Final Environmental Impact Statement V1. Comments and Coordination

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 SC. 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 SC. 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:

Speaker 3:

Comment:

Response 3:

Speaker 4:

Comment:

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.

Clyde Unglesbee
20 High Street
Brookeville, MD 20833

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.

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.

Ralph Leslie
Shady View Lane
Brookeville, MD 20833

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:

Speaker 5:

Comment:

Response 5:

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.

John Parrish
9009 Fairview Road
Brookeville, MD 20833

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.

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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Speaker 6:

Comment:

Response 6:

Speaker 7:

Comments:

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.

Karen Montgomery
211 Market Street
Brookeville, MD 20833

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.

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.

Mike Jamgotion
19617 Islander Street
Olney, MD 20832

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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Response 7:

Speaker 8:

Comments:

Response 8:

Speaker 9:

Comments:

of detail required by the National Environmental Policy Act and that the
Environmental Impact Statement should be revised.

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.

Todd Vangelder
306 Market Street
Brookeville, MD 20833

Mr. Vangelder stated his opposition to the No-Build Alternate. He urged that the
bypass be built quickly.

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.

Robert Crowl
19421 Rena Court
Brookeville, MD 20833

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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Response 9:

Speaker 10:

Comments:

Response 10:

Speaker 11:

Comment:

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.

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.

Martha Rockshaw
2710 Lubar Drive
Brookeville Farms
Brookeville, MD 20833

Ms. Rockshaw stated her opposition to Alternate 5 due its high cost and its negative
impact to her neighborhood, Brookville Farms.

Ms. Rockshaw’s opposition to Alternate SC 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.

Ryan Rockshaw

2710 Lubar Drive
Brookeville Farms
Brookeville, MD 20833

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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Response 11:

Speaker 12:

Comments:

Response 12:

interfere the least with community and historic sites, and it would produce fewer
intersections.

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.

Dottie Atterback

2712 Lubar Drive
Brookeville Farms
Brookeville, MD20833

Ms. Atterback stated her opposition to Alternate SC 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.

Ms. Atterback’s opposition to Alternate SC 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:

Comments:

Response 13:

Speaker 14:

Comments:

Response 14:

Speaker 15:

Comments:

Response 15:

Michael Wieizcinski
2706 Lubar Drive
Brookeville Farms
Brookeville, MD 20833

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.

Mr. Wieizcinski’s opposition to Alternate SC 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.

Adam Sachs

20300 Lubar Way
Brookeville Farms
Brookeville, MD 20833

Mr. Sachs expressed his opposition to Alternate SC due to the negative impact on
Brookeville Farms and to its high cost.

Mr. Sachs’ opposition to Alternate 5C has been noted. See Response #10.

Janet Bovey
19432 Rena Court
Brookeville, MD 20833

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.

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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Speaker 16:

Comments:

Response 16:

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.

John O’Loughlin
20521 Riggs Hill Way
Brookeville Farms
Brookeville, MD 20833

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.

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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Speaker 17:

Comments:
Response 17:

Speaker 18:

Comments:

Response 18:

Speaker 19:

Comments:

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.

Russ Smith

20303 Lubar Way
Brookeville Farms
Brookeville, MD 20833

Mr. Smith stated that he is opposed to Alternate S5C due to cost and impacts.
Mr. Smith’s opposition to Alternate 5C has been noted. See Response # 10 and #13.

Resa Rockshaw

2710 Lubar Drive
Brookeville Farms
Brookeville, MD 20833

Ms. Rockshaw stated that she supports Alternate 7 and opposes Alternate 5C.

Ms. Rockshaw’s support of Alternate 7 and her opposition to Alternate 5C has been
noted. See Response #1, # 10, and #13.

Bill Wagner
210 Market Street
Brookeville, MD 20833

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:

Speaker 20:

Comments:

Response 20:

Speaker 21:

Comments:

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.

Randall Sands

20504 Riggs Hill Way
Brookeville Farms
Brookeville, MD 20833

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.

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 1. 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.

Chris Scanlon

Chairperson, Brookeville Planning Commission
1212 Market Street

Brookeville, MD 20833

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:

Speaker 22:

Comments:

Response 22:

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.

Lynn Fields
4410 Brookeville Road
Brookeville, MD 20833

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.

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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Response to Commenter #1

Commenter #1
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Commenter #2
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Response to Commenter #2
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Response to Commenter #5

Commenter #5
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Commenter #9
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Response to Commenter #13

Commenter #13
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B. AGENCY COORDINATION
FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND REGULATORY AGENCIES
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Response
Agency/Date Comments Location

U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

December 6, 2001

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

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..

information. 7

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

Maryland Department
of Natural Resources

October 22, 2001

Requested a more definitive justification of the selection of 1970 as the time
frame start for SCEA.

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.

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.

Section IV: O-1b

Section IV:
0-4a(3c)

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

Maryland Department

of Planning

November 19, 2001

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.

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

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

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 111, Page 8, part b. Future, typo regarding PFAs in the fourth
paragraph.

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.

