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VI. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 
 
Coordination with environmental resource agencies, elected officials, organizations/associations, 
and the public is an important component of the MD 97 Brookeville Project.  This section of the 
document includes a compilation of correspondence with the public, environmental review and 
regulatory agencies, and county and local planning boards, commissions and civic associations since 
the October 3, 2001 Combined Location/Design Public Hearing.  
 
A. DEIS COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
 
A notice was published in the Federal Register announcing the availability of the DEIS and 
subsequently marking the start of the DEIS comment period. A formal notice was published in the 
newspapers and public service announcements were sent to radio stations serving the area to notify 
individuals of the Public Hearing to encourage participation.  In addition to the advertisements, 
brochures were sent to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the DEIS were distributed to 
federal, state, and local agencies, libraries and citizens. Comments were requested concerning the 
DEIS and the proposed improvements. The close of the comment period was October 25, 2001. 
 
The SHA and the USACOE jointly held a Combined Location/Design Public Hearing for this 
project in Brookeville on October 3, 2001 at the Rosa Parks Middle School.  Mr. Charlie Watkins, 
District Engineer, SHA, presided.  Representatives of SHA described SHA’s highway development 
process and explained that the MD 97 Project is in the detailed study stage of the Project Planning 
phase.  The history of the project, as well as the results of the engineering and environmental 
studies, the alternates under consideration, and coordination with other state and federal agencies 
and public involvement activities were described.  An environmental overview of the project area 
was provided.  Persons attending the public hearing were provided a copy of the Public Hearing 
brochure, which summarizes information related to this project and includes descriptions of the 
proposed improvement, and an environmental summary. The DEIS and display maps and renderings 
of the alternates were available for review prior to and at the public hearing.  Representatives from 
SHA’s Right-of-Way division were available to answer question regarding right-of-way acquisition 
procedures. 
 
Approximately 140 people were in attendance at the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing.  
The hearing provided citizens an opportunity to present oral and written testimony on the DEIS. An 
official transcript was prepared of the Location/Design Public Hearing, and the hearing record 
contains the remarks of 22 citizen speakers.  Copies of the transcript are available for review at SHA 
and at local libraries.  During the course of the oral testimony, the majority of people expressed their 
support for a bypass.  Of these, the majority supported Alternate 7.  Three people expressed support 
for Alternate 8B.  Two people stated that did not support any of the alternates.  No one outwardly 
spoke in favor of the No-Build Alternate, and the majority of people were opposed to the No-Build 
Alternate.  Eight people testified in opposition to Alternate 5C due to its impact to Brookeville 
Farms and its high cost.  One person testified in support of Alternate 5C.  A summary of the 
comments received during the Public Hearing oral testimony and SHA responses are located on 
Pages VI-A-4 to VI-A-12.   
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A total of 16 written comments were received during the DEIS Comment Period.  Of these, six 
people expressed support for Alternate 8B.  Four wrote in support of Alternate 7, and two people 
stated their support Alternate 5C.  One person expressed support for a western alignment, and one 
stated there should be a ban on truck traffic through town.  Two people were in favor of the No-
Build Alternate.  The actual written comment sheets and corresponding SHA responses start on 
Page VI-A-13.   
 
B. AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
The MD 97 Brookeville Project has been processed in accordance with the Maryland Streamlined 
Environmental and Regulatory Process involving coordination with federal and state resource 
agencies. This involved agency concurrence of the Alternates Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) 
for the DEIS as discussed previously. It has also involved federal and state resource agency 
coordination and concurrence of the SHA Selected Alternate. A draft Selected Alternate and 
Conceptual Mitigation Package (SACM) was circulated for agency review and comment in 
February 2003 and the MD 97 Brookeville Project was presented at the March 2003 Interagency 
Review Meeting (IAR). Agency comments focused on the status of the draft Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, as amended, and a request for consideration of wildlife passage along the north side of Reddy 
Branch as discussed previously. The final SACM package responded to these comments and was 
distributed at the May 2003 IAR meeting for formal agency concurrence and comment.  
 
As a result of this process, agency concurrence (without comment) of the SHA Selected Alternate 
and the conceptual mitigation proposed in the SACM Package was received from the FHWA, 
USACOE, USFWS, MDE, and the Metropolitan Washington Council of Government. Agency 
concurrence (with minor comments) was received from the USEPA, NPS and DNR.  The USEPA 
and DNR expressed support of the reevaluation of the north-side wildlife passage; DNR offered 
continued coordination with SHA regarding mitigation designs.  The National Park Service gave 
concurrence based on FHWA legal sufficiency.  The Maryland Department of Planning also 
concurred, commenting that SHA’s Selected Alternate 7 Modified best minimizes the potential of 
encouraging secondary sprawl development while meeting the Purpose and Need of the MD 97 
Brookeville Project.  MDP also recommended that MDOT, SHA, and MDP discuss the steps 
necessary for submittal of this project to the State Board of Public Works.  In response, coordination 
is ongoing between SHA and MET and will be resolved in Final Design. 
 
In addition to the Maryland Streamlined Environmental and Regulatory Process, coordination has 
also occurred with the federal ACHP regarding Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended.  The ACHP has notified FHWA that the ACHP does not believe that their 
participation as a signature party to resolve adverse effects is needed.  A summary of the Federal 
and State Environmental Review and Regulatory Agency comments on the DEIS starts on Page 
VI-B-1.  The additional agency coordination letters and/or minutes that have occurred since the 
distribution of the DEIS start on Page VI-B-14.  The Selected Alternate and Conceptual 
Mitigation Package starts on Page VI-B-37, with agency concurrence correspondence starting on 
Page VI-B-57.  
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A meeting was held February 19, 2002 to verify that the MD 97 Brookeville alternates complied 
with the Smart Growth criteria designated for the project.  Attendees included representatives from 
the Maryland State Highway Administration, Federal Highway Administration, Maryland 
Department of Transportation, Office of Smart Growth, and Maryland Department of Planning.  The 
meeting minutes are located on Pages VI-B-28 to VI-B-30. 
 
