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Table 1: Summary of Environmental Impacts 

 

1 2 2A 3

SHA Selected 
Alternate 3A, 

Option A
 Alternate 3A, 

Option B 1 2 3 4

No-Build
Interchange 

Improvements

Interchange 
Improvements 
w/ Collector-
Distributor 

Roads

Inside 
Widening

Inside Widening 
w/ Collector-

Distributor Roads

Two Lane I-81 
Mainline Parallel 
to the Collector-
Distributor Road

Dual Toll Plaza btwn. 
Potomac River and 

Conococheague 
Street

Toll Plazas at North 
and South ends of I-81, 
tolling drivers entering 

MD

Toll Plazas at North 
and South ends of I-81, 
tolling drivers exiting 

MD

Dual Toll 
Plazas at 
North and 
South ends 

of I-81

SB I-81 
between 

Halfway Blvd 
and US 40

Displacements
a.  Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
b.  Business/Commercial 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. of Properties & Resources Affected
a.  Residential 0 14 16 15 21 18 2 4 3 7 1
b.  Business/Commercial 0 8 13 8 23 13 0 1 2 3 0
c.  Parkland/Recreation Area 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
d.  Church/School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
e.  Historical/Archaeological 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0

0 22 29 24 46 32 3 6 5 11 1
Right-of-Way Required - Acres
a.  Residential 0 6.70 8.95 6.80 10.02** 7.70 5.28 5.08 5.36 10.44 11
b.  Business/Commercial 0 3.21 12.01 3.21 18.77** 12.11 0 1.31 3.93 3.24 0

c.  Parkland/Recreation Area 0 0 0 2.95   2.95* 2.95 0 0 0 0 0
d.  Church/School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

e.  Historical/Archaeological 0 0 0 2.95 2.95* 2.95 2.47 4.39 0 2.47 0
0 9.91 20.96 12.96 31.74** 22.76 7.75 10.78 9.29 16.15 11

1 Number of Stream Crossings 0 23 26 27 29 29 0 0 0 0 0
2 Linear Feet of Stream (Total) 0 4,859 6,925 6,017 7,876 7,876 0 0 0 50 0

Perennial 0 935 1,142 2,173 2,590 2,590 0 0 50 50 0
Intermittent 0 302 1,604 356 1,658 1,658 0 0 0 0 0
Ephemeral/Intermittent 0 2,673 2,673 2,673 2,673 2,673 0 0 0 0 0
Ephemeral 0 815 955 815 955 955 0 0 0 0 0

3 100-Year Floodplain Affected (acres) 0 2.00 4.00 2.10 4.00 4.00 0 0 0 0 0
4 Wetlands Affected (acres) 0 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.19 1.16 0 0 0 0 0
5 Woodlands Affected (acres) 0 7.00 15.00 7.00 18.22 16.00 6.86 4.08 4.70 6.86 11
6 Area of Prime Farmland Affected (acres) 0 4.00 9.00 4.00 11.00 11.00 0.11 5.19 0.07 5.25 0
7 Agricultural Land Affected (acres) 0 4.00 9.00 4.00 11.00 11.00 0.11 5.19 0.07 5.25 0
8 Urban or Built-Up Land (acres) 0 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 0 0 0 0 0

$0 $30-$35 $40-$45 $55-$60 $60-$65 $60-$65 $5-$10 $5-$10 $5-$10 $5-$10
$0 $10-$15 $15-$20 $10-$15 $22-$27 $20-$25 $5-$10 $5-$10 $5-$10 $5-$10
$0 $190-$195 $240-$245 $350-$355 $405-$410 $400-$405 $25-$30 $30-$35 $30-$35 $40-$45
$0 $245-$250 $330-$335 $485-$490 $562-$567 $550-$555 $35-$40 $40-$45 $40-$45 $50-$55 $42

* A temporary construction easment for access of approx. 2.95 acres in addition to the ROW requirements listed above would be needed from the C&O Canal NHP.  Right-of-way costs have not been updated to reflect this increase in ROW.
  The C&O Canal NHP is considered both a parkland and a historic site, and in both the Parkland/Recreational Area and Historical/Archeological categories.  However, the C&O Canal NHP is added only once to the total properties and total acres.
** Option 3A impacts have been revised to include revisions to the storm water management facilities since the Environmental Assessment.

Total

1

TOTAL DISPLACEMENTS
2

TOTAL PROPERTIES
3

TOTAL ACRES
Natural Environment

Cost (in millions)
Preliminary Engineering
Right-of-Way
Construction

Socio-Economic Environment

ALTERNATE TOLL OPTION

WEIGH 
STATION

RESOURCES
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A. Summary of Actions and Recommendations 

 

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has evaluated potential alternates and options for 

improvements to the I-81 corridor, traversing Washington County, Maryland.  The I-81 corridor 

serves as a major north-south highway and regional connector linking Maryland, Pennsylvania, 

Virginia and West Virginia. 

The existing I-81 (Figure 21) is a four-lane divided roadway with two 12-foot lanes in each 

direction,  4-foot inside shoulders, 10-foot outside shoulders, and a variable (24 to 64-foot) grass 

median.  A two-lane C-D road exists through the I-70 interchange.  The C-D road runs adjacent 

to northbound and southbound I-81 beginning approximately 800 feet south of the I-70 

interchange (Figure 2) and merges back into the mainline approximately 500 feet north of the 

interchange.  All movements to and from I-70 are made via the C-D road. 

 

Figure 1: Existing I-81 Typical Section 

 

Figure 2: Existing I-81 Typical Section (at the I-70 interchange) 

Purpose and Need 

The purpose of this project is to improve traffic operations and safety along the I-81 corridor 

from the West Virginia state line to the Pennsylvania state line, a distance of approximately 12 

miles.  The I-81 corridor is an important north-south facility in western Maryland.  Recent and 

planned economic development activities along the corridor have caused I-81 to experience 

increasing operational problems.  A Level of Service (LOS) analysis for 2000 and 2025 was 

performed for all I-81 mainline sections and interchange ramps.  Level of Service is a measure of 

the congestion experienced by drivers, and ranges from “A” (free flow with little or no 
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congestion) to “F” (failure with stop-and-go conditions).  In 2000, I-81 was operating at levels of 

service ranging from “A” to “C.”  By 2025, with the increase in traffic volumes, the LOS along 

parts of the mainline will deteriorate to LOS “E.” 

In addition, safety is currently compromised by a high percentage (34 percent Average Daily 

Traffic) of truck traffic combined with substandard interchange design and poor spacing between 

interchanges.  From January 1999 to June 2004, there were 452 reported crashes along the I-81 

mainline.  The average crash rate for this study section was 35.3 crashes for every 100 million 

vehicle miles of travel (acc/100 mvm).  While this crash rate is lower than the statewide average 

crash rate of 54 acc/100 mvm for similar highways now under state maintenance, the rates for 

fatal crashes (1.0 acc/100 mvm) and truck related crashes (12.0 acc/100 mvm) are significantly 

higher than the statewide average of 0.4 acc/100 mvm and 9.0 acc/100 mvm, respectively.  The 

crash history for the study area is listed in Table 2. 

Table 2: I-81 Mainline Crash Data 

Year 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total 

Study Rate 

(acc/100 

mvm) 

Statewide 

Avg. Rate 

(acc/100 

mvm) 

Fatal 0 4 0 2 6 1 13 1.0* 0.4 

Injury 42 49 40 33 35 17 216 16.9 21.1 

Property 

Damage 
43 43 42 35 42 18 223 17.4 32.1 

Truck Related 

Crashes 
36 36 31 18 26 7 154 12.0* 9.0 

Total 85 96 82 70 83 36 452 35.3 53.6 

 *Significantly higher than the statewide average rate 

Between January 1998 and December 2002, there were 131 crashes on the interchange ramps 

along I-81 between the West Virginia and Pennsylvania state lines.  Roughly 51 percent (67 of 

131) of those crashes occurred on the I-70 interchange ramps.  Approximately 40 percent of the 

I-70 crashes (27 of 67) involved heavy trucks.  Ten of those 27 truck crashes occurred at the loop 

ramp in the south quadrant of the interchange, eastbound I-70 to northbound I-81, where truck 

drivers were exceeding the speed limit and overturned their vehicles. 

Without improvement, it will be difficult to maintain a future acceptable LOS and safety along 

the highway. 

Seven alternates were considered during the development of the I-81 Improvement Project.  Of 

these, the No-Build and four build alternates (with six options) were retained for detailed 

engineering and environmental study.  Additionally, due to the state’s financial constraints, 

consideration was given to utilizing toll financing for the proposed improvements.  During and 

immediately following the Location/Design Public Hearing, the public expressed concerns 

regarding the toll options. The primary concern was the projected traffic volumes, which could 
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be diverted to the local street system by those drivers trying to avoid paying a toll. The diversion 

analysis was developed using an earlier version of the regional transportation model for the 

Hagerstown area. This model did not include information on trip purpose distributions or 

distinguish between passenger cars or truck patterns. In order to more accurately respond to the 

concerns raised during the public hearing, a more detailed analysis would be required.  

Therefore, at this time toll options are not part of the SHA Selected Alternate for the I-81 

Improvement Project; however, tolls are not precluded from consideration in the future.  A 

description of the alternates studied is included in the Record of Decision, Section I of this 

FONSI. 

Alternate 3A – Inside Widening with Collector-Distributor Roads is the SHA Selected 

Alternate for this project.  Under this alternate, I-81 will be widened to six twelve-foot wide 

lanes on the inside (towards the median).  The outside lanes will include a C-D road consisting of 

two twelve-foot wide lanes with an additional twelve-foot wide auxiliary lane extending from the 

I-70 interchange through the Halfway Boulevard interchange for both north and southbound 

structures (Figure 3).  This alternate will require the widening of the northbound and southbound 

spans of Bridge No. 21078, which carries I-81 over the Potomac River.  Mapping for the SHA 

Selected Alternate is provided in Appendix A. 

A typical cross section of Alternate 3A – Inside Widening with C-D roads is provided below. 

