forecast that were part of the plan.  She essentially got we don’t care as a 
response. 

In the spring of 1992 she became involved with individuals on the Route 100 project.  It 
was another project that SHA had in Howard County which was going through the 
project planning process and that group of individuals filed massive numbers of, or any 
number of Public Information Act requests with State Highways, Baltimore COG and 
Howard County. 

After suing State Highways in she believes it was February of 1992 for failing to 
provide the document in 1989 that went to the Federal Highway Department based on 
her concerns that were raised in the summer of ’89, State Highways decided it was 
going to turn over or make its documents available.  At that point community members 
copied someplace in the neighborhood of probably 20,000 pages of documents on the 
32 project and on the Route 100 project. 

In copying those documents, what they found was phenomenal numbers of deals, 
arrangements between SHA and developers for the construction of Route 100, 
arrangements where there were rezoning that certain developers at SHA were directly 
involved with.  One of those things that they found was that in ’86 or ’87 in doing the 
Route 100 EIS, SHA had jacked up its numbers to include a massive rezoning that was 
never planned for or found in the county’s General Plan or zoning at that point. 

This was something that a developer wanted, it had massive implications for the 
regional road network in terms of ’95 and no one knew anything about it.  Once this 
was done for the EIS, the base forecast that SHA used for Route 100 which included 
this rezoning was then identified to the public as a forecast which reflected existing 
zoning. 
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At the same time they were finding this in SHA’s files, they were also finding the 
documents which explained how the Clarksville Study had been done.  She had been 
sent the computer print outs of the actual study, all of the details of how the computer 
system was set up and how it was operated and the numbers that came out of that 
system for the Clarksville Study back in 1990.  However, she didn’t know anything 
about the computer system, she did not know anything about what the base study was, 
the numbers were Greek to her. 

The numbers identified the study as being based on the round 3A forecast and in one 
case there was a round 3A forecast and there was another scenario that was done that 
supposedly added 400 households in the Village of River Hill.  In the spring of 1992 the 
Baltimore Counsel of Governments was abolished by she believes William Donald 
Schaefer for a period of about a month. 

During that period of time she visited the planning staff of Baltimore COG and they 
indicated to her that she was in part one of the reasons that the agency was abolished 
and she was not sure what that referred to.  But at that point in time she sat down with 
the Transportation Planning people and took the studies, the Clarksville Studies and the 
printouts that she had gotten from SHA in 1990 and they compared the number of trips 
that were generated for each little area in the study area from the Clarksville Study to 
the study that Baltimore COG had done in 1996/97 which was supposedly the base 
study for the Clarksville Study. 

What they found was that the state had gone into its computers and for several traffic 
zones it had jacked up its numbers apparently to reflect the new zoning that it had been 
planning for with the county back in 1989.  This was a year at least prior to the passage 
of the county’s new Master Plan. 

They found that the numbers reflected vast increases in the amount of trips that were 
being proposed in the Clarksville, Highland and Fulton areas.  What had happened was 
at the same time State Highway Administration and Howard County officials were 
getting up before hundreds of Howard County residents in December of 1989 and in 
January of 1990 telling them that there was no rezoning being planned for the 
Clarksville, Highland and Fulton areas. 

They had already incorporated into their transportation studies enough increases in 
density for all kinds of rezoning in the area.  Because of the way the computer system 
was set up, the adjustments were made at the level of where the number of trips, vehicle 
trips that came out of each zone, transportation zone, so they could not tell what the 
land use changes were exactly. 

They got somewhat of a feel for the magnitude of the changes and it appeared the state 
had been modeling for more density in these areas than was proposed.  But they 
couldn’t tell for sure. 

In addition to finding out that the state had jacked up these numbers for the Clarksville 
Study to reflect all kinds of density that had not been part of the General Plan or 
comprehensive zoning and then had misrepresented what they were planning for in the 
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Clarksville Study, they also found out in many of the documentation that the prior SEIS 
had many misrepresentations in it as well. 

For example, in the transmittal letter for the FEIS for Route 32 between Pindell School 
Road and Route 108 in Howard County, there is a letter dated May 20, 1989 signed by 
Neal Pedersen.  The letter states that the project will meet the transportation need for 
plan development in the area.  Implicit in this statement is that the project referred to is 
that which is set out in the FEIS text which included the main line 32 and interchanges 
at 108 and 32 and Pindell School Road and 32. 

In the documents they found numerous studies had been done for SHA at that time and 
those studies had shown that the proposal had serious operational difficulties.  There 
was a study that was done (November 27, 1987 memo), a Belomamagee Study and a 
June 21, 1989 memo that all talked about how the proposed road network that was 
shown at the design location hearing and it was listed in the FEIS would not work.  
Despite the letter the FEIS said that the project was operationally sound. 

They found documentation where SHA, the administrator and SHA and Howard County 
staff said that the project as defined did not meet the transportation needs.  Again, the 
July 6, 1988 memo a post meeting report of July 13, 1988 memo from Liz Coleo, July 
25, 1989 memo to John Leslie and there was also a letter from Neal Pedersen to Joe 
Necker of the Rouse Company saying how poorly the projects design would work.  
That letter was not included in the EIS even though the EIS said that all correspondence 
related to the project was included in the EIS. 

Getting back to this, Howard County’s formal comments related to the, Howard County 
made formal comments raising the issue of the land use and transportation forecast for 
the EIS in a letter dated May 3, 1988.  Howard County sent its comments to SHA and 
these comments were found two years later in SHA’s files along with formal comments 
from other agencies that were included in the FEIS, but Howard County’s comments 
which raised serious concerns with the forecast as well as with the transportation 
operational efficiency of the proposed plan were never included in the EIS despite the 
fact of statements that they were. 

The FEIS contains a short note which implied that everything was fine and the, the 
FEIS also implied that the Trotter Road interchange was not included in the FEIS that 
was then signed.  The Trotter Road interchange was not included as part of the NEPA 
hearings and in fact at the design location hearing and in all kinds of letters between 
elected officials and SHA staff, SHA explicitly said the Trotter Road interchange was 
not included as part of the project. 

Instead, the project was described as a relocation of main line 32 between Pindell 
School Road and Route 108 with the two interchanges, one at each end, the bridge at 
Cedar Lane and a bridge at the Middle Patuxent River. 

In looking back in the documentation, it is clear that it had been SHA’s intent all along 
in putting together the FEIS to include an additional interchange in the vicinity of the 
Trotter Road, of Trotter Road as part of the project until December ’87 when this 
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became too controversial.  SHA knew this interchange was needed based on the traffic 
forecast in order to make the system work. 

In looking at the FEIS forecast and in tracing back how the forecast were generated, it 
became obvious to Ms. Gray that although the state said that the Trotter Road 
interchange was not included in the FEIS, the traffic forecast assumed the interchange 
was part of the project. 

The other thing that they found in going through the data and tracking down piece by 
piece how the numbers for the forecast for the FEIS were derived, they found that the 
forecasts were based on upzoning of the River Hill property to include 400 additional 
houses and that upzoning had not been approved by the county, in fact it had been 
denied but nonetheless, the forecast and the FEIS were jacked up to include that 
rezoning and they also included an interchange at Trotter Road. 

Throughout the public process which in terms of the Clarksville Study had started in the 
fall of 1988 and continued through the spring of 1990, while SHA and Howard County 
had sworn that there would be no rezoning of the area, SHA had also described the 
project as having a 5 lane bridge as part of the interchange at 108 and 32.  They had also 
said that the project would stop, the project boundaries ended at Ten Oaks Road, that 
Ten Oaks Road would not be relocated and that there would be no widening of 108 
south of Ten Oaks Road, particularly in front of the national registry eligible St. Louis 
Church. 

During this entire time period while these public meetings were held, citizens 
repeatedly asked State Highways for a description of how many lanes would be on 108 
and whether St. Louis Church would be affected.  At the same time St. Louis Church 
and its representatives including the archdiocese of Baltimore wrote letters to SHA 
saying we need to know that our church will not be affected, we need a commitment 
that this road will not be, that 108 will not be widened below Ten Oaks, south of Ten 
Oaks Road. 

The church protested, continued to protest the interchange, the placement of an 
interchange at 108 saying that there was no way that the project could work without 
widening 108 below Ten Oaks Road.  The people in Highland were extremely 
concerned that increases in density in the area would cause the need to widen 108 below 
Ten Oaks Road. 

As part of the four year process that they engaged in 1991 and 1992 and in looking at 
the computer documents from the Clarksville Study in the spring of 1992 with 
Baltimore COG staff, she found that every single study that had been done by SHA 
from the point she began participating in the process in 1988 through 1992 had been 
done assuming that 108 was widened south of Ten Oaks Road in front of St. Louis 
Church. 

In terms of the federal planning process, there is a real problem.  St. Louis Church is a 
national registry eligible church.  Under the Federal Highway Administration’s 
requirements and guidelines, you cannot affect that church if there is no other, unless 
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there is no other reasonable alternative for a highway project.  In the case of the 32 
project, there was a very reasonable alternative to widening 108 south of Ten Oaks 
Road and that was going through an eastern bypass in an undeveloped parcel of land 
owned by the Rouse Company for the Village of River Hill.  But as SHA staff later 
said, we wouldn’t go through a developer’s piece of land. 

The Route 32 project was approved, the FEIS project was approved with the state 
telling the Federal Highway Administration and telling the community that 108 would 
not be widened below Ten Oaks Road.  Yet at the same time they had done all of their 
studies assuming that 108 would be widened below Ten Oaks Road and this widening 
was critically necessary to meet any type of transportation demand in the area. 

The widening below St. Louis Church was absolutely critical to making the interchange 
at Clarksville work.  Unbeknownst to anyone in the community at the time, the Howard 
County General Plan also had been changed in 1990 to call for widening in that area.  
When this plan was being passed, citizens from across the county had begged and 
pleaded for a listing of road projects that the changes in the General Plan would 
necessitate and they begged and pleaded for the state to identify the road projects that 
they would need. 

The state refused to do this, the county refused to do this.  In fact, the Director of the 
Office of Planning and Zoning at the request of the county council for the listing of road 
projects that would be needed for the General Plan wrote a memo listing only about 
four or six road projects, these were the six projects that had been in the state’s 
transportation plan in the past and did not represent any significant increase in 
transportation improvements needed under the 1990 plan. 

In 1991 when the new County Executive finally gave them the documents showing the 
road network that was needed for the 1990 General Plan, they found that there were 
close to 1.2 billion dollars in highway improvements that they had not been, told about, 
that no on had been told about and had not been factored into any of the cost studies 
regarding the General Plan. 

In 1992 when she did the four year they also obtained copies of the diskettes of the 
project planning traffic forecast that had been done in 1989 for another project in the 
area and that was the Route 216 area and they found the documents which indicated that 
State Highways and Howard County had again used numbers that had been jacked up 
and had no relationship to the then in place 1982 General Plan but instead SHA was 
using, they were using land use forecasts for what they pushed through to be adopted in 
the 1990 General Plan a year prior to its adoption. 

These land use numbers included vast increases in density in the areas where they had 
apparently promised these developers rezoning.  The network that was found, the 
transportation network that was used for those road forecasts for the 216 project was 
massive.  It included many additional highway projects and additional improvements 
that were not part of the county’s 1982 General Plan which was what the state was 
required to use by Federal Highway Admin regulations at the time they were doing the 
study in 1988 and 1989. 
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In 1991 the Rouse Company came in for a rezoning.  She was one of the attorneys 
representing community members at that rezoning hearing and at that rezoning hearing 
they again asked the state, and the county what was being planned for under the 1990 
General Plan.  They again did not get any type of information and in fact the Director of 
Office of Planning and Zoning or the Assistant Director at that point was a Mr. Joseph 
Rutter was sitting in during the hearings on this project and the hearings occurred 
during October of 1991. 

The central theme of the hearings was that Route 32 between Pindell School Road and 
108 would be going to bid and going to construction beginning in February of 1992 and 
the Rouse Company indicated that its plan for the construction of the Village of River 
Hill was contingent on the start of that project going to be in February and that its plan 
was staged to correspond with the construction stages of Route 32. 

A day before the last hearing Ms. Gray went into State Highway Administrations 
offices and literally sat on a desk until one of SHA's staff gave her the state consolidated 
transportation plan for the upcoming year.  It was thrown in her face with the comment 
you will find out about this soon enough and what she found out was that the 32 project 
had been pulled from the state's plans, it was going into construction in February of 
1992 as the Rouse Company representatives had been saying as Howard County 
officials had been hearing and as Howard County officials knew. 

She was told later by State Highway Administration officials that they had had a 
representative at the hearing, at all of those hearings and they had heard these 
misrepresentations regarding the central thesis on...but the Rouse Company needed to 
get this plan through. 

The Planning Board was livid when they found out that the key element that was to be 
put in place to allow the construction of this Village was not going into place and in an 
unprecedented move in November or December of 1991, they issued a decision, an 
order which explicitly tied the construction of the Village, a major section of the Village 
of River Hill, the first section of the Village of River Hill to the completion and the 
construction of Route 32. 

What makes it significant is that on September, by a letter dated September 3, 1991 Hal 
Kassoff then Administrator of SHA wrote a letter to Porter Barrows the Division 
Administrator of the Federal Highway Administration asking to put a new interchange 
at essentially Trotter Road and River Hill or very close to Trotter Road and in that letter 
he said that the interchange was needed in part because the Rouse Company had already 
approved or Howard County had already approved the Rouse Company's construction 
of the Village of River Hill. 

This was a blatant misrepresentation.  It occurred at the same time that the county was 
having hearings on this zoning and approval of the, they were having hearings on the, 
through which this Village would be approved and State Highway had apparently 
representative actually there or at least they were getting feedback from the county how 
these hearings were going. 
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Two or three months after this letter was written the Howard County Planning Board 
explicitly said this Village would not be built until 32 was constructed.  The letter also 
contains any number of other misrepresentations.  It says that this, at this time at the 
time of the June 15th preliminary field investigation that there were no changes from 
the supplemental final environmental impact statement which was approved by the 
Federal Highway Administration on May 5, 1989. 

In going back to the correspondence and in going back through the documentation from 
the state's files, Ms. Gray found it to be very clear at that point in time SHA was 
planning the interchange at River Hill, or Trotter Road, wherever it ended up, that the 
SEIS included that interchange in its traffic forecast.  SHA also knew that they would 
need an additional lane on Route, for the bridge at the interchange at 108 and 32 even 
though they were telling the community that they were only putting 5 lanes in, they 
knew they needed 6. 

By 1993 State Highways was looking to get its final approvals from the Department of 
Natural Resources for the construction of Route 32 between 108 and Pindell School 
Road and the Howard County Preservation Association asked for a public hearing on 
that permit.  SHA, in the request for the public hearing, in their March 17, 1993 letter to 
Mike Slatery at the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, they asked to have a 
number of issues addressed. 

Specifically and she quotes "The issues we wish to have addressed for this hearing 
related to the identification of the land use for which this road is being planned and the 
full scope of improvements and consequently the identification of the full scope of 
improvements and consequently the identification of the full scope of environmental 
impacts needed to make this road network a viable transportation network as required 
by the Federal Highway Administration regulations." 

"We wish to discuss or have, discuss the reasons why one, an interchange in the vicinity 
of Trotter Road River Hill was not included in the SEIS for this project, two why the 
interchange at this location is now being proposed and three, the environmental impacts 
of making this a full instead of a partial interchange given that the internal SHA and 
Howard County documents suggest that this interchange is ultimately intended to be a 
full, not partial interchange". 

"We additionally would like to discuss or have discussed the changes made to the 
design of this project since the publication of the SEIS in the area of Pindell School 
Road and Cedar Lane, Santa Road and the Route 108/32 interchange so that the 
environmental impacts of these changes can be identified." 

"Finally we believe that it is imperative that before this permit is granted, that if it is 
granted, that all of the environmental review agencies, EPA, Fish and Wildlife, Army 
Core, etc. evaluate the secondary impacts of this project on the local area as well as on 
the whole of the Patuxent watershed.  The minutes of the January 16, 1991 interagency 
review meeting indicate that this was agreed to on that date." 

"It is necessary that this review occur because we have reason to believe that the 
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following has transpired.  One, that the land use and consequently the traffic forecast 
use for the SEIS did not reflect the projected land use in the county's General Plan at the 
time the SEIS was prepared but instead reflected a "jacked up land use scenario of 
increased development in the area of River Hill, a scenario which had never been 
approved." 

"Two, that contrary to the statements and the document that the traffic forecast and the 
SEIS reflect a network which includes an interchange in the vicinity of the Trotter Road 
and River Hill, three, that Howard County with the assistance of SHA enacted a new 
General Plan in 1990 which calls for vastly increasing the density in the area of the 
Route 32 project and the whole of the Patuxent Watershed and that this density, these 
density increases will have serious environmental consequences to the whole of the 
watershed." 

"Four, that SHA, Howard County and Howard County in an attempt to hide from the 
public these planned increases in density have either A, refused to take the density 
increases into account in designing the Route 32 road network and consequently the 
project is insufficient to meet the transportation needs and thus is likely to result in 
construction of additional improvements not currently identified with consequential 
environmental impacts or B, took these planned density increases in 1988 and 1989 but 
repeatedly misrepresented the land use study to federal and state officials, the Howard 
County Planning Board and local residents for a period of over 3 years" 

According to Ms. Gray these were the allegations, a hearing was held and these 
allegations were essentially not addressed.  The allegations were made, SHA and 
Howard County staff as well as the Vice President of the Rouse Company looked at 
community members like they had seven heads, SHA denied any of the numbers were 
jacked up.  They were explicitly asked whether there were any changes in the project at 
that point and this is 1993 now, from the changes in the SEIS and SHA explicitly said 
there were no changes. 

The point the state officials and county officials were saying there had been no changes 
in the design of the highway.  The documentation in fact suggested there had been four 
major design changes to the project.  One, a partial interchange had been added for 
River Hill and Trotter Road and many of the exhibits including a July 23, 1990 memo 
from a guy named Foster Capizi and January 6, 1988 letter from Kassoff to Delegate 
Kittelman indicated that this interchange was ultimately to be a full interchange even 
though at that point they were saying it wasn't going to be. 

An additional lane at that point had been added to the design for Route 108 in the 
interchange area for Route 32, Old Guilford Road, the design for Old Guilford Road 
had been changed so it would no longer be a cul de sac north of Cedar Lane but would 
be left open to tie into Martin Road and two additional lanes had been added to Pindell 
School Road from 32 to Santa Road and entirely new bridge to carry 32 over to the 
Middle Patuxent River had been added at the, right after, east of the interchange at 
Pindell School Road and 108.  In other words, major, major, major changes had 
occurred in the project.  At this point State Highway still denied that they had plans to 
widen 108 south of Ten Oaks Road in Clarksville. 
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At the time of the hearing, SHA also denied where the forecast had come from for the 
EIS.  Even though it was very clear at that point that the forecast had come from 
forecasts that had been done in 1987 and then had been modified to include 400 
additional households for the Village of River Hill that also had not been zoned for or 
planned for, the State Highway Department as well as the Rouse Company as well as 
everybody in the room denied that that was the case. 