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

Section V: B

See response to
comment #3

Section I1I: J-4 /
1V: J-3&4

See response to
comment #6

Section VI-C-3

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (included in MDP Letter).
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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 TAR. 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 1V-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 SC 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 1V-20) includes discussions of surface water mitigation including stormwater management.
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Comment #4
FEIS Section II1-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 I11-18, 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 I'V-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
ITL.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.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Deputy Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration
FROM: Wanda J. Brocato
Project Planning Division
State Highway Administration
DATE: January 18, 2002

SUBJECT: Interagency Review Meeting Follow-up

The following projects and/or topics presented at the January 16 Interagency Review (IAR) Meeting
require follow-up coordination with the review agencies:

Project Presentations

MD 97 (Brookeville) — Courtesy Presentation of Recommended Alternative

US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) (Paul Wettlaufer) and Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) (Greg Golden) inquired about a large tree located in the millrace, whether it was classified
as a significant tree (perhaps a Cherry tree), and if we had done a tree survey. State Highway
Administration (SHA) (Darrell Sacks) indicated that a significant tree survey was done and SHA
(Shannon Rousey) will look this to see if this particular tree was researched and will get back with
Paul and Greg.

COE (Paul Wettlaufer) asked if we could do a number count of the trees (Shingle Oaks) and
included in the FONSI. SHA (Darrell) stated that we could do this for the Selected Alternative and
will ask the consultant to do it once we have a selected alternative. DNR (Greg Golden) suggested
that we include an estimate of the trees as a summary, and not do a detailed count. Greg suggestec
that it would also be a useful tool to show that SHA avoided Shingle Oaks.

COE (Paul Wettlaufer) stated that they are okay with both Alternative 7 or 8. However, if
Alternative 7 is selected he wants US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (Bill Schultz) to have
input. Bill will review the underpass for wildlife passage (deer, etc.) specifically, the
underclearance of any bridges. Also, for Alternative 7, Paul asked that we make the bridge long
enough and high enough for a wildlife passage (i.e., 10-foot under clearance over benches on both
sides of Reddy Branch). SHA should enhance the riparian buffer along the stream. SHA (Carmen
Harris) will follow-up on these matters.
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Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Page 3

ce: AGENCIES (Continued)

Ms. Jennifer Moyer (COE)

Ms. Cindy Nethen (MDE)

Mr. John Nichols (NMF)

Mr. Robert Pennington (USFWS)
Ms, Denise Rigney (EPA)

Ms. Barbara Rudnick (EPA)
Mr. Bill Schultz (USFWS)

Mr. Scott Smith (DNR)

Ms. Jamie Stark (EPA)

Ms. Esther J. Strawder (FHWA)
Mr. David Sutherland (USFWS)
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer (COE)

Ms. Denise Winslow (FHWA)
Mr. David Whitaker (MDP)
Ms. Cynthia Wilkerson (NPS)
Ms. Bihui Xu (MDP)

Mr. Robert Zepp (USFWS)
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BROOKEVILLE BYPASS - CONCEPTUAL MITIGATION

MEETING MINUTES
Project: MD 97 Brookeville Bypass Project
Subject: Conceptual Mitigation Meeting

Date: February 8, 2002
Location: Longwood Community Center

Attendees: Mr. Paul Wettlaufer, United States Army Corps of Engineers
Mr. Bill Schultz, United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Mr. Brian Bemnstein, KCI Technologies, Inc.

The following issues were discussed as part of a site visit to the MD 97 study area on
February 8, 2002. Attendees included Mr. Paul Wettlaufer from the United States Army
Corp of Engineers (ACOE), Mr. Bill Schultz from the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and Mr. Brian Bernstein from KCI Technologies, Inc. (KCI). The
group met in the field to discuss various conceptual mitigation issues associated with the
bypass project. The first set of issues (in italics) are those raised by the ACOE as part of
SHA Interagency Review Meeting on January 16, 2002. Responses to these issues are
described immediately below each issue.

ACOE Mitigation Requirements

1 Need a bench for wildlife on each side of the stream at the crossing of Reddy
Branch. The bridge will have 9-foot under clearance. It would be desirable to
acquire some replacement parkland here to maintain a riparian wildlife corridor.
Also, to reestablish a riparian corridor, need to remove pavement on the portion
of MD 97 in the floodplain which is being abandoned. (The historic bridge can
remain). '

Response 1. Based on discussions with both Mr. Wettlaufer and Mr. Schultz, the 9—foot
underclearence is to be measured from top of stream bank to the bottom of the bridge. In
addition, the bench should be at least 4 feet wide along each side of the stream. The
concept of acquiring replacement parkland to maintain a wildlife corridor was also
discussed. Mr. Bernstein mentioned that he would discuss this further with the Maryland
State Highway Administration. The removal of pavement is already shown as an option
for both Alternative 7 and 8B.
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A Need to discuss a dry cell for critter passage at the culvert for Meadow Branch.
This 240-foot culvert would eliminate several meanders, reducing the stream
reach by approx. 85 feet, and increasing the gradient of the stream through the
culvert. Concerns are head cutting, fish passage, flooding, reduction in
groundwater recharge/discharge functions, loss of 240 feet of benthic
invertebrate and fish habitat, obstruction of the riparian wildlife corridor,
reduction in nutrient retention and sediment retention functions by the filling of
one acre of floodplain, and culvert obstruction by woody debris. Possible
mitigation measures include wetland and floodplain restoration or creation,
removal of existing culverts, stormwater retrofits in the Olney Mills subdivision
upstream, stream stabilization /restoration/reforestation, acquisition of
replacement parkland along Reddy Branch, and construction of a longer bridge
over Reddy Branch.

Response 2. The group walked along Meadow Branch from its confluence with Reddy
Branch, as well as throughout the Meadow Branch watershed. There were no obvious
stormwater management retrofit opportunities identified. The most likely stream
restoration opportunities are as follows:

physical restoration opportunities (grading, bioengineering, etc.) are limited to an
area immediately upstream and downstream of where the culvert would be placed.
Including the width of the culvert, the total restoration area is approximately 600
to 700 linear feet.

other restoration opportunities may involve plantings, including the placement of
willow and dogwood cuttings along various open sections of Meadow Branch.
Likely areas are especially obvious along the lower end of the Meadow Branch
watershed (from Olney Mill Road downstream to Brookeville Road).