 

Figure 3: Typical Section Alternate 3A - Inside Widening with C-D Roads 

Alternate 3A – Inside Widening with C-D Roads best fulfills the project’s Purpose and Need 

because the interchange improvements, in conjunction with the mainline widening and C-D road 

extension, enhance safety and traffic operations better than the other alternates.  Because 

Alternate 3A – Inside Widening with C-D Roads is a more comprehensive approach and includes 

both inside widening and C-D roads, it results in more earth disturbance and therefore, greater 

environmental impacts than the other alternates.  However, the other alternates do not fully 

address safety concerns for the weave movements on and off the mainline and/or do not address 

added capacity to the mainline. 

The improvements at the interchanges proposed with the SHA Selected Alternate include the 

following:  

Exit 1: MD 68/MD 63 – Traffic volumes are relatively low at this interchange, and only five 

crashes occurred over a 5-year period from 1998-2002.  Only one ramp (MD 68/63 to 

southbound I-81) has an unacceptable 2025 LOS in the PM peak hour, due to an insufficient 

acceleration lane.  The acceleration lane from Conococheague Street (MD 68) to southbound I-
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81 will be extended from the existing length of 500 feet to 1,230 feet.  This will improve the 

2025 LOS in the PM peak hour from “D” to “C”. 

Exit 2: US 11 – Traffic volumes are relatively low at this interchange, except for the ramp from 

southbound I-81 to US 11.  Only three crashes occurred during the 1998-2002 study period.  The 

two southbound ramps will operate at a LOS “D” in 2025 due to high traffic volumes and/or 

insufficient acceleration/deceleration lanes.  All of the existing acceleration/deceleration lanes 

will be extended to at least 1,200 feet, except for the deceleration lane provided for traffic 

traveling from northbound I-81 to US 11.   

Exit 3: I-70 – This interchange will be completely reconstructed due to the existing poor 

geometry and lack of acceleration/deceleration lanes on both I-81 and I-70.  In the 5-year period 

from 1998-2002, 67 crashes occurred at this interchange.  Due to the proximity of the Halfway 

Boulevard interchange, an auxiliary lane will be provided to connect the I-70 westbound off-

ramp to the Halfway Boulevard eastbound off-ramp.  This will provide increased distance for 

vehicles to weave and improve the LOS and operations through this area. 

The C-D road will run from the I-70 interchange (Exit 3) through the current Halfway Boulevard 

interchange (Exit 4) as follows.  A typical section of this portion of the roadway is provided as 

Figure 4. 

 

Northbound I-81 – The two-lane northbound C-D road will begin approximately 2,300 feet 

north of US 11 as a two-lane exit ramp.  The outside lane will provide drivers with two 

options: connect with the I-70 eastbound ramp or continue through the interchange.  The 

inside lane will continue through the interchange.  An auxiliary lane will join the two-lane 

C-D road at the I-70 on-ramp and continue north to the Halfway Boulevard interchange, 

ending at the off-ramp to Halfway Boulevard eastbound.  The two-lane C-D road will then 

merge back to I-81 approximately 3,000 feet north of Halfway Boulevard.  All movements 

to and from I-70 and Halfway Boulevard will be made from this C-D road.   

Southbound I-81 – The two-lane southbound C-D road will begin approximately 3,300 feet 

north of Halfway Boulevard and continue through the Halfway Boulevard interchange with 

a third auxiliary lane connecting the on-ramp from Halfway Boulevard to the I-70 

westbound off-ramp.  The C-D road will then merge back with the mainline approximately 

2,500 feet north of the US 11 exit ramp gore. 

Figure 4: Alternative 3A, Option A (at the I-70 interchange) 
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The construction of the C-D road will move the merge and diverge movements off the 

mainline onto the C-D road where the lower speeds and volumes will allow these 

movements to be safer.  This will significantly improve the operations and safety along the 

mainline.  The existing Halfway Boulevard structure was designed to allow for the inside 

widening of I-81.  However, in order to provide the C-D road, it will be necessary to 

construct a retaining wall along Halfway Boulevard (see Appendix A).   

 Exit 5: US 40 – Weaving issues exist due to the cloverleaf structure of the interchange.  

Most of the ramps will operate at a LOS “D” for the year 2025 under the existing 

conditions. For a 5-year period from 1998-2002, there were 16 crashes.  The interchange 

will be converted from a full cloverleaf to a diamond or half-cloverleaf design.  The ramps 

in the northwest (US 40 west to I-81 south) and southeast (US 40 east to I-81 north) 

quadrants will be removed and replaced with slip ramps.  This will eliminate the weave that 

currently exists at this interchange and reduce the number of crashes.  Left turn lanes will be 

constructed for US 40 eastbound to I-81 northbound and for US 40 westbound to I-81 

southbound.  Due to the distance between this interchange and Exit 6, an auxiliary lane will 

be provided for the northbound and southbound directions connecting the two interchanges.  

This will allow a weave movement rather than the merge and diverge in the short distance 

in addition to providing longer lengths for vehicles to accelerate and decelerate.  With these 

improvements, all movements are projected to operate at a LOS “C” or better in 2025.    

 Exit 6: MD 58 – Under existing conditions, every ramp at this interchange will function at 

a LOS “D” or worse in either the AM or PM peak hour in 2025.  In addition, 13 crashes 

occurred at this interchange in a 5-year period from 1998-2002.  The acceleration lanes 

provided for traffic coming from MD 58 to I-81 in either direction are severely inadequate.  

The acceleration/deceleration lanes on the ramps to I-81 northbound and southbound will be 

extended from 450 feet to 1,230 feet in order to accommodate growing traffic volumes 

along I-81.  This will improve the merge LOS from “E” to “D” on the northbound ramp and 

from “D” to “C” on the southbound ramp.  Due to the distance between this interchange and 

Exit 7, an auxiliary lane will be constructed in both directions along I-81 between MD 58 

(Cearfoss Pike) and the US 40 interchanges.  This will allow a weave movement rather than 

the merge and diverge in the short distance in addition to providing longer lengths for 

vehicles to accelerate and decelerate. 

 Exit 8: Maugans Avenue – The existing ramp to southbound I-81 will be widened to two 

lanes. A double left-turn lane will be constructed on westbound Maugans Avenue to I-81 

southbound.  The intersection of Maugans Avenue and the I-81 southbound ramp will 

operate at LOS “C” in the AM peak hour and “D” in the PM peak hour.  The merge onto I-

81 will operate at LOS “D” and “C” in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. 

 Exit 9: Showalter Road – The majority of the ramps have an acceptable LOS, and six 

crashes occurred from 1998-2002.  Weaving issues exist due to the cloverleaf structure of 

the interchange.  The existing interchange will be modified to a half cloverleaf in order to 

eliminate the weave movement on I-81.  Eliminating the loop ramps in the northwest and 

southwest quadrants and providing left turn lanes on Showalter Road will eliminate the 

weave between the loop ramps. 
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 Exit 10: PA 163 – This interchange is half in Pennsylvania and half in Maryland.  There are 

acceptable levels of service at all ramps and four crashes occurred in a 5-year period from 

1998-2002.  The existing acceleration lanes on the Maryland portion of the interchange will 

be extended from 1,056 feet to 1,230 feet, improving the AM LOS from “C” to “B”. 

B. Environmental Impact Summary  

A detailed analysis was conducted to determine the potential for impacts to socio-economic, 

cultural, and natural environmental resources.  Air quality and noise analyses were also 

conducted.  Please refer to Table 1 in Section II for a summary of environmental impacts 

associated with the SHA Selected Alternate and other alternates retained for detailed study.  

Environmental impacts associated with the SHA Selected Alternate are discussed below. 

1. Socioeconomic Environment 

The project corridor currently supports a variety of land uses including residential, commercial, 

industrial, and active agricultural uses.  The project supports existing and planned development 

in the Hagerstown Regional Growth Area and is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan for the 

County for Washington County, adopted in 2002.  Growth areas, as defined by the 

Comprehensive Plan for the County, are areas within the County where development is to be 

encouraged. These areas surround urban locations where the required infrastructure to support 

intensive development is in existence or planned.  An overview of the Land Use Plan mapping 

contained in the Comprehensive Plan for the County depicts land use classifications abutting the 

I-81 corridor to include industrial areas, commercial areas, the municipality areas of Hagerstown 

and Williamsport and a small portion of land abutting I-81 that is classified for residential use. 

The project is primarily within Washington County’s designated Priority Funding Area (PFA). A 

small portion of the project is located outside the PFA.  This comprises less than 2 percent 

(approximately 820 LF) of the total project lane mileage (approximately 62,500 LF), which does 

not exceed 20 percent of the total lane mileage of the project and therefore complies with 

Maryland’s 1997 Smart Growth Legislation.  The SHA Selected Alternate is also consistent with 

the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Act of 1992.   

Under the SHA Selected Alternate, no residential or business/commercial buildings will be 

displaced.  Approximately 31.7 acres of additional right-of-way will be required. 

The SHA Selected Alternate will have generally positive impacts on the communities within the 

study area by providing relief of traffic congestion, improving safety, and improving overall 

traffic flow along the I-81 corridor.  Response times for emergency vehicles will be expected to 

improve with the SHA Selected Alternate.  Improved access and levels of service on I-81 will 

help facilitate planned economic development within the project area.  Therefore, these 

improvements will serve to increase accessibility to community facilities and services, promoting 

local community cohesion and improving the overall quality of life.   

U.S. Census Bureau data identifies minority and low-income populations residing within the I-81 

project area, but no cohesive minority communities were identified.  No residents will be 

displaced by the SHA Selected Alternate.  There is no evidence that low-income or minority 
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populations will be disproportionately affected by the SHA Selected Alternate.  Public outreach 

in the areas with low-income populations included public meetings at Maugansville Elementary 

School, a meeting with the Lakeside Mobile Home Park and a meeting with the Williamsport 

Town Council.  The primary concern raised at these meetings was the potential noise level 

changes resulting from the roadway improvements.  Public outreach efforts to communities in 

the project area will continue throughout project design. 

The SHA Selected Alternate will require the construction of additional piers for the bridge over 

the Potomac River, some of which will occur on National Park Service (NPS) property.  The 

piers are necessary to accommodate the widened roadway section.  Approximately 2.95 acres of 

right-of-way for a perpetual deed of easement and an additional 1.12 acres for a construction 

permit will be required from the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park (C&O 

Canal NHP) property (Figure 5).  Since easements for transportation use were never recorded for 

the original bridge crossing on NPS property, these easements will be formalized as part of this 

undertaking.   