The project was approved, the project went to construction, the project was built and in 
all this period of time, the state continued to say that, publicly that the project would 
work.  The internal documents said that the interchange at 108 and 32 would not work, 
that there was not enough space between interchange ramps at 108 and 32 and Ten 
Oaks Road in particular. 

In 1994 there was another zoning hearing for another section of the Rouse Company's 
property.  At this zoning hearing, again community members tried to get Mr. Pedersen 
subpoenaed because again the issue was that the county has a new General Plan and the 
land use for the Clarksville Study and for the road that was being built was based on the 
old General Plan.  Ms. Gray wants to know what the impact of the rezoning on the 32 
road network was? 

Ms. Gray feels the 32 road network as it had been presented in the Clarksville Study in 
'89 was marginal at best in terms of its ability to handle the traffic based on the round 
3A numbers and so there was a real question again one more time what did the 1990 
General Plan bring?  At that point the allegations of what SHA did again were brought 
up, there were concerns raised that the state was and the county was using the wrong 
numbers in approving the plan, the Rouse company's plan and in fact they were not 
doing noise studies for the new houses that were going to be built alongside Route 32. 

Any number of years later, 1997, 1998, people moved into those houses, and they had 
major problems with noise because that wasn't taken into consideration.  Or at least no 
one would deal with the issue. 

Also in 1993 she and some other folks were able to track down the consultants who had 
done the Clarksville Study.  Based on what they had found at Baltimore COG the year 
before that SHA had gone into its computers and jacked up its trip tables to add density 
that was never planned for and that no one in the community knew about and the state 
was lying about and the county was lying about, she did a taped interview with that 
consultant and that consultant told her that yes, they had jacked up the land use numbers 
because that was what the county wanted and that was the new zoning that the county 
wanted in those areas.  So this individual confirmed one more time that this was true. 

Several months ago she got a hold of the draft environmental impact statement for this 
section of the Route 32 project.  The first thing she looked at was the forecast.  The 
forecast, the traffic forecast.  The forecast for the section of Route 32 between 108 and 
I-70, the section that is proposed for widening for the year 2015, 2020 is vastly more 
than the forecasted level of traffic that was done for the EIS for 32, the SEIS for 32 
between 108 and Pindell School Road, for the Clarksville Study and for every other 
single study that she could find in State Highways files and she found any number of 
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them dating back to the 1970's. 

The forecast and the SEIS at issue here the one between 32, between 108 and 
Clarksville and I-70, the build alternative for the year 2020 shows 42,100 vehicle trips 
on that lane, on that stretch of the road per day.  The SEIS for the section of Route 32 
that was done back in 1989 for the one section between 108 and Pindell School Road 
showed 13,800 trips on the same section of road for the year 2010.  Remember the year 
2010 was supposedly build out under the county's 1982 General Plan for residential 
development and under the 1990 General Plan it was also specified as build out. 

The Clarksville Study which was done supposedly on the same numbers as the EIS and 
the round 3A numbers showed about any place between 23,000 and 26,000, slightly 
above, household or not household, but vehicle trips on that same section of road, 
particularly immediately west of 108 in Clarksville.  So that's a big jump from the 
13,000 that the SEIS showed for the year 2010 for that stretch, but that may in fact and 
probably was in fact, it probably reflects the fact that the state jacked up its trip table in 
the area of Highland, Clarksville and Fulton to reflect the zoning that it wanted. 

Ms. Gray, in looking at the new EIS for the new section, the new proposed section of 
32, her question was how come the numbers of trips doubled essentially from the 
Clarksville Study which included jacked up numbers to this new study?  She was able 
to obtain a copy of the round 5 and round 5A cooperative forecasts that were done by 
the Counsels of Governments, the round 5 forecasts were done in 1994, the round 5A 
forecasts were done apparently in 1997. 

It appears that the forecast in the SEIS in question or the draft EIS in question is based 
on the round 5 forecast.  It appears also from the documentation in the DEIS itself that 
the land use numbers are based on the round 5A forecast.  In looking at these forecasts 
she was shocked that the round 5 forecast had no relationship whatsoever with the 
county's 1990 General Plan. 

This was a plan that folks in the community would have build out again by the year 
2010 in the western portion of the county as well as the rest of the county.  These round 
5 number show an addition of between 15,000 and 20,000 additional households in the 
county above and beyond that in the 1990 General Plan by the year 2020. 

She doesn’t know where these households came from.  The increase has no relationship 
to the cooperative forecast or to the numbers in the county's General Plan, nor to the 
text of the plan itself.  She feels this is essentially adding almost the same number of 
homes that would be in Columbia to Howard County, one more time over. 

In looking at where these new houses are located, a large number or a significant 
number of them are located in the western portion of the country.  About 2,000 of them 
appear to be located in the Fulton area, this is the area that the state and the county 
swore in 1990 would not be rezoned as part of the 1990 General Plan. 

Another it appears 2,000 of them are located in the Clarksville area in River Hill or in 
the area round River Hill, another area that the county and the state swore in public 
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hearings regarding the 32 project would not be upzoned.  There is vast amount, a vast 
increase in the number of jobs in the area.  All in all, although Howard County for the 
last 10 years along with State Highways has been saying that the western portion of the 
county is to be a preservation area, the numbers refute that and indicate that the county 
is planning a massive amount of growth in this area. 

The problem is that if this growth was agreed to through the political process, this 
would be okay.  But the jacking up the numbers again, this time not through the 
computer runs but through the cooperative forecast in a method which does not reflect 
the plan is totally outside the planning process. 

In 1994 the people of Howard County adopted a referendum provision that requires that 
any changes to the Master Plan be subject to referendum.  The increase in density 
through the cooperative planning process violates that referendum provision.  
Essentially what it does is it allows the justification for increasing the widths of roads.  
In the case of this project there are six interchanges listed in the project which are not 
on the county's General Plan. 

It apparently justifies them or tries to justify them without going through the county 
planning process.  Interestingly enough back in 1988 and 1989 when the first leg of 32 
was being done through Clarksville, the state and the county swore that they could not 
even consider road improvements unless those road improvements were on the county's 
General Plan.  Now 10 years later they are considering massive road improvements with 
a massive number of interchanges using land use forecasts that have no relationship to 
the General Plan and they are assuming interchanges that are part of this project that 
also are not on the General Plan. 

If the state wishes to, and the county, wishes to increase the density in this area as these 
numbers suggest, there is a formal planning process to go through at the local level to 
do this.  By adding these numbers at this point it violates federal law because the 
numbers are inconsistent with the zoning and the General Plan and it also violates the 
county's charter and referendum provisions. 

Ms. Gray is making the assumption at this point that the numbers, the vehicle trips 
listed in this document, the 42,100 are actually based on some type of forecast that was 
done with round 5 numbers because that is what the document indicates what happened.  
However based on her experience with the state and the studies in the past, particularly 
with Route 100 where they also jacked up the numbers in the SEIS to reflect projects 
that were not zoned for or in the county's Master Plan as well as the EIS study or SEIS 
study for Route 32 between 108 and Pindell School Road and in the Clarksville Study 
she has no confidence that the number 42,100 was not picked out of the air and she has 
confidence that it was based on any type of study and that is part of the problem with all 
of this is that given the massive misrepresentations that have occurred starting 10 years 
ago and continuing to the present, the planning process is a farce. 

In 1993 and 1994 residents of Clarksville found out through county officials that 
Howard County Maryland had entered into a settlement agreement with a bank that 
owned land west of 108 and Clarksville.  In that settlement agreement, it was a 
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settlement agreement for groundwater contamination.  In that settlement agreement the 
county had agreed to extend public utilities west of 108. 

This was the precise area where state and county officials throughout 1989 and into 
1990 had indicated to Clarksville and Highland and Fulton residents that they were not 
going to rezone.  Yet they had an agreement in place to rezone all, or to extend public 
utilities at that point in time and under Maryland law wherever you have public utilities 
you have a growth area. 

That area of the county was rezoned in 1994 despite massive community protest 
and again despite massive pleas on the part of the community residence to assess what 
the impact of those rezoning would have on the Clarksville interchange at 108 and 32.  
It was rezoned to allow close to 123 acres of commercial development. 

Prior to the rezoning there were approximately 10 acres of land zoned for commercial 
development.  The Rouse Company's property was rezoned in the 1990's to double the 
amount, she takes that back, to more than triple the amount of commercial development 
that was planned under the county's 1982 General Plan and the zoning that was in place 
at the time Howard County and SHA officials in 1989 and 1990 promised that there 
would be no rezoning. 

Now the River Hill Complex has been approved for close to 400,000 square feet of 
office space, there is probably enough zone, commercially zoned land west of 108 for 
half a million to a million square feet of office space, commercial space.  The road 
network in Clarksville, the interchange at Clarksville does not work, exactly where the 
state said there would be problems in the year 2010, that is at the between the ramps, 
the southern ramps at 108 and 32 and Ten Oaks Road, there is a major problem and 
there are problems all up and down 108 because of the lights.  None of these problems 
have been dealt with. 

Under the states Clarksville Study, an EIS study done 10 years ago, by the year 2010 
the entire system around the Clarksville area and the interchange was to be marginal if 
not failing at best.  It doesn't work now and that is, and now is a case where you have no 
place close to the 42,100 cars that are projected by the year 2020 in this new EIS study. 

The bottom line according to Ms. Gray is if this road is built, it will overwhelm the 
Clarksville Highland area, particularly the 108 and 32 interchanges.  There is no 
question about it, all of the plans for 108 in the last 10 years have been, have shown 108 
being widened below Ten Oaks Road.  That is directly contrary to the commitments 
made to St. Louis Church, it is also directly contrary to the FEIS for the 32 project 
between Pindell School Road and 108 and any widening of 32 between 108 and I-790 
will cause that system to come, essentially to, will cause severe impacts on that system. 

The EIS does not show the 4F property that is all throughout this corridor.  The county 
has a 50 million dollar commitment to agricultural preservation in this area.  It has 
purchased easements on any number of farms in the area, including one that will be 
directly affected by this project, that is 4F property and none of it is shown. 
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Not only is it not shown on this EIS, but with the development that is apparently 
planned out in this area, it really brings into question the continued validity of these 
easements although they are written in perpetuity under Maryland law, there is a 
significant likelihood that if the character of the entire area changes to a more urban 
character which is what clearly is specified in those land use forecasts, the round 5 land 
use forecasts, there is some precedent for individuals getting out of these easements. 

The speech that is constantly being given, the speech that is being given in this EIS is 
that this whole section of the county between 108 and I-70 which is the western portion 
of the county, a part of it, is to be preserved.  The numbers and the forecasts, the traffic 
forecast and the numbers in the land use forecast tell a totally different story and they 
tell a story that is totally inconsistent with the text of the General Plan and actually also 
inconsistent with the maps in the General Plan. 

She believes it was 1997 Howard County staff who came forward to the Howard 
County Council and proposed an amendment to the General Plan to increase the 
classification capacity for Route 32 between 108 and I-70 from an arterial to a, from a 
major arterial to a principal arterial.  In the testimony that was presented, Carl Balzer 
said that this should have been in the county's Master plan in 1990 and that it was a 
mistake that it wasn't in the plan. 

Ms. Gray, having participated closely with SHA and Howard County in 1990 and 
having tried to get the information on what was in the General Plan, finds it incredible, 
and impossible that there was a mistake made on the classification of that road.  Instead, 
this is just another case where at that point in time it was totally politically untenable to 
say that that road was going to become a freeway, particularly a principal freeway and 
instead of telling anybody that that was going to happen, the county just said that it 
wasn't going to happen and they didn't show it on their General Plan.   

She feels the problem with this road is, or the proposed segment of this road is the same 
problem that occurred with the prior segment between 108 and 29.  State Highway 
Administration officials and Howard County officials are simply not telling people the 
truth, they are not telling what is being planned for and they are not being consistent 
with what is on the General Plan.  Instead of accepting the planning numbers as based 
on the General Plan and the zoning, they are jacking them up.  She doesn’t know what 
for, and can only guess. 

Ms. Gray, having looked at all of the documents, or many of the documents for the 
Route 100 project, finds it patently obvious that the State Highway Administration, a 
number of Howard County elected officials such as Vernon Gray and a number of 
developers had entered into agreements, all kinds of agreements which fixed the 
alignment for Route 100 years prior to the start of the planning process which required 
the developers to build two lanes of Route 100 in certain areas with the state agreeing to 
build the other four lanes. 

There were all kinds of zoning decisions that went with that, there were all kinds of land 
swaps, they were all done without public knowledge and in fact without FHWA 
knowledge.  In 1987 some of this was brought to FHWA's attention.  FHWA asked 
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SHA all kinds of questions and beginning in about November of 1987 there was a very 
significant federal FHWA investigation of the Route 100 project. 

All kinds of deals were uncovered and essentially what came out of, one of the things 
that came out of that investigation or at least the start of the investigation was a letter 
from James Scouton, Assistant Regional Counsel of FHWA and in this letter which is 
dated September 15, 1987 he said that if the materials contained in the September 6, 
1987 issue of the Howard County Sun are correct, it is difficult to see how federal aid 
funds could ever be used for this project.  The location has already been picked by SHA 
and the construction has been started by the developers, land apparently has been 
acquired by SHA in violation of the Uniform Act without agency approvals by FHWA. 

Ms. Gray feels a public hearing and NEPA document at this point would appear to be a 
farce.  She further notes that parklands have been or will be acquired without a Section 
4F determination.  What Mr. Scouton was describing in the Route 100 project is the 
same thing that has happened in 32.  Probably on about the same scales, some of the 
issues are different, but most of the issues are the same. 

What is very interesting if one looks at the placement of the interchanges between, that 
are set forth and proposed in the EIS in the area of Nixon's Farm, 144 and I-70, there are 
three interchanges at less than a mile.  Those interchanges happen to be in areas that are 
very close to property owned by certain individuals who are heavily, excuse me, heavily 
involved in all of the deals and land swaps and arrangements that were made under the 
table for the Route 100 project. 

She feels the question becomes if those arrangements were made on Route 100, are 
these arrangements being made now?  The document doesn't make any sense, the 
forecast don't make any sense, they are inconsistent with the Master Plan, the 
interchanges are inconsistent with the Master Plan, the principal arterial designation is 
inconsistent with the 1990 Master Plan and there is a long history of the only word she 
can use is fraud, intentional misrepresentation of material facts to the community, to 
Federal Highways and to state and local agencies.   

As one footnote, in looking at the documents one often times questions whether ones 
interpretation of the documents is right, no matter how many documents you see and 
how often you look at them.  However, in 1997 she received what she though was a 
very good confirmation that what she had just said is precisely the case. 

She had a conversation on or about August 14, 1997 with an individual who had been, 
who had worked for Baltimore Counsel of Governments in 1992.  At that point in time 
he told her that the agency was abolished for it was either a couple of weeks or a couple 
of months because his agency had found out that on the Route 32 project, the Route 100 
project and on a number of other projects apparently that the state had been falsifying 
the data it had sent to Federal Highways, it had been jacking up its forecast based on 
what this guy said were deals that had been cut by then Governor William Donald 
Schaefer for rezoning in these various corridors. 

His agency had found out about it, he could not sign off on it, he could not sign that the 
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federally mandated planning process had been followed and she asked him if what he 
found could have jeopardized all of the federal funding for the State of Maryland and he 
told her yes.  He said his agency was abolished at that point and then reconstituted in 
order to get rid of many of the staff who would not sign off on this. 

The agency has now been reconstituted and it is now headed by a transportation planner 
who was a county council member in Howard County at the time that all of this stuff 
was happening on Route 32 in 1990.  The problems with the data, the questions 
regarding the land use forecast were taken to this gentleman in 1990.  He did nothing.  
If she, as an non-traffic forecaster could figure out what the problem was, she has to 
question whether there was any way under the sun he didn't know what it was. 

Given all of that and given the fact that the cooperative forecasts are now being jacked 
up so that they don't match the Master Plan of the jurisdiction, she wonders whether this 
continues to be done across the state and whether the signature of the NPO certified that 
the planning process is in compliance with federal law has any meaning whatsoever. 

As a footnote, since 1990 when all of the questions were raised by the Clarksville 
Highland community regarding the 32 project, Clarksville has been developed in a 
massive way.  One of the key projects, one of the key parcels has become what is 
supposed to be the largest car dealership in the state she believes, it happens to be 
owned by Winne Kelly who was Secretary of State while all of this stuff was going on 
in the 1990's. 

The players who participated in the land use deals and the zoning deals of Route 100, 
the Graham Miller properties, the Meadow Ridge properties, the Moxley's rezoning, any 
number of those players and their attorneys were involved in the rezoning of Clarksville 
and the community that was once a nice rural community, the state and county officials 
essentially implicitly told her would remain that way has now become a major strip of 
car dealers, use car dealers, banks, hardware store, gas stations, fast food stores, fast 
food restaurants and everything which the people of the community desperately tried to 
prevent. 

Response:     SHA appreciates your comments on the MD 32 project.  Your comments regarding the 
MD 100 and MD 32 south of MD 108 have been noted.  The following response covers 
the major elements of your comments that are relevant to the current MD 32 (from 108 
to I-70) project. 

The purpose of the MD 32 project is specifically to respond to both safety and 
operational needs in this corridor.  Existing and future traffic volumes present 
operational problems now and in the project’s design year 2025.  Safety issues along 
MD 32 between MD 108 and I-70 are the result of existing roadway design, as well as 
increased traffic volumes resulting from Maryland’s increasing population and 
continuing development patterns.  The MD 32 project is a response to the changing 
needs of the State of Maryland. 

The State Highway Administration recognizes the growth that has occurred in western 
Howard County and the pressure this has placed on the state and local road network.  
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However, the SHA does not control master plan development or regulate zoning and 
building permits in the county.  Relevant County Departments of Planning and Zoning 
have this authority.  It is the SHA’s role to respond to transportation needs evident from 
existing conditions or presented by County plans. 

The Purpose and Need for the MD 32 project was developed based on traffic models 
generated from Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) Round 6 forecasts.  These 
forecasts are updated regularly based on the best available information.  The change in 
projected traffic volumes between the MD 32/MD 108 interchange study and the 
current study are a result of those updates.  Anticipated residential development in 
western Howard County contributes to expected increases in traffic volume on MD 32; 
however, MD 32 also supports traffic generated from Frederick County, Carroll County, 
and other points north and west of Howard County. 