Upon review of the MD 97 Brookeville Project planning study, the Montgomery County Council 
and Planning Board made several recommendations regarding the selection of an alternate and 
subsequent project planning and design activities.  This correspondence is located in Section V, 
Appendix B.  Consultation has been ongoing with Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) regarding Section 4(f) use of Reddy Branch Stream Valley 
Park including approval of locations for wetland mitigation, stream restoration, reforestation, and 
storm water management requirements for the MD 97 Brookeville Project that are located within the 
park.  M-NCPPC coordination also includes cultural resources, as portions of the park are located 
within the Brookeville Historic District, and M-NCPPC is an invited participant in the Section 106 
process.  Section V, Appendix B (Section 4(f) Evaluation) of the FEIS includes the formal 
consultation with M-NCPPC regarding permanent and temporary use of public parkland and 
associated mitigation. 
 
 
C. FOCUS GROUP MEETINGS 
 
The Focus Group was comprised of individuals within the study corridor, as recommended by 
county and local elected officials.  The Focus Group meetings that occurred since the DEIS 
distribution are located on Pages VI-C-1 and VI-C-6. 
 
 
D. GREATER OLNEY CIVIC ASSOCIATION CORRESPONDENCE 
 
The Greater Olney Civic Association, whose mission is to oversee the overall welfare of Olney 
community, made recommendations to the Maryland State Highway Administration regarding the 
selection of an alternate.  Correspondence from the Greater Olney Civic Association is located on 
Pages VI-D-1 and VI-D-3. 
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A. DEIS COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
 
 1. Oral Testimony 
 
The following summarizes the verbal comments received at the Public Hearing and responses by the 
Project Team: 
 
Speaker 1: Richard Alan 

President of Commissioners and Resident 
205 Market Street 
Brookeville, MD 20833 

 
Comment: Mr. Allan stated that the town of Brookeville’s message is build a bypass now, locate 

it west of town, and take all due care to use whatever necessary resources available to 
mitigate socioeconomic, cultural and natural environmental impacts that might result.  
The bypass is crucial to the future of the town and its residents.  Without the bypass, 
the town of Brookeville would be utterly consumed by commuter and truck traffic 
gridlock with all its safety and health implications.  The town commissioners believe 
that Alternate 7 represents the preferred placement or location for the bypass.  The 
Commissioners also specifically note their support of a roundabout at grade at 
Brookeville Road that would assure smooth east/west and northwest traffic flow. 

 
Response 1: Mr. Alan’s support for Alternate 7 has been noted.  As a result of public and agency 

comments, Alternate 7 was initially identified as the SHA Preferred Alternate. 
Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further studies were developed regarding the 
Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological site located within the historic district 
south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the Phase II archeological findings, 
Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize impacts to the archeological site.  
Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which is expected to remove the 
continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of Brookeville, improve traffic 
operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve the historic character of the 
town. 

 
Speaker 2: Robert Heritage 

 Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comment: Mr. Heritage commented that he feels traffic congestion has grown worse in the 28 

years he has lived in Brookeville.  Many trucks are unable to make the corner turn 
going down MD 97 without going over the curb into High Street.  He is a town 
commissioner, and is in complete agreement with President Alan.  He stated that the 
No-Build Alternate should be considered a no-brainer. 
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Response 2: Mr. Heritage’s support for Alternate 7 has been noted.  As a result of public and 
agency comments, Alternate 7 was initially identified as the SHA Preferred 
Alternate. Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further studies were developed 
regarding the Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological site located within the 
historic district south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the Phase II archeological 
findings, Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize impacts to the 
archeological site.  Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which is 
expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of 
Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve 
the historic character of the town. 

 
Although the No-Build Alternate would not met the project needs stated above, it 
was carried forward for detailed study to provide a benchmark for comparison in the 
analysis of other alternates. 

 
Speaker 3: Clyde Unglesbee 

20 High Street 
  Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comment: Mr. Unglesbee stated that he agrees with Mr. Alan and Mr. Heritage.  Alternate 7 is 

best solution for Brookeville Bypass – as soon as possible.  Alternate 7 is least 
costly, least opposition, and less effect on homes.  Concerned that the school buses 
have to back down Brookeville hill because an 18-wheeler is coming down, which a 
safety issue. Mr. Unglesbee also provided a chronological history of the project, 
stressing that planners in the 1950s saw a need for a bypass, and that it is time to stop 
studying and to put this project into a funding climate so that it can be built, so that 
future generations will not have to endure decades of further study. 

 
Response 3: Mr. Unglesbee’s support for Alternate 7 has been noted.  As a result of public and 

agency comments, Alternate 7 was initially identified as the SHA Preferred 
Alternate. Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further studies were developed 
regarding the Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological site located within the 
historic district south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the Phase II archeological 
findings, Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize impacts to the 
archeological site.  Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which is 
expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of 
Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve 
the historic character of the town. 

 
Speaker 4: Ralph Leslie 

Shady View Lane 
Brookeville, MD 20833 

  
Comment: Mr. Leslie stated that he is opposed to the No-Build Alternate, and supports any of 

the options except Alternate 5C, due to cost. 
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Response 4: Mr. Leslie’s opposition to the No-Build Alternate and Alternate 5C has been noted.  
As a result of public and agency comments, Alternate 7 was initially identified as the 
SHA Preferred Alternate. Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further studies were 
developed regarding the Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological site located 
within the historic district south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the Phase II 
archeological findings, Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize impacts to 
the archeological site.  Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which is 
expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of 
Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve 
the historic character of the town.  

 
Although the No-Build Alternate would not met the project needs stated above, it 
was carried forward for detailed study to provide a benchmark for comparison in the 
analysis of other alternates.  The estimated costs of the SHA Selected Alternate 7 
Modified is 12.5 million dollars compared to 12.4 million for Alternate 7, and 34.5 
million for Alternate 5C. 