Mr. Wettlaufer stated that if this mitigation was approved by Maryland Nation Capital
Parks and Planning Commission (MNCPPC), it would meet the ACOE’s mitigation
requirements. Mr. Schultz concurred as well.

3. Are retaining walls going in on Alt. 7, closed section? These helped minimize
impacts to Shingle Oak. Let's get a better handle on how many shingle oak are
actually impacted.

Response 3. Brian Bernstein described where the shingle oaks are located including
other areas within the study area. He also mentioned that SHA will request KCI to
determine the numbers of shingle oaks to be impacted by the selected alternative.

4. Mitigation for loss of 700 feet of stream at the south end of the project.
Response 4. This area in question is the unnamed ephemeral channel that begins along

the north end of the ballfields at Longwood Community Center and extends in a
northwesterly direction until it’s confluence with Meadow Branch. The group walked the
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Parris M. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Governor
State Highway Administration 4ohn ©. Poaca
RE’CE WEB Parker F. Williams
Agminisiralor
MEMORANDUM DEL U & 002
TO: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson _ Ans'd............
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering

FROM: Joseph R. Kresslein L
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

DATE: December 3. 2002

SUBJECT:  Project No. MO746B11
MD 97 Brookeville Study
Montgomery County, Maryland

RE: Agency and SHA Field Review

The purpose of the meeting, held on September 20, was to review the new alignment for
Alternate 7 Modified, the SHA recommended alternate, and discuss those areas where avoidance
or minimization options such as bridges or other structures are proposed. The field review also
provided the opportunity for SHA design divisions to comment on issues associated with the
mitigation commitments that will become stipulations' in the Section 404 permit.

Those in attendance included the following:

ATTENDEES
Mr. Max Azizi, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Ms. Mary Barse, SHA-Project Planning Division (SHA-PPD)
i KCI Technologies (KCI)
Mr. Stephen Ches, SHA-Office of Highway Design (SHA-OHD)
Mr. Prakash Dave, SHA-Office of Bridge Design (SHA-OBD)
Mr. Dan Hardy, Maryland National Capital Park & Planning Commission (MNCPPC)
Ms. Carmen Harris, SHA- Project Planning Division (SHA-PPD)
Mr. Don Hoey, SHA-Environmental Programs Division (SHA-EPD)
Mr. Steve Hurt, McCormick Taylor & Associates for Maryland Department of the Environment
Ms. Denise King, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

My telephone number is

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

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 + Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street « Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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Mr. Ruel Manuel, SHA- Project Planning Division (SHA-PPD)

Mr. Andy Parker, AD Marble (ADM)

Ms. Shannon Rousey. SHA- Project Planning Division (SHA-PPD)

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

‘Mr. Bill Schultz, US Fish & Wildlife (USFWS)

IDr. Jim Sorensen. Marvland National Capital Park & Planning Commission (MNCPPC)
Ms. Rita Suffness, SHA-Project Planning Division (SHA-PPD)

Shannon Rousey began the meeting with introductions. Carmen Harris provided an overview of
Alternate 7 Modified for those who did not attend the August interagency meeting. Shannon
then asked if there were any questions/comments or areas of concern that needed to be addressed
prior to starting the field portion of the meeting. No questions were asked.

The group decided to start the field walk at the Newlin's Mill archeological site to allow some in
attendance to leave after reviewing the site. Dr. Sorensen and Mary Barse gave an overview of
the archeological site, discussing the features that were present and the significance of those
features. Mary pointed out the proposed location of Alternate 7 Modified, in comparison to
original Alternate 7, which directly impacted the site. [t was mentioned that the archeological
site is well preserved and intact. Dr. Sorensen gave a brief history of the Newlin's Mill and
Oakley Cabin. Mary provided an overview of the Mill race system and how it worked. This
concluded the archeological portion of the field review. At this point, Denise King and Max
Azizi of FHWA, Dr. Sorensen, Mary Barse and Rita Suffness departed and the rest of the group
continued on the field review.

Brian Bernstein led the group across Brookeville Road to look at the area of MD 97 that will be
closed to traffic. Discussions ensued over the plans for the Reddy Branch bridge on MD 97 near
the Brookeville Road intersection. Carmen Harris noted that the bridge is not historic and there
have not been any decisions on whether or not the bridge will be removed. Steve Ches suggested
that the bridge could stay for future pedestrian use. This area has been subject to flooding in the
past, and Don Hoey suggested that if hydraulically sound, the bridge and roadway (including
embankment) could be removed and could serve as floodplain mitigation. [t was also noted that
an existing bridge on Brookeville Road over Reddy Branch. upstream of the bridge over MD 97,
is also likely to contribute to flooding within the area. At a prior Interagency Review Meeting,
both DNR and US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) mentioned that they would prefer some of
the impervious roadway surface removed and replaced with natural surfaces. SHA agreed to
further consider the request as a mitigation option.