The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) includes an analysis of 
potential direct, secondary, and cumulative impacts to natural, social, and cultural 
environmental resources.  The SHA Selected Alternative would include all possible 
efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to these resources.  In addition, SHA is 
working with numerous agencies such as the Maryland Department of the Environment, 
Department of Natural Resources, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that 
all environmental concerns are addressed. 

As a result of comments received at the 1999 Public Hearing related to the potential 
land use impacts of the proposed alternatives and the boundary of the Secondary and 
Cumulative Effects Analysis, SHA established an independent and objective MD 32 
Land Use Expert Panel (LUEP) of nine members having local, regional, and national 
land use expertise.  The charge to this group was to estimate potential land use changes 
that may result from different proposed highway improvements, taking into account the 
local market and planning environment.  The results from the Land Use Expert Panel, 
published in July 2004, were inconclusive due to mixed opinions.   

The level of service for MD 32 north of MD 108 is F/E under 2003 Existing conditions 
and F/F under 2025 Future No-Build conditions. 

SHA and FHWA sound barrier guidance does not address future noise sensitive areas, 
regardless of zoning, unless development plans have been submitted for those areas. 

The proposed MD 32 project and its associated interchanges are fully consistent with 
the 2000 Howard County General Plan. 

The current MD 32 study includes an evaluation of alternatives within the context of the 
regional transportation network.  Logical termini for the study are developed based on 
this evaluation.  Effects to adjacent roadways, including MD 108 and MD 32 south of 
MD 108, have been included in the evaluation, and it has been concluded that the 
proposed improvements to MD 32 north of MD 108 will not adversely affect traffic 
operations south of MD 108. 
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Section 4(f) of the 1966 US Department of Transportation Act pertains to publicly 
owned public recreational facilities and significant historic resources.  Ordinarily, 
Agricultural Preservation Easements are not subject to Section 4(f) review, unless they 
are part of a significant historic property. 

The level of service for MD 32 north of MD 108 is F/E under 2003 existing conditions 
and F/F under 2025 future No-Build conditions. 

 
Speaker 40: Dr. Raymond Litecky 
  2710 Route 32  

 West Friendship, MD 

Comments: Dr. Litecky is a property owner and resident of Western Howard County.  He is the 
father of two small children, actively involved in the community and owns a small farm.  
He and his family are vehemently opposed to the options presented by the State 
Highway Authority regarding the expansion of Route 32. 

At this point he thinks the best option is a No-Build option with safety upgrades.  He 
feels that options number 1 and options number 2 are going to significantly affect 
quality of life issues for the residents of western Howard County as well as decrease 
property values. 

Their property has significant wetlands as well as forestation which will be lost in any 
development scenario.  To restate their position again, they are opposed to the current 
options listed for the development of Route 32 between 108 and 70. 

Response: Your support for the No-Build Option has been noted.   

Safety has always been and will continue to be the primary concern for the State 
Highway Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been 
developed and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  
While these improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not 
address the long-term needs of the corridor.  Additional measures such as traffic signals, 
center turn lanes, and lowered speed limits do not meet the project’s Purpose and Need.   

The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Forest, 
wildlife, water quality, and wetlands were included in this impact assessment.  The 
SHA Selected Alternative would include all possible efforts to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate impacts to these resources.  In addition, SHA is working with numerous 
agencies such as the Maryland Department of the Environment, Department of Natural 
Resources, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that all environmental 
concerns are addressed.    
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Speaker 41: Tom Bednarczyk 
  6449 Sundown Trail 

 Columbia, MD 

Comment: Mr. Bednarczyk’s only comment is that the sooner they get this project started, the 
better.  

Response: Your support for the project has been noted.   

 
Speaker 42: Gina Harding 
 3490 East Ivory Road 

 West Friendship, MD 

Ms. Harding wanted to make a brief statement about her involvement with the 
Maryland Route 32 Improvement Study. 

The interchange that affects her and her neighborhood is the Burntwoods Road 
Interchange.  On February 2, 1999 her neighborhood had a meeting with the State 
Highway Administration at their Dayton shop.  They discussed their concerns and their 
opposition to the current option 2 plan for the Burntwoods Road interchange along with 
some possible alternative solutions that could be looked at. 

Towards the end of the meeting, the State Highway Administration team presented a 
possible option 3 for the Burntwoods Road interchange which they called the diamond 
ramp configuration.  She believes there are still some negative impacts with the 
proposed diamond ramp option, but on the whole it is a much better option for her 
neighborhood than the previous option 2 was. 

She feels there are still a lot of questions to be answered and items to be addressed, but 
she feels that they are moving in the right direction and meeting with the State Highway 
Administration team was a productive one.  She does have a couple of other things to 
add stemming from this meeting on March 18th. 

One concern that they do have, it is an additional concern stemming from this meeting 
tonight, March 18th, on the noise barrier information that they received.  They are 
actually in the 70's, her neighborhood on East Ivory Road is the highest decibel of 
noise, it is in the 70's, but from what they understand, there isn't enough money to do 
anything about it. 

She feels it seems like SHA is saying I know you need it, but there is nothing we can do 
about it, sorry, so it is so.  She feels that this is totally unacceptable because they are 
actually the noisiest neighborhood on that whole section of Route 32 and they really 
feel that something needs to be done about it. 

The other concern they have stemming from tonight is in the new workbook.  The 
Burntwoods Road interchange option 2, describes a flattening out of the existing curve 
at the Burntwoods Road interchange moving the road to the east.  They are the curve, 
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her five acres, so if you straighten it out, they would go. 

Her question is if they are being displaced and this was not mentioned at the February 
2nd meeting, so they were just concerned about that also.  They have some other 
concerns that she will probably either write to Heather Murphy or to Mr. Vaughn Lewis 
and they will probably have another meeting in the near future. 

Response: The selected interchange option for the Burntwoods Road interchange was developed 
based on comments received from the Public Hearing in an attempt to reduce or 
eliminate residential impacts.  Under this option the existing intersection of Pfefferkorn 
Drive will be relocated and extended to a roundabout intersection with Burntwoods 
Road, Ten Oaks Road and the southbound ramps to and from MD 32.  Pfefferkorn 
Drive will have access to northbound MD 32 via relocated Burntwoods Road, which 
will cross over MD 32 on a bridge and connect to another roundabout for access to the 
NB MD 32 ramps.   
 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway.  
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels.  

 
Speaker 43: Charles Harding 
  3490 East Ivory Road 

 West Friendship, MD 

Comments: Mr. Harding, adding to his wife's testimony heard one gentleman tonight speak about an 
idea he feels would work for 32, greater access lanes to existing 32 with no stop lights.  
He feels if you improve the two lane road north and south, from 70 to 108 and you'd 
have greater access lanes and could go ahead with the overpasses, he just doesn’t want 
to widen the highway.  Traffic will eventually build up to 50 and 55 with no stoppage at 
all and eliminate the... he has always been against those, they just won't work. 

His other concern is truck traffic.  They have been bombarded with truck traffic this, 
truck traffic that.  But he feels truck traffic is not the problem, trucks don't make all that 
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much noise if you can keep them rolling.  Some of the neighborhoods here fail to 
understand that trucks are viable, because bread comes that way, and septic systems are 
cleaned out that way here in Howard County. 

He feels trucks are not such a bad deal if people know how to drive around them.  He 
drives a truck, most of the times you would be amazed at how many people pull out in 
front of you with a baby in a car seat because they are going to save themselves 2 or 3 
car lengths.  But trucks aren't as bad on 32 as we think they are and it is an interstate, a 
state road, it is opened to trucks that have got to have them. 

Response: Your suggestions have been noted.  A variety of alternatives have been suggested, 
including center turns lanes, a limited access two-lane roadway, and parkways.  All of 
these suggestions have been evaluated, based on their consistency with the project’s 
Purpose and Need.  However, it was concluded that these alternatives do not meet the 
project need.   

Safety has always been and will continue to be the primary concern for the State 
Highway Administration.  Truck traffic is a recognized concern.  The SHA Selected 
Alternative includes improvements to safety for all users of the roadway, including 
trucks.   

 
Speaker 44: Ben Shahab 
  5405 Broadwater Lane 

Comments: Mr. Shahab moved here about a year ago, but was unsure if this extension project was 
going to go through and he is very disappointed on the whole issue and he wishes there 
was a way that the project could be stopped. 

He feels there are a lot of issues on safety that can, there are many ways they can 
improve the safety for the people who travel this route and he believes what is going to 
happen is the traffic is going to be even increased, that there is going to be more trucks 
going on 32 even now the noise is just unbearable since morning between 7 o'clock to 
10 and then in the evening hours after 3 to at least 8 o'clock is just unbearable noise. 

He hopes this project is just stopped right here and left the way the things are now 
because it is just going to attract more traffic, more growth and there is not enough... to 
handle that much traffic and there is going to be more population in the schools and the 
taxes are going to be increased and he wishes this is why it should be stopped right 
away.   

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted.  

Safety has always been and will continue to be the primary concern for the State 
Highway Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been 
developed and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  
While these improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not 



MD 32 Planning Study  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Hearing Testimony  SECTION V-B 
 

82 

address the long-term needs of the corridor.  Additional measures such as traffic signals, 
center turn lanes, and lowered speed limits do not meet the Purpose and Need.   

Your comments regarding noise have been noted. 

The MD 32 project is being developed in response to both safety and operational 
concerns in this corridor.  Existing and future traffic volumes present operational 
problems now and in the project’s design year, 2025.  Safety issues along MD 32 are 
the result of existing roadway design, as well as increased volumes resulting from 
Maryland’s increasing population and continuing development patterns.   

 
Speaker 45: Gary Taylor 
  13965 Triadelphia Road 

 Glenelg, MD 

Comments: Mr. Taylor moved to this area just a little over 10 years ago, he lived in Catonsville 
where there was (due to the increased traffic on the Baltimore Beltway) a lot of 
increased crime, housing values dropping, a lot of problems in schools and he has 
moved to the Glenelg area to escape that. 

He feels that they are going to face the very same thing if MD 32 is widened.  He thinks 
the state has continually misrepresented their plans and proposals and information that 
they have given to the public.  He’s tired of this.  He would support any law suit against 
the state, he is grateful to all the people that have come to testify this evening. 

He has a family, young children, and thinks we are facing increased truck traffic which 
is totally unnecessary because the new MD 100, they are faced with increased auto 
traffic on Route 32.  He doesn’t think there will be any real safety improvements in 
terms of lives saved. 

He thinks that the state is misrepresenting this, and he intends to talk with Senator 
McCabe and anyone else to oppose this.  He thinks they are being misrepresented and 
mislead with numbers on traffic.  He thinks there will be an increase in crime, 
commercialism and just a generally much lower quality of life here. 

He came out here to Howard County to support the community and he thinks the state is 
in effect raping the citizens.   

Response: Your support for the No-Build Alternative had been noted.  

The MD 32 project is being developed in response to both safety and operational 
concerns in this corridor.  Existing and future traffic volumes present operational 
problems now and in the project’s design year, 2025.  Safety issues along MD 32 are 
the result of existing roadway design, as well as increased volumes resulting from 
Maryland’s increasing population and continuing development patterns.   
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Public feedback has always been and will continue to be a priority for the State 
Highway Administration.  SHA has involved the public at every stage in the MD 32 
planning process, including public hearings, public workshops and mailings.  Public 
concerns/comments have been taken into consideration and incorporated into the 
designs whenever possible.    

The project’s Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) includes an analysis of potential 
impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  An assessment of 
study area economic conditions, including quality of life and development was included 
in the impacts analysis, and was considered in the alternative selection process. 

 
Speaker 46: Thomas Butler 
  7352 Hopkins Way 

 Clarksville, MD 21029 

Comments: Mr. Butler moved to Howard County five years ago and where he used to live was very 
quiet but since they have upgraded the section of 32 from 29 out to 108 and with the 
loss of forest, it is actually noisier at his house now than when he used to live in 
Parkville which was inside the beltway in Baltimore.  He doesn’t know if SHA was 
where that is or not, but it is so noisy now that tractor trailers on 32 when they are 
downshifting and using their air brakes are actually waking him up in his room at night 
and he’s over a mile from 32. 

He is on wells and septics in his area, there are fish in his stream (which is off of Santa 
Road), he is also opposed to the Santa Road project which he understand this is a part 
of.  This project he understands is also incompatible with the state's program of Smart 
Growth.   

Response:  Your comment on noise levels has been noted.  The project’s Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) includes an analysis of potential impacts to natural, social, and 
cultural environmental resources.  An assessment of noise was included in the impacts 
analysis and was considered in the alternative selection process.   

The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland 
Department of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 
2004 requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program 
funding for the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted 
based on extraordinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious 
congestion and safety conditions.   

Mr. Bob Fisher:  Thank you.  Are there any other individuals who would like to speak this evening? 

If not, let the record show that no further comments were offered.  As mentioned earlier and as 
stipulated in the public notice, we will hold formal record open until May 21st, 1999 for written 
comments.  I thank each and every one of you for attending tonight's hearing, State Highway 
Administration appreciates your interest that you have shown in this project, the hearing is adjourned. 

(END)  
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Response to Comment 1 : 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily 
on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 
was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway 
system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west 
transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods be-
tween the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely popu-
lated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 
would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited 
access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the Highway 
Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
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Response to Comment 1: 
A variety of options have been suggested,  including parkways, adding a third center lane, 
or creating a limited access two-lane facility.  All of these suggestions have been evalu-
ated, based on their consistency with the project’s Purpose and Need.  It was concluded 
that these alternatives do not meet the project need.   
  
Response to Comment 2 : 
Coordination is continuing between SHA and numerous agencies such as the Department 
of Natural Resources, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that environmental 
concerns are addressed and that adverse effects are avoided and minimized.   Protection of 
the Chesapeake Bay is important to SHA.  Stormwater management facilities or special 
construction materials that promote infiltration will be utilized to control runoff quantity 
and temperature as well as provide a high-level of pollutant removal.  In addition, when 
the cutting or clearing of forests is required or state-funded, the Maryland Reforestation 
Law mandates that these trees be replaced.  This must be done on an acre-for-acre, one-to-
one ratio on public lands and within a year of completion of the project.   

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Interaction with wildlife is an important consideration that has been included in the design 
of the selected alternate.  For example, SHA policy requires fencing along access con-
trolled facilities.  This fencing would help to prevent animals from interfering with MD 32 
traffic, thereby improving wildlife and driver safety.  Additionally, culverts and bridges 
have been designed to help enhance wildlife passage. 
 
The project’s Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) includes an analysis of potential im-
pacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.   Wildlife is included in this 
impact assessment.  The selected alternate would include all possible efforts to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate impacts to this resource.  In addition, coordination is continuing be-
tween SHA and  numerous agencies such as the Maryland Department of the Environ-
ment, Department of Natural Resources, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure 
that all environmental concerns are addressed. 
 
  
 
 
   

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the project has been noted.   

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the Linden Church Road Interchange has been noted.   

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed 
and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  All options 
must be carefully reviewed and evaluated before proceeding.  Your comments regarding 
East Linden Church Road have been noted. 
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Federal 
Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 and 
subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise barriers 
do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s Sound 
Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential visual af-
fect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed 
and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  All options 
must be carefully reviewed and evaluated before proceeding.   
 
Your comment regarding safety at the Burntwoods Road intersection has been noted.  The 
horizontal curve and the vertical curve will be “flattened” with the interchange.  The se-
lected option for the Burntwoods Road interchange was developed based on comments 
received from the Public Hearing in an attempt to reduce or eliminate residential impacts.  
Under this option the existing intersection of Pfefferkorn Drive will be relocated and ex-
tended to a roundabout intersection with Burntwoods Road, Ten Oaks Road and the 
southbound ramps to and from MD 32.  Pfefferkorn Drive will have access to northbound 
MD 32 via relocated Burntwoods Road, which will cross over MD 32 on a bridge and 
connect to another roundabout for access to the NB MD 32 ramps.   
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Your support for the project  and Build Alternative I has been noted. 
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
 
 
 

1 

2 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the project has been noted.   
 
Response toComment 2 :   
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily 
on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 
was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway 
system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west 
transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods be-
tween the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely popu-
lated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 
would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited 
access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the Highway 
Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
 
 
 

1 
2 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
The proposed 34-foot wide median is much narrower than the median along MD 32 east 
of MD 108.  The 34-foot is necessary to provide full shoulders (10’ each side) for vehicles 
to pull off the road on the left side in case of an emergency or incident.  The additional 14’ 
provides a grass area to collect drainage runoff from the roadway. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The numerous interchanges are required to collect the many dispersed driveways over the 
length of the project.  If fewer interchanges were constructed, then more frontage roads 
would be required to collect the driveways.  The frontage road may have extensive right-
of-way impacts longitudinally along MD 32 rather than at specific interchange locations. 
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
Increasing population and household growth occurring in the northern portion of the 
county, along with the growth of employment centers located in eastern Howard County, 
Anne Arundel County, Montgomery County and Washington, D.C. is expected to increase 
travel demand along MD 32.  When MD 32 was built in the late 1950s/early 1960s, it was 
intended to be the initial two lanes of a four‑lane divided highway, and was anticipated to 
be able to handle traffic demand to the year 2000.  Additional construction was anticipated 
after the year 2000. Improvements to this section of MD 32 are necessary to help provide 
continuity with the remainder of the system and to address current safety concerns.   
 
Response to Comment 4: 
A variety of options have been suggested,  including parkways, adding a third center lane, 
or creating a limited access two-lane facility.  All of these suggestions have been evalu-
ated, based on their consistency with the project’s Purpose and Need.  It was concluded 
that these alternatives do not meet the project need.   
 
 

1 

2 

3  

4  
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Traffic projections for 2025 included an analysis of all existing and proposed roadways to 
determine the Purpose and Need of the study.  However, due to the growth of develop-
ment and traffic in the County, the MD 32 improvements are required to meet the project 
needs.   
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System.  These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of good and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic.  Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
Yes, the projects have been completed in this area in the past few years.  Multiple traffic 
signals were removed and interchanges were constructed.   
 
Response to Comment 4: 
For the MD 32 Planning Study, funding is only available through project planning 
with Location/Design Approval expected in the Summer of 2005.  Funding has also been 
approved for the design and construction of the Burntwoods Road interchange breakout 
project with complete design plans anticipated in the Winter of 2006.  Funding for de-
sign and construction for the rest of the project has not been allocated.   

1 

2 

3 

4 .   
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the project has been noted. 