 
Speaker 5: John Parrish 

9009 Fairview Road 
Brookeville, MD 20833 
 

Comment: Mr. Parrish emphasized the importance of choosing an alignment that emphasizes 
forest protection, particularly that forest that is supposed to be protected within 
parklands.  Mr. Parrish stated that several American Chestnuts occur on the south 
side of Brookeville Road on bluff, if not in the alignment, very close to it.  Regarding 
the 4(f) evaluation, Mr. Parrish stated there are more impacts from Alternate 5C east 
of town than any of the western alternatives.  He stated there are greater floodplain, 
parkland, stream crossings, and rare, threatened and endangered species impacts on 
the east side when compared to the west, and he encourages that environmental 
factors be given serious consideration when choosing final alternate.  From an 
environmental and Section 4(f) standpoint, 5C would seem to be the alternate to 
choose.  Of the western alignments, he prefers that Alternate 8B be chosen because it 
provides a larger and safer corridor for wildlife passage.  He supports a bypass and 
hopes that something is built with as much balance with the environment as possible. 

 
Response 5: Mr. Parrish’s support for the bypass has been noted. As a result of public and agency 

comments, Alternate 7 was initially identified as the SHA Preferred Alternate. 
Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further studies were developed regarding the 
Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological site located within the historic district 
south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the Phase II archeological findings, 
Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize impacts to the archeological site.  
Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which is expected to remove the 
continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of Brookeville, improve traffic 
operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve the historic character of the 
town.  
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Mitigation for loss of vegetation would be addressed through a the Maryland 
Reforestation State Law.  The SHA would coordinate with the M-NCPPC to identify 
viable areas for reforestation including areas within Reddy Branch Stream Valley 
Park.  None of the Build Alternates would impact any endangered or threatened plant 
or animal species.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) confirmed that no 
federally-listed or proposed for listing endangered or threatened species in the project 
area.  There are two-watch list species, Shingle Oak and American Chestnut, located 
within the project area.  In addition, DNR, Wildlife and Heritage Division reported 
no records for federal or state rare, threatened, or endangered plants or animals in the 
project area.   
 
Alternate 8B was not selected in order to minimize impacts to the Newlin/Downs 
Mill Complex archaeological site and minimize adverse effects on the Brookeville 
Historic District. The SHA Selected Alternate 7 Modified includes a design 
recommendation for wildlife passage along Reddy Branch and have been concurred 
with by the regulatory resource agencies as explained in Section II of the FEIS.  The 
Section 4(f) Evaluation (Section V) explains why SHA’s Selected Alternate is the 
overall least impactive alternate and identifies the proposed measures to mitigate 
Section 4(f) impacts. 
 

Speaker 6: Karen Montgomery 
211 Market Street 
Brookeville, MD 20833 
 

Comment: Ms. Montgomery stated that the vibration shakes her windows and foundation, and 
that the traffic has increased in the 22 years she has been a resident.  Ms. 
Montgomery entered photos of accident victims into public record.  In addition, she 
stated her support for Alternate 7. 

 
Response 6: Ms. Montgomery’s support for Alternate 7 has been noted. As a result of public and 

agency comments, Alternate 7 was initially identified as the SHA Preferred 
Alternate. Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further studies were developed 
regarding the Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological site located within the 
historic district south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the Phase II archeological 
findings, Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize impacts to the 
archeological site.  Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which is 
expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of 
Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve 
the historic character of the town. 

 
Speaker 7: Mike Jamgotion 

19617 Islander Street 
Olney, MD 20832 
 

Comments: Mr. Jamgotion provided comments on the No-Build Alternate, Alternates 7, 8A and 
8B and their evaluation in the DEIS.  He believes that SHA failed to meet high level 
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of detail required by the National Environmental Policy Act and that the 
Environmental Impact Statement should be revised.   

 
Response 7: The No-Build Alternate, Alternate 7, Alternate 8A, Alternate 8B and Alternate 5C 

are all considered feasible alternatives under the National Environmental Policy Act 
laws, which require any transportation projects receiving federal funding to 
investigate all reasonable alternates that avoid or minimize impacts to environmental, 
natural and social economic resources (i.e., historic district, parks, streams, 
woodland, endangered species, environmental justice, etc…).  In addition, the MD 97 
Brookeville Project has been completed in accordance with the Maryland 
Streamlined Environmental and Regulatory Process that requires agency coordination 
and concurrence/comment for Purpose and Need, Alternates Retained for Detailed 
Study and the Selected Alternate and Mitigation Package as explained in Section II.  
Agency comments on the DEIS have been addressed as noted in Section VI-B. 

 
As a result of public and agency comments, Alternate 7 was initially identified as the 
SHA Preferred Alternate. Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further studies were 
developed regarding the Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological site located 
within the historic district south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the Phase II 
archeological findings, Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize impacts to 
the archeological site.  The modified alignment was presented at the January 2002 
Inter Agency Review meeting.  An agency field view occurred on September 20, 
2002.  Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which is expected to 
remove the continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of Brookeville, 
improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve the historic 
character of the town. 

 
Speaker 8: Todd Vangelder 

306 Market Street 
Brookeville, MD 20833 

 
Comments: Mr. Vangelder stated his opposition to the No-Build Alternate.  He urged that the 

bypass be built quickly. 
 
Response 8: Mr. Vangelder’s support for the bypass and opposition to the No-Build Alternate has 

been noted.  Although the No-Build Alternate would not met the project needs stated 
above, it was carried forward for detailed study to provide a benchmark for 
comparison in the analysis of other alternates.  The MD 97 Brookeville Project has 
been funded for Project Development at this time. Project design and construction 
will occur as funds become available. 

 
Speaker 9: Robert Crowl 

19421 Rena Court 
Brookeville, MD 20833 

 
Comments: Mr. Crowl expressed endorsement of Alternate 7 on behalf of Keith Snyder, 

President of the Olney Village Civic Association, David Buvet, a resident of Rena 
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Court, and the majority of the Olney Village Civic Association.  It is their opinion 
that Alternate 7 will best address concerns regarding light and sound issues, 
minimize environmental impact, and serve the interest of the Olney/Brookeville 
communities. 