The next site visited was the proposed location of the bridge over Reddy Branch. Dan Hardy
noted that MNCPPC would like to see the bridge extended to allow for wildlife passage, with a
natural surface under the bridge. Dan also mentioned that MNCPPC would also like to see the
area beneath the bridge accommodate pedestrian and bicyclist passage, as well. Bill Schultz had
no objection to an extended bridge, and questioned why there is a sag in the vertical alignment
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profile where the stream is located. A reduction in floodplain impacts was cited, along with
geometric considerations regarding the tie-in points. Bill requested additional information
regarding the justification for the tie-in points. The height of the bridge was discussed, and it
was suggested that a longer bridge with a pier be considered. Prakash Dave mentioned that for
every foot the bridge is raised, it would make the bridge four (4) feet longer. Both Prakash Dave
and Don Hoey had mentioned that with a longer bridge, the pier may need to be placed in the
middle of the stream, increasing the potential for impacts to the stream, and would require more
scour protection. Bill Schultz then suggested a combination of a bridge and culverts. Dan Hardy
suggested that a series of dry-cell culverts could be used for wildlife passage. Shannon Rousey
asked Dan if MNCPPC would support fencing that funnels the wildlife into the culverts. Dan
replied that he did not think it would be a problem. A discussion of the range of bridge options
and clearances continued among the group. Dan Hardy suggested several shorter span bridges,
citing that the cost would most likely be lower with the several short span bridges. Bill
suggested a shorter span bridge with culverts. Prakash expressed concern with the suggestion of
a 20-foot box culvert, but suggested that two 10-foot boxes may be possible.

Originally, Bill Schultz requested 9 feet of underclearance beneath the bridge and a 25-foot bank
on each side. He ultimately agreed to a 25-foot embankment on one side with an 8-foot
underclearance on that same side of the stream, but requested additional information from SHA
regarding previous studies on wildlife passages and requirements before rendering a final
decision. In a meeting held after the field review the Office of Bridge Design agreed that SHA
could accommodate an 8.5-foot underclearance and the 25-foot embankment on one side of the
stream to address the USFWS request. A follow-up meeting with the MD 97 team and SHA's
Bridge Design Division is scheduled for November 27.

The field review then moved to the proposed Meadow Branch crossing. Dan Hardy had
mentioned that at the Planning Board meeting the night before, Montgomery County was in
favor of a bridge over Meadow Branch. In previous conversations it was mentioned that the
ACOE recommended a dry cell culvert, while the SHA design included two dry cell culverts at
this location. Prakash Dave indicated that this would be further evaluated and that a follow-up
meeting would be scheduled with MNCPPC. Brian provided an overview of mitigation options
that have been discussed with MNCPPC, USFWS, ACOE and DNR. Stream restoration was a
major mitigation topic, since so many areas of the stream were degraded. Brian identified areas
that were good candidates for the restoration, such as areas south of Brookeville Road in
Meadow Branch and in Reddy Branch in the area adjacent to the field off of Brighton Dam
Road. He also noted that the limits of the stream restoration could change based on further
studies.
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Brian Bernstein, Shannon Rousey, Barbara Rudnick, Steve Hurt and Bill Schultz continued to a
proposed wetland mitigation location near Brighton Dam Road. At the site, which is an open
field, Brian explained that MNCPPC owned the property and had verbally expressed their
preference for SHA creating wetland mitigation and stream restoration in the area. Everyone
agreed that it would be a suitable location for the mitigation. SHA will continue coordination
with MNCPPC regarding mitigation throughout the planning process.

cC.

Attendees

Ms. Danelle Bermnard, SHA-OBD
Mr. Ken Briggs, SHA-OHD

Ms. Elizabeth Cole, MHT

Mr. Earle Freedman, SHA-OBD
Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli, MDE

Mr. Greg Golden, DNR

Ms. Karen Kahl, RKK

Ms. Jamaica Kennon, SHA-PPD
MTr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-PPD
Mr. Kirk McClelland, SHA-OHD
Mr. John Nichols, USMFS

Mr. Bob Simpson, Montgomery County
Ms. Cynthia Wilkerson, NPS

Ms. Bihui Xu, MDP
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MEMORAND

TO: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Deputy Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
FROM: Carmeletta T. Harris

Project Engineer 4&.’.&4&-’ AEMM {M”
Project Planning Division

DATE: February 19, 2002

SUBJECT: MO746B11
MD 97 Brookeville Project
Montgomery County

RE: January 17, 2002 Smart Growth Meeting

The meeting began with brief introductions. The following people were in attendance:

NAME ORGANIZATION PHONE EMAIL

John Frece Office of Smart Growth 4109745292 Jfrece@gov.state.md.us
Bruce Grey SHA-PPD 4105458540 Bgrey@sha state.md.us

Don Halligan MDOT 4108651294 Dhalligan @ mdot.state.md.us
Dan Hardy M-NCPPC 3014954530 Dan.hardy @ mncppe-me.org
Carmen Harris SHA-PFD 4105458522 Charris @sha.state.md.us
Melissa Kosenak SHA-PPD 410545816  Mkosenak @sha.state.md.us
Joe Kresslein SHA-PPD 4105458550 Jkresslein@sha.state.md.us
Rich Kuzmyak Office of Smart Growth 4107672631 Rlkuzmyak@ gov.state.md.us
Shannon Rousey SHA-PPD 4105452864 Srousey@sha.state.md.us
Cynthia Simpson SHA-PPD 4105458500 Csimpson@sha.state.md.us
Ed Strocko MDOT 4108651307 Estrocko@mdot.state.md.us
Denise Winslow FHWA 4109624342 Denise. winslow @fhwa.dot.gov
Jim Wynn SHA-PPD 4105458520 Jwynn@sha.state.md.us
Bihui Xu MDP 4107859528 Bxu@mdp.state.md.us

The purpose of the meeting was to verify that the MD 97 Brookeville alternates complied
with the Smart Growth criteria designated for this project.