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the No-Build Alternative is noted.  The No-Build Alternative does not 
meet the Purpose and Need for the project or address the long-term safety and opera-
tional deficiencies of the roadway.   
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Reducing speed limits and adding additional traffic lights have not been studied further 
because they do not meet the project’s Purpose and Need.    They would not significantly 
reduce travel time across the study area or relieve congestion.   Most importantly they 
would not address the safety concerns in the area.  1 

2 



MD 32 Planning Study—Public Hearing Comment Forms—March 18, 1999 

Page 15 

 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 1 : 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State High-
way Administration.   The build alternative for MD 32 will help make the roadway 
and access to surrounding neighborhoods safer.   
 
Improvements to MD 32 are expected to divert traffic away from local residential 
streets.   Your position regarding the service road from Fox Valley Estates to the 
Rosemary Lane interchange is noted.  Based on comments from residents in this area, 
this service road has been re-evaluated by SHA within the context of safety, accessi-
bility, and traffic operations.  Howard County emergency services have voiced sup-
port for keeping the access road between Rosemary Lane Interchange and River Val-
ley Chase.  Therefore, Option 2A is part of the Selected Alternative.  See Section 
II.D.3.      
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  
To address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense land-
scape plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-
way to screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, 
and amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels. 

1  
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Response to Comment 1: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 
772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that 
noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in 
SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the 
potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement op-
tions such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To ad-
dress public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plant-
ings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen 
residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of 
screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening pur-
poses would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and 
holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a 
slight reduction in noise levels. 
 
Response to Comment 2 :   
Your support for the No-Build option has been noted.  The No-Build Alternative does 
not meet the Purpose and Need for the project or address the long-term safety and opera-
tional deficiencies of the roadway.   
 
Since the completion of MD 32 between MD 108 and Pindell School Road, traffic vol-
umes along MD 32 have increase from 28% to 52%.  Because of the increase in traffic, it 
is likely that accidents have also increased.  In the section of MD 32 south of Linden 
Church Road a bottleneck occurs where the two lanes transition into four lanes for the 
vehicles traveling further south along MD 32.   
 
 
 
 
 

1 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your support for the project has been noted. 

1 
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Comment form continued  from previous page. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the project has been noted. 
 
The MD 32 Planning Study funding is only available through project planning 
with Location/Design Approval in the Summer of 2005.  Funding has also been approved 
for the design and construction of the Burntwoods Road interchange breakout project with 
complete design plans anticipated in the Fall of 2006.  Funding for design and construc-
tion for the rest of the project has not been allocated. 

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the project has been noted. 

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
The SHA is reviewing the recommendation to reduce the 55 mph speed limit along MD 
32, from MD 144 to Ten Oaks Road, as a result of the number of public street and private 
driveway intersections.  Once our review is complete, we will share our findings with you.  
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Adding additional traffic lights has not been further studied because they will not meet the 
project’s Purpose and Need.    They would not significantly reduce travel time across the 
study area or relieve congestion.   Most importantly they would not address the safety 
concerns in the area.  

1 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily 
on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 
was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway 
system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west 
transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods be-
tween the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely 
populated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-
70 would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not become a 
limited access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the 
Highway Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
The area you referred to at MD 32 and MD 99 does not fall within the established study 
area boundaries for the MD 32 Planning Study, therefore, it will not be addressed in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for this project.  Your feedback is important and 
will be taken into consideration for future improvements.   
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the No-Build Alternative is noted.  The No-Build Alternative does not 
meet the Purpose and Need for the project or address the long-term safety and operational 
deficiencies of the roadway.   
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
A variety of transit options have been suggested, including rail and enhanced bus services.  
All of these suggestions have been evaluated, based on their consistency with the project’s 
Purpose and Need.  It was concluded that these transit alternatives do not meet the project 
need.   
 
    

1 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
 
 
  

1  
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Response to Comment 1 :  
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  The build alternative for MD 32 will help make the roadway and access 
to surrounding neighborhoods safer.   
 
Improvements to MD 32 are expected to divert traffic away from local residential streets.   
Your position regarding the service road from Fox Valley Estates to the Rosemary Lane 
interchange is noted.  Based on comments from residents in this area, SHA has re-
evaluated this service road within the context of safety, accessibility, and traffic opera-
tions.  Howard County emergency services have voiced support for keeping the access 
road between Rosemary Lane Interchange and River Valley Chase.  Therefore, Option 2A 
is part of the Selected Alternative.  See Section II.C.3.      
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between I-
95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the open-
ing of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along MD 
32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Currently 
that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, another 
reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening of 
MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage increased 
to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  However, 
as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is anticipated that 
a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the traffic volumes. 
 
SHA conducted a license plate survey along MD 32 in 1999 to verify where vehicles en-
tering the corridor their origin.   The results showed that 51% of the vehicles came from 
Carroll County, 19% were from Frederick County, 13% were from Howard County, and 
the other 17% were from other counties including neighboring Baltimore and Montgom-
ery Counties. Response continues on the following page. 
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Refer to previous page for a copy of the comment form. Response to Comment 2 continued from previous page: 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Existing and Future forecasts were revised for the FEIS 
when the project was reinitiated in 2003.  Since then, MD 100 has been completed and 
MD 32 has seen a diversion in traffic from 25% to 54%.   Currently, the MD 32 project 
area mainline operates at level of service (LOS) E to F.  The poor LOS are caused by 
heavy directional volumes which lead to a lack of passing opportunities.  On some seg-
ments, peak directional volumes exceed directional capacity.  Capacity on a one- lane 
roadway in each direction is 1800 vehicles per lane for arterial roadways.  Under No-
Build conditions, MD 32 between I-70 and Linden Church Road is projected to operate 
at LOS F at all intersections.  At this time, the directional distribution of traffic is 77% 
during the peak hours, based on a 2004 count, and is heavily influenced by the com-
muter traffic from Frederick and Carroll Counties in the peak periods.   Currently, the 
average directional distribution of traffic is 66% during non peak hours.  In the No-
Build condition, with no improvements, the peak period would extend beyond one hour. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Ongoing coordination between SHA and numerous agencies, such as the Department 
of Natural Resources and the US Fish and Wildlife Service, ensures that environmental 
concerns are addressed and that adverse effects are avoided and minimized.  Avoiding 
and minimizing impacts to federally protected resources, such as wetlands, is a top 
concern for the SHA.  Many options have been examined for  minimization of impacts 
including alignment shifts, bridging, and retaining walls. 
  
Response to Comment 2 : 
Your comment regarding noise pollution has been noted.   
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for Build Alternative II has been noted. 
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Response:to Comment 1  
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 
772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that 
noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in 
SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the 
potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement op-
tions such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To ad-
dress public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plant-
ings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen 
residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of 
screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening pur-
poses would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and 
holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a 
slight reduction in noise levels. 
 
Response to Comment 2 :  
In  SHA’s  Selected Alternative, the Triadelphia Road Overpass would be reconstructed 
in its current location likely at the same time MD 32 is widened underneath it. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your suggestion has been noted and will be taken into consideration.  In addition to 
noise, there are many factors taken into account when choosing a wearing surface for a 
roadway, including long term performance, long term maintenance, wear resistance, skid 
resistance, initial cost, and long term cost (maintenance).  The details of the pavement 
type will be evaluated in the design phase.   

The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 
772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that 
noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in 
SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the 
potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement op-
tions such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To ad-
dress public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plant-
ings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen 
residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of 
screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening pur-
poses would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and 
holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a 
slight reduction in noise levels. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the No- Build Alternative is noted.   
 
Response to Comment 2 :   
Turn lanes have been added to the center of MD 32 to accommodate left turn move-
ments. 
 
The proposed 34-foot wide median is much narrower than the median along MD 32 east 
of MD 108.  The 34-foot is necessary to provide full shoulders (10’ each side) for vehi-
cles to pull off the road on the left side in case of an emergency or incident.  The addi-
tional 14’ provides a grass area to collect drainage runoff from the roadway. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the No-Build Alternative is noted.  The No-Build Alternative does not 
meet the Purpose and Need for the project or address the long-term safety and operational 
deficiencies of the roadway.   
Response to Comment 2 : 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Federal 
Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 and 
subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise barriers 
do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s Sound 
Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential visual af-
fect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
Response to Comment 3 :  
The numerous interchanges are required to collect the many dispersed driveways over the 
length of the project.  If fewer interchanges were constructed, then more frontage roads 
would be required to collect the driveways.  The frontage road may have extensive right-of-
way impacts longitudinally along MD 32 rather than at specific interchange locations. 
Response to Comment 4 : 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to ex-
tend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily on 
the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 was 
envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway system, 
which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west transporta-
tion corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods between the 
Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely populated areas 
of Baltimore and Washington, DC.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 would serve a 
more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited access free-
way.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the Highway Needs In-
ventory.  
 
Response to Comment 5 : 
The Purpose and Need for this study addresses traffic and safety concerns for travelers 
originating from all locations that utilize MD 32.  Howard County residents will benefit 
from the safety improvements.    
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Since the completion of MD 32 between MD 108 and Pindell School Road, traffic vol-
umes along MD 32 have increase from 28% to 52%.  Because of the increase in traffic, it 
is likely that accidents have also increased.  In the section of MD 32 south of Linden 
Church Road a bottleneck occurs where the two lanes transition into four lanes for the 
vehicles traveling further south along MD 32.   
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Increasing population and household growth occurring in the northern portion of the 
county, along with the growth of employment centers located in eastern Howard County, 
Anne Arundel County, Montgomery County and Washington, D.C. is expected to in-
crease travel demand along MD 32.  When MD 32 was built in the late 1950s/early 
1960s, it was intended to be the initial two lanes of a four‑lane divided highway, and was 
anticipated to be able to handle traffic demand to the year 2000.  Additional construction 
was anticipated after the year 2000. Improvements to this section of MD 32 are necessary 
to help provide continuity with the remainder of the system and to address current safety 
concerns.   
   
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along 
MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Cur-
rently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, 
another reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Coun-
ties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening of 
MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage in-
creased to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  However, 
as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is anticipated 
that a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the traffic volumes. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
For the MD 32 Planning Study funding is only available through project planning 
with Location/Design Approval in the Summer of 2005.  Funding has also been approved 
for the design and construction of the Burntwoods Road interchange breakout project 
with complete design plans anticipated in the Fall of 2006.  Funding for design and con-
struction for the rest of the project has not been allocated. 
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Public feedback  has always been and will continue to be a priority for the State Highway 
Administration.  The public has been invited and encouraged to participate at every stage 
of the planning process, through public hearings, public workshops and mailings.  Public 
concerns/comments have been taken into consideration and incorporated into the designs 
whenever possible.    
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
A variety of transit options have been suggested, including rail and enhanced bus ser-
vices.  All of these suggestions have been evaluated, based on their consistency with the 
project’s Purpose and Need.  It was concluded that these transit alternatives do not meet 
the project need.   
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Response to Comment 1 : 
A two-lane alternative was considered by SHA and the Land Use Expert Panel.  The two-
lane alternative would address access control on MD 32, not the need for increased capac-
ity for the mainline.  Therefore, the two-lane build alternative does not fully meet the Pur-
pose and Need of increased safety and adequate capacity and was not carried forward for 
further study. Refer to Section II.C.3. 
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
All build alternatives have been designed to ensure effective and safe traffic operations in 
accordance with the Purpose and Need.  Your comments regarding improvements to the I-
70 / MD 32 interchange have been noted.  The selected alternate proposes ramps to two 
major movements at the I-70 / MD 32 interchange: MD 32 north to I-70 west and MD 32 
south to I-70 east.  Movements that remain signalized under the selected alternate – I-70 
east to MD 32 north and I-70 west to MD 32 south – do not warrant ramps based on antici-
pated build traffic volumes. 
 
A full cloverleaf interchange did not operate at an acceptable level of service because the 
weaving areas between the entrance and exit ramps on MD 32 and I-70 were too short. 

1 

2 



MD 32 Planning Study—Public Hearing Comment Forms—March 18, 1999 

Page 36 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 1 : 
The historic significance of this property is understood by the State Highway Administra-
tion (SHA), who will make every attempt to avoid or minimize any adverse impacts, in 
accordance with federal, state, and local laws.  Your suggestions for minimizing effects 
have been noted.   
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Response to Comment 1 : 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
 
Response to Comment 2 :   
Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted.   
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  Divided, access controlled highways are proven to be much safer than 
undivided, unlimited access facilities.   
 
The accident rate on MD 32 in the study area is 95.3 accidents per 100 million vehicle 
miles between 2000 – 2003.  If the project is fully implemented, the facility type would 
become a four-lane roadway with full controls of access.  The average statewide accident 
rate for this type of facility is 38.7 accidents for every 100 million-vehicle miles traveled.  
This is an anticipated reduction in accident rate of 56.6 accidents for every 100-million 
vehicles miles traveled.  The projected traffic volumes for the no-build condition could 
result in approximately 113 accidents per year by 2025.  This compares to the build condi-
tion projected to result in only 68 accidents per year by 2025. For more information on the 
accident data refer to Section I.C.3. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted.  Safety has always been and 
will always be a primary concern for the State Highway Administration.  A number of 
safety and operational improvements have been developed and implemented by SHA 
during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these improvements may address 
some of the current safety issues, they do not address the long-term needs of the corridor.   
 
Response to Comment 2 :  
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 
772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that 
noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in 
SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the 
potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement op-
tions such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To ad-
dress public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plant-
ings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen 
residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of 
screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening pur-
poses would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and 
holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a 
slight reduction in noise levels. 
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System.  These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of good and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic.  Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the project has been noted. 
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Your comment regarding headlights has been noted.  Oncoming vehicles are much more 
visible with headlights on, thereby improving safety.    
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the No-Build Alternative is noted.  The No-Build Alternative does not 
meet the Purpose and Need for the project or address the long-term safety and operational 
deficiencies of the roadway.   
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System.  These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of good and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic.  Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the No-Build Alternative is noted.  The No-Build Alternative does not 
meet the Purpose and Need for the project or address the long-term safety and operational 
deficiencies of the roadway.   
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Public feedback  has always been and will continue to be a priority for the State Highway 
Administration.  The public has been invited and encouraged to participate at every stage 
of the planning process, through public hearings, public workshops and mailings. 
Public concerns/comments have been taken into consideration and incorporated into the 
designs whenever possible.    
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Response to Comment 1 : 
 Your support for Build Alternative II has been noted. 
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Public feedback  has always been and will continue to be a priority for the State Highway 
Administration.  The public has been invited and encouraged to participate at every stage 
of the planning process, through public hearings, public workshops and mailings. 
Public concerns/comments have been taken into consideration and incorporated into the 
designs whenever possible.    
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Safety has always been and will always be a primary concern for the State Highway Ad-
ministration.  The selected alternate for MD 32 will help make the roadway and access to 
surrounding neighborhoods safer.   
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Response to Comment 1 :   
Your support for the Build Alternative has been noted. 
 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily 
on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 
was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway 
system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west 
transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods be-
tween the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely 
populated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-
70 would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not become a 
limited access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the 
Highway Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The 2025 future traffic on MD 32 is based on projects in the Maryland Consolidated Long 
Range Plan and County zoning.  Highway capacity improvement projects are built in re-
sponse to congestion and safety concerns and assume 20-year horizon.  
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  Your comments regarding the intersection at MD 32 / MD 144 have been 
noted. 
 
The demands of development and population growth induce reaction by SHA.  It is not 
SHA’s policy to build roads that could not support anticipated increases in traffic volume.   
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
Roundabouts have been included in many of the interchange options.  For example, at the 
Burntwoods Interchange, Ten Oaks Road would be extended to Burntwoods Road and 
connect with relocated Pfefferkron Road at a roundabout.  Additionally a roundabout was 
added on the east side of the interchange at the intersection at Rosemary Lane and on the 
east side of MD 32 at Linden Church Road.   
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Response to Comment 1: 
Many of the areas referred to do not fall within the established study area boundaries for 
the MD 32 Planning Study, therefore, it will not be addressed in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for this project.  Your feedback is important and will be taken into con-
sideration for future improvements. However, your feedback is important and will be 
taken into consideration for future improvements.    
 
Response to Comment 2: 
 
Intersections are reviewed regularly by SHA for potential improvements to signal timing 
and movements.  Your comment has been noted for consideration.   
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your feedback regarding access to area businesses is important to SHA and will be 
taken into consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
The project’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to natural, social, and cultural environmental resources.  Study area 
economic conditions and potential effects to business properties are part of this im-
pact assessment.  The selected alternative would include all possible efforts to avoid 
or minimize adverse impacts to these resources.  
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
Your comments have been noted for consideration.   
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for Build Alternative II has been noted. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Traffic analyses were completed for the roundabouts at MD 144.  They will operate at an 
acceptable level of services and may encourage traffic calming along MD 144 in the area 
of this project. 
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
Your feedback is important and will be taken into consideration for any improvements to 
MD 32.   The Howard County General Plan and the Agricultural Land Preservation Pro-
gram are committed to the preservation of the rural nature of the western portion of the 
county.   
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Increasing population and household growth occurring in the northern portion of the 
county, along with the growth of employment centers located in eastern Howard County, 
Anne Arundel County, Montgomery County and Washington, D.C. is expected to increase 
travel demand along MD 32.  When MD 32 was built in the late 1950's/early 1960's, it was 
intended to be the initial two lanes of a four‑lane divided highway, and was anticipated to 
be able to handle traffic demand to the year 2000.  Additional construction was anticipated 
after the year 2000. Improvements to this section of MD 32 are necessary to help provide 
continuity with the remainder of the system and to address current safety concerns.   
 
Any improvement to MD 32 would be done to benefit all travelers who utilize it, whether 
they are from Howard County, Carroll County, or elsewhere.  The primary purpose of this 
study, safety, will benefit all Maryland residents.  Intersection improvements alone would 
not improve the safety or operational conditions on MD 32 or meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project.   
 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to ex-
tend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily on 
the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 was 
envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway system, 
which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west transporta-
tion corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods between the 
Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely populated areas 
of Baltimore and Washington, DC.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 would serve a 
more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited access free-
way.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the Highway Needs In-
ventory.  
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Response to Comment 1 : 
At this time, the anticipated speed limit for MD 32 is 55 MPH.   
 