2. Cultural Resources 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for cultural resources for this project is defined as 200 feet 

to either side of I-81 between the project's southern limit in West Virginia to State Line Road at 

the northern project limit.  Also included is the portion of the Potomac River itself and all 

construction staging areas that may be outside of 200 feet from either side of I-81.  Two historic 

resources were identified in the APE for the I-81 Improvement Project: the Garden of Eden, 

which is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and the C&O Canal NHP, 

which is listed in the NRHP.   

Since the inside widening improvement proposed under the SHA Selected Alternate is within the 

existing SHA right-of-way and the proposed collector-distributor roads are located far north of 

the Garden of Eden farm, construction of the SHA Selected Alternate will have no impact to the 

Garden of Eden farm.  In a letter to Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) dated July 8, 2004, SHA 

requested concurrence of a no effect determination for the No-Build (Alternate 1) and Build 

Alternates 2, 2A, 3, 3A and 3B.  Concurrence with these effect determinations was received from 

MHT on August 4, 2004 (I-81 Improvement Project Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) 

Evaluation, 2004).  

Construction of the SHA Selected Alternate will impact the C&O Canal NHP.  For a length of 

671 linear feet (LF) a portion of I-81 traverses through NPS park property.  Impacts to the C&O 

Canal NHP will occur due to inside widening of mainline I-81 and widening of the northbound 

and southbound spans of Bridge No. 21078, where I-81 crosses over the Potomac River. 

Impacts to the C&O Canal NHP will include: 

 Visitor Use – intermittent interruptions to pedestrian and bicycle use of the towpath for a 

period of two weeks at the onset of construction activities and for two weeks at the 

conclusion.  These interruptions will occur for a one mile segment of towpath from 

Lockwood Road to the crossing under Bridge No. 21078.  Additional intermittent 

closures could occur for the duration of the project along a 400’ length of towpath, where 

it crosses underneath the bridge.  These closures will only occur during construction 



I-81 Improvement Project   Finding of No Significant Impact 

 

26 

events that could be dangerous to visitors and staff (such as the pouring of concrete 

overhead). 

 Vegetation – potential vegetation removal within the work zone on the limestone bluff 

and within the canal prism, and the I-81 inside median from the bridge to the eastern 

boundary of the park; bridge span widening will result in increased shading. 

 Towpath – potential physical damage due to construction activities and vehicle access. 

 Viewshed – permanent impacts due to pier and bridge span widening, and temporary 

impacts due to vegetation removal, and construction equipment and activities. 

Figure 5 depicts potential uses of C&O Canal NHP property.   

In the updated effects determination, submitted to Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) on January 

18, 2006, SHA stipulated that significant features of the park, such as the landscape, towpath and 

limestone bluffs, will be adversely affected by the SHA Selected Alternate.  MHT concurred 

with the adverse effect determination on February 22, 2006.  As a result, SHA consulted with 

NPS and MHT to develop a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to address the adverse effects 

to the C&O Canal NHP.  The MOA was signed by FHWA, SHA, NPS, and MHT on November 

19, 2008.  During the design phase of the project FHWA, NPS, SHA, and the MHT will consult 

and develop an Avoidance and Treatment Plan for the C&O Canal NHP.  The Plan will address 

the widening of SHA Bridge No. 21078, stormwater management facilities, construction 

sequences and staging areas, protection of the canal prism and towpath, adherence to NPS gross 

vehicle weight restrictions, and minimization of impacts to park resources and park visitors. 

Following construction, the SHA will implement a Restoration Plan.  The Restoration Plan will 

provide sustainable vegetation at the I-81 bridge using native species, while recognizing the need 

to maintain visibility of critical C&O Canal NHP features and will also address the repair of any 

damage to the towpath or canal prism that occurs as a result of construction activities.  

No archeological resources eligible for the National Register of Historic Places were identified 

within the APE as presently defined.  A fish weir, located in the bed of the Potomac River a short 

distance upstream from the APE, is a recorded archeological site in both Maryland (18WA196) 

and West Virginia (46BY157).  This feature and site will be avoided by currently proposed 

staging from the West Virginia side of the Potomac. 

Mitigation Sites 

The preferred wetland and stream mitigation sites were assessed for archeological potential and 

architectural history.  A Phase I archeological survey at the preferred wetland mitigation site 

(WM-8 Bowman Site) will be completed during detailed design, when limits of disturbance, 

including construction staging and access areas, are available.  The creation of a wetland site at 

this location has a low potential to impact historic standing structures.  However, a detailed 

review of plans with the worst case scenario limits of disturbance, including construction staging 

and access areas, will occur with regard to historic standing structures.  

.
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Figure 5: Perpetual Deed of Easement and Construction Permit Areas 
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Stream restoration at the SM-1 Weller Site has low potential to impact historic standing 

structures.  Upon availability of detailed plans, impacts to historic standing structures will be 

further evaluated, and the need for Phase I archeological survey will be determined at that time. 

3. Natural Environment 

The project area is located within the eastern portion of the Valley and Ridge Province known as 

the “Great Valley.”  Soil Surveys show 16 soil series occur within the project area.  Nine soil 

types in the project area are prime farmland soils and three are soils of statewide importance.  

The SHA Selected Alternate will impact 11 acres of prime farmland soil and soils of statewide 

importance. The impacts will be to narrow strips of land adjacent to the roadway.  A Farmland 

Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006 was completed for the project in accordance with the 

Farmland Protection Policy Act.  Form AD-1006 can be found in the Environmental Assessment.  

Form AD-1006 provides an evaluation of farmland within the study area, and determines if 

farmland is suitable for protection from conversion into non-agricultural uses.  Based on the 12 

site assessment criteria on Form AD-1006, the SHA Selected Alternate received a score of less 

than 80.  This is below the level suitable for protection and recommended threshold for 

submission to, and consultation with, the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 

Conservation Service.  Furthermore, no farming operation will be adversely impacted by the 

SHA Selected Alternate.  Best management practices would be incorporated into the engineering 

design and contractor specifications to minimize the extent of the soil disturbances and the 

amount of cut and fill required.  Mitigation would include the use of erosion control measures 

such as silt fences, erosion blankets, and re-vegetation of exposed spoils to reduce the erosion 

and soil loss.  A sediment and erosion control plan would be submitted to and approved by the 

Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE).  Appropriate sediment and erosion control 

devices would be installed as needed in accordance with the 2010 Maryland Standards and 

Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control.   

The SHA Selected Alternate will impact approximately 18.2 acres of forest. Cleared forest land 

will be mitigated by forest replacement at a 1:1 ratio on publicly owned property in the county in 

compliance with the Maryland Reforestation Law (Natural Resources Article Section 5-103) for 

state-funded projects.  Potential mitigation sites will be investigated during the design phase of 

the project. If a mitigation site cannot be located, monies will be placed into the State 

Reforestation Fund to plant replacement trees on public land.  The SHA Selected Alternate will 

impact vegetation within the C&O Canal NHP.  Up to 0.18 acre of clearing will occur within the 

canal prism in order to install protection for the prism itself and for the protection of Park visitors 

and staff.  Up to 0.64 acre of clearing will occur along the limestone bluff under the I-81 bridge 

crossing.  While limestone bluffs or cliffs are considered a unique plant habitat type by the DNR 

Maryland Natural Heritage Program, no individual rare, threatened, or endangered species are 

known to exist at the limestone bluff within the project area.  SHA will coordinate with the NPS 

and conduct a rare plant survey of this area during the design phase of the project.  All removed 

vegetation will be replaced at a 1:1 ratio with comparable native species, with special 

consideration given to shade-tolerant species in areas where shading will be increased due to 

bridge span widening.    

The SHA Selected Alternate will have minor impacts on wildlife and their habitat. The U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicated on July 2, 2008 (see Appendix C) that the project area 
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was within known summer habitat range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis 

sodalis).  The SHA consulted with USFWS regarding the SHA Selected Alternate and associated 

impacts, providing detailed mapping of the existing woodland boundaries and the areas to be 

cleared as part of the construction activity.  Based on this mapping USFWS replied on October 6, 

2008 (see Appendix C) that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the endangered 

Indiana bat.   

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) indicated in a letter dated April 30, 

2008 (see Appendix C); that there is one area of potential concern within the study area, along 

the C&O Canal near Williamsport.  In the floodplain forest habitat along this part of the C&O 

Canal there is a record for White Trout Lily (Erythronium albidum) and for large-leaved 

waterleaf (Hydrophyllum macrophyllum), both are state-listed threatened species.  In the 

limestone cliff habitat near the C&O Canal is a record for Arbor-vitae (Thuja occidentalis) and 

for the cherrydrop snail (hendersonia occulta), both of these are also state-listed threatened 

species.  NPS also provided SHA with a rare plant survey identifying state listed plant species in 

the vicinity of the study area.   

Rare plant surveys of the C&O Canal NHP have been previously conducted by MDNR south of 

Bridge No. 21078.  During these surveys the following state threatened or endangered species 

were discovered: threatened – wild false indigo (Baptisia australis), white trout lily 

(Erythronium albidum), and arbor-vitae (Thuja occidentalis); endangered – large-leaved 

waterleaf (Hydrophyllum macrophyllum) and smooth cliffbrake (Pellaea glabella).  Three State 

watchlist species were also present.  While rare plant surveys were not conducted in the 

immediate area of Bridge No. 21078, conditions are similar to those south of the bridge, and 

therefore are capable of supporting these or other rare, threatened, or endangered plant species. 

SHA will coordinate with the NPS and DNR to conduct a rare plant survey in the vicinity of 

Bridge No. 21078 on the C&O Canal NHP property during the design phase when more 

information is available on construction methods.  

The proposed action will comply with Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management. For 

transportation projects, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5650.2 entitled 

Floodplain Management and Protection prescribes policies and procedures for ensuring that 

proper consideration is given to the avoidance and mitigation of floodplain impacts.  Federal 

Emergency Management Agency flood mapping indicates that regulated 100-year floodplains 

cross the project area in several locations. Approximately 4.0 acres of the Semple Run floodplain 

will be impacted, and less than 0.1 acre of the Potomac River floodplain will be impacted by the 

SHA Selected Alternate. 