My telephona number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech

1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.0O. Box 717 + Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 Morth Calvert Street « Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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Carmen Harris began by reviewing the Smart Growth Criteria designated for the MD 97
Brookeville Project and how they have been addressed. The criteria are as follows:

1) “Under local ordinance, the county is to adopt, through appropriate enforceable action,
restrictions that will prevent the bypass from allowing sprawl development. Any
capacity a bypass might add to the network cannot be used to allow development outside
the current boundaries of the Town of Brookeville.”

Montgomery County has amended their Annual Growth Policy to discourage growth
along the alternates.

2) “A permanent easement to be held by an entity such as the Maryland Environmental
Trust must border the entire roadway to ensure that no future access, widening, or
connection to the bypass is possible.”

SHA currently drafting a Letter of Agreement for MET.”

3 “If for any reason these controls fail, Montgomery County will reimburse the State for
the full cost of the bypass.”

Hopefully will not need to be addressed.

4) “Montgomery County, the Maryland department of transportation and Howard County
Governments must work out a safe traffic calming point north of the bypass to limit
future traffic tot he current capacity of MD 97 through Brookeville.”

Accomplished with the design of roundabouts north of Brookeville.

Ms. Harris then summarized the citizen comments including testimony given at the
October 3 Location/Design Public Hearing. Citizen testimony and comments supported both
alternates 7 and BB.

Ms. Harris then reviewed the alternates. She explained that at the December 13" Team
Meeting, the Team agreed to drop alternates 5C and 8A from consideration for several reasons,
including cost, environmental impacts, and socio-economic impacts. Therefore, at this point, we
are carrying both alternate 7 and alternate 8B. The COE is agreeable to either alternate 7 or 8B.

Ms. Harris stated that the purpose of this meeting was to get input from the Maryland
Department of Planning (MDP), the Governor's Office of Smart Growth and MDOT verifying
that both alternates 7 and 8B complied with the Smart Growth criteria set forth for this project.

Ms. Xu stated that MDP supported alternate 8B because they did not think that alternate 7
complied with the Smart Growth Criteria. In addition, she commented that MDP had concerns

about potential high speeds on the bypass. Posted speed of the bypass would be between 35 mph
and 40 mph for any of the alternates.

Rich Kuzmyak stated that he did not think that any of the proposed alternates would
cause an increase in speed along the bypass.

John Frece stated that the Governor’s Office of Smart Growth agrees that all four
alternates comply with Smart Growth. Mr. Frece also stated that Condition #3, “If for any
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reason these controls fail, Montgomery County will reimburse the State for the full cost of the
bypass” would be very difficult to enforce. He suggested putting on paper how this condition
would be enforced.

Mr. Kuzmyak stated that from a transportation standpoint, alternate 7 makes the most
sense and could potentially better calm traffic than alternate 8B. Ms. Harris stated that alternate
7 cuts the Mill Race in half whereas alternate 8B could cross over the Mill Race.

Ms. Xu stated that she would support traffic calming measures such as narrower lane
widths along the bypass. She also reiterated her position that although alternate 7 is relocating
the access to Brookeville, that it is a still an access to Brookeville, therefore she does not believe
that it complies with the Smart Growth criteria for this project.

Other issues associated with alternate 7 include the disruption to the rural and rustic
nature of Brookeville Road that a roundabout would create. As well as the potential increase in
east west traffic along Brookeville Road.

Dan Hardy stated that preliminarily, he would support alternate 7, however, he wanted to
know more about the impacts to the Mill Race before he would formally give a preference.

SHA staff will prepare a cost estimate for Phase II Archeology.

Denise Winslow stated that at this time, FHWA legal was leaning toward alternate 7 due
to the visual impacts to the historic district caused by alternate 8B. However, FHWA has not yet
had the opportunity to review issues related to the Mill Race.

The team agreed to look into a revised alternate 7 that would be located further from
Islander Street and have less impact on the Mill Race.

The team agreed that neither a four-way stop nor a fly over ramp were reasonable. The

team also agreed that the bypass should not allow for future widening of MD 97 either north or
south of the study area.

Ms. Xu stated that she would revisit the alternate with her staff in light of the Governor’s
Office of Smart Growth verifying that all four alternates comply with the Smart growth criteria
set forth for this project.

FOLLOW UP ITEMS:
SHA will look into a revised alternate 7 that would be located further from Islander Street
and have less impact on the Mill Race.

SHA will prepare a cost estimate for Phase II Archeology.
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MEMORANDUM:
TO: Ms, Cynthia D. Simpson
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

FROM:  Carmeletta T. Hamis ¢ ?;3@2( \j a/\;’-;)
Project Manager R e e . T |
Project Planning Divig'@p__,/l""”

DATE: March 25, 2003

SUBJECT: MD 97 Brookeville Project
Montgomery County
Project No. MO746B11

RE: Meeting with USCOE, USF&WS, MDE
to discuss mitigation at Reddy Branch,

A meeting was held on Wednesday, March 19, 2003 in the Project Planning Conference Room.
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss mitigation requirements, and the proposed structure
over Reddy Branch with the resource agency representatives for the MD 97 Brookeville project.

More specifically, the meeting focused on comments made at the Interagency Review Agency
regarding wildlife passage mitigation.