Response to Comment 2 : 
Your support for the No-Build option has been noted.  The No-Build Alternative does not 
meet the Purpose and Need for the project or address the long-term safety and operational 
deficiencies of the roadway.  
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
Safety has always been and will always be a primary concern for the State Highway Ad-
ministration.  Speed limits will be established based on the final design of the roadway 
and on safety and operational  needs.   
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Response to Comment 1 : 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System.  These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of good and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic.  Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
 
Response to Comment 2 :  
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.   Measures such as reducing the MD 32 speed limit have been evaluated.  
However, it has been concluded that this would not meet the project’s Purpose and Need. 
The SHA is reviewing the recommendation to reduce the 55 mph speed limit along MD 
32, from MD 144 to Ten Oaks Road, as a result of the number of public street and private 
driveway intersections.  Once our review is complete, we will share our findings with you.  
 
Response to Comment 3 : 
Lowering speed limits and adding traffic lights will not address the safety and operational 
concerns as stated in the Purpose and Need for the MD 32 project..   
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Response to Comment 1 :   
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System.  These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of good and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic.  Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
 
Response to Comment 2 :   
All alternatives have been evaluated for their potential to meet the project’s purpose and 
need.  A limited access, two-lane facility would not meet the safety and operational con-
cerns described in the project’s Purpose and Need.   
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Response to Comment 1 : 
Your support for the project has been noted.   
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Comment form continued from previous page. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  
To address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense land-
scape plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-
way to screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, 
and amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on 
the state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building 
permits in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and 
building permit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and 
Zoning. 
  
 
Response to Comment 3: 
Refer to the Summary in the FEIS for a history of the project.  If additional informa-
tion is needed call the SHA Project Manager, Ms. Nicole Washington, toll free at 1-
800-548-5026. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Construction of the SHA Selected Alternative will result in 1.05 acres of impact to the 
referenced property.  It occurs along the existing frontage on Rosemary Lane and MD 32.  
This right-of-way is required in order to raise Rosemary Lane so that it can be bridged 
over MD 32.  For further details on each of the interchange options under consideration 
see Section  II. D.3.b.    
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Response to Comment 1: 
The area referred to does not fall within the established study area boundaries for the MD 
32 Planning Study, therefore, it will not be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for this project. Your feedback is important and will be taken into consideration 
for future improvements. 
 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to ex-
tend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily on 
the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 was 
envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway system, 
which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west transporta-
tion corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods between the 
Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely populated areas 
of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 would serve a 
more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited access free-
way.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the Highway Needs In-
ventory. Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
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Response to Comment  1: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Since the DEIS, SHA has completed a project on MD 32 at US 29 where the eastbound 
lanes on MD 32 were widened to improve traffic operations. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The interchange to which you are referring to is the MD 144 interchange.  The 
Northbound ramp intersection with MD 144 will be approximately 1,500 feet from the 
intersection of Wellworth Way and MD 144. For more detailed information regarding the 
options being considered can be found in section II A 2.  
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Response to Comment 1: 
Under the SHA Selected Alternative, the south to the Pfefferkorn Drive will be relocated 
and extended to a roundabout intersection with Burntwoods Road and Ten Oaks Road and 
residents on Pfefferkorn Drive will have access to southbound MD 32 via right-in/right-
out ramps constructed just south of the existing intersection with Pfefferkorn Drive.  
These ramps will connect to the new extended Pfefferkorn Drive.  Residents on Pfeffer-
korn Drive will have access to northbound MD 32 via relocated Burntwoods Road, which 
will cross over MD 32 on a bridge and connect to Ivory Road East.  The northbound 
ramps will be on the east side of the bridge. For more information  on the Burntwoods 
Road Interchange Option refer to Section II D. 3. a.  
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Response to Comment 1: 
The concerns listed are valid concerns of residents anywhere.  The MD 32 Planning Study 
has been developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) which requires transportation projects using federal funding to consider the possi-
ble impacts the project could have on the natural and social environments. Section 101 of 
NEPA states, “Congress recognizes the profound impact of mans activity and the critical 
importance of restoring and maintaining environmental quality to the overall welfare and 
development of man declares that it is the continuing policy of the federal government to 
use all practical means and measures in a manner calculated to foster and promote the 
general welfare, to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist 
in productive harmony, and fulfill the social, economic and other requirements of present 
and future generations of Americans.” 
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on the 
state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building permits 
in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building per-
mit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning. 
 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System. These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of goods and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic. Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your support for the No Build Alternative has been documented.  The No Build Alternative 
does not meet the Purpose and Need for the project by addressing the long-term safety and 
operational deficiencies of the roadway.  Refer to Section II.B.1 for further explanation as 
to why the No Build Alternative was not selected. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Federal 
Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 and 
subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise barriers 
do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s Sound 
Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential visual af-
fect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
Productive farmland parcels, Prime Farmland Soils or Soils of Statewide Importance would 
be impacted by any of the build alternatives. Table IV-3 shows the farmland soil impacts 
by alternative. These impacts would be mainly linear and would not impact large contigu-
ous, actively farmed parcels.  SHA’s Selected Alternative would not adversely affect farm-
ing operations of any parcels. In accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act, the 
completed Farmland Conversion Impact Form AD-1006 and the rational for site assess-
ment criteria can be found in Appendix B. Site B, or SHA’s Selected Alternative received a 
score of 145.  According to the FPPA guidelines, “a site receiving a total score of less than 
160 points be given the minimal level of consideration for protection and no additional sites 
be evaluated,” (January 23, 1985 Supplemental Guidance for Implementation of Farmland 
Protection Policy Act.) 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
The first breakout project will be the Burntwoods Road interchange and this was selected 
because there is an urgent need to address the safety and operational issues at this particular 
intersection.  Refer to Section II.D.3.a. 
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Response to Comment 5: 
SHA recognizes the importance of MD 32 as part of both Maryland’s primary highway 
system and the National Highway System. These networks are intended to support interre-
gional transportation of goods and services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate 
truck traffic. Truck prohibitions on MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
 
Response to Comment 6: 
The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland Depart-
ment of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 2004, 
requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program funding for 
the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted based on extraor-
dinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious congestion and safety con-
ditions. Refer to Section III.3.c for more information.  
 
Response to Comment 7: 
The area referred to does not fall within the established study area boundaries for the MD 
32 Planning Study, therefore, it will not be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for this project. However, Carroll County was considered in the SCEA. Refer to 
Section IV.Q for more information.   
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily 
on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 
was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway 
system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west 
transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods be-
tween the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely popu-
lated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 
would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited 
access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the Highway 
Needs Inventory.  Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
 
Response to Comment 8: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on the 
state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building permits 
in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building per-
mit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning.   
 
In order for MD 32 to be a full access controlled facility, driveway access to MD 32 will 
be removed and relocated to access roads which will connect to interchanges. 
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Response to Comment 9: 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed 
and implemented during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these improve-
ments may address some of the current safety issues, they do not address the long-term 
needs of the corridor.  Refer to Section I.C. for more information. 
 
Response to Comment 10: 
Citizens involvement plays an important role in the decision making process. Your con-
cerns are a key element in the design process, the selection of interchange options, and 
identifying the areas of controversy.  Every citizen comment that we receive (whether it be 
through verbal testimony, in a letter, or on a comment sheet) receives a response in the Fi-
nal Environmental Impact Statement.  

Refer to previous page for comments. 
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Refer to the following page for Comment 1 . 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The Rosemary Lane Interchange Option 2 with Avoidance was selected.  The design  in-
cludes right-in/right-out ramps to the frontage roads on both sides of MD 32.  On the west 
side, the frontage road would connect the ramps to River Valley Chase and on the east side 
the frontage road would connect the ramps to Rosemary Lane.  A roundabout will be used 
on the east side of the interchange at the intersection of Rosemary Lane and the east front-
age road.  The Selected Interchange option for Rosemary Lane can be found in Section 
II.D.3.b.   
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to ex-
tend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily on 
the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 was 
envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway system, 
which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west transporta-
tion corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods between the 
Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely populated areas 
of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 would serve a 
more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited access free-
way.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the Highway Needs In-
ventory.  Potential projects include: 
Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system) 
 
 
 Response to Comment 3: 
The comments for highway improvements to US 15 and US 17 have been noted and will be 
taken into consideration for future improvements. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your support for a Build Alternative has been noted. 
 
At this time, MD 32 from MD 108 to I-70 only has funding to complete this phase, called 
Project Planning.  Additional funding for design, right-of-way acquisition, and construc-
tion will be determined following completion of this study. 
 
However, the Burntwoods Road Interchange is the first breakout project and it is funded 
through construction. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Direct access to MD 32 for all driveways will be removed with the implementation of 
this project; access will be provided through an access road at the back of the property 
which will connect to an interchange at MD 144.   
 
Response to Comment 2: 
For a description of the Selected Alternative refer to Section II.E. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Lowering the speed limit was not considered for this project.  Past studies have indicated 
that lowering the speed limit does not effect the change in motorists behavior and in fact 
compounds safety problems in many cases because of the speed differential between vehi-
cles.  Although enforcement can be a mitigating factor and is utilized, it cannot take place 
all the time. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Your support for the No Build Alternative has been noted.  The No Build Alternative does 
not meet the Purpose and Need for the project by addressing the long-term safety and op-
erational deficiencies of the roadway.  Refer to Section II.C.1 for further explanation as to 
why the No Build Alternative was not selected. 
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Response to Comment 1:   
A full cloverleaf interchange was Selected Option 1.  It did not work as well as Option 2 
from a traffic operations standpoint because of the short weaving areas along MD 32 and I-
70 between the loop ramps.  The volume of traffic through the weaving areas caused them 
to fail (LOS F); therefore, this option would not improve traffic operations or safety.  The 
Selected  I-70 Interchange Option 2 includes the addition of two loop ramps in the south-
west and northeast quadrants of the existing diamond interchange to provide free flow ac-
cess from MD 32 to I-70.  The left turning movements from I-70 off ramps  to MD 32 
would be facilitated by partial signals.  The right turning movements onto MD 32 would 
operate free flow.  For more detailed information about this option see Section II.D.6. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2:  
The Build Alternatives propose to create a fully access controlled roadway, therefore, ramp 
access is needed at the Dayton Shop.  The shop is a maintenance and office facility for both 
SHA and Howard County.  The bridge and southbound ramps are needed to provide main-
tenance vehicle access to the shop.  The size of the interchange has been kept to a minimum 
to keep the cost of improvement low.  Refer to Section II.D.2 for a description of this inter-
change.  
 
An interchange at Nixon’s Farm is not included with the SHA Selected Alternative.  
 
Response to Comment 3:  
 The 2025 Future traffic for MD 32 include the peak hour volumes which show the pro-
jected worst case scenario on a roadway.  Under Build conditions, the fair traffic would not 
adversely affect the roadway since the road is designed to handle the daily peak hour traffic 
and is projected to operate at an acceptable Level of Service in 2025. 
 
Response to Comment 4:  
An interchange at Triadelphia Road was considered; however, the proximity of Ten Oaks 
Road does not allow adequate distance for southbound exit - entrance ramps.  Northbound, 
the school property and the NRE property in the northwest quadrant would be severely 
impacted if ramps were placed at this location.  Therefore, the Triadelphia Bridge is not 
incorporated into the interchange option at Burntwoods Road.  For design details regarding 
the Burntwoods Road interchange option 3, refer to Section II D. 3.a. 
 
Response to Comment 5:   
At this time, SHA is not considering new interchanges along I-70.  Your feedback is impor-
tant and will be taken into consideration for future improvements. 
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Response to Comment 6:  
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between I-
95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the open-
ing of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along MD 
32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Currently that 
range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, another reason 
for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening of 
MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage increased 
to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  However, as 
US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is anticipated that a 
reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the traffic volumes. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your support for the build alternative has been noted.  In the Build Alternative, buses 
would exit MD 32 prior to stopping to unload children.  The Rosemary Lane interchange 
is designed to address safety and ease entering and exiting MD 32.  A frontage road will 
provide access from the Kings Grant neighborhood to Rosemary Lane interchange to MD 
32.  For further details regarding the Rosemary Lane interchange see Section II D. 3.b.    
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
The first breakout project will be the Burntwoods Road interchange and this was selected 
because there is an urgent need to address the safety and operational issues at this particu-
lar intersection.  Refer to Section II.D.3.a. 

Mary Jo Neil 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The study does not propose to deny access to MD 32 from the Twelve Hills Community.  
The Linden Church Road interchange would provide access to MD 32 from the local road-
way network with a full diamond interchange.  On the west side, the ramp terminals 
would form a four-leg stop-controlled intersection with Linden Church Road.  A round-
about will be constructed at the intersection of Linden Church Road and the ramp termi-
nals on the east side of the interchange.  Refer to Section II.D.1.a. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The study does not propose to deny access to MD 32 from the Twelve Hills Community.  
The Linden Church Road interchange would provide access to MD 32 from the local 
roadway network with a full diamond interchange.  The Twelve Hills community will 
still have direct access to MD 32 from Linden Church Road. This interchange option 
would provide access to the local roadway network with a full diamond interchange at 
MD 32 and Linden Church Road.  On the west side, the ramp terminals would form a 
four-leg stop-controlled intersection with Linden Church Road.  A roundabout will be 
constructed at the intersection of Linden Church Road and the ramp terminals on the east 
side of the interchange.  Refer to Section II.D.1.a. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between I-
95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the open-
ing of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along MD 
32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Currently 
that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, another 
reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening of 
MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage increased 
to 11%. 
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access 
controlled.  However, as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built 
out, we would anticipate a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out 
the traffic volumes.  
 
Response to Comment 2:   
In response to comments from the Public Hearing and on the DEIS, a two-lane fully con-
trolled roadway was studied.  This option would be a two-lane facility as exists today with 
the same interchange locations as the four-lane build alternatives. (This two-lane option 
was also considered in Land Use Expert Panel Report. Refer to Appendix B.)  The two-
lane alternative potentially could result in decreased delays and accidents at the signalized 
intersections.  However, a single through lane would result in conflicts at the ramps be-
cause the congestion on the two lanes.  A two-lane freeway would be safer then existing 
conditions because access is controlled, but will not be as safe as the four-lane freeway. 
The two-lane alternative would only address access control on MD 32, but not increase 
capacity.  Therefore, two-lane build alternative does not fully meet the Purpose and Need 
of increased safety and adequate capacity and was not carried forward for further study.  
Refer to Section II.B.2. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Left turn lanes have been added to the median of MD 32 at most of the existing intersec-
tions. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along 
MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Cur-
rently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, 
another reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Coun-
ties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening of 
MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage in-
creased to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  However, 
as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is anticipated 
that a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the traffic volumes. 
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Response to Comment 3: 
In the selected Rosemary Lane Interchange Option 2A, there would be a frontage road to 
connect Rosemary Lane to River Valley Chase along with low speed in/out ramps to pro-
vide access from the frontage road to MD 32.  The purpose of this frontage road is not to 
create commercial development but to provide the neighborhood access to MD 32.  For 
more information refer to Section II.D.3.b. 
 
There is not open, available land along the frontage road for commercial development 
because it is currently fully developed. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your support for the Build Alternative has been noted. 
 
Attachment referenced in comment can be found on the following page. 
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No comments on this page. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed 
and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these 
improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not address the long-
term needs of the corridor.  Refer to Section I.C. for more information. 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Your support for the Build Alternative has been noted. 1 

2 



MD 32 Planning Study—Local Organizations and Private Citizens’ Comments from Public Hearing and DEIS 

Page 27 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 1: 
Your support for the No Build Alternative has been noted.  The No Build Alternative does 
not meet the Purpose and Need for the project by addressing the long-term safety and op-
erational deficiencies of the roadway.  Refer to Section II.B.1 for further explanation as to 
why the No Build Alternative was not selected. 
 
 
Response to Comment  2: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The study does not propose to deny access to MD 32 from the Twelve Hills community.  
The Linden Church interchange would provide access to MD 32 from the local roadway 
network with a full diamond interchange.  On the west side, the ramp terminals would form 
a four-leg stop-controlled intersection with Linden Church Road.  A roundabout will be 
constructed at the intersection of Linden Church Road and the ramp terminals on the east 
side of the interchange.  Refer to Section II.D.1.a. 
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Response to comment 1: 
The study does not propose to deny access to MD 32 from the Twelve Hills community.  
The Linden Church interchange would provide access to MD 32 from the local roadway 
network with a full diamond interchange.  On the west side, the ramp terminals would form 
a four-leg stop-controlled intersection with Linden Church Road.  A roundabout will be 
constructed at the intersection of Linden Church Road and the ramp terminals on the east 
side of the interchange.  Refer to Section II.D.1.a for more information on this interchange. 1 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your support for Build Alternative I has been noted.  However, Nixon’s Farm Lane Inter-
change was not included as an option in the selected alternative. Build Alternative I was 
not retained for further consideration following the 2003 Reevaluation, eliminating the 
consideration of separate interchanges at Nixon’s Farm Lane and MD 144.  FHWA and 
SHA had concerns about the close spacing of the three interchanges and their consecutive 
ramps, I-70, MD 144, and Nixon’s Farm. Further, the interchange required additional new 
crossings of Terrapin Branch and the traffic could be accommodated in two interchanges.   
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Response to Comment 1: 
The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland Depart-
ment of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 2004, re-
questing a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program funding for 
the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted based on extraor-
dinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious congestion and safety con-
ditions. Refer to Section III.3.c for more information.  
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been developed 
and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these 
improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not address the long-
term needs of the corridor.  Refer to Section I.C. for more information. 
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Response to Comment 3: 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primarily 
on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-70 
was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Freeway 
system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-west 
transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and goods be-
tween the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more densely popu-
lated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C.  By comparison, MD 32 north of I-70 
would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not become a limited 
access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document called the Highway 
Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: Howard County; MD 32, Sykesville Road, 
from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct (secondary system) 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County and in Carroll County, and this growth 
has put pressure on the state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning 
and building permits in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zon-
ing and building permit approval lies with the Counties’ Departments of Planning and 
Zoning. 
 
Response to Comment 5: 
This project identified the Burntwoods Road interchange as the first section that needed to 
be upgraded based on safety conditions.  The design is expected to be completed in 2006 
with construction beginning shortly after.  The next phase of construction for MD 32 is yet to 
be determined, but will target the areas in most dire need of upgrade based on the current 
traffic conditions.  
 