 
Response 9: Mr. Crowl’s support of Alternate 7, on behalf of the Olney Village Civic Association 

has been noted.  As a result of public and agency comments, Alternate 7 was initially 
identified as the SHA Preferred Alternate. Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further 
studies were developed regarding the Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological 
site located within the historic district south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the 
Phase II archeological findings, Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize 
impacts to the archeological site.  Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected 
Alternate, which is expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes 
from the Town of Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 
97, and preserve the historic character of the town.  Section IV (Environmental 
Consequences) and Section V (Section 4(f) Evaluation) include discussions of 
resource impacts and appropriate mitigation. 

 
Speaker 10: Martha Rockshaw 
 2710 Lubar Drive 
 Brookeville Farms 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comments: Ms. Rockshaw stated her opposition to Alternate 5 due its high cost and its negative 

impact to her neighborhood, Brookville Farms.   
 
Response 10: Ms. Rockshaw’s opposition to Alternate 5C has been noted.  As a result of public 

and agency comments, Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate. Alternate 
5C was not selected because of substantially higher project cost, public opposition, 
and greater socio-economic, environmental, and cultural resource impacts.  Table 
ES-1 provides a comparison of impacts for the projects alternates. Section IV 
(Environmental Consequences) and Section V (Section 4(f) Evaluation) include 
discussions of resource impacts and appropriate mitigation. 

 
 The SHA Selected Alternate will not impact Brookeville Farms. 
 
Speaker 11: Ryan Rockshaw 

 2710 Lubar Drive 
 Brookeville Farms 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 

 
Comment: Mr. Rockshaw stated that he opposed to Alternate 5C for the following reasons:  it 

would interfere with the school bus route for Brookeville Farms; he would have to go 
under two major bypasses to get to his friend's house in other sections of the 
neighborhood; there would be more pollution; it would go through animal habitats 
and forests, and lost people might venture into the neighborhood creating more 
traffic.  If a bypass is necessary, Mr. Rockshaw supports Alternate 7 because it would 
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interfere the least with community and historic sites, and it would produce fewer 
intersections. 

 
Response 11: Mr. Rockshaw’s opposition to Alternate 5C has been noted.  As a result of public 

and agency comments the western, Alternate 7 alignment was initially identified as 
the SHA Preferred Alternate. Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further studies were 
developed regarding the Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological site located 
within the historic district south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the Phase II 
archeological findings, Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize impacts to 
the archeological site.  Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which is 
expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of 
Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve 
the historic character of the town. 

 
The SHA Selected Alternate is to the west of the Town of Brookeville and will not 
interfere with school bus access to Brookeville Farms.  Access to the Town of 
Brookeville from the SHA Selected Alternate will be limited to two roundabouts, 
one at the southern tie-in with Georgia Avenue, and the other at Brookeville Road.  
See Section II for additional details.  Section IV (Environmental Consequences) and 
Section V (Section 4(f) Evaluation) include discussions of resource impacts and 
appropriate mitigation.   Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which 
is expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of 
Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve 
the historic character of the town. 

 
Speaker 12: Dottie Atterback 
 2712 Lubar Drive 
 Brookeville Farms 
 Brookeville, MD20833 
 
Comments: Ms. Atterback stated her opposition to Alternate 5C because it would greatly impact 

Brookeville Farms by alienating Lubar Drive from the rest of the neighborhood.  She 
stated that she doesn't want her children waiting for the school buses during rush 
hour, or an alternate that runs through the creek her children explore in.  She stated 
she hopes SHA does not approve a plan that costs two times what Alternate 7 and 8 
cost and be willing to displace five families.  She stated please abolish Alternate 5C 
in favor of Alternate 7. 

 
Response 12: Ms. Atterback’s opposition to Alternate 5C has been noted.  See Response #10 and 

#11.  Also, the SHA Selected Alternate will cross Reddy Branch to the west of 
Brookeville and design will include mitigation coordinated with resource agencies 
including stream restoration and creation of wetlands along Reddy Branch to the east 
of Brookeville. Section IV (Environmental Consequences) and Section V (Section 
4(f) Evaluation) include discussions of resource impacts and appropriate mitigation. 
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Speaker 13: Michael Wieizcinski 
 2706 Lubar Drive 
 Brookeville Farms 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comments: Mr. Wieizcinski opposes Alternate 5C for his following reasons:  significant loss of 

forests area will occur, thereby allowing a view of the overpass structures; traffic 
traveling 40 to 50 miles an hour would be within 200 feet of our residence; noise 
levels would be extremely high; largest cumulative environmental impact; not cost 
effective from taxpayers perspective; and his quality of life will be lost. 

 
Response 13: Mr. Wieizcinski’s opposition to Alternate 5C has been noted.  As a result of public 

and agency comments, Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate. Alternate 
5C was not selected because of substantially higher project cost, public opposition, 
and greater socio-economic, environmental, and cultural resource impacts.  Table 
ES-1 provides a comparison of impacts for the projects alternates. Section IV 
(Environmental Consequences) and Section V (Section 4(f) Evaluation) include 
discussions of resource impacts and appropriate mitigation. 

 
Speaker 14: Adam Sachs 
 20300 Lubar Way 
 Brookeville Farms 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comments: Mr. Sachs expressed his opposition to Alternate 5C due to the negative impact on 

Brookeville Farms and to its high cost. 
 
Response 14: Mr. Sachs’ opposition to Alternate 5C has been noted.  See Response #10. 
 
Speaker 15: Janet Bovey 
 19432 Rena Court 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comments: Ms. Bovey stated that there is a need for the bypass.  Regarding Alternate 7, Ms 

Bovey stated that a western bypass would bring a great deal of noise and air pollution 
into many families' backyards.  Should Alternate 7 be chosen, every possible measure 
and precaution should be taken to avoid negatively impacting citizens’ welfare. The 
State of Maryland should provide a guarantee that the construction of sound barriers, 
aesthetically pleasing sound buffering landscaping and any other measures that will 
reduce if not eliminate noise and air pollution effects from the highway. 