Those in attendance included the following:

Mr. Nick Blendy, SHA-PPD

Ms. Danelle Bernard, SHA-Bridge Design
Mr. Joe DaVia, Army COE

Ms. Carmeletta Harmis, SHA-PPD

Mr. Steve Hurt, consultant for MDE

Ms. Karen Kahl, RK&K (via conference call)
Mr. Bill Schultz, USF&WS

Mr. Alvaro Sifuentes, SHA-PPD

Mr. Paul Wettlaufer, Army COE

Mr. Jim Wynn, SHA-PPD

My telephone number/toll-free number is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: TOT North Calvert Streel *+ Baltimore, Maryland 21202 + Phone 4105450300 « wwwmarylandroads.com
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Carmeletta Harris explained to the group the status of the proposed bridge design
focusing on the Comparison of Alternate 7M with Different Grades matrix that was distributed
(See Attachment). SHA's recommended design at Reddy Branch stream is the 0.8% grade that
allows for a horizontal clearance of 25 and a vertical clearance of 8.5" for wildlife passage on
the south side of the structure and a horizontal clearance of 10'on the north side of the Reddy
Branch stream structure. Paul Wettlaufer of the US Army Corps pf Engineers (ACOE) and Bill
Schultz of the USF&WS had earlier commented that both were under the impression that the
desired vertical clearance was on the north side of the alignment. Carmen explained that the
8'clearance on the south side of the bridge was discussed at the September 2002 agency field
view and thought that SHA had received verbal approval by representatives from the agencies.

Karen Kahl via conference call, explained that an 8’vertical clearance on the north side of
the structure at Reddy Branch Stream would not be able to be achieved using the 0.8% grade that
was developed to minimize overall impacts and costs. Discussions regarding engineering criteria
and drainage associated with roadway tie-ins including the roundabout, balancing earthwork, and
the potential for additional impacts to the nearby wetland and the archaeological site.

Jim Wynn offered that SHA and RK&K would evaluate the vertical clearance on the
north side of the structure at Reddy Branch. Karen reminded everyone that the conceptual
engineering is based on 2 foot contour mapping and this needs to be considered. It was agreed
that an engineering comparison of reduced grades and possibly shift of the structure would
occur, in addition, Karen would provide an analysis sheet that would include the environmental
impacts.

Additional items discussed included the potential for reducing the slope of the stream
embankment along the south side of Reddy Branch to encourage deer passage to paths of least
resistance rather than any consideration of fencing or ditching that could impact the historic
setting. If the results from the study show that the northern clearance cannot be achieved, the
flattening of the slopes of the stream embankment along the south side would be use as
mitigation and would be included in the SHA Selected Alternate and Conceptual Mitigation
Package.

It was also agreed that the removal of the existing MD 97 Bridge near Reddy Branch
would benefit wildlife passage along both sides of the Reddy Branch stream and should be
consistent with MNCPPC’s overall plans for the area. The ACOE would still like to have
MNCPPC agreement on proposed mitigation. Nick Blendy indicated that this is ongoing for
wetland mitigation and stream restoration, and possibly the wildlife passage issue depending on
the timing and outcome of RK&K’s bridge elevation comparison.
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Carmen requested that RK&K provide preliminary results by March 27%, It was also
agreed that SHA would contact the agencies to discuss the results of the findings with respect to
the north side evaluation of the proposed Reddy Branch Stream structure. As appropriate, this
information would be incorporated into the final SHA Selected Alternate and Conceptual
Mitigation Package in April.

cc:  File w/incoming
Attendees
Mr. Bruce Grey, Deputy Division Chief, State Highway Administration
Ms. Susie Ridenour, Division Chief, Environmental Programs Division, State Highway
Administration
Mr. James Wynn, Assistant Division Chief, State Highway Administration

VI-B-33



Final Environmental Impact Statement V1. Comments and Coordination

VI-B-34



Final Environmental Impact Statement V1. Comments and Coordination

VI-B-35



Final Environmental Impact Statement

V1. Comments and Coordination

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Page 3

cc: (Continued)

CONSULTANT
Ms. Noreen Kirkpatrick (G&0)

AGENCIES

Ms. Susan Hinton (NPS)

Ms. Lisa Hoerger (DNR-CBCAC)
Mr. Larry Hughes (DNR)

Ms. Mary Huie (FHWA)

Mr. Steve Hurt (MDE)

Mr. Dan Johnson (FHWA)

Ms. Denise King (FHWA)

Mr. Ron Kirby (MWCOG)

M. Roland Limpert (DNR)

Ms. Dawn McCleary (DNR-CBCAC)
Mr. Sean McKewen (MDE)

Ms. Jennifer Moyer (COE)

Ms. Cindy Nethen (MDE)

Mr. John Nichols (NMF)

Mr. Robert Pennington (USFWS)
Mr. David Reynolds (NPS)

Ms. Denise Rigney (EPA)

Ms. Barbara Rudnick (EPA)

Mr. Bill Schultz (USFWS)

M. Scott Smith (DNR)

Ms. Jamie Stark (EPA)

Ms. Esther J. Strawder (FHWA)
Mr. David Sutherland (USFWS)
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer (COE)

Mr, David Whitaker (MDP)

Ms. Bihui Xu (MDP)

Mr. Robert Zepp (USFWS)
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Mr. Mike Anderson Islander Street Resident
Ms. Margaret Syski Citizen

Mr. Leszek Syski Citizen

Mr. Dave Eskenazi Greater Olney Civic Association
Mr. Josh Rubin Islander Street Resident
Ms. Gudrun Rubin Islander Street Resident
Mr. Michael Snell Islander Street Resident
Ms. Patricia Snell Islander Street Resident
Mr. Wilmer Theard Islander Street Resident
Handouts included:

s Meeting Agenda

= Noise Handout

* Archeology Impacts Mapping

s Archeology Impacts Photos

* Archeology Glossary

Introduction and ose of the Meetin

Carmeletta Harris began the meeting with introductions. She then proceeded with the purpose of
the meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to follow-up on the March 18, 2002 Focus Group
meeting, primarily present the findings of the archeology study and secondly answer remaining
questions and concerns regarding noise impacts/analysis.