Response to Comment 6: 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between I-
95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the open-
ing of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along MD 
32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Currently 
that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, another 
reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Counties. 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening of 
MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage increased 
to 11%.   
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  However, 
as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is anticipated that 
a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the traffic volumes. 
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Response to Comment 6 continued: 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primar-
ily on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of 
I-70 was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent 
Freeway system, which streches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, 
east-west transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people 
and goods between the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the 
more densely populated areas of Baltimore and Washington, DC.  By comparison, 
MD 32 north of I-70 would serve a more limited regional function and would most 
likely not become a limited access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term plan-
ning document called the Highway Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: 
Howard County MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided 
highway reconstruct (secondary system) 
 
Response to Comment 7: 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System. These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of goods and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic. Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
 
Response to Comment 8: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
 
Refer to the following page for the response to Comment 9. 
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Response to Comment 9: 
Carbon monoxide impacts are analyzed as the accepted indicator of vehicle-generated air 
pollution by the US Environmental Protection Agency, FHWA, SHA and the Maryland 
Department of the Environment.  The results of the air quality analyses indicate that car-
bon monoxide impacts resulting from the implementation of the Build Alternative would 
not result in a violation of the S/NAAQS 1-hour concentration (35.0 ppm) or the 8-hour 
concentration (9.0 ppm), at any air quality receptor location, in either year 2010 or 2025.  
The air quality analyses also indicate that the carbon monoxide impacts from the No-Build 
Alternative result in no violations of the 1-hour concentration or the 8-hour concentration 
in either year 2015 or 2025. Refer to Section IV.K. for more information. 
 
 
Response to Comment 10: 
The purpose of the MD 32 Planning Study is to improve safety and traffic operations with  
a minimum impact to residents, businesses, and the environment, as well as provide conti-
nuity with the remaining portion of the system.  The safety issues that are now present in 
the corridor are due to the severe traffic conditions. This will be reduced by increased road 
capacity which will in turn create a better Level of Service. 
 
 
 
  
Response to Comment 11: 
Your comments and suggestions have been noted, and we appreciate your feed back. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your opposition to the Build Alternatives has been noted. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on 
the state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building 
permits in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and 
building permit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and 
Zoning. 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
In response to comments from the Public Hearing and on the DEIS, a two-lane fully 
controlled roadway was studied.  This option would be a two-lane facility as exists 
today with the same interchange locations as the four-lane build alternatives. (This 
two-lane option was also considered in Land Use Expert Panel Report. Refer to Ap-
pendix B.)  The two-lane alternative potentially could result in decreased delays and 
accidents at the signalized intersections.  However, a single through lane could result 
in conflicts at the ramps and the limit the capacity of the roadway.  A two-lane freeway 
would be safer then existing conditions because access is controlled, but will not be as 
safe as the four-lane freeway based on accident rates of similar roads in the state. The 
two-lane alternative would only address access control on MD 32, but not increase 
capacity.  Therefore, two-lane build alternative does not fully meet the Purpose and 
Need of increased safety and adequate capacity and was not carried forward for further 
study.  Refer to Section II.B.2. 
 
 Response to Comment 4: 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 
along MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  
Currently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the re-
port, another reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll 
Counties.  Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since 
the opening of MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the 
percentage increased to 11%.   
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage 
of vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  
However, as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is 
anticipated that a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the 
traffic volumes. 
 
Refer to the following page  for the response to Comment 5. 
Refer to the following page  for the response to Comment 6. 
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Response to Comment 5: 
Safety has always been and will continue to be a primary concern for the State Highway 
Administration.  A number of safety and operational improvements have been devel-
oped and implemented by SHA during the course of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While 
these improvements may address some of the current safety issues, they do not address 
the long-term needs of the corridor.  Refer to Section I.C. for more information. 
 
 
 Response to Comment 6: 
SHA evaluated a number of interchange options that eliminated the frontage road con-
nection from Rosemary Lane to River Valley Chase.  However, Howard County emer-
gency services specifically opposed these options because they would need to travel to 
Burntwoods Road interchange and then return north through Fox Valley Estates to the 
frontage road to reach the homes that are on the west side of MD 32 near Rosemary 
Lane.  Consequently, these options have not been carried forward.  Refer to Section II.D 
for more information on the options. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your opposition to the Build Alternatives has been noted. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  
To address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense land-
scape plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-
way to screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, 
and amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels. 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland De-
partment of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 
2004, requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program 
funding for the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted 
based on extraordinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious con-
gestion and safety conditions. Refer to Section III.3.c for more information.  
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See response to Comment 3 on the previous page. 
 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
The selected alternative if fully implemented will result in a fully access controlled road-
way with access provided to MD 32 through interchanges and access roads.  For a descrip-
tion of the selected alternative refer to Section II.E. 
 
Response to Comment 5: 
Enhancing the public transit system in this section of MD 32 was considered, but found to 
be an unviable alternative due to the fact the population and employment centers do not 
have adequate density to cause an improvement in roadway Level of Service if a transit 
line was to be provided on MD 32. Refer to Section II.A.2  
 
Response to Comment 6: 
 Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between I-
95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the open-
ing of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along MD 
32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  Currently 
that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the report, another 
reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening of 
MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage increased 
to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  However, 
as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is anticipated that 
a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the traffic volumes. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland Depart-
ment of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 2004, 
requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program funding 
for the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted based on 
extraordinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious congestion and 
safety conditions. Refer to Section III.3.c for more information.  
 
 
 Response to Comment 2: 
The widening the portion MD 32 in this planning study  is needed to provide continuity 
with the remaining system, which will in turn improve the traffic and safety conditions 
along the entire MD 32 corridor.  Safety has always been and will continue to be a pri-
mary concern for the State Highway Administration.  A number of safety and opera-
tional improvements have been developed and implemented by SHA during the course 
of the MD 32 Planning Study.  While these improvements may address some of the 
current safety issues, they do not address the long-term needs of the corridor.  Refer to 
Section I.C. for more information. 
 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System. MD 32 a serves as a regional route for goods and people between Western 
Maryland and the Eastern Shore, as well as Annapolis.  The portion of MD 32 in the 
study area will complete the Patuxent Freeway system that was begun in the 1950s.    
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Response to Comment 4: 
The SHA is reviewing the recommendation to reduce the 55 mph speed limit along MD 
32, from MD 144 to Ten Oaks Road, as a result of the number of public street and pri-
vate driveway intersections.  Once our review is complete, we will share our findings 
with you.  
 
 
Response to Comment 5: 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System. These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of goods 
and services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic. Truck prohibitions 
on MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 6: 
Neither the No Build Alternative nor  short-term safety improvements meet the Purpose 
and Need for the project.  Refer to Section II.A.1 for further explanation as to why the 
No Build Alternative was not selected. 
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Response to Comment 7: 
Your comments have been noted. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The MD 32 project is outside of a Howard County designated Priority Funding Area 
(PFA); therefore, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland Depart-
ment of Planning made a presentation to the Board of Public Works on July 21, 2004, 
requesting a Smart Growth exemption which would permit MDOT to program funding 
for the construction of the project.  A Smart Growth exemption was granted based on 
extraordinary circumstances due to growth in the area causing serious congestion and 
safety conditions. Refer to Section III.3.c for more information.  
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on 
the state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building 
permits in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and 
building permit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and 
Zoning. 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
The proposed roadway improvements are intended to provide continuity with the re-
maining roadway system, not to serve as an outer beltway.  Although the project area is 
not far from the recently completed Route 100, the current traffic conditions in the study 
area support the need for the widening. 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
Based on the results from the MD 100 “Before and After” Study in the section between 
I-95 and US 29, there has been an increase in traffic along MD 32.  One year after the 
opening of the final section of MD 100, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 
along MD 32 between Linden Church Road and I-70 increased between 23% and 44%.  
Currently that range has increased to 25% and 54%, respectively.  As stated in the re-
port, another reason for this increase may be due to the growth in Frederick and Carroll 
Counties. 
 
Truck percentages along the MD 32 project area have also increased since the opening 
of MD 100.   In 1999, the truck percentage was 7% and as of 2004, the percentage in-
creased to 11%.   
 
With the widening of US 29 from I-70 to MD 103, we would expect a fair percentage of 
vehicles traveling eastbound from MD 32 to shift since it is access controlled.  How-
ever, as US 29 reaches or becomes close to capacity and MD 32 is built out, it is antici-
pated that a reasonable amount of vehicles would return; thus leveling out the traffic 
volumes. 
 
Refer to following page for Response to Comment 5 
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Response to Comment 5: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 
772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that 
noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in 
SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the 
potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement op-
tions such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To ad-
dress public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plant-
ings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen 
residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of 
screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening pur-
poses would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and 
holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a 
slight reduction in noise levels. 
 
Response to Comment 6: 
For updated information regarding Air quality refer to Section IV.K and for Water Re-
sources refer to Sections IV.F and IV.G.  Carbon monoxide impacts are analyzed as the 
accepted indicator of vehicle-generated air pollution by the US Environmental Protection 
Agency, FHWA, SHA and the Maryland Department of the Environment.  The results of 
the air quality analyses indicate that carbon monoxide impacts resulting from the imple-
mentation of the Build Alternative would not result in a violation of the S/NAAQS 1-
hour concentration (35.0 ppm) or the 8-hour concentration (9.0 ppm), at any air quality 
receptor location, in either year 2010 or 2025.  The air quality analyses also indicate that 
the carbon monoxide impacts from the No-Build Alternative result in no violations of the 
1-hour concentration or the 8-hour concentration in either year 2015 or 2025. Refer to 
Section IV.K. for more information. 
 
 
Response to Comment 7: 
The accident rate on MD 32 in the study area is 95.3 accidents per 100 million vehicle 
miles between 2000 – 2003.  If the project is fully implemented, the facility type would 
become a four-lane roadway with full controls of access.  The average statewide accident 
rate for this type of facility is 38.7 accidents for every 100 million-vehicle miles traveled.  
This is an anticipated reduction in accident rate of 56.6 accidents for every 100-million 
vehicles miles traveled.  The projected traffic volumes for the no-build condition could 
result in approximately 113 accidents per year by 2025.  This compares to the build con-
dition projected to result in only 68 accidents per year by 2025. For more information on 
the accident data refer to Section I.C.2. 

See previous page for comments. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The selected alternative, if fully implemented, will result in a fully access controlled 
roadway with access provided to MD 32 through six interchanges and access roads.  
These interchanges are needed to provide access to the numerous dispersed properties 
along MD 32.  For a description of the selected alternative refer to Section II.E. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
A full cloverleaf interchange was Selected Option 1.  It did not work as well as Option 2 
from a traffic operations standpoint because of the short weaving areas along MD 32 
and I-70 between the loop ramps.  The volume of traffic through the weaving areas 
caused them to fail (LOS F); therefore, this option would not improve traffic operations 
or safety.  The selected  I-70 Interchange, Option 2 includes the addition of two loop 
ramps in the southwest and northeast quadrants of the existing diamond interchange to 
provide free flow access from MD 32 to I-70.  The left turning movements from I-70 off 
ramps  to MD 32 would be facilitated by partial signals.  The right turning movements 
onto MD 32 would operate free flow.  For more detailed information about this option 
see Section II D.2 i. 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
The SHA does not have any plans to widen MD 32 north of I-70.  The decision not to 
extend the limits of the current MD 32 planning study north of I-70 was based primar-
ily on the different functions that the two segments would serve.  MD 32 to south of I-
70 was envisioned as a limited-access freeway that would complete the Patuxent Free-
way system, which stretches from Annapolis to I-70.  It is part of a high volume, east-
west transportation corridor that provides a safe and efficient route for people and 
goods between the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland, while bypassing the more 
densely populated areas of Baltimore and Washington, DC.  By comparison, MD 32 
north of I-70 would serve a more limited regional function and would most likely not 
become a limited access freeway.  The SHA does have a long term planning document 
called the Highway Needs Inventory. Potential projects include: Howard County 
MD 32, Sykesville Road, from I-70 to Carroll County line; divided highway reconstruct 
(secondary system). 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
Six interchanges are proposed with the selected alternative for the MD 32 study area. 
Access management strategies were implemented throughout the study area by using 
access and frontage roads to collect driveways to the six interchanges.   The Build Al-
ternative you are suggesting with local traffic utilizing frontage roads and regional 
through traffic using MD 32 may increase impacts to right-of-way, thus increasing the 
impacts to the surrounding community and  environment. For more information on the 
Selected Alternative refer to Section II.E. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Your support of the project has been noted. 
 
The River Hill Community is south of the project limits.  A supplemental noise study 
was completed for the River Hill Community to address public concerns separate from 
the MD 32 project from MD 108 to I-70. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System. These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of goods and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic. Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
With the selected alternative, all lights will be removed along MD 32 in order to create a 
full access-controlled facility.  Six interchanges are proposed with the selected alternative 
and access management strategies would be implemented throughout the study area by 
using access and frontage roads to collect driveways to the six interchanges.    
 
Response to Comment 3: 
Growth has occurred in western Howard County, and this growth has put pressure on the 
state and local roadway network.  However, the approval of zoning and building permits 
in the study area is not regulated by the SHA.  The authority for zoning and building per-
mit approval lies with the Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning. 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
Your support for the Burntwoods Road Interchange and Linden Church Road Inter-
change have been noted. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The River Hill Community is south of the project limits.  A supplemental noise study was 
completed for the River Hill Community to address public concerns separate from the MD 
32 project from MD 108 to I-70. 
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Response to Comment 3: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the Fed-
eral Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 
and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined that noise 
barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set forth in SHA’s 
Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns with the potential 
visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement options 
such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To address 
public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape plantings or 
other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to screen residential 
areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and amount of screening will 
be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for screening purposes would be a 
densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening 
would improve the visual quality of the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise 
levels. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The River Hill Community is south of the project limits.  A supplemental noise study was 
completed for the River Hill Community to address public concerns separate from the MD 
32 project from MD 108 to I-70. 
 
The Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) has been revised based on 
agency and public comments and the boundary expanded to include the River Hill Com-
munity.  
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
MD 32 is part of both Maryland’s primary highway system and the National Highway 
System. These networks are intended to support interregional transportation of goods and 
services, therefore, they are meant to accommodate truck traffic. Truck prohibitions on 
MD 32 are not an option that SHA could consider. 
 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
Since the completion of MD 32 between MD 108 and Pindell School Road, traffic vol-
umes along MD 32 have increase from 28% to 52%.  Because of the increase in traffic, it 
is likely that accidents have also increased.  In the section of MD 32 South of Linden 
Church Rd a bottleneck occurs where the two lanes transition into four lanes for the vehi-
cles traveling further south along MD 32. 
 
 

1 

2 
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4 

 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was determined 
that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria as set 
forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public concerns 
with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural character of the 
roadway. 
 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement op-
tions such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  To 
address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense landscape 
plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-way to 
screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, type, and 
amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping used for 
screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species such as pine, 
spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of the corridor and 
provide for a slight reduction in noise levels. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The River Hill Community is south of the project limits.  A supplemental noise study 
was completed for the River Hill Community to address public concerns separate from 
the MD 32 project from MD 108 to I-70. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) has been revised based on 
agency and public comments and the boundary expanded to include the River Hill Com-
munity.  

1 
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Response to Comment 3: 
The purpose and need for the MD 32 Project from Pindell School Road to MD 108 was the 
construction of additional highway capacity for central Howard County. The extension of 
MD 32 would provide a vital highway link in an area of rapid growth. Whereas, the pur-
pose and need for the MD 32 project from MD 108 to I-70 is to improve safety conditions 
and traffic operation. In 1989, MD 32 Pindell School Road to MD 108, there was not a 
need for additional capacity north of MD 108. Over the last ten years, the Howard County 
zoning and land use restrictions have lessen to allow more residential development north of 
MD 108.  
 
Response to Comment 4: 
A reevaluation for the MD 32 Project from Pindell School Road to MD 108 was completed 
for the original FEIS in 1977. From the reevaluation, FHWA determined that a Supplemen-
tal FEIS was needed based on changes to the project. The Supplemental FEIS was ap-
proved in 1989. After Location Design Approval, the project transition into the final design 
stage which can take anywhere from three to five years for design and depending on fund-
ing availability, construction can take two to three years. 
 
If no action is taken on the project for three years after the Record of Decision or other de-
cision point, the FHWA at their discretion can request a reevaluation to determine if the 
project impacts need to be reevaluated.  The need for a reevaluation is based on changes to 
the project or change to existing conditions in the project area.  
 

4 

3 



MD 32 Planning Study—Local Organizations and Private Citizens’ Comments from Public Hearing and DEIS 

Page 55 

Response to Comment 1: 
A reevaluation for the MD 32 Project from Pindell School Road to MD 108 was completed 
for the original FEIS in 1977. From the reevaluation, FHWA determined that a Supplemen-
tal FEIS was needed based on changes to the project. The Supplemental FEIS was ap-
proved in 1989. After Location Design Approval, the project transition into the final design 
stage which can take anywhere from three to five years for design and depending on fund-
ing availability, construction can take two to three years. 
 
The Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) has been revised based on agency 
and public comments and the boundary expanded to include the River Hill Community.  
 
The River Hill Community is south of the project limits.  A supplemental noise study was 
completed for the River Hill Community to address public concerns separate from the MD 
32 project from MD 108 to I-70. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
The purpose and need for the MD 32 Project from Pindell School Road to MD 108 was the 
construction of additional highway capacity for central Howard County. The extension of 
MD 32 would provide a vital highway link in an area of rapid growth. Whereas, the pur-
pose and need for the MD 32 project from MD 108 to I-70 is to improve safety conditions 
and traffic operation. In 1989, MD 32 Pindell School Road to MD 108, there was not a 
need for additional capacity north of MD 108. Over the last ten years, the Howard County 
zoning and land use restrictions have lessen to allow more residential development north of 
MD 108.  
 
Response to Comment 3: 
If no action is taken on the project for three years after the Record of Decision or other de-
cision point, the FHWA at their discretion can request a reevaluation to determine if the 
project impacts need to be reevaluated.  The need for a reevaluation is based on changes to 
the project or change to existing conditions in the project area.  
 
Response to Comment 4: 
Significance according to the Council on Environmental Quality 40CFR Part 1500: 
--As used in NEPA [National Environmental Policy Act], requires consideration of both 
context and intensity: 
 a) Context.  –This means that the significance of an action must be analyzed in 
several contexts such as society as a whole [human, national], the affected region, the af-
fected interests and the locality.  Significance varies with the setting of the proposed action. 
   b) Intensity.—This refers to the severity of impact. Responsible officials must 
bear in mind that more than one agency may make decision about partial aspects of a major 
action. 
In the MD 32 FEIS, there will be  a complete discussion on the alternatives considered, the 
alternative selected by SHA and its associated environmental impacts/issues. 
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Response to Comment 4 on previous page. 
Response to Comment 5: 
The SCEA Analysis only identifies adverse effects to resources resulting from the 
proposed  development. Resources include: land use, cultural resources, farmlands, 
geology, topography, soils, surface and ground water, flood plains, wetlands, vegeta-
tion, wildlife, air quality, and hazmat. The socioeconomic impacts are in Section IV 
(Environmental Consequences) of the FEIS.  
 