 
Response 15: Ms. Bovey’s support for the bypass has been noted.  As a result of public and agency 

comments, the western Alternate 7 Modified alignment is the SHA Selected 
Alternate, which is expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes 
from the Town of Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 
97, and preserve the historic character of the town.  Table ES-1 provides a 
comparison of impacts for the alternates considered for the project. 
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 None of the alternates would result in any violation of the state and national ambient 
air quality standards for carbon monoxide.  The SHA noise policy cost per residence 
criteria is exceeded at all noise sensitive areas modeled.  A final decision regarding 
noise abatement measures will be will occur during the design phase of the project.  
See Chapter IV.K (Air Quality) and IV.L (Noise Impact Assessment) for additional 
discussions.  Section IV (Environmental Consequences) and Section V (Section 4(f) 
Evaluation) include discussions of resource impacts and appropriate mitigation. 

 
Speaker 16: John O’Loughlin 
 20521 Riggs Hill Way 
 Brookeville Farms 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comments: Mr. O'Loughlin stated that there is a need for the bypass, but that it should be done in 

a way that does not encourage more traffic and sprawl north of town.  He feels that 
the No-Build Alternate should no longer be considered.   Mr. O'Loughlin stated that 
the eastern bypass should be rejected because although the idea has been discussed 
for 30 years, the state made no provisions for preserving right-of-way on the eastern 
side.  Alternate 5C is being squeezed through Brookeville Farms and the only place 
to go is the very same woods that were preserved.  It doesn't make sense to use 
protected forested land that the developer of Brookeville Farms wasn't allowed to 
use.  Regarding the western bypasses, Mr. O'Loughlin referenced a March 1999 letter 
from Governor Glendening to Isaiah Legitt, who was at that time council president, 
that states that the county must not let the bypass encourage sprawl and no access, 
widening or connection to the bypass is allowed.  Alternate 7 and 8A do not conform 
to this latter requirement because they both connect with Brookeville Road, where a 
roundabout will make it easier for east/west traffic to come through this part of the 
county.  Of all the western options, Mr. O'Loughlin supports Alternate 8B because it 
conforms to the governor's prerequisites while still being cost effective, minimizes 
detrimental impacts, and does not invite additional east/west traffic. 

 
Response 16: Mr. O’Loughlin’s support for Alternate 8B and his opposition to the No-Build 

Alternate and Alternates 5C, 7 and 8A have been noted.  As a result of public and 
agency comments, the western Alternate 7 Modified alignment is the SHA Selected 
Alternate, which is expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes 
from the Town of Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 
97, and preserve the historic character of the town.  Table ES-1 provides a 
comparison of impacts for the alternates considered for the project. 

 
In order for the MD 97 Brookeville Project to proceed after the Smart Growth and 
Neighborhood legislation, the Smart Growth criteria developed by the Governor’s 
office was incorporated into the early stages of project development.  As a result, 
roundabouts were developed for the projects alternates as a method to calm traffic 
and limit traffic growth.     

 
Section II provides descriptions of the project alternates including access and Smart 
Growth.  The Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) has concurred with SHA 
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selection of Alternate 7 Modified and commented that the Selected Alternate 7 
Modified best minimizes the potential of encouraging secondary sprawl development 
while meeting the Purpose and Need of the MD 97 Brookeville Project. MDP 
supports the Smart Growth criteria listed in the Executive Summary and has 
recommended that Maryland Department of Transportation, SHA and MDP discuss 
the steps necessary for submittal of this project to the State Board of Public Works. 
 
The Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) has concurred with the SHA selection 
of Alternate 7 Modified and commented that the Selected Alternate 7 Modified best 
minimizes the potential of encouraging secondary sprawl development while meeting 
the Purpose and Need of the MD 97 Brookeville Project.  MDP supports the Smart 
Growth criteria listed in the Executive Summary and has recommended that 
Maryland Department of Transportation, SHA and MDP discuss the steps necessary 
for submittal of this project to the State Board of Public Works. 

 
Speaker 17: Russ Smith 
 20303 Lubar Way 
 Brookeville Farms 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comments: Mr. Smith stated that he is opposed to Alternate 5C due to cost and impacts. 
 
Response 17: Mr. Smith’s opposition to Alternate 5C has been noted.  See Response # 10 and #13. 
 
Speaker 18: Resa Rockshaw 
 2710 Lubar Drive 
 Brookeville Farms 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comments: Ms. Rockshaw stated that she supports Alternate 7 and opposes Alternate 5C. 
 
Response 18: Ms. Rockshaw’s support of Alternate 7 and her opposition to Alternate 5C has been 

noted.  See Response #1, # 10, and #13. 
 
Speaker 19: Bill Wagner 
 210 Market Street 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 

 
Comments: Mr. Wagner expressed his concerns and frustration regarding existing in-town traffic 

congestion and how unsafe it is.  He stated that he is opposed to the No-Build 
Alternate and supports Alternate 7. 
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Response 19: Mr. Wagner’s support for Alternate 7 and his opposition to the No-Build Alternate 
have been noted.  As a result of public and agency comments, Alternate 7 was 
initially identified as the SHA Preferred Alternate. Subsequent to the Public Hearing, 
further studies were developed regarding the Newlin/Downs Mill Complex 
archeological site located within the historic district south of Brookeville Road.  As a 
result of the Phase II archeological findings, Alternate 7 Modified was developed to 
minimize impacts to the archeological site.  Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA 
Selected Alternate, which is expected to remove the continually increasing traffic 
volumes from the Town of Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on 
existing MD 97, and preserve the historic character of the town. Although the No-
Build Alternate would not met the project needs stated above, it was carried forward 
for detailed study to provide a benchmark for comparison in the analysis of other 
alternates. 