Noise Impacts/Analysis

At the request of citizens from the previous Focus Group meeting the noise specialist involved
with the Brookeville Transportation Study was brought in to speak with the Focus Group. Mr.
Ray Moravec of URS (Consultant) provided the discussions regarding the highway noise
analysis undertaken for this study.

Mr. Ray Moravec began with a discussion of what noise is, noise sources and how sound levels
are measured. Basically highway noise is primarily the result of tires making contact along the
road, vehicle emissions and vehicle braking. Mr. Moravec stated that failing Level of Service
(LOS) does not necessarily equate to the greatest noise impacts, rather, noise is typically greatest
during steady traffic flow at or about Level of Service “C” or “D".

Noise is measured in terms of decibels (dBA) in logarithmic (non-linear) scale. Mr. Moravec
noted that the human ear can typically perceive a noise increase of 3 dBA, and a 7-dBA increase
is perceived as a doubling of noise intensity. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
uses a criterion of approaching/exceeding 67 dBA as a qualifying mark for considering possible
mitigation.
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The State Highway Administration (SHA) uses FHWA's noise abatement criteria. When noise
levels for outside activities approach or exceed 66 dBA or when there is a 10-dBA noise increase
over existing conditions noise abatement will be evaluated. In order for a property or a
community to qualify for noise abatement, a series of feasibility and reasonability criteria are
applied under SHA's noise policy. Should noise abatement be determined to be feasible,
reasonability is analyzed based on the cost benefit per resident. In accordance with SHA's
Sound Barrier Policy, a noise barrier should not exceed $50,000 per benefiting residence.

In highway noise analysis, the future sound levels for the proposed build alternates are compared
against existing sound levels. Forecasting of future noise levels is determined using traffic noise
modeling software approved by the FHWA. Field sound levels and traffic data is used to
validate the traffic noise model. Mr. Moravec noted that the traffic noise models have an
accuracy of +/- 2 dBA.

A few properties along MD 97 at the northern and southern limits of the project exceeded the 66-
dBA criterion or experienced an increase of 10 dBA or greater. There are no properties along
Islander Street forecasted to exceed 66 dBA. The projected increase due to any of the build
alternates for Islander Street is approximately 5 dBA (48 dBA existing to 53 dBA with Alt 7, 8A,
8B).

Several questioned why existing (today) noise was the basis of companison, why not 20 or more
years ago; Mr. Moravec indicated that because the analysis is based on average level of operating
traffic (LOS *C’), it would not make a significant difference. The worst-case 10 years ago would
be the same as the worst case today because the traffic facility (i.e. no drastic roadway
alignment) remains unchanged. Another citizen queried whether there is a possibility of
verifying future noise readings after the roadway improvements are implemented. Mr. Moravec
indicated that the communities could request that SHA monitor noise levels at the completion of
any roadway improvement. All requests for post construction measurements will be evaluated
by SHA on a case by case basis.

A few members of the focus group requested copizs of the Noise Report.

Archaeology

Mary Barse of SHA (Project Planning Cultural Resources Group) presented an overview of the
archeological findings. At the previous meeting the focus group was made aware that a Phase II
archaeology study would be undertaken to determine the potential historic significance of two
identified affected sites. The first site is located at the southern limit of the project near the
Longwood Community Center and the other is located off Brookeville Road near the intersection
of Brookeville Road and MD 97.
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All western build alternates impacts the southern site. The degree of impact is the same for
Alternate 7 and 8B. The Phase II archaeology concluded that southern site is not will maintained
or intact. Foundation and structural remains uncovered at this site are believed to be the remains
of a 19" century rental house for an old farmstead. Because the site is sparsely scattered with
structural remains, the site is not recommended as eligible for the National Register. The
Maryland Historic Trust (MHT) is the agency that will ultimately decide on the eligibility and
the need for preservation. SHA is not recommending additional work.

Alternates 7 and 8B impact the other site off Brookeville Road. This site is part of the Maryland
Mational Park and Planning Commuission (MNCPPC) parkland. Newlin Downs Mill site is the
core area where structural remains are evident above ground. A Millrace (trail) along the south
side of Brookeville Road is associated with the Newlin Downs Mill. Handouts provided at the
meeting indicate the difference in impact between Alternates 7 and 8B. Alternate 8B impacts a
portion of the millrace only (structural remains will be intact); Alternate 7 impacts would be
extensive.

The Newlin Downs Mill structural remains are believed to the part of a mill or the millworkers’
house. The mill itself is one of the two mills in Brookeville. Other features are evident in the
landscape such as an old well. The entire site and the Millrace are recommended as eligible for
the National Register. SHA is also recommending that impacts to this site could be mitigated
through the process of data recovery.

A citizen queried what this means in terms of the process. Ms. Barse noted that the schedule
remains the same. If data recovery is recommended by MHT it will likely be implemented prior
to the construction stage. Another citizen queried what can be done if preservation in place is
selected. Mary Barse confident on receiving concurrence from MHT cautioned the group that if
MHT recommends preservation in-place, an avoidance alternate must be developed or mitigation
would be required. Ms. Barse noted however that there is probably no easy way to mitigate the
impacts.