According to the Ground Water Atlas of the United States, the project area is underlain by 

aquifers of the Valley and Ridge Physiographic Province.  Surface waters in the project area 

consist of ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial streams.  The SHA Selected Alternate will 

require 0.026 acre of fill to be placed into waters of the US due to the widening of the bridge 

over the Potomac River. The fill is a result of the lateral extension of the 10 existing piers in the 

Potomac River needed to widen the bridge.  Additionally, the SHA Selected Alternate will 

impact approximately 7,876 LF of waters of the US (Table 4).  Of the total stream impact, 2,590 

LF of impacts will occur to perennial streams, 1,658 LF of impact will occur to intermittent 

streams, and the remaining 3,628 LF of impact will occur to ephemeral channels (i.e. roadside 
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ditches). Indirect, short-term impacts to water quality typically occur during construction from 

grading and removal of vegetation, which results in increased sedimentation and runoff 

velocities into nearby streams.  Furthermore, the project will impact the C&O Canal NHP canal 

prism, which is considered navigable water by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  The 

portion of the C&O Canal NHP canal prism located in the project area is unwatered, thus there is 

no need to coordinate with the US Coast Guard. 

The SHA Selected Alternate will unavoidably impact approximately 1.19 acres of wetlands 

(Table 3) consisting of 1.10 acres of Palustrine Emergent/Palustrine Scrub Shrub (PEM/PSS), 

0.07 acres of Palustrine Emergent/Palustrine Forest (PEM1/PFO), and 0.02 acres of Palustrine 

Open Water (POW).  The SHA Selected Alternate includes inside widening along I-81 as a 

measure to minimize impacts to adjacent properties and natural resources, including wetlands 

and streams.  

Safety issues at the I-70 interchange made it necessary to improve the existing interchange in 

order to meet current design standards.  Approximately 51 percent of the reported crashes on the 

I-81 interchange ramps between the West Virginia and Pennsylvania state lines occurred on the 

I-70 interchange ramps.  Roughly 40 percent of the I-70 interchange crashes involved heavy 

trucks, particularly at the loop ramp in the south quadrant of the interchange, eastbound I-70 to 

northbound I-81.  At the interchange, (see Appendix A), retaining walls will be used to 

minimize impacts to wetland areas and to avoid 6 to 8 residential displacements.  Furthermore, 

2:1 side slopes are proposed where appropriate to minimize impacts to streams and wetlands.  

The steeper sides slope and retaining walls will allow for 1,073 LF of streams and approximately 

31,000 square feet (0.71 acre) of wetlands to be avoided by the SHA Selected Alternate 

alignment.  A 25-foot buffer was applied to calculate the limits of disturbance for the project and 

further avoidance and minimization measures will be explored during Final Design. 

Wetland and Stream Mitigation 

The SHA Selected Alternate will impact approximately 1.19 acres (66,369 square feet) of 

wetlands.  Based on the mitigation ratios of 1:1 for PEM and 2:1 for PSS and PFO wetlands, 

approximately 2.30 acres (100,188 square feet) of wetland mitigation will be required to 

compensate for unavoidable wetland impacts associated with the project.  The amount of 

mitigation required is based on the replacement ratios stipulated in the Maryland Compensatory 

Mitigation Guidance, as well as coordination with the USACE Baltimore District and the 

Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE).  The goal of the mitigation is to replace and 

enhance functions of aquatic resources unavoidably impacted in the study area.  

Table 3 provides the estimated wetland impacts and mitigation requirements for the I-81 

improvements.  Wetland impacts will be mitigated off site.   
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Table 3: Wetland Impacts and Mitigation 

Wetland ID* Wetland Classification Impacts (acres) Mitigation (acres) 

WETL018 PEM 0.02 0.02 

WETL029 PSS 1.10 2.20 

WETL010, WETL022 PFO 0.04 0.08 

 TOTAL 1.19 2.30 

* Described in the I-81 Improvement Project Wetland Investigation Report, dated July 2003 (updated August 2003). 

 

The SHA Selected Alternate will impact a total of 7,876 LF of streams, including 2,590 LF of 

perennial streams, 1,658 LF of intermittent streams, and 3,628 LF of ephemeral streams.  

Approximately 1,692 LF of impacts to perennial and intermittent streams cannot be replaced 

within existing SHA right-of-way, and will be mitigated off site at a 1:1 ratio.  The remaining 

2,556 LF of impacted perennial and intermittent streams parallel the roadway, and will be 

replaced in-kind as part of the highway improvement project.  The 3,628 LF of impacted 

ephemeral streams will also be replaced in-kind.  Table 4 summarizes stream impacts and 

mitigation. 

Table 4: Stream Impacts and Mitigation 

Stream 

Classification 

Stream Impacts 

(LF) 

In-Kind Mitigation  

(LF) 

Off-Site Mitigation 

(LF) 

Ephemeral  3,628 3,628 0 

Intermittent 1,658 1,503 155 

Perennial  2,590 1,053 1,537 

TOTAL 7,876 6,184 1,692 

 

Mitigation for the canal prism is considered in both the stream and cultural resources mitigation.  

The MOA identifies mitigation for cultural resource impacts to the canal prism to help satisfy the 

Section 106 requirements necessary to obtain the Clean Water Act Section 404/Section 10 

permits.  Any physical impacts to the C&O Canal NHP canal prism that the USACE will classify 

as permanent will require compensatory mitigation that will be satisfied at the proposed stream 

mitigation site.  During the design phase for the bridge portion of the project, SHA will 

coordinate with the USACE regarding any permit revisions that may be required for work in the 

canal prism. 

Nine potential wetland mitigation sites and fourteen potential stream mitigation sites were 

identified and evaluated along the I-81 corridor and within the Conococheague Creek watershed 

in Washington County.  The preferred mitigation/restoration sites selected for further studies and 

the concept design evaluation are based on coordination with the USACE and MDE.   

Initially, the WM-2 McCauley Site was the preferred wetland mitigation site.  Subsequent 

investigation showed that two known archeological sites are located partly within the McCauley 
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property.  Eligibility of these sites for the National Register of Historic Places has not been 

determined.  As a result, the property was dropped as a potential wetland mitigation site. 

The sites proposed for wetland mitigation (WM-8 Bowman Site) and stream restoration (SM-1 

Weller Site) were selected according to their overall mitigation/restoration potential.   

WM-8 Bowman Site - The Bowman site is an approximate 37-acre parcel located along Semple 

Run between Hopewell Road and I-81 north of Williamsport (Figure 6).  Semple Run flows 

southwestward to join Conococheague Creek just north of Williamsport, about a mile from its 

confluence with the Potomac River.  The Bowman site is estimated to be able to provide 1.4 

acres of wetland mitigation.  This would be slightly greater than a 1:1 replacement ratio for the 

estimated 1.19 acres of impacts but less than the required 2.36 acres of mitigation.  Based upon 

final configuration of the property acquisition (which would likely occur during the design phase 

of the project, once right-of-way funding has been allocated), sufficient upland buffer area would 

be retained (10:1 ratio) as an additional mitigation feature which will add an acre toward meeting 

the anticipated mitigation requirement.  Upon the receipt of funding, SHA will coordinate with 

the reviewing agencies for approval.  Wetland mitigation on the site would likely involve 

containing surface runoff in the Semple Run basin through constructed embankments, and/or 

shallow excavation to expose seasonally high groundwater conditions.  SHA would make the 

following goals in the utilization of the Bowman site in stream mitigation: 

 SHA would purchase the Bowman site in fee simple or as part of the right-of-way 

acquisition.  This would result in covenants, plats, and deed restrictions being placed 

upon the property; preventing future encroachment by adjacent property owners and 

permitting access to the property in perpetuity by SHA employees and their consultants 

as well as officials from COE, USFWS, EPA, MDE, and DNR. 

 Included in the restrictions placed on the property deed would be a provision that no 

adjacent landowner would be granted an easement to allow for stormwater discharge to 

be piped to the mitigation project area or be allowed to acquire an easement for placing 

pipes (sewer, water, gas, etc.) through any portion of the mitigation property. 

 The perimeter of the buffer would be posted with SHA signs that demarcate the property 

boundaries; these would be maintained by SHA as necessary.   

 It is SHA's goal to provide an effective buffer with adequate habitat for all mitigation 

projects.  Where practicable, the created wetland would be designed with a 250-foot 

buffer area.  A minimum buffer of 150 feet would be obtained for the wetland mitigation 

project.   

Prior to acquisition of the Bowman property, SHA would provide a preliminary wetland creation 

design plan (30 % Design) with designated buffer areas, to COE, MDE, USFWS, EPA, and DNR 

for their review. These agencies will determine if the mitigation goals and buffer widths meet 

their expectations. If no consensus can be reached on the mitigation site or plan and no 

satisfactory solution can be found, SHA will eliminate this site or plan from further consideration 

and find another mitigation site or plan that meets the approval of the above listed agency 

representatives. 
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SM-1 Weller Site-Rockdale Run - The Weller Site is the preferred stream restoration site 

located at the headwaters of Rockdale Run immediately west of Mercersburg Road and is 

prioritized as the Number 1 stream restoration site.  This site is located in a large open pasture-

land with no forested/scrub-shrub vegetation (Figure 6).  The Weller Site offers approximately 

3,853 linear feet of perennial and intermittent stream restoration opportunity by providing 

riparian planting and streambank fencing along Rockdale Run.  There are several existing 

riparian planting projects throughout the Rockdale Run sub-watershed.  The addition of this 

restoration project would extend the protection to the headwaters of the Conococheague Creek 

drainage basin and Rockdale Run.  Restoration activities would include riparian plantings, 

streambank fencing, cattle crossings, and minor bank grading and stabilization (where 

necessary).  SHA would make the following goals in the utilization of the Weller site for stream 

mitigation: 

 SHA anticipates that the Weller site would be obtained in perpetual easement. 

 Access in perpetuity of the stream mitigation site by SHA and their consultants as well as 

officials from COE, USFWS, EPA, MDE, and DNR. would be included in the deed 

language for the perpetual easement.   