 
Speaker 20: Randall Sands 
 20504 Riggs Hill Way 
 Brookeville Farms 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 
 
Comments: Mr. Sands does not support any alternative for the bypass at the present time.  He 

stated that he understands that a solution such as a bypass is needed for the problems 
in the Town of Brookeville, but that the impact on the surrounding communities need 
to be considered as well. Mr. Sands feels that any decisions on a bypass should wait 
until after the Bordley Drive extension work is completed, so that real traffic data 
and patterns of traffic flow are known. 

 
Response 20: Mr. Sands’ support for a transportation solution at a later date has been noted.  The 

purpose of the Bordley Drive improvements is to provide vehicle east-west traffic 
movement for local users primarily from the expanding residential community it 
traverses and lessen local commuter traffic in the Town of Brookeville.  The purpose 
of the MD 97 Brookeville Project is to remove the continually increasing traffic 
volumes from the Town of Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on 
existing MD 97, and preserve the historic character of the town as concluded in 
Section I.  Section IV (Environmental Consequences) and Section V (Section 4(f) 
Evaluation) include discussions of resource impacts and appropriate mitigation.  
Please also refer to Response #7. 

 
Speaker 21: Chris Scanlon 
 Chairperson, Brookeville Planning Commission 

 1212 Market Street 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 

 
Comments: Mr. Scanlon stated that he supports the selection of one of the western bypass 

alignments.  He commented on the need for the project due to traffic congestion, 
safety concerns, and the preservation of the historic nature of the town. 
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Response 21: Mr. Scanlon’s support of a western alignment has been noted.  As a result of public 
and agency comments, Alternate 7 was initially identified as the SHA Preferred 
Alternate. Subsequent to the Public Hearing, further studies were developed 
regarding the Newlin/Downs Mill Complex archeological site located within the 
historic district south of Brookeville Road.  As a result of the Phase II archeological 
findings, Alternate 7 Modified was developed to minimize impacts to the 
archeological site.  Alternate 7 Modified is the SHA Selected Alternate, which is 
expected to remove the continually increasing traffic volumes from the Town of 
Brookeville, improve traffic operations and safety on existing MD 97, and preserve 
the historic character of the town. 

 
Speaker 22: Lynn Fields 
 4410 Brookeville Road 
 Brookeville, MD 20833 

 
Comments: Ms. Fields expressed her support for Alternate 8B because it will bypass the town of 

Brookeville and give the town the result it wants by allowing north/south traffic on 
Route 97 to bypass the town by placing a roundabout north of Brookeville Road and 
a bridge over Brookeville Road; the character of the road will be preserved as much 
as possible, and further use of an east/west commuter route will not be unnecessarily 
encouraged.  She stated that either Alternate 7 or 8A would meet the town’s needs 
without placing a roundabout on Brookeville Road and encouraging further use of 
the road. 

 
Response 22: Ms. Fields’ support for Alternate 8B is noted.  Alternate 8B was not identified as 

SHA Selected Alternate because of higher cost, environmental impacts, and the 
impact to the view-shed of the historic district resulting from the grade separation 
over Brookeville Road.  The elevated structure is within sight distance from the 
historic district; a concern expressed by many citizens of Brookeville.  Cost for 
Alternate 8B is approximately $5 million greater than Alternate 7.  Table ES-1 
provides a comparison of the alternates considered for the project and Section II 
describes the alternates including access and Smart Growth. 

 
The Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) has concurred with the SHA selection 
of Alternate 7Modified and commented that the Selected Alternate 7 Modified best 
minimizes the potential of encouraging secondary sprawl development while meeting 
the Purpose and Need of the MD 97 Brookeville Project. MDP supports the Smart 
Growth criteria listed in the Executive Summary and has recommended that 
Maryland Department of Transportation, SHA and MDP discuss the steps necessary 
for submittal of this project to the State Board of Public Works. 
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B. AGENCY COORDINATION 
 

FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND REGULATORY AGENCIES 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
Agency/Date Comments Response 

Location 
Rated the proposed action as “EC”; Environmental Concerns (wildlife passage 
and waterways at planned crossings), and the impact statement as “1” adequate 

information. 
------ 

U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

 
December 6, 2001 

Concerned about potential impacts of project to wildlife passage and 
waterways at planned crossings. Appreciates thorough consideration during 
design to bridge span and height for Meadow Branch and Reddy Branch, to 

allow for wildlife passage and protection of stream resources. 
Would like to see a comparison of alternate bridge designs and associated 

impacts at future time in planning process.. 

See response on 
Page VI-B-4 and 
Section IV: J-2a 

Requested a more definitive justification of the selection of 1970 as the time 
frame start for SCEA. Section IV: O-1b 

Wetlands SCEA section needs additional paragraphs to discuss potential 
project impacts or protection mechanisms and relate these to other past/future 

impacts in study area. 

Section IV:  
O-4a(3c) 

Maryland Department 
of Natural Resources 

 
October 22, 2001 

Requested comparison of potential impacts for crossing of Brookeville Road 
just west of MD 97 (the long bridge over both the stream and existing road 

versus the traffic circle at Brookeville Road with shorter bridge over stream).  
Include forest clearing, and volume and area of fill. 

Hope to see additional information on the potential impacts from road 
construction to vegetation and wildlife.  Suggested giving careful consideration 
to the use of bridges to optimize wildlife passage and minimize traffic conflicts 
with wildlife, as well as to maximize the protection of aquatic waterways and 

resources. 

See response on 
Page VI-B-4 and 
Section IV: J-2a 

Recommended fitting the section of the road that leads into the Town of 
Brookeville with some type of traffic calming device to limit the traffic that 

goes through the Town. 
Section V: B 

Recommended having pedestrian bridges leading to and from town and 
walkways along side the new road. Section ES-5 

Recommended introducing Environmental Sensitive Design elements to the 
new road (no curb and gutter, narrower road widths, innovative SWM designs). 

See response to 
comment #3 

Suggested that the area surrounding the new road contains endangered species.  
Questioned whether there were plans to establish the new buffer around the 

road to include native plant species. 