Response to Comment 6: 
SCEA boundary was determined by SHA based on historic trends, natural resources, 
area traffic influence, and planned water and sewer service. For more information on 
the geographic boundary see Section IV.O.  
   
Response to Comment 7: 
The Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) has been revised based on 
agency and public comments and the boundary expanded to include the River Hill 
Community.  
 
Response to Comment 8: 
Refer to the response to Comment 6. 
 
Response to Comment 9:    
The effects of noise from each build alternative were judged in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration's activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, 
Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. Upon review of the results, it was deter-
mined that noise barriers do not meet all the feasibility and reseasonableness criteria 
as set forth in SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy (1998). In addition, there were public 
concerns with the potential visual affect of installing noise barriers on the rural char-
acter of the roadway. 
According to SHA policy, SHA will consider installation of nonbarrier-abatement 
options such as screening for areas that meet a majority of the criteria for a barrier.  
To address public concerns of noise and visual impacts, screening (i.e. dense land-
scape plantings or other measures) will be strategically placed in the SHA right-of-
way to screen residential areas in close proximity to MD 32.  The exact location, 
type, and amount of screening will be determined in final design. Any landscaping 
used for screening purposes would be a densely planted mix of evergreen species 
such as pine, spruce, and holly.  The screening would improve the visual quality of 
the corridor and provide for a slight reduction in noise levels. 
 
Response to Comment 10: 
In the development of the revised SCEA boundary the location of planned water and 
sewer boundaries were considered. Western Howard County, or Rural West, is out-
side the planned waters and sewer service areas and priority funding areas.   
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Response to Comment 11: 
The River Hill Community is south of the project limits.  A supplemental noise study 
was completed for the River Hill Community to address public concerns separate from 
the MD 32 project from MD 108 to I-70. 
 
Response to Comment 12: 
This Environmental Impact Statement was developed in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act, Council on Environmental Quality 40 CFR 1502, FHWA/
FTA 23 CFR 771, and FHWA’s Technical Advisory T6640.8A. 
 
Response to Comment 13: 
Federal Highway Administration and Maryland State Highway Administration. 
 

Refer to previous page for comments. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
The FEIS population and household projections and traffic analysis are based on the Balti-
more Regional Council Round 6 data, which uses the 2000 Census data as a baseline. The 
Howard County General Plan 2000 bases their Housing and Population Forecasts on 1999 
land use data and the 1990 census, and the data, therefore, is out of date. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
For the FEIS, the forecasts are based upon Round 6 data, which differs significantly from 
Round 5 data used in the DEIS in several  areas. For one, the base year of traffic is now 
2000 to correspond to year 2000 census data. In contrast, Round 5 used an earlier base 
year of 1990.  In other words, Round 6 reflects population, employment, and household 
growth trends that the region has experienced over the past 10 years. 
 
Moreover, Round 6 includes the latest socio-economic statistics for the region, provided 
by the Maryland Department of Planning and the Department of Employment. These sta-
tistics were used to validate the current 2000 census data. As a result, socio-economic 
projections in Model Rounds 5 and 6  should and do differ. These differences are reflected 
in our current forecasts. Lastly, the  transportation zonal structure for the Baltimore region 
was redefined  in 2000. Actually, the zones in Howard County were split into smaller 
zones significantly improving, in most cases, how the model loads and distributes traffic 
onto the network. The MD 32 project volumes reflect these smaller, more defined zones. 
 
Furthermore, the increase in traffic volume is due to increased development in the imme-
diate MD 32 vicinity and surrounding areas, such as Carroll and Frederick Counties.  
 
Response to Comment 3: 
The  Howard County Comprehensive Transportation Plan, 2010 Highway Element, identi-
fied upgrading and widening MD 32 to a four-lane Principle Arterial.  According to the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) the 
functional systems for roads in rural and urban areas are: principle arterials (for main 
movement), minor arterials (distributors), collectors and local roads and streets.  A rural 
principle arterial system (as proposed with this project) consists of the following service 
characteristics:  corridor movement with trip length suitable for sustainable statewide or 
interstate travel; movements between all or virtually all urban areas with populations over 
50,000 and a large majority of those with populations over 25,000; and integrated move-
ment without stub connections except where unusual geographic or traffic flow conditions 
dictate otherwise such as international boundary connections and coastal cities.  Principle 
arterials are further subdivided into freeways, which are arterial highways with full control 
of access. They are intended to provide for high levels of safety and efficiency in the 
movement of large volumes of traffic at high speeds.  Therefore, the change in classifica-
tion was warranted to meet the current roadway conditions.  For more information refer to 
Chapter I, Purpose and Need. 
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Response to Comment 4: 
According to the Howard County General Plan 2000 , the entire study area is located 
outside of the Planned Service Area boundary. Refer to Figure III-3 for a map of the 
Rural West planning area showing the planned service area boundary in relation to the 
study area.   
 
Response to Comment 5: 
The secondary and cumulative effects analysis has been revised for the FEIS based on 
comments from the 1999 Public Hearing. Refer to Section IV.Q for the revised SCEA. 
 
 
Response to Comment 6: 
The accident rate on MD 32 in the study area is 95.3 accidents per 100 million vehicle 
miles between 2000 – 2003.  If the project is fully implemented, the facility type would 
become a four-lane roadway with full controls of access.  The average statewide acci-
dent rate for this type of facility is 38.7 accidents for every 100 million-vehicle miles 
traveled.  This is an anticipated reduction in accident rate of 56.6 accidents for every 
100-million vehicles miles traveled.  The projected traffic volumes for the no-build 
condition could result in approximately 113 accidents per year by 2025.  This com-
pares to the build condition projected to result in only 68 accidents per year by 2025. 
For more information on the accident data refer to Section I.C.2. 
 
Response to Comment 7: 
The Department or Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 which established the require-
ment for all DOT Agencies to consider park and recreation lands, wildlife and water-
fowl refuges and historic resources in transportation project development.  The law can 
be found in 49 USC Section 303.  The Section 4(f) property must be a publicly owned 
property that meets the uses listed above.  There were no Section 4(f) property impacts 
identified in the study area.   
 
Agricultural preservation is a program administered by the Howard County Agricul-
tural Preservation Program.  The state and county designated preservation parcels in 
the study area are identified in Figure III-8. 

The documents and tapes referenced above are available 
for review at  Maryland State Highway Administration, 
707 N. Calvert Street Baltimore, MD 21202. Please call 
the Project Manager Nicole Washington to set up a time 
for reviewing the information at (800) 548-5026. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Two small stream crossings that provide access for residents near Nixon Farm will be 
removed and replaced with new bridges that will span Terrapin Branch. The removal 
of the culverts and replacement bridges is proposed at the regulatory agencies request. 
Bridges spanning Terrapin Branch and removal of culverts will enhance Terrapin 
Branch. The bridge structures would be design in accordance with both state and 
county requirements. Please refer to the mapping of SHA’s Selected Alternative for the 
location of these bridges. A new access road will be provided for motorists to access 
MD 32 from these areas. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
When the four-lane section is constructed from MD 108 to I-70, the southbound transi-
tion curves near MD 108 would be eliminated because the proposed four-lane typical 
section would generally match the existing typical section.  Therefore, SHA does not 
plan to make improvements at this location because they would be a temporary 
condition that would be removed in the future (i.e. not the best use of 
potential funds). 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
Your comment regarding an added acceleration lane on southbound MD 32 
at Old Frederick Road has been noted. Because the SHA recognizes the need for safety 
improvements along MD 32, an evaluation of short-term safety improvements like addi-
tional acceleration and deceleration lanes is being conducted. 
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No comments on this page. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the MD 32 
Planning Study and have noted your comments regarding the Burntwoods 
Road interchange.  Thank you for your comments and they will assist us as 
we move towards recommending a selected alternative for the project and 
completion of the environmental document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the MD 
32 Planning Study and have noted your support for the MD 144/Nixon's 
Farm interchange Option 10.  Thank you for your comments and they 
will assist us as we move towards recommending a selected alternative 
for the project and completion of the environmental document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the MD 
32 Planning Study and have noted your support for Nixon’s Farm/MD 
144 Option 8 as your preferred option for the interchange.  Your com-
ments will assist us as we move towards recommending a selected alter-
native for the project and completion of the environmental document. 
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We have received your comment card indicating your support 
for an access road near your property.  Your comments from 
the workshop will assist us as we move towards recommend-
ing a selected alternative for the project and completion of the 
environmental document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your support.  Thank you for 
your comments and they will assist us as we move towards recom-
mending a selected alternative for the project and completion of the 
environmental document. 
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A more recent noise analysis was conducted in 2004 that used 2025 
traffic volumes and revised interchange alignments.  These results 
were presented at the Informational Public Workshop in September 
2004.  Since the criteria for qualification of any type of noise barrier 
was not met by any of the NSAs along MD 32, a commitment was 
made by the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) in the 
Winter of 2004/2005 to provide mitigation in the form of a layer of 
screening trees between the affected communities and the new align-
ment of MD 32.  The possibility of staging the construction such that 
these trees would be planted prior to roadway construction will be 
investigated in the Final Design Phase of the Highway Development 
Process. 
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Potential impacts to forested areas was minimized through avoidance and 
engineering measures such as 2:1 slopes and retaining walls; however, 
impacts to forested areas could not be completely avoided without conse-
quences to other resources. Appropriate reforestation will be implemented 
in accordance with State and Federal regulations.  Because an additional 
lane is being added in both directions, additional impervious surface is 
unavoidable with the build alternatives.  The location and size of the build 
alternatives are based on sound engineering design that adheres to the 
American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) standards.  Impacts on water quality will be minimized 
through the use of stormwater management facilities to treat stormwater 
runoff for water quality and quantity control. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
 A more recent noise analysis was conducted in 2004 that used 2025 traffic 
volumes and revised interchange alignments.  These results were presented at 
the Informational Public Workshop in September 2004.  Since the criteria for 
qualification of any type of noise barrier was not met by any of the NSAs 
along MD 32, a commitment was made by the Maryland State Highway Ad-
ministration (SHA) in the Winter of 2004/2005, to provide mitigation in the 
form of a layer of screening trees between the affected communities and the 
new alignment of MD 32.  The possibility of staging the construction such 
that these trees would be planted prior to roadway construction will be inves-
tigated in the Final Design Phase of the Highway Development Process.  
 
Response to Comment 2: 
 Regarding your comment about the traffic signal at East Linden Church Road 
being too long, the SHA's goal at traffic intersections is to keep the majority 
of traffic moving with minimal delay and adjust the traffic signal time accord-
ingly.  Additional time must be provided to the roadway with the higher vol-
ume flow of traffic in order to alleviate delays, especially during the peak 
hours.  As a result, doing so will make the waiting times longer for side roads. 
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Refer to previous page for Response to Comment 1. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your comments regarding 
the Linden Church Option 2 and Burntwoods Road Option 3 inter-
changes.  Thank you for your comments and they will assist us as 
we move towards recommending a selected alternative for the pro-
ject and completion of the environmental document. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
Thank you for completing the comment card regarding the Informational 
Public Workshop for the MD 32 Project, in Howard County.  We have 
received your comment card indicating your position on the Burntwoods 
Road and Rosemary Lane Interchanges. Your comments from the work-
shop have been noted.   
 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
 A more recent noise analysis was conducted in 2004 that used 2025 traf-
fic volumes and revised interchange alignments.  These results were pre-
sented at the Informational Public Workshop in September 2004.  Since 
the criteria for qualification of any type of noise barrier was not met by 
any of the NSAs along MD 32, a commitment was made by the Maryland 
State Highway Administration (SHA) in the Winter of 2004/2005 to pro-
vide mitigation in the form of a layer of screening trees between the af-
fected communities and the new alignment of MD 32.  The possibility of 
staging the construction such that these trees would be planted prior to 
roadway construction will be investigated in the Final Design Phase of 
the Highway Development Process. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your support for the Rosemary 
Lane interchange Option 6 and your opposition to Option 10.  Thank 
you for your comments and they will assist us as we move towards 
recommending a selected alternative for the project and completion of 
the environmental document. 
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As a result of the comments received at the Informational 
Workshop the team recommended option for Rosemary Lane, 
Option 2A, includes northbound and southbound access for 
MD 32. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your support for Rosemary 
Lane Option 6 as your preferred option for the interchange.  Your 
comments will assist us as we move towards recommending a  
selected alternative for the project and completion of the  
environmental document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding 
the MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your support for Rose-
mary Lane Option 10 and MD 144 Option 5 as your preferred 
options for the interchanges.  Your comments will assist us as we 
move towards recommending a selected alternative for the  
project and completion of the environmental document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding 
the MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your concerns for 
Rosemary Lane.  As a result of the comments received at the  
Informational Workshop the team recommended option for  
Rosemary Lane, Option 2A includes northbound and southbound 
access for MD 32.  
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At the September Workshop, citizens were asked to provide input 
on which interchange option at Rosemary Lane they preferred.  
Options 4, 6, and 10 provided either no access or only partial access 
to River Valley Chase and King's Grant.  Several citizens expressed 
concern about the lack of access for emergency vehicles to Rose-
mary Lane.   SHA's Selected Alternative is Rosemary Lane Inter-
change Option 2A which would provide all movements at Rose-
mary Lane and would provide access to the local roadway  system 
with right-in/right-out ramps to frontage roads on both sides of MD 
32.  On the west side, the frontage road would connect the ramps to 
River Valley Chase, and on the east side the frontage road would 
connect the ramps to Rosemary Lane.  Rosemary Lane would be 
extended over MD 32 to the west frontage road to provide east to 
west access.  The SHA is also coordinating with Howard County to 
discuss traffic calming measures for those neighborhoods that have 
concern regarding traffic diverting off of MD 32.  
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your concerns for Rosemary 
Lane.  As a result of the comments received at the Informational 
Workshop the team recommended option for Rosemary Lane,    
Option 2A includes northbound and southbound access for MD 32.   
Thank you for your comments and they will assist us as we move 
towards recommending a selected alternative for the project and 
completion of the environmental document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding 
the MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your concerns for 
Rosemary Lane.  As a result of the comments received at the    
Informational Workshop the team recommended option for  
Rosemary Lane, Option 2A, includes northbound and southbound 
access for MD 32. 



MD 32 Planning Study—Comments from Informational Public Workshop—September 8, 2004 

Page 27 

Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your support for Rosemary 
Lane options that provide bi-directional access to/from the west 
side as your preferred options for the Rosemary Lane interchange.  
Your comments will assist us as we move towards recommending a 
selected alternative for the project and completion of the  
environmental document. 
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Your support for an Rosemary Lane option that allows north and 
southbound access to MD 32 has been noted.  As a result of the com-
ments received at the Informational Workshop, the team recom-
mended option for Rosemary Lane, Option 2A, includes northbound 
and southbound access for MD 32.  Thank you for your comments 
and they will assist us as we move towards completion of the envi-
ronmental document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding 
the MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your concerns  
regarding the Rosemary Lane Option 9 interchange.  As a result 
of the comments received at the Informational Workshop the 
team recommended option for Rosemary Lane, Option 2A.  
Thank you for your comments and they will assist us as we 
move towards completion of the environmental document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding 
the MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your concerns for 
Rosemary Lane.  As a result of the comments received at the    
Informational Workshop the team recommended option for    
Rosemary Lane, Option 2A, includes northbound and southbound 
access for MD 32. 
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Your support for an Rosemary Lane option that does not allow north 
and southbound access to MD 32 has been noted.  As a result of the 
comments received at the Informational Workshop, the team recom-
mended option for Rosemary Lane, Option 2A, includes northbound and 
southbound    access for MD 32.  Thank you for your comments and 
they will assist us as we move towards completion of the environmental 
document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your comments regarding the 
Linden Church Option 2 and Burntwoods Road Option 3 inter-
changes.  Thank you for your comments and they will assist us as we 
move towards recommending a selected alternative for the project and 
completion of the environmental document. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your comments.  The SHA will 
obtain real estate Appraisals after R/W Plat issuance and prior to the 
Initiation of Negotiations.  The amount of money offered to the prop-
erty owner (Just Compensation) is based on Fair Market Value of the 
land to be acquired and any damages to the remainder, as of the date of 
the appraisal.  Real Estate values change markedly over time, so any 
Cost Estimate at today's value is just an estimate, not an Appraisal, and 
may not reflect actual future values and expenditures. At this time, no 
representations should be made by anyone at SHA concerning the  
specific dollar figure that SHA will pay for any specific parcel of land. 
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Refer to previous page for Comment. 
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We have received your comment card indicating your support for the 
MD 32 Planning Study.  Your comments from the workshop will  
assist us as we move towards recommending a selected alternative for 
the project and completion of the environmental document.  
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We have received your comment card indicating your support 
for the MD 32 Planning Study.  Your comments from the 
workshop will assist us as we move towards recommending a 
selected alternative for the project and completion of the     
environmental document.  
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Refer to previous page for Comment. 
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Continued from  previous page. 
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Your support for the project has been noted. 
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Your support for the project has been noted. 
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Your support for the project has been noted. 



MD 32 Planning Study—Comments from Informational Public Workshop—September 8, 2004 

Page 54 



MD 32 Planning Study—Comments from Informational Public Workshop—September 8, 2004 

Page 55 



MD 32 Planning Study—Comments from Informational Public Workshop—September 8, 2004 

Page 56 

 
We have received your comment card indicating your opposition for the 
MD 32 Planning Study.  Your comments from the workshop will assist us 
as we move towards recommending a selected alternative for the project 
and completion of the environmental document.   In regards to noise, a 
more recent noise analysis was conducted in 2004 that used 2025 traffic 
volumes and revised interchange alignments.  These results were pre-
sented at the Informational Public Workshop in September 2004.  Since 
the criteria for qualification of any type of noise barrier was not met by 
any of the NSAs along MD 32, a commitment was made by the Maryland 
State Highway Administration (SHA) in the Winter of 2004/2005 to  
provide mitigation in the form of a layer of screening trees between the 
affected communities and the new alignment of MD 32.  The possibility of 
staging the construction such that these trees would be planted prior to 
roadway construction will be investigated in the Final Design Phase of the 
Highway Development Process.  Issues of land use and development are 
governed by Howard County's Department of Planning and Zoning.  For 
further information, please call 410-313-2350. 



MD 32 Planning Study—Comments from Informational Public Workshop—September 8, 2004 

Page 57 



MD 32 Planning Study—Comments from Informational Public Workshop—September 8, 2004 

Page 58 



MD 32 Planning Study—Comments from Informational Public Workshop—September 8, 2004 

Page 59 

Response to Comments 1, 2, 3, and 7: 
We have received your comment card indicating your support for the MD 32 
Planning Study.  Your comments from the workshop will assist us as we move 
towards recommending a selected alternative for the project and completion of 
the environmental document.  Issues of land use and development are governed 
by Howard County's Department of Planning and Zoning.  For further informa-
tion, please call 410-313-2350. 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
 The improvements that the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) are 
proposing in the MD 32 Planning Study will improve the safety and visibility of 
the corridor.   
Your comments regarding the cost and proposed volume of the project has been 
noted.   
 
Response to Comment 6: 
Truck traffic may be prohibited entirely on any State highway or part of a state 
highway, if an adequately functional alternate route is available to carry that 
traffic.  As part of both Maryland's Primary Highway System and the National 
Highway System, MD 32 is considered key to regional mobility, connecting I-
70 to I-95 and points east.  For these reasons, it is entirely appropriate for MD 
32 to accommodate regional truck traffic, and SHA will not restrict truck traffic 
along MD 32. 
 
Response Comment 8: 
A more recent noise analysis was conducted in 2004 that used 2025 traffic vol-
umes and revised interchange alignments.  These results were presented at the 
Informational Public Workshop in September 2004.  Since the criteria for quali-
fication of any type of noise barrier was not met by any of the NSAs along MD 
32, a commitment was made by the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) in the Winter of 2004/2005 to provide mitigation in the form of a layer 
of screening trees between the affected communities and the new alignment of 
MD 32.  The possibility of staging the construction such that these trees would 
be planted prior to roadway construction will be investigated in the Final Design 
Phase of the Highway Development Process. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your concerns.   Because we 
understand your concern about safety, SHA is committed to imple-
menting short term safety improvements prior to making any capacity 
improvements.  In regards to your comments on truck restrictions, 
truck traffic may be prohibited entirely on any State highway or part of 
a state highway, if an adequately functional alternate route is available 
to carry that traffic.  As part of both Maryland's Primary Highway Sys-
tem and the National Highway System, MD 32 is considered key to 
regional mobility, connecting I-70 to I-95 and points east.  For these 
reasons, it is entirely appropriate for MD 32 to accommodate regional 
truck traffic, and SHA will note restrict truck traffic along MD 32.  
Thank you for your comments and they will assist us as we move to-
wards recommending a selected alternative for the project and comple-
tion of the environmental document. 
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Insert back of David Jaffa card 

See Response on previous page. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the 
MD 32 Planning Study and have noted your Smart Growth and safety 
concerns.  Because we understand your concern about safety, SHA is 
committed to implementing short term safety improvements prior to 
making any capacity improvements.  Thank you for your comments 
and they will assist us as we move towards recommending a selected 
alternative for the project and completion of the environmental  
document. 
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  Refer to previous page for comment. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
This project is outside a Priority Funding Area (PFA) and requires the Board of 
Public Works to approve a Smart Growth Exception, thus permitting MDOT to 
program funding for the construction of this project. Currently the law does not 
clearly define extraordinary circumstances for a highway project, but provides 
general language for extraordinary circumstances.  Specifically the law states: 
 

THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS DETERMINES THAT EXTRAORDI-
NARY CIRCUMSTANCES EXIST IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE RE-
QUIREMENTS OF THIS SUBSECTION 
 
IN ORDER TO DETERMINE THAT EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUM-
STANCES EXIST, THE BOARD SHALL DETERMINE BY A MAJORITY 
VOTE THAT: 
  
(I) THE FAILURE TO FUND THE PROJECT IN QUESTION CREATES AN 
EXTREME INEQUITY, HARDSHIP, OR DISADVANTAGE THAT 
CLEARLY OUTWEIGHS THE BENEFITS FROM LOCATING A PROJECT 
IN A PRIORITY FUNDING AREA; AND 
 
(II) THERE IS NO REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE FOR THE PROJECT IN 
A PRIORITY FUNDING AREA IN ANOTHER LOCATION WITHIN THE 
STATE, COUNTY, OR AN ADJACENT COUNTY. 

 
It is the DOT-SHA and MDP position that growth has placed extreme pressures 
on the travelers on the state and local road network and created such serious con-
gestion and safety conditions that DOT-SHA must act.  Further, this facility has 
been a premise in the planned growth of the local jurisdictions in the area for over 
20 years and the proposed action has taken into consideration the Smart Growth 
Act, local plans, and recent and future growth, to establish the feasible alternative 
currently proposed.  The completion of the section of MD 32 from MD 108 to I-70 
is critical and vital to the safety of state and local roads the corridor, and due to 
growth and natural features, no reasonable alternative exists to this project inside a 
PFA to meet the needs and demands of the traveling public.  Not building this 
project would create undue hardship on the traveling public and local governments 
in the area.  The law permits the Board of Public Works to approve exceptions for 
projects outside of PFAs when an extreme hardship exists.  DOT-SHA and MDP 
respectfully request that the Board of Public Works approve this request due to the 
hardship and extraordinary circumstances this project is intended to rectify. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
 In 2003 15% of accidents were related to speeds exceeding 55 mph (including 
truck and rear-end related accidents). 

Insert Barbara Wasserman card 
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Refer to comment on previous page. 

Response to Comment 3: 
Consistent with the Maryland Reforestation Act, because forest impacts are greater than one acre, reforestation 
will be provided at a one-to-one ratio.  Reforestation would be provided within the project limits or where possi-
ble, or off-site within the same sub-watershed.  Potential woodland mitigation sites will be located during final 
design. 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
The 155 acres of prime farmland was referenced from the DEIS, Table IV-6 for Build Alternative I.  We do not 
have the backup for this number; however, the County soil mapping shows the entire study area including the 
roadway is either prime or statewide important soils. 
  
The 23 acres of active farmland was referenced from the DEIS in the Summary Table, Table IV-5, and the AD-
1006 form submitted for the project in May 1998.  The AD-1006 Form was updated for the FEIS based on the 
most recent engineering of Build Alternative II Modified.  The implementation of SHA’s Selected Alternative 
will impact 28.3 aces of farmland. 
  
The Farmland Protection Policy Act defines the following: 
  
Active Farmland is defined as land that is being farmed when it is used or managed for food or fiber, to include 
timber products, fruit, nuts, grapes, grain, forage, oil seed, fish and meat, poultry and dairy products, and has 
been used or managed for agricultural purposes in more than 5 of the last 10 years.  Land that has been left to 
grow up to native vegetation without management or harvest will be considered as abandoned and therefore not 
farmed.  (Reference AD-1006, Part VI, question 3) 
  
Prime farmland is defined as land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for pro-
ducing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed, and other agricultural crops with minimum inputs to fuel, fertilizer, pes-
ticides, and labor, and without intolerable soil erosion as determined by the Secretary (US Department of Agri-
culture).  Prime farmland includes land that possesses the above characteristics, but is being used currently to 
produce livestock and timber.   It does not include land already in or committed to urban development or water 
storage. 
  
Statewide Important farmland are defined as farmland other than prime or unique farmland, that is of statewide 
or local importance for the production of food feed, fiber, forage, or oilseed crops, as determined by the appro-
priate State or unit of local government agency or agencies, and that the Secretary determines should be consid-
ered as farmland for the purposes of this subtitle. Most of the soils in the study area, including the soils in the 
existing MD 32 SHA right-of-way, are classified as prime farmland soils. 
 
None of the farmlands impacted by SHA”s Selected Alternative belong to the Kittleman family. 
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Please note that we have received your comment card regarding the MD 
32 Planning Study and have noted your concerns for Rosemary Lane and 
illegal right-hand passing.  As a result of the comments received at the 
Informational Workshop the team recommended option for Rosemary 
Lane, Option 2A, includes northbound and southbound access for MD 
32. Thank you for your comments and they will assist us as we move 
towards recommending a selected alternative for the project and comple-
tion of the environmental document. 
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1 

2 

Response to Comment 1: 
As the MD 32 project progresses through detailed engineering phase, our design 
team will begin conducting several coordinated efforts designed at identifying 
(and resolving) possible impacts associated with the project, including possible 
phasing of work, maintenance of traffic, etc. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
With regards to King’s Grant, access to both southbound and northbound MD 32 
would be provided as part of a new interchange at Rosemary Lane. Motorists 
would access King’s Grant via a new access road (see mapping). The new ramps 
would provide for a safer means to enter and exit MD 32. 
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Response to Comment: 
With regards to the criteria for installing a traffic signal, traffic engineers are re-
quired to conduct a Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis, which is a detail study of 
traffic conditions, pedestrian characteristics, and roadway characteristics to deter-
mine if a signal is needed. The criteria can be found in the Manual of Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). MUTCD is the generally accepted guidance 
manual that provides traffic engineers with the methodology for investigation and 
criteria for when a traffic signal is warranted. 
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Response to Comment 1: 
We have noted your concerns regarding smart growth. 
 
Response to Comment 2: 
We have noted your opposition for widening MD 32 and your support for Option 10 
modified if SHA proceeds with the MD 32 Project. 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
In response to your question about the SHA Dayton Shop, SHA considered not build-
ing the interchange into the Dayton Shop. However, the relocation of both the SHA 
and Howard County maintenance facilities, which exist at this site, would be more 
costly than building the interchange. If SHA were to sell the land for other purposes 
such as development as suggested in your comment, the parcel would continue to 
need access to MD 32. 
 
Response to Comment 4: 
We have noted your opposition for the MD 32 widening and eliminating two inter-
changes as proposed under SHA’s build alternatives. 

3 

4 
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Agency Coordination Since the 2003 Reevaluation 
 

Letters
  

Agency/ Date of Comment Topic 
  
From: Army Corp of Engineers Jurisdictional determination 

extension No date 
  
From: Maryland Department of Natural Resources Rare, threatened, and 

endangered species May 5, 2004 
June 8, 2004 
  
From:  US Fish and Wildlife Rare, threatened, and 

endangered species June 15, 2004 

 To: Maryland Department of Transportation Board of Public Works 
Approval July 23, 2005 

 From:  Howard County Support for project November 2, 2004      Dept. of Fire and Rescue Services 
November 15, 2004    Public School System 
January 21, 2005        Office of the County Executive 

 To: US Army Corp of Engineers  US Fish and Wildlife Follow-up to Agency 
Coordination Meeting in 
November 2004 

Maryland Dept. of Environment 
January 10, 2005 

 
  
To: Maryland Historical Trust  Request for determination  
March 10, 2005                                                                    
April 29, 2005        
  
From: Maryland Historical Trust Concurrence of the 

Determination of Eligibility and 
Effects 

May 12, 2005 

  
Memorandum of Agreement Between FHWA, MHT 
and SHA  

Compliance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic 
Preservation Act 
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Meeting Minutes 

  
Meeting Topic -  Date of Meeting              
 
Howard County Review Meeting  - May 6, 2005      
        
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Access - June 23, 2004      
         
 
Coordination Meeting with Army Corps of Engineers - September 17, 2004  
            
 
Mitigation Site Search Agency Field Review Meeting - October 18, 2004  
             
 
Project Update for Howard County Fire and Rescue Services - October 19, 2004  
 
 
Coordination Meeting with Gossage Family - November 4, 2004    
   
                 
Coordination meeting with Fox Valley Residents - November 10, 2004   
      
 
Follow-up from Administrator’s Selection Meeting – March 23, 2005 
 
 
Selection of SHA’s Preferred Alternative – Administrator’s Review – April 27, 2005  
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Agency Coordination Since the Public Hearing  
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US Fish and Wildlife Service – Comments on SACM 
June 27, 2005 

 

# Comment Comment Addressed New 
Page 

1 

The Service believes it will be more environmentally 
acceptable to relocate the stream just north of MD 144 and 
High’s rather than constructing a retaining wall next to the 
stream.  This stream segment should be relocated and restored 
from Station 530+00 to Station 540+00.  This restoration 
should be performed as part of the impacts of the round-about 
and past impacts of the I-70/MD 32 interchange and not 
counted towards mitigation. 
 
 

This is a similar comment to one received from the ACOE. Based 
on these comments SHA has investigated the possibility of stream 
relocation near the High's Store (approximately Station 530 to 
534) and the restoration of Terrapin Branch up to the I-70 
interchange.  SHA will include this portion of Terrapin Branch in 
the mitigation package. 

 
n/a 

2 

The Service recommends that Terrapin Branch be relocated 
and restored from Station 502+00 to Station 523+00.   This 
stream is already incised, over-widened, and eroding 
excessively.  With the additional road fill and stormwater 
management out-falls, this stream segment will become more 
unstable.  It needs to be relocated, restored and stabilized.  We 
suggest that the proposed retaining wall(Stations 520+00 to 
525+00 be eliminated from further consideration. 

SHA is currently suggesting some buffer plantings and trees all 
along the length of Terrapin Branch to help restore the stream and 
prevent further problems. At this time, SHA is not recommending 
a full relocation of Terrapin Branch or removal of the retaining 
wall in this area based on comments received from ACOE and 
MDE.  SHA has worked hard with the agencies to protect as much 
of Terrapin Branch as possible, and to keep the road as far away 
from the stream as possible. SHA will continue to reduce impacts 
to Terrapin Branch and its surrounding stream buffer in final 
design and work closely with the agencies during the geomorphic 
studies and restoration design. 
 

 
n/a 

3 

The two stormwater management ponds proposed for 
placement north of the service road ramps (Station 508+00) 
would require removal of a hill slope, relocation of the stream, 
and location of the ponds at the toe-of-fill of the road.   There 
probably is a better location for these facilities that would 
offer more space and require less engineering. 
 
 

• Facilities 34A and 34B were redesigned to provide a linear 
shape adjacent to the frontage road and avoid impacts to the 
existing woodland surrounding the Terrapin Branch. 

• Facility 33E was reduced in surface area size by half. 
(However, a larger facility would be desirable at this stage of 
the planning design to allow for grading uncertainties and 
ensure adequacy of water quality treatment volume). 

• Facility 33B was moved closer to the roadway. The proposed 

 
Plan 

Sheet #5 
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# Comment Comment Addressed New 
Page 

Comment #3 continued. facility edge was offset 15 feet from the proposed retaining 
wall. This location assumes that this distance is sufficient for 
final design.  In addition, this facility size was reduced. ( A 
larger facility would be desirable at this stage to allow for 
grading uncertainties and ensure adequacy of water quality 
treatment volume. 

• Facility 33C was redesigned, i.e. moved closer to the frontage 
road and situated between an existing spring and ephemeral 
channel. (Note that this wetland is already a total take due to the 
ramp placement requested by the Corps). 

• These adjustments will decrease impacts to woodlands. 
• Distances from the LOD to closet point on Terrapin Branch: 

34A – 185’; 34B – 150’; 33B – 61’; 33C – 76’; and 33E – 67’. 
• SHA commits to keeping stormwater management ponds and 

associated LOD a minimum 60’ from streams. 

4 
The Service is requesting that the dip be eliminated from the 
service road between Stations 515+00 and 532+00.   

The ‘dip’ in the horizontal alignment was removed in an attempt 
to maximize the distance between the LOD and the Terrapin 
Branch.   

Plan 
Sheet 5 

5 

Terrapin Branch needs to be relocated to the west and restored 
between MD 32 Stations 485+00 and 497+00.  More area is 
needed between MD 32 and the service road to accomplish 
this stream restoration.   

Please see response to #2 
 

 
n/a 

6 

Rosemary Lane -   The tributary to Middle Branch of the 
Patuxent River should be placed in a box culvert between the 
upstream toe-of-fill for Ramp 4 and the downstream toe-of-fill 
for Ramp 1.   Do not daylight the stream in Loop Ramp 4.   It 
will only create an opportunity for additional sediments to 
enter the stream. 
 

SHA understands your concerns about the opportunity for 
sediment to enter the stream in this day lighted area. But at this 
time SHA has committed to keeping the culvert no longer than 
150 feet per the COMAR regulation 26.17.04.06. 

 
n/a 
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Comments on Mitigation Concepts  

7 

The Service believes the restoration of Terrapin Branch should 
only be counted as mitigation for the impacts to this stream.  
The impacts of the highway upgrade will require nearly a 
complete relocation and restoration of this stream.   It should 
not be counted as mitigation for impacts to other stream 
systems. 

SHA understands your concerns regarding what should be counted 
as mitigation credit. But at this time SHA is not recommending a 
full relocation of Terrapin Branch because we have taken several 
avoidance and minimization measures (retaining walls, shifting the 
main line alignment 12 feet, reducing clear zone, and 2:1 slopes) 
to protect the stream and its buffer based on comments from the 
agencies.  SHA will continue to reduce impacts to Terrapin 
Branch and its surrounding stream buffer in final design.    

 
n/a 

8 Service agrees that Site 4A is a good site for wetland creation.  
It is the best site in the area. 

Thank you for your support of Site 4A. SHA is currently moving 
forward with obtaining Nixon farm for wetland creation. 

n/a 

9 

Fish passage- The Service has evaluated the fish passage 
project for Hammond Branch and would like to remove it 
from further consideration.   There are several fish blockages 
below I-95.  Therefore, removing the blockage under I-95 
would not benefit anadromous fish.    

This has been deleted from the FEIS.  
n/a 

10 

The fish passage proposal for the tributary of the Middle 
Patuxent River near Rosemary Lane has to be evaluated for its 
cost/benefit ratio before it is listed as a mitigation project.  
This may be a costly project that offers benefits to a few 
species of fish that could not pass through the MD 32 box 
culvert.   It may be cheaper to transport the missing fish 
species by bucket past the blockage at the MD 32 culvert.  
Restoration of this tributary below the Rosemary Lane ramps 
would be a good stream restoration project.  This stream is 
incised, over-widened, and moving laterally.  It in need of 
restoration. 

SHA understands your concerns regarding the costs versus the 
benefits of fixing the fish passage issue at Rosemary Lane. 
However, at this time SHA is committed to fixing the blockage as 
well as performing stream restoration in the area to help stabilize 
the stream as well as provide better fish habitat. 

 
n/a 

11 

The Service would like to field visit Sites 7, 8, 13 & 14 again 
before we agree to use these sites for mitigation. The Service 
would like to evaluate the proposal to plant a 50-foot buffer of 
trees along stream banks at each site. 

SHA is willing to set up a field meeting with all of the agencies to 
look at these sites again if needed. Please keep in mind that these 
are back-up mitigation sites to be used only if priority sites 
become unavailable. 

 
n/a 

 














	MD 32 Planning Study FEIS
	Signature Sheet
	Summary
	Table of Contents
	I. Purpose and Need
	II. Alternatives Considered
	III. Affected Environment
	IV. Enviornmental Consequences
	V. Comments and Coordination
	VI. List of Preparers
	VII. Distribution List
	VIII. References
	IX. Appendices