 SHA would establish a minimum buffer width of 150 feet (75 feet on either side of the 

stream) to provide for stream stabilization with buffer plantings adding a corridor of 

habitat for wildlife.  Where practicable, the stream restoration would be designed with a 

200-foot buffer area.   

 Fencing would be installed to prevent livestock from entering the buffer easement area.  

Maintenance of this fencing would be provided by SHA or its representatives.  The buffer 

side of the fencing would be permitted to naturalize in order to provide an effective 

stream buffer.   

SHA would provide a preliminary stream restoration design plan (30 % Design) with designated 

buffer areas, to COE, MDE, USFWS, EPA, and DNR for their review. These agencies will 

determine if the mitigation goals and buffer widths meet their expectations. If no consensus can 

be reached on the mitigation site or plan and no satisfactory solution can be found, SHA will 

eliminate this site or plan from further consideration and find another mitigation site or plan that 

meets the approval of the above listed agency representatives.
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Figure 6: Mitigation Site Location Map 
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4. Air Quality 

An updated Air Quality Technical Report was completed in April 2009 to evaluate the I-81 

Improvement Project’s compliance with Regional, State and National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards and updated Clear Air Act requirements.  These updated air quality analyses 

considered 2008 to 2030 traffic projections.  The I-81 Improvement Project is located in 

Washington County, Maryland.  This county is not designated as non-attainment for carbon 

monoxide (CO), Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), Lead (Pb), course particulate 

matter (PM10), or ozone (O3). On January 5, 2005, the EPA designated the Martinsburg, WV – 

Hagerstown, MD Region (Washington County in Maryland, and Berkeley County in West 

Virginia) as nonattainment for fine particulate matter, PM2.5. This designation became effective 

on April 5, 2005, 90 days after EPA’s published action in the Federal Register. Transportation 

conformity for the PM2.5 standards applied on April 5, 2006. Since the project is located in a 

non-attainment area for PM2.5, conformity to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) is determined 

through a regional air quality analysis performed on the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) 

and transportation plan.  This project conforms to the SIP as it originates from a conforming TIP 

and transportation plan. For PM2.5, project level conformity also requires an assessment of 

localized emissions impacts for certain projects that meet the requirements of projects of air 

quality concern as described in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1). 

CO Analysis 

Since the Location/Design Public Hearings, and as described in the April 2009 Air Quality 

Technical Report, a detailed microscale air quality analysis for carbon monoxide (CO) was 

performed to determine the air quality impact of the proposed project.  The State and National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (S/NAAQS) for a 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm. The S/NAAQS 

for an 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm.   

A summary of the CO concentrations is shown in Table 5.  The receptor’s concentrations for 

both alternates studied are below the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards in the 

one-hour and eight-hour analyses. 

For the No-Build Alternate, the projected maximum 1-hour CO concentration is 4.8 ppm in 2010 

and 4.3 ppm in 2030, and the projected maximum 8-hour CO concentration is 2.2 ppm in 2010 

and 2.0 ppm in 2030.  For the SHA Selected Alternate, the projected maximum 1-hour CO 

concentration is 4.8 ppm in 2010 and 4.6 ppm in 2030, and the projected maximum 8-hour CO 

concentration is 2.1 ppm in 2010 and 1.9 ppm in 2030.  The maximum 1-hour concentrations do 

not exceed the 1-hour NAAQS of 35 ppm, and the maximum 8-hour concentrations do not 

exceed the 8-hour NAAQS of 9 ppm. 
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Table 5: CO Concentration (ppm) at Residential Receptor Locations 

Receptor 

2010 2030 

No- Build SHA Selected No-Build SHA Selected 

1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 

R-10 2.9 1.4 2.9 1.4 2.8 1.3 2.7 1.3 

R-11 2.9 1.2 3.0 1.1 2.6 1.1 2.9 1.1 

R-12 2.7 1.2 2.9 1.1 2.5 1.0 2.8 1.0 

R-13 2.5 1.1 2.5 1.0 2.4 1.0 2.5 0.9 

R-14 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 2.4 1.2 2.6 1.1 

R-15 3.6 1.7 3.9 2.0 3.2 1.6 3.7 1.9 

AQ1 4.8 2.2 4.8 2.1 4.3 2.0 4.6 1.9 
Notes:1-hour CO average concentrations include a 0.8 ppm background level.  Worst case (a.m. or p.m. shown) 

            8-hour average CO concentrations include a 0.4 ppm background level 

            The S/NAAQs for the 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm 

            The S/NAAQs for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm 

  

Construction Impacts 

The State Highway Administration established “Specifics for Construction and Materials” as 

procedures to be followed by contractors involved in construction activities in an effort to 

minimize impacts to ambient air quality through the generation of fugitive dust.  The Maryland 

Air and Radiation Management Administration was consulted to determine the adequacy of the 

specifications in terms of satisfying the requirements of the “Regulations Governing the Control 

of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland.”  These specifications were determined to be 

consistent with the requirements of these regulations.  Therefore, during the construction period, 

all appropriate measures (Code of Maryland regulations 26.11.06.03D) will be incorporated to 

minimize the impact of the proposed transportation improvements on the air quality of the area.  

Specifically, the application of water during demolition, land clearing, grading, and construction 

operations will work to minimize fugitive dust.  Also, when in motion, all open body trucks for 

transporting materials should be covered and excavated material should be removed from the 

project site promptly. 

The existing number of traffic lanes will be maintained during construction to the maximum 

extent and construction schedules will be planned in a manner that will not create traffic 

disruption and increase air pollutants.  Application of these measures will ensure that the 

construction impact of the project is not significant. 

PM2.5 Analysis 

On March 10, 2006, EPA issued amendments to the Transportation Conformity Rule to address 

localized impacts of particulate matter: "PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analyses in Project-level 

Transportation Conformity Determinations for the New PM2.5 and Existing PM10 National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards" (71 FR 12468).  These rule amendments require the assessment 

of localized air quality impacts of Federally-funded or approved transportation projects in PM10 
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and PM2.5 nonattainment and maintenance areas deemed to be projects of air quality concern
1
. 

Projects that require hotspot analysis for PM2.5 are those projects that are Projects of Air Quality 

Concern as enumerated in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1): 

(i) New or expanded highway projects that have a significant number of or significant 

increase in diesel vehicles; 

(ii) Projects affecting intersections that are at Level-of-Service D, E, or F with a 

significant number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to Level-of-Service D, E, 

or F because of increased traffic volumes from a significant number of diesel vehicles 

related to the project; 

(iii) New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number of 

diesel vehicles congregating at a single location; 

(iv) Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the 

number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location; and 

(v) Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified in 

the PM10 or PM2.5 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as 

appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation. 

As discussed in the examples to the preamble to the March 10, 2006 Final Rule for PM2.5 and 

PM10 Hot-Spot Analyses in Project-Level Transportation Conformity Determinations 

(71FR12491), for projects involving the expansion of an existing highway, 40 CFR 

93.123(b)(1)(i) has been interpreted as applying only to projects that would involve a significant 

increase in the number of diesel transit buses and diesel trucks on the existing facility.  This has 

been further clarified in a proposed rule amendment as ''EPA is proposing to clarify this 

provision as ``New highway projects that have a significant number of diesel vehicles, and 

expanded projects that have a significant increase in the number of diesel vehicles.”
2
 

The Maryland State highway Administration (SHA) has prepared the following analysis of the 

proposed improvements: 

 The existing traffic conditions in the I-81 corridor have deteriorated due to changes in 

land use and increase in vehicle traffic since its initial construction. This deteriorated 

condition is most evident by geometric deficiencies in ramp configurations and 

acceleration/deceleration ramps that have created merge and weave problems within the 

project area. The purpose of the proposed reconstruction of I-81 is to improve the 

operation and safety of I-81 within Maryland, rather than increasing the through capacity 

of I-81 as a whole. As part of the I-81 traffic studies a sophisticated traffic operations 

simulation model, called CORSIM, was developed. This model determined that 

deficiency with existing I-81 is the product of failed traffic operations at the numerous 

interchanges resulting in congestion and reduced safety due to the large number of 

merges required, especially between the Halfway Boulevard Interchange and the I-70 

Interchange. The CORSIM model demonstrates that the proposed improvement will 

                                                 
1
 Criteria for identifying projects of air quality concern is described in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1), as amended. 

2 Transportation Conformity Rule Amendments to Implement Provisions Contained in the 2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 

Efficient Transportation  Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) [Federal Register: May 2, 2007 (Volume 72, Number 

84)] [Proposed Rules] [Page 24489] 
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improve the operation and therefore the safety of these merges. 

 As shown in Table 6, in 2030 (Design Year), the proposed construction is anticipated to 

add an additional 793 diesel trucks per day to I-81 within this area. 

 As shown in Table 9, in 2030 (Design Year), the proposed construction is anticipated to 

add an additional 1,385 diesel trucks in total per day to the I-81/I-70/Halfway Boulevard 

interchange area. 

 Traffic data is presented herein for the existing year (2008) and the Design Year (2030). 

The existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and the projected 2030 No-Build and SHA 

Selected Alternate ADT for I-81, I-70 and Halfway Boulevard as shown in Table 6 

through 9 represent the unconstrained user demand. The traffic data provides worse case 

traffic volumes on critical roadway links. Based upon SHA staff interpretation of refined 

output from the Hagerstown/Eastern Panhandle Metropolitan Planning Organization 

(HEPMPO) regional travel demand model, travel demand forecasts were determined for 

No-Build and SHA Selected Alternate conditions.  Average Daily Traffic on the SHA 

Selected Alternate section is expected to increase over the No-Build ADT.  This increase 

in ADT is not significant, however for the following reasons:  

o The improvements along the Maryland section of I-81 are designed to 

accommodate future peak period demand on the study segment solely, thereby 

improving the operation and safety of the traveling public. These improvements 

are not intended to increase roadway capacity or to induce traffic in the off-peak 

periods. 

o Although there will be some slight increase between No-Build ADT and SHA 

Selected Alternate due to changes in local land use resulting from a more efficient 

I-81, through traffic is not expected to change. This is generally due to the fact 

that the four-lane sections of I-81 immediately adjacent to Maryland in West 

Virginia and in Pennsylvania are not proposed to be improved within the time 

frame of the Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTP) for those areas, and 

therefore were not included in the regional Conformity Determination. Thus these 

nearby adjacent sections of I-81 that will remain four-lane sections will have the 

effect of metering through traffic entering the improved six-lane section of I-81 

within Maryland. 

o Although there are alternate north-south interstate routes including I-95 to the east 

and I-79 to west, the number of trucks using I-81 to by-pass the congested 

Baltimore/Washington DC metropolitan area is an interstate concern rather than 

an intrastate (regional) concern. North-South trips that begin from the eastern 

portion of Maryland will tend to use I-95 around Washington DC rather traveling 

the great distance west to I-81. Trips that begin in the central and western parts of 

Maryland will use I-81 or I-79 depending on their destination. These trips would 

not change with improvements to I-81. Interstate trips that begin in distant states 

to the north or south may used I-95, I-81 or I-79 depending on many factors that 

affect traffic flow from the origin of the trip to the trip destination. SHA, together 

with other states throughout the country, have initiated a study determine how 

traffic moves between the various states and what factors most significantly affect 

traffic flow. Because this study is in its initial phase, data in not yet available; 
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therefore at the current time is not possible to determine what, if any, effect the 

proposed improvements will have on traffic traveling between states 

o Users will take the shortest origin-destination path.  

o During peak traffic periods, diversion from what is the shortest path of travel 

between origin/destination points to alternate routes would not be attractive to the 

majority of users. Traffic conditions on these alternative routes are generally as 

bad or worse than conditions on I-81 during these peak travel periods.  Significant 

congestion, slower speeds and numerous traffic lights translate into longer travel 

times along these alternate routes. During off-peak periods, an uncongested I-81 

will be equally attractive to users for either the No-Build or SHA Selected 

Alternate condition.  

 The I-81 Project will not have a significant increase in number of trucks due to 

construction of the project. Although, as previously discussed, ADT will increase 

slightly.  Based on a memorandum from SHA dated October 27, 2008, the percent of 

diesel truck traffic is not expected to change between the SHA Selected Alternate and 

No-Build conditions. The total daily number of trucks at the I-81/I-70/Halfway Blvd. 

interchange will increase by 1,385 from No-Build to SHA Selected Alternate conditions. 

The number of trucks does not significantly increase for the following reasons: 

o Depicted diesel truck percentages represent the amount of light, medium and 

heavy diesel truck activity along a given roadway segment in accordance with 

FHWA's 13 vehicle classification guidelines.  Existing percentages are derived 

from 48-hour portable classified count data. Without the addition of significant 

truck land use generators to the traffic influence area, truck percentages would 

remain relatively unchanged between the No-Build and SHA Selected Alternate 

conditions for this section of I-81.  Current truck origin-destination patterns will 

dictate future patterns, unless changes are made in policy or there is a significant 

influx in truck generators to the traffic influence area - neither of which has been 

assumed by the approved Regional Transportation model.  

o Trucks, which are the primary emitter of mobile source PM2.5, will tend to stay on 

I-81 since the alternative routes would require frequent stop/start conditions due 

to traffic signals, and may not have lane widths, roadway grades, and curves that 

suit these types of vehicles. In addition, since the majority of trucks on I-81 are 

traveling through Maryland between West Virginia and Pennsylvania, the drivers 

would not be familiar with alternative routes within Maryland. Similarly other 

users, primarily local drivers traveling alternative routes under the No-Build 

condition, will tend to remain on these alternative routes for local trip use due to 

non-congestion-related reasons such as route familiarity, and aggressive driving 

associated with higher speeds on I-81 

 The I-81 Improvement Project also does not meet the criteria set forth in 40 CFR 

93.123(b)(1)(ii), as amended, to be considered a project of air quality concern because it 

affects interchanges that will not “change to Level-Of-Service D, E or F because of 

increased traffic volumes from a significant increase in number of diesel vehicles related 

to the project.” The I-81 Project will improve the operation and safety of affected 

interchanges.  
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 Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act and the federal conformity rule require that 

transportation plans and programs conform to the intent of the state air quality 

implementation plan (SIP) through a regional emissions analysis in PM2.5 nonattainment 

areas.  The Long Range Multi-Modal Transportation Plan from the HEPMPO has been 

determined to conform to the intent of the SIP. HEPMPO is the federal and state 

designated regional transportation planning organization that serves as a forum for 

cooperative decision making in the three-county region of Berkeley and Jefferson 

Counties in West Virginia and Washington County, Maryland. On March 21, 2007, 

HEPMO adopted the 2008-2011 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for this 

region. The current conformity determination is consistent with the final conformity rule 

found in 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93. This project conforms to the SIP as it originates from a 

conforming TIP and transportation plan. In this TIP, the I-81 project is listed as “a study 

of widening and interchange improvements” This is consistent with the currently 

proposed I-81 project, which consists of inside widening of I-81 and various interchange 

and ramp improvements.  Therefore, the project comes from a conforming plan and 

program in accordance with 40 CFR 93.115. Conformity to the purpose of the SIP means 

that the transportation activity will not cause new air quality violations, worsen existing 

violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant national ambient air quality 

standards (NAAQS or “standards”). 

 Based on review and analysis as discussed above, it is determined that the I-81 Project 

meets the Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 93.109 requirements.  These requirements are met 

for particulate matter without a project-level hot-spot analysis, since the project has not 

been found to be a project of air quality concern as defined under 40 CFR 

93.123(b)(1).  Since the project meets the Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 93.109 

requirements, the project will not cause or contribute to a new violation of the PM2.5 

NAAQS, or increase the frequency or severity of a violation. 

 Comments pertaining to the above analysis were received from MDE on December 2, 

2008. These were addressed as described in an errata.  By email dated December 16, 

2008, the above PM2.5 analysis was approved by SHA and FHWA, and sent to EPA and 

MDE for Interagency Consultation. On December 31, 2008, approval was received from 

EPA and MDE.  FHWA, SHA, EPA, and MDE agreed with the conclusion that the I-81 

Improvement Project is not a project of air quality concern under 40 CFR 

93.123(b)(1). No other comments were received within the 15-day Interagency 

Consultation period (December 31, 2008). On March 24, 2009 this PM2.5Conformity 

Determination was placed on SHA’s website, beginning a 15-day pubic review and 

comment period.  No comments were received during the review period. 
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Table 6: I-81 Traffic Volumes 

 
2008 

Existing 
2030 

No-Build 

2030 SHA 

Selected  

Alternate 

Change: 

2030 

No-Build vs. 

SHA 

Selected Alt. 

% Change: 

2030 

No-Build vs. 

SHA 

Selected Alt. 

SHA ADT 

Volumes 75,400 107,075 109,650 2,575 2.4% 

           

Percent of Diesel 

Trucks - % ADT 

Diesel Truck Percentage is 30.81% 
Assumption would be made that the diesel truck percentage would be 

30.81% for future No-Build/SHA Selected Alternate conditions.  Actual 

truck volumes would increase proportional to increase in overall traffic. 

           

SHA Daily 

Diesel Truck 

Volumes 23,231 32,990 33,783 793 2.4% 

 

Table 7: I-70 Traffic Volumes 

 
2008 

Existing 
2030 

No-Build 

2030 SHA 

Selected  

Alternate 

Change: 

2030 

No-Build vs. 

SHA 

Selected Alt. 

% Change: 

2030 

No-Build vs. 

SHA 

Selected Alt. 

SHA ADT 

Volumes 63,225 87,850 89,975 2,125 2.4% 

           

Percent of Diesel 

Trucks - % ADT 

Diesel Truck Percentage is 21.35% 
Assumption would be made that the diesel truck percentage would be 

21.35% for future No-Build/SHA Selected Alternate conditions.  Actual 

truck volumes would increase proportional to increase in overall traffic. 

           

SHA Daily 

Diesel Truck 

Volumes 13,499 18,756 19,210 454 2.4% 
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Table 8: Halfway Boulevard Traffic Volumes 

 
2008 

Existing 
2030 

No-Build 

2030 SHA 

Selected  

Alternate 

Change: 

2030 

No-Build vs. 

SHA 

Selected Alt. 

% Change: 

2030 

No-Build vs. 

SHA 

Selected Alt. 

SHA ADT 

Volumes 34,425 53,425 54,725 1,300 2.4% 

           

Percent of Diesel 

Trucks - % ADT 

Diesel Truck Percentage is 30.81% 
Assumption would be made that the diesel truck percentage would be 

30.81% for future No-Build/SHA Selected Alternate conditions.  Actual 

truck volumes would increase proportional to increase in overall traffic. 

           

SHA Daily 

Diesel Truck 

Volumes 3,652 5,668 5,806 138 2.4% 

 

Table 9: I-81/I-70/Halfway Boulevard Traffic Volumes 

 
2008 

Existing 
2030 

No-Build 

2030 SHA 

Selected  

Alternate 

Change: 

2030 

No-Build vs. 

SHA 

Selected Alt. 

% Change: 

2030 

No-Build vs. 

SHA 

Selected Alt. 

SHA ADT 

Volumes 173,050 248,350 254,350 6,000 2.4% 

           

Percent of Diesel 

Trucks - % ADT 

Diesel Truck Percentage is 30.81% 
Assumption would be made that the diesel truck percentage would be 

30.81% for future No-Build/SHA Selected Alternate conditions.  Actual 

truck volumes would increase proportional to increase in overall traffic. 

           

SHA Daily 

Diesel Truck 

Volumes 40,382 57,414 58,799 1,385 2.4% 
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MSAT (MOBILE SOURCE AIR TOXICS) ANALYSIS 

Background 

FHWA Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents
3
 requires analysis of Mobile 

Source Air Toxics (MSAT) under specific conditions.  The EPA has designated six prioritized 

MSATs, which are known or probable carcinogens or can cause chronic respiratory effects. The 

six prioritized MSATs are: Benzene; Acrolein; Formaldehyde; 1,3-Butadiene, Acetaldehyde; and 

Diesel Exhaust (Diesel Exhaust Gases and Diesel Particulate Matter).  Per SHA traffic analysis, 

the maximum Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes along I-81 occur in the SHA Selected 

Alternative.  The ADT for the 2030 SHA Selected Alternate is 109,650, which is less than the 

“140,000 to 150,000 ADT criterion” discussed in the referenced guidance.  Therefore, this would 

be a minor widening project “that serves to improve operations of highway…..without adding 

substantial new capacity or creating a facility that is likely to meaningfully increase emissions”
4
.  