Section III: J-4 /  
IV: J-3&4 

Section III, Page 8, part b. Future, typo regarding PFAs in the fourth 
paragraph. Section III: A-3b 

Section IV, page 26, part 3. Conformity with Regional Air Quality planning, 
bypass improvement may not have been tested in the air quality conformity 

analysis.  Suggested that SHA contact WCOG. 

See response to 
comment #6 

Maryland Department 
of Planning 

 
November 19, 2001 

Maryland Historical Trust stated that their finding of consistency is contingent 
upon the applicant’s completion of the review process required under Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (included in MDP Letter). 
Section VI-C-3 
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Response to USEPA 
 
 

Comment #1 
 
The MD 97 Brookeville Project has been processed in accordance with the Maryland Streamlined 
Environmental and Regulatory Process involving coordination with federal and state resource 
agencies. This involved agency concurrence of the Alternates Retained for Detailed Study presented 
in the DEIS as discussed previously. It has since involved federal and state resource agency 
coordination and concurrence of SHA’s Selected Alternate. A draft SACM package was circulated 
for agency review and comment in February 2003 and the MD 97 Brookeville Project was presented 
at the March 2003 IAR. Agency comments focused on the status of the draft MOA in compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and a request for 
consideration of wildlife passage along the north side of Reddy Branch.  The draft SACM package 
recommended the south side of Reddy Branch for wildlife passage based on non-surveyed contour 
mapping.  In response to USACOE and USFWS comments for a north side passage, additional 
evaluations were made by SHA.  It was concluded that the north side might be possible however a 
final design will need to await accurate ground surveys as part of project design.  The design goal 
will be the agreed eight-foot vertical and 25-foot horizontal clearance on one side, preferably along 
the north side of Reddy Branch.  Should topographic conditions not allow for adequate clearance 
along the north side, south side passage will be pursued by SHA as part of final design. 
 
The final SACM package responded to these comments and was distributed at the May 2003 IAR 
meeting for formal concurrence and comment by the participating agencies.  As a result of this 
process, agency concurrence (without comment) of SHA’s Selected Alternate and the conceptual 
mitigation proposed in the SACM Package was received from the FHWA, USACOE, USFWS and 
the Metropolitan Washington Council of Government. Agency concurrence (with minor comments) 
was received from the USEPA and DNR. Both agencies expressed support of the reevaluation of the 
north-side wildlife passage and DNR offered continued coordination with SHA regarding mitigation 
designs.  Section VI-B of this FEIS includes the March, 2003 IAR meeting minutes and signed 
agency concurrence forms resulting from completion of the SACM component of the Maryland 
Streamlined Environmental and Regulatory Process.  Section IV-J-2 of this FEIS has also been 
revised accordingly regarding terrestrial wildlife mitigation. 
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Response to DNR 
 
Comment #1 
 
FEIS Page IV-42, Section IV-O-1b, second paragraph has been revised to read:  
 
“Land use data was a key element in determining the time frame for the Brookeville SCEA.  Readily 
available land use data included mapping from 1973, 1990, and 1997.  Prior to 1970, land use data 
was limited.  In addition, several events that affected Brookeville occurred in the early 1970’s 
including accelerated urbanization in Olney and the construction of a sewer pumping station in 
Brookeville, which supported the development of larger subdivisions.  Therefore, 1970 was selected 
as the starting point for the SCEA.” 
 
Comment #2 
 
FEIS Page IV-60, Section IV-4.a.3c, the following paragraph has been added: 
 
Total impacts for all five Build Alternates would vary from 0.10 acre to 0.21 acre.  SHA’s Selected 
Alternate would impact four wetlands including two palustrine forested wetlands, impacted for a 
total of 0.03 acres, one palustrine emergent wetland, impacted for 0.06 acre, and one palustrine 
scrub-shrub wetland, impacted for 0.03 acres.  Alternate 5C and Alternate 8B would have the 
potential for the greatest impacts (between 0.15 to 0.21 acre). Palustrine forested wetland impacts 
would account for approximately half of Alternate 5C impacts.  Palustrine emergent impacts would 
be the same (0.06 acre) for Alternate 7, Alternate 8A, and Alternate 8B.  Alternate 8B would have at 
least twice as many palustrine scrub-shrub impacts compared to the other Build Alternates. 
 
Comment #3 and Comment #4 
 
See response to USEPA Comment #1 on Page V-B-4: 
 
Also, SHA has recently decided to remove the existing structure over Reddy Branch Stream in 
conjunction with the closing of this portion of MD 97.  The Meadow Branch crossing currently 
proposed is a two-cell culvert.  One cell culvert during low base flows will be designated for 
wildlife passage.  Minor alignment shifts to avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive habitats would 
be considered during final design.  Stormwater management designed to direct water to the median 
for bio-retention and infiltration would minimize the potential for environmental contamination or 
sedimentation of sensitive habitats.  Bridging wetlands and stream valleys, or designing 
environmentally sensitive culverts can minimize the effects of habitat fragmentation.  
 
The incidence of wildlife collisions with vehicles could be reduced by restricting or inhibiting 
wildlife access to the highway, or by enabling motorists to avoid collisions.  These measures could 
include combinations of fencing, one-way gates, passageways, reflectors, lighting, etc.  The 
associated loss of wildlife caused by alternates may be mitigated by the enhancement of the wildlife 
habitat through reforestation including vegetation with high wildlife food value (mast producing 
trees, seed, or berry producing shrubs, etc.), and plants which will provide cover for wildlife. 
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Response to MDP 
 

 
Comment #1 
 
See FEIS Page V-6, Section V-B:  “The alternates and typical sections considered were developed 
in 1999 in response to the October 1997 Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Act, which 
was intended to control growth and urban sprawl.  In compliance with the Smart Growth criteria, 
roundabouts would be included at the northern and southern termini of these alternates to control 
traffic flow and to help limit the capacity of the new roadway.  The roundabouts would be 
landscaped as “gateways” to historic Brookeville.  Proposed speed limits and access restrictions will 
enable future design to be consistent with Brookeville’s small town setting.  By incorporating these 
“traffic-calming” features into the currently proposed roadway alignments, sprawl growth near 
Brookeville will be discouraged, while relieving traffic problems within the historic town.”  
 