The archaeology report as well as SHA's recommendation will be submitted to MHT in the next
few weeks (no exact date was given) for concurrence. MHTS’ final recommendation will
ultimately play a role in the final alternate selection process. Ms. Barse stressed however that the
archaeology is only a contributing factor and not the deciding factor in the selection of the SHA
preferred Altemnate.
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(Other Discussions

Carmeletta Harris continued the discussion and updated the focus group on recent project
developments. A MD 97 Brookeville team meeting was held July 22, 2002. The project team
was briefed of the results of the Phase II-archaeology. As a result of the team meeting Ms.
Harris informed the focus group that the team is divided between Alternate 7 and Alternate 8B
and would like feedback from the focus group taking into consideration the results of the
archacology study. Citizens from the focus group expressed great concern. Islander Street
residents somewhat satisfied with the noise analysis were still reluctant to a build altermate. An
Islander Street resident noted that either Alternate 7 or nothing at all is his preference. By show
of hands however, a majority of the focus group voted that they still prefer Alternate 7 over
Aliernate 8B.

Future Steps

Carmeletta Harris noted the remaining project schedule. Prior to the selection meeting,
Montgomery County will be conducting a public hearing regarding the MD 97 Brookeville
project to aide them in their recommendation to SHA. Dan Hardy of the Maryland National
Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) encouraged the focus group to attend and
voice their concerns (date, time and location for this venue will be forthcoming). The
Administrator’s Selection meeting is tentatively scheduled for early October 2002. A newsletter
will be mailed out describing the SHA selected alternate shortly thereafter. No more focus group
meetings are anticipated for this project.

Enclosures { )
cc: Attendees

VI-C-10



Final Environmental Impact Statement

V1. Comments and Coordination
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Post Office Box 212 Olney, Maryland 20830
Website Address: http://www.goca.org

October 30, 2001

Ms. Carmen Harms, Project Manager
Project Planning Division

State Highway Administration

707 M. Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

Dear Ms. Harris:

The Greater Olney Civic Association (GOCA) has a longstanding interest in the
Brookville bypass, in no large part because of the potential effects of the road
project on Olney residents, and on traffic north of the town center of Olney.
GOCA recognizes as well that even though a bypass will affect Olney residents,
the massive increase of traffic on Route 97 through the Town of Brookeville
during the past few years has exceeded the capacity of the road through the
town, and threatens the integrity of the town.

As a result of these and other considerations, GOCA feels strongly that the
selected bypass alternative should:

l. Avoid impacting the fields at the Longwood Recreation Center;
Not include a bridge(s)
Cross Brookeville Road at grade; and

[nclude berms as appropriate, and maintain as many of the trees alongside
the bypass alignment as possible to minimize the visual and noise impact
of the bypass, to minimize the impact on the environment, and to
eliminate the need for more intrusive structures, such as sound barriers.

Based on our understanding of the alternatives, GOCA believes Alternative 7
accomplishes those objectives far more effectively than the other alternatives,
and thus, GOCA supports the construction of Alternative 7 of the bypass.

2w

GOCA comes to this conclusion after a great deal of involvement in the issues
surrounding the construction of the road. Mr. David Eskenazi, the GOCA
Transportation Chair and Bypass Focus Group Member, has led discussions
about the bypass at numerous GOCA meetings during the past few years,
including animated participation from the Olney Village Home Owners
Association, about the value and impact of the bypass.
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barg Villsge
The issues discussed at GOCA meetings have been the basis of numerous
conversations between GOCA and the Commissioners of the Town of
Brookeville to identify common concerns and positions related to the bypass.
Presentations by you and your predecessor, Mr. Paul Maloney, further expanded
our understanding of the issues.b

The willingness of you, Mr. Maloney, and others at SHA to request our input,
and to share information about the planning of the Bypass Project has alleviated
numerous concerns that once existed about the Bypass. As a result, GOCA
supports the construction of a Bypass that minimizes the visual and noise impact
for nearby residents, and that protects the environment to the maximum extent
feasible,

Again, | want to thank you for the significant efforts you have made to involve
GOCA, member civic associations and Olney residents in the planning efforts for
the bypass. I would also like to commend you on the success of those efforts.

Sincerely,

7

President
Greater Olney Civic Association
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Parris M. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Governar |

State Highway Administration B
Parker F. Willlams
Admirssiralor

November 29, 2001

Mr. Art Brodsky

President

Greater Olney Civic Association
P. 0. Box 212

Olney MD 20830

Dear Mr. Brodsky:

Thank vou for your comments regarding the MD 97 Brookeville Project. The State
Highway Administration (SHA) encourages public involvement and appreciates your comments.
Your support for Alternate 7 has been noted. Your concerns regarding the Longwood Recreation
Center fields and, the visual and noise impacts have been noted as well,

An this time, the at-grade and grade-separated connection at Brookeville Road will
continue to be evaluated for each of the alternates. The SHA will also make every attempt to
minimize any impacts near the Longwood Community Center as well as the residents along the
proposed bypass.

The next step for this project will be the selection of a preferred alternate. This decision
will be made in the winter 2001/2002. Duning this process, continued coordination with the
federal, state and local government agencies will occur. The citizen comments received at the
MD 97 Brookeville Location/Design Public hearing held on Wednesday, October 3, 2001 will be
also utilized in the decision making process.

My talephone number is

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

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 + Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 70T North Calvert Street « Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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Page Two

Again, thank you for your interest in the MD 97 Brookeville Project. If you have any
further questions or comments, please feel free to contact Carmeletta T. Harris, the project
manager, at 410-545-8522 or toll-free in Maryland at 1-800-548-502 or via email at

charris@sha.state.md.us.

By:

Very truly yours,

Cynthia D. Simpson
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

P s X
Melissa Kosenak

Project Engineer
Project Planning Division

ce: Ms. Carmeletta T. Hamis, Project Manager, State Highway Administration
Ms. Shannon Rousey, Environmental Manager, State Highway Administration
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