Therefore, the I-81 Improvement Project would be considered a Project with Low Potential 

MSAT Effects. 

The I-81 Improvement Project will not result in any meaningful changes in traffic volumes, 

vehicle mix, or any other factor that would cause an increase in emissions impacts.  As such, 

FHWA has determined that this project will generate minimal air quality impacts for the Clean 

Air Act criteria pollutants and has not been linked with any special MSAT concerns.  Included 

herein is a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this project. 

Unavailable Information 

Available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts of the 

emission changes associated with the SHA Selected Alternative.  Due to these limitations, the 

following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) 

regarding incomplete or unavailable information: 

Evaluating the environmental and health impacts from MSATs on a proposed highway project 

would involve several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in order 

to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions, exposure modeling in 

order to estimate human exposure to the estimated concentrations, and then final determination 

of health impacts based on the estimated exposure.  Each of these steps is encumbered by 

technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete determination of the 

MSAT health impacts of this project. 

The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are not sensitive to key 

variables determining emissions of MSATs in the context of highway projects.  The tools to 

predict how MSATs disperse are also limited.  Even if emission levels and concentrations of 

MSATs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current techniques for exposure 

assessment and risk analysis preclude reaching meaningful conclusions about project-specific 

health impacts.  Research into the health impacts of MSATs is ongoing.  For different emission 

types, there are a variety of studies that show that some either are statistically associated with 

adverse health outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels 

                                                 
3
 Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents, February 3, 2006 

4
 ibid 
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found in occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes when 

exposed to large doses.  The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of 

exposures to these pollutants. 

As discussed above, technical shortcomings of emissions and dispersion models and uncertain 

science with respect to health effects prevent meaningful or reliable estimates of MSAT 

emissions and effects of this project.  However, even though reliable methods do not exist to 

accurately estimate the health impacts of MSATs at the project level, it is possible to 

qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT emissions under the project.  Although a 

qualitative analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from MSATs, it can give a basis 

for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT emissions-if any-from the 

SHA Selected Alternate.  

Project Specific Discussion 

For each alternate (No-Build and SHA Selected), the amount of MSATs emitted would be 

proportional to the annual average daily traffic (AADT), or vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  The 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) within the study area estimated for the SHA Selected Alternate 

may be slightly greater than that of the No-Build, because the SHA Selected Alternate will 

reduce congestion and increase efficiency of the roadway, has slightly higher projected ADT 

volumes, and may attract additional trips from elsewhere in the transportation network.  This 

slight increase in VMT may lead to slightly higher MSAT emissions along the I-81 corridor for 

the SHA Selected Alternate.  The emissions increase due to increased VMT is offset somewhat 

by lower MSAT emission rates due to increased speeds, since according to EPA's MOBILE6 

emissions model, emissions of all of the priority MSATs, except for diesel particulate matter, 

decrease as speed increases.  The extent to which these speed-related emissions decreases will 

offset VMT-related emissions increases cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent 

deficiencies of technical models.  

Although mainline I-81 is being widened to the center, the additional C-D lanes and interchange 

ramps of the SHA Selected Alternate will have the effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby 

homes and businesses; therefore, there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of 

MSATs could be higher under the SHA Selected Alternate than the No-Build Alternate.  The 

localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the side 

where the roadways shift towards the residences and businesses. However, as discussed above, 

the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No-Build Alternate 

cannot be accurately quantified due to the inherent deficiencies of current models. 

In sum, when a highway is widened and, as a result, moves closer to receptors, the localized 

level of MSAT emissions for the SHA Selected Alternate could be higher relative to the No-

Build Alternate, but this could be offset due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion 

(which are associated with lower MSAT emissions).  Also, MSATs will be lower in other 

locations when traffic shifts away from them.  Furthermore, at both the project location and 

regionally, MSAT concentrations will decease in future years due to EPA's vehicle emission and 

fuel regulations (Figure 7). 

MSAT dispersion studies have shown that air toxics from the roadway start to drop off at about 

100 meters, and that by 500 meters most studies have found it very difficult to distinguish the 

roadway air toxic concentrations from background air toxic concentrations in any given area.  
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Sensitive receptors are those facilities most likely to contain large concentrations of the more 

sensitive population.   

There are one sensitive receptor within 100 meters of the I-81 roadway and three sensitive 

receptors within 500 meters of the I-81 roadway as follows: 

 90 meters:  Springfield Middle School, 334 Sunset Ave, Williamsport MD 21795 

 300 meters:  Hickory Elementary School, 11101 Hickory School Road, Williamsport MD 

21795 

 220 meters:  Willamsport Elementary School, 1 Clifton Ave, Williamsport MD 21795 

 145 meters:  Willamsport High School, 5 Clifton Ave, Williamsport MD 21795 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Noise 

An updated noise technical report was completed in May 2009, using the 2030 traffic data 

prepared for the updated air quality report.  The effects of noise from each alternate were 

evaluated in accordance with FHWA’s activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 

772, and subsequent memoranda. The SHA Selected Alternate was modeled in accordance with 

the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM) that computes highway traffic noise levels at user-

defined receivers, and aids in the design of highway noise barriers.  The noise levels analyzed in 

this section are for the noisiest hour(s) of the day.  The combination of 2030 peak hour traffic 

and associated travel speed resulted in the "worst-case" noise levels for this analysis.   

The I-81 Technical Noise Report – May 2009 evaluated 115 receptor sites, which were grouped 

into 16 Noise Sensitive Areas (NSAs).  These NSAs are illustrated in Appendix A and described 

Notes: For on-road mobile sources. Emissions factors were generated using MOBILE6.2. MTBE proportion of 

market for oxygenates is held constant, at 50%. Gasoline RVP and oxygenate content are held constant. VMT: 

Highway Statistics 2000, Table VM-2 for 2000, analysis assumes annual growth rate of 2.5%. "DPM + DEOG" is 
based on MOBILE6.2-generated factors for elemental carbon, organic carbon and SO4 from diesel-powered 

vehicles, with the particle size cutoff set at 10.0 microns. 

Reference: Interim Guidance in Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents, February 3, 2006 

Figure 7: U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) vs. Mobile Source 

Air Toxics Emissions, 2000-2020 
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below.  Since no roadway improvements are currently being considered on I-81 in West Virginia 

or Pennsylvania, the through traffic volumes on I-81 have only a very small increase in the build 

alternate over no-build conditions.  For the SHA Selected Alternate, the Federal Noise 

Abatement Criteria were approached or exceeded at thirteen NSAs, and investigation of a sound 

barrier was warranted at each of these areas.  NSAs E, H, and L do not exceed noise impact 

criteria. Therefore, they did not warrant investigation of noise mitigation. 

NSA A consists of single-family residences (R-1 and R-2) on the northwest side of I-81, at the 

southern limit of the study.  The receptors are located in the western quadrant of the I-81 and 

MD 68 interchange.  The projected design year build noise level equals or exceeds 66 dBA.  

Therefore, investigation of a sound barrier is warranted at this location.  To protect the impacted 

receptors of NSA A, a barrier was investigated for the build alternate.  The 961 foot long barrier 

is along the west side of I-81, starting at the end of the on-ramp from the Conococheague Street 

interchange and extending southward, and would achieve an insertion loss of up to 9 dBA at the 

impacted receivers.  The estimated cost per benefited residence is $277,644.  A barrier is not 

reasonable at this location because the design year build noise levels do not equal or exceed a 3 

dBA increase over the design year no-build noise levels, and the cost per benefited residence is 

over $100,000, so this NSA is not eligible for project wide cost averaging considerations. 

NSA B consists of an historic farmhouse (R-3) on the southeast side of I-81.  The receptor is 

located in the southern quadrant of the I-81 and MD 68 interchange.  The impacted historic site 

is Garden of Eden Farm.  The projected design year build noise levels equal or exceed 66 dBA.  

Therefore, investigation of a sound barrier is warranted at this location.  To protect the impacted 

receptors of NSA B, a barrier was investigated for the build alternate.  The 1,320 foot long 

barrier is along the east side of I-81, starting along the off-ramp to MD 68 and extending 

southward, and would achieve an insertion loss of up to 7 dBA at the impacted receivers.  Since 

the impacted receptor at this location is historic, it counts as 10 equivalent residences in the cost 

per benefited residence calculation.  The estimated cost per benefited residence is $166,654.  A 

barrier is not reasonable at this location because the design year build noise levels do not equal 

or exceed a 3 dBA increase over the design year no-build noise levels, and the cost per benefited 

residence is over $100,000, so this NSA is not eligible for project wide cost averaging 

considerations. 

NSA C consists of three schools (R-4, R-5 and R-6) on the west side of I-81.  All fields and play 

areas at R-4 and R-5 are located behind the schools and are protected by the school buildings 

from highway noise.  The playground at R-6 is located between the school building and I-81, but 

is shielded from the highway by dense tree vegetation.  The schools are located along I-81 

between its interchanges with MD 68 and US 11.  The schools are Springfield Middle School  

(R-4), Williamsport High School (R-5), and Williamsport Elementary School (R-6).  The 

projected design year build noise levels exceed or equal 66 dBA.  Therefore, investigation of a 

sound barrier is warranted at this location.  To protect the impacted receptors of NSA C, two 

barriers were investigated for the build alternate.  Both barriers are located along the west side of 

I-81; the first one starts at the beginning of the off-ramp to MD 68 and extends approximately 

1,400 feet northward; the second starts at the end of the on-ramp from US 11 and extends 

approximately 1,700 feet southward.  The barriers can achieve an insertion loss of up to 7 dBA at 

the impacted receivers.  The impacted receptors within this NSA are both schools, which count 

as 10 benefited residences.  Combined, the estimated cost per benefited residence is $129,871.  A 



I-81 Improvement Project   Finding of No Significant Impact 

 

47 

barrier is not reasonable at this location because the design year build noise levels do not equal 

or exceed a 3 dBA increase over the design year no-build noise levels, and the cost per benefited 

residence is over $100,000, so this NSA is not eligible for project wide cost averaging 

considerations. 

NSA D consists of single-family residences (R-7) on the east side of I-81.  The residences are 

located in the northeast quadrant of the I-81 and US 11 interchange.  The projected design year 

build noise levels equal or exceed 66 dBA. Therefore, investigation of a sound barrier is 

warranted at this location. To protect the impacted receptors of NSA D, a barrier was 

investigated for the build alternate.  The 1,859 foot long barrier is along the east side of I-81, 

starting along the on-ramp from US 11 and extending northward, and would achieve an insertion 

loss of up to 11 dBA at the impacted receivers.  The estimated cost per benefited residence is 

$64,048.  Although the individual cost per benefited residence for this NSA is over $50,000, it is 

under $100,000 per benefited residence and eligible for project wide cost averaging.  

Considering this area for project cost averaging, the cost for all feasible and reasonable barriers 

is less than $50,000 per benefited residence.  See Table 10for a summary of the barrier cost 

averaging.  Therefore, the barrier for NSA D meets current feasibility and reasonableness 

criteria. 

NSA E consists of multiple-family townhouses (R-8 and R-9) in the Homewood Williamsport 

Retirement Campus on the east side of I-81.  The residences are located in the southeast quadrant 

of the I-81 and US 11 interchange.  The projected design year build noise levels do not exceed or 

equal 66 dBA. Therefore, investigation of a sound barrier is not warranted at this location.   

NSA F consists of single-family residences (R-10, R-11, R-12, R-13, and R-14) on the east side 

of I-81.  The residences are located in the south quadrant of the I-81 and I-70 interchange.  New 

homes are located adjacent to receptors R-13 and R14.  At the time of the noise measurements, 

many of the houses were not built; therefore no noise readings were taken.  The projected design 

year build noise levels equal or exceed 66 dBA.  Therefore, investigation of a sound barrier is 

warranted at this location. To protect the impacted receptors of NSA F, a barrier was investigated 

for the build alternate.  The 4,735 foot long barrier is along the east side of I-81, starting at the 

beginning of the CD lanes for the I-70 interchange and extending northward along the ramp to 

eastbound I-70; it would achieve an insertion loss of up to 14 dBA at the impacted receivers.  

The estimated cost per benefited residence is $57,186.  Although the individual cost per 

benefited residence for this NSA is over $50,000, it is under $100,000 per benefited residence 

and eligible for project wide cost averaging.  Considering this area for project cost averaging, the 

cost for all feasible and reasonable barriers is less than $50,000 per benefited residence.  See 

Table 10 for a summary of the barrier cost averaging.  Therefore, the barrier for NSA F meets 

current feasibility and reasonableness criteria. 

NSA G consists of mobile homes (R-15, R-16, and R-17) in the Lakeside Mobile Home Park on 

the west side of I-81.  The residences are located along I-81 between its interchanges with I-70 

and Halfway Boulevard.  The projected design year build noise levels equal or exceed 66 dBA. 

Therefore, investigation of a sound barrier is warranted at this location.  To protect the impacted 

receptors of NSA G, a barrier was investigated for the build alternate.  The 2,920 foot long 

barrier is along the west side of I-81, starting at the end of the on-ramp from the Halfway 

Boulevard interchange and extending southward to the off ramp to the I-70 interchange, and 
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would achieve an insertion loss of up to 14 dBA at the impacted receivers.  The estimated cost 

per benefited residence is $17,316.  The barrier meets current feasibility and reasonableness 

criteria. 

NSA H consists of single-family residences (R-18) on the east side of I-81.  The residences are 

located in the northeast quadrant of the I-81 and US 40 interchange.  The projected design year 

build noise levels do not equal or exceed 66 dBA.  Therefore, investigation of a sound barrier is 

not warranted at this location. 

NSA I consists of single-family residences (R-19 and R-20) on the east side of I-81.  The 

receptors are located in the south quadrant of the I-81 and US 40 interchange.  The projected 

design year build noise level exceeds 66 dBA at R-20.  Therefore, investigation of a sound 

barrier at this location is warranted. To protect the impacted receptors of NSA I, a barrier was 

investigated for the build alternate.  The 760 foot long barrier is along the east side of I-81, 

starting at the end of the off-ramp from the Salem Avenue interchange and extending southward, 

and would achieve an insertion loss of up to 9 dBA at the impacted receivers.  The estimated cost 

per benefited residence is $98,827.  The predicted noise levels exceed 72 dBA and there is an 

increase between no build and build noise levels.  Although the individual cost per benefited 

residence for this NSA is over $50,000, it is under $100,000 per benefited residence and eligible 

for project wide cost averaging.  Considering this area for project cost averaging, the cost for all 

feasible and reasonable barriers is less than $50,000 per benefited residence.  See Table 10 for a 

summary of the barrier cost averaging.  Therefore, the barrier for NSA I meets current feasibility 

and reasonableness criteria. 

NSA J consists of single-family residences (R-21) on the west side of I-81.  The receptors are 

located in the west quadrant of the I-81 and MD 58 interchange.  The projected design year build 

levels equal or exceed 66 dBA.  Therefore, investigation of a sound barrier is warranted at this 

location.  To protect the impacted receptors of NSA J, a barrier was investigated for the build 

alternate.  The 1000 foot long barrier is along the west side of I-81, starting along the on-ramp 

from the MD 58 interchange and extending southward, and would achieve an insertion loss of up 

to 12 dBA at the impacted receivers.  The estimated cost per benefited residence is $148,248.  A 

barrier is not reasonable at this location because the cost per benefited residence is over 

$100,000, so this NSA is not eligible for project wide cost averaging considerations. 

NSA K consists of single-family residences (R-22 and R-23) on the east side of I-81.  The 

receptors are located along I-81 between the Maugansville Road and Maugans Avenue 

interchanges.  The projected design year build noise levels equal or exceed 66 dBA. Therefore, 

investigation of a sound barrier is warranted at this location. To protect the impacted receptors of 

NSA K, a barrier was investigated for the build alternate.  The 509 foot long barrier starts along 

the on-ramp from Maugansville Road, and extends northward; it would achieve an insertion loss 

of up to 7 dBA at the impacted receivers.  The estimated cost per benefited residence is 

$397,868.  A barrier is not reasonable at this location because the design year build noise levels 

do not equal or exceed a 3 dBA increase over the design year no-build noise levels; and the cost 

per benefited residence is over $100,000, so this NSA is not eligible for project wide cost 

averaging considerations. 
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NSA L consists of single-family residences (R-24) on the west side of I-81.  The receptors are 

located in the southwest quadrant of the I-81 and Maugans Avenue interchange.  The projected 

design year build noise levels do not equal or exceed 66 dBA.  Therefore, investigation of a 

sound barrier is not warranted at this location. 

NSA M consists of single-family residences (R-25 and R-26) on the west side of I-81.  The 

receptors are located in the southwest quadrant of the I-81 and Showalter Road interchange.  The 

projected design year build noise levels equal or exceed 66 dBA.  Therefore, investigation of a 

sound barrier is warranted at this location.  To protect the impacted receptors of NSA M, a 

barrier was investigated for the build alternate.  The 1,113 foot long barrier starts along the south 

side of Showalter Road, and extends along the on-ramp from Showalter Road to SB I-81; it 

would achieve an insertion loss of up to 11 dBA at the impacted receivers.  The estimated cost 

per benefited residence is $131,674.  The barrier is not feasible at this location because it would 

have to cut off driveway access to receptors 26 and 26-1 in order to get a reasonable reduction in 

noise levels.  The barrier is also not reasonable at this location because the design year build 

noise levels do not equal or exceed a 3 dBA increase over the design year no-build noise levels; 

and the cost per benefited residence is over $100,000, so this NSA is not eligible for project wide 

cost averaging considerations. 

NSA N consists of single-family residences (R-27) on the east side of I-81.  The receptors are 

located in the southeast quadrant of the I-81 and Showalter Road interchange.  The projected 

design year build noise levels equal or exceed 66 dBA. Therefore, investigation of a sound 

barrier is warranted at this location.  To protect the impacted receptors of NSA N, a barrier was 

investigated for the build alternate.  The 1,766 foot long barrier starts along the off-ramp to 

Showalter Road and extends southward, and would achieve an insertion loss of up to 7 dBA at 

the impacted receivers.  The estimated cost per benefited residence is $1,321,274.  A barrier is 

not reasonable at this location because the design year build noise levels do not equal or exceed a 

3 dBA increase over the design year no-build noise levels; and the cost per benefited residence is 

over $100,000, so this NSA is not eligible for project wide cost averaging considerations. 

NSA O consists of single-family residences (R-28 and R-29) on the west side of I-81.  The 

residences are located in the northwest quadrant of the I-81 and Showalter Road interchange.  

The projected design year build noise level equals or exceeds 66 dBA.  Therefore, investigation 

of a sound barrier is warranted at this location.  To protect the impacted receptors of NSA O, a 

barrier was investigated for the build alternate.  The 1,069 foot long barrier is along the west side 

of I-81, starting at the end of the off-ramp to the Showalter Road interchange and extending 

northward, and would achieve an insertion loss of up to 7 dBA at the impacted receivers.  The 

estimated cost per benefited residence is $774,690.  A barrier is not reasonable at this location 

because the design year build noise levels do not equal or exceed a 3 dBA increase over the 

design year no-build noise levels; and the cost per benefited residence is over $100,000, so this 

NSA is not eligible for project wide cost averaging considerations. 

NSA P consists of single-family residences (R-30 and R-31) on the west side of I-81.  The 

residences are located along I-81 between its interchanges with Showalter Road and Mason 

Dixon Road.  The projected design year build noise levels equal or exceed 66 dBA.  Therefore, 

investigation of a sound barrier is warranted at this location.  To protect the impacted receptors 

of NSA P, a barrier was investigated for the build alternate.  The 2,500 foot long barrier is along 
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the west side of I-81, starting at the end of the on-ramp from the Mason Dixon Road interchange 

and extending southward, and would achieve an insertion loss of 5 to 16 dBA at the impacted 

receivers.  The estimated cost per benefited