Comment #2 
 
In early 1998, concerns over encouraging sprawl development delayed studies of a bypass around 
Brookeville and other towns across the state when they were determined to be inconsistent with the 
Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Act. The MD 97 Brookeville Project was then 
placed on hold and a Smart Growth Working Group was formed to address the concerns regarding 
the Town of Brookeville and the prevention of sprawl development along the proposed alternates.  
As a result of the Smart Growth Working Group, In-Town improvements were then investigated. 
The improvements consisted of the following: a truck origin and destination study; a traffic light at 
Brighton Dam Road; a roundabout at Brighton Dam Road, Gold Mine Road and Brookeville Road; 
and pedestrian (sidewalks and crossing) improvements. The Smart Growth Working Group 
concluded that pedestrian sidewalks and pedestrian crossings should be further investigated.  At the 
time, the Town of Brookeville investigated various funding options, which would allow for 
pedestrian sidewalks and pedestrian crossings.  
 
As discussed in Section VI-C (Cultural Resources) and Section V (Section 4(f) Evaluation), the 
SHA Selected Alternate 7 Modified will include a pedestrian and bicycle trail within the footprint of 
the new roadway.   M-NCPPC staff requested a continuation of the man-made Oakley Cabin Trail to 
the west of east into Brookeville outside of the footprint area including a pedestrian bridge or 
culvert extension at Brookeville Road.  As explained in SHA’s August 13, 2003 letter to M-NCPPC 
included in Section VI-B, this would, in effect, create additional Section 106 adverse effects and 
Section 4(f) use of the Brookeville Historic District and public parkland, and by federal law, are 
precluded by SHA and FHWA interpretation of the Section 4(f) legislation. 
 
Alternate 7 Modified has an open typical section, which consists of two 11-foot lanes and two ten -
foot shoulders (five feet paved for bicycle compatibility and five feet graded). 
 
Comment #3 
 
The typical section described above includes Environmentally Sensitive Design elements including 
the MDP recommendations of no curb and gutter and narrower road width.  FEIS, Section IV-G 
(Page IV-20) includes discussions of surface water mitigation including stormwater management. 
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Comment #4 
 
FEIS Section III-J.3 and Section IV-J.3 were revised to read the following:  
 
“According to the USFWS, no federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species are 
known to exist in the project area.  In correspondence, DNR, Wildlife and Heritage Division 
reported no records for federal or state rare, threatened, or endangered plants or animals within the 
project area, however, there are several small American chestnut (Castanea dentata) trees within the 
western portion of the study area.  This species is listed as a state rare or uncommon plant species by 
DNR. However, based on coordination with DNR, only large mature flowering chestnut trees are 
typically monitored.  It is common to find small chestnut trees throughout portions of Montgomery 
County.  The majority of these trees succumb to the chestnut blight before becoming mature and 
reaching a flowering stage." 
 
Reforestation efforts along the new right-of-way have an opportunity to consider use of native 
plants.  This effort will be coordinated with SHA and M-NCPPC. 
 
Comment #5 
 
FEIS Page III-18, Section III-A.3b was revised accordingly. 
 
Future land use in the State of Maryland is guided by the October 1997 “Smart Growth 
Neighborhood Conservation Initiatives.”  The intent is to direct state funding for growth-related 
projects to areas designated by local jurisdictions as Priority Funding Areas (PFAs).  PFAs are 
existing communities and other locally designated areas as determined by local jurisdictions in 
accordance with “smart growth” guidelines. 
 
Comment #6 
 
FEIS Section IV-K-3 includes discussions of the Air Quality including conformity with regional air 
quality analysis.  As explained in SHA’s response to Comment 7 below, coordination has been 
ongoing with the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) since the 
circulation of the DEIS.  MWCOG has concurred with the SHA Selected Alternate 7 Modified. 
 
Comment #7 
 
The MD 97 Brookeville Project has been processed in accordance with the Maryland Streamlined 
Environmental and Regulatory Process including coordination with the MHT. Section II.B, Section 
III.B and Section V (Section 4(f) Evaluation) includes MHT coordination. 
 
On July 3, 2003, the MDP concurred with the final SACM, commenting that the SHA Selected 
Alternate 7 Modified best minimizes the potential of encouraging secondary sprawl development 
while meeting the Purpose and Need of the MD 97 Brookeville Project.  MDP also recommended 
that MDOT, SHA, and MDP discuss the steps necessary for submittal of this project to the State 
Board of Public Works.  Section VI of this FEIS includes the March, 2003 IAR meeting minutes 
and signed agency concurrence forms resulting from completion of the SACM component of the 
Maryland Streamlined Environmental and Regulatory Process.  



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-14 

 
 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-15 

 
 
 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-16 

 
 
 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-17 

 
 
 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-18 

 
 
 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-19 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-20 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-21 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-22 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-23 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-24 

 
 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-25 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-26 

 
 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-27 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-28 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-29 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-30 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-31 

 
 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-32 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-33 

 
 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-34 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-35 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-36 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-37 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-38 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-39 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-40 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-41 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-42 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-43 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-44 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-45 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-46 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-47 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-48 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-49 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-50 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-51 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-52 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-53 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-54 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-55 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-56 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-57 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-58 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-59 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-60 

  



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-61 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-62 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-63 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-64 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-65 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-66 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-67 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-68 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-69 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-70 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-71 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-72 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-73 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-74 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-75 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-76 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-B-77 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-1 

C. FOCUS GROUP MEETINGS 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-2 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-3 

 
 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-4 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-5 

 
  



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-6 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-7 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-8 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-9 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-C-10 

 



Final Environmental Impact Statement      VI.  Comments and Coordination 
 

 
VI-D-1 

D. GREATER OLNEY CIVIC ASSOCIATION CORRESPONDENCE 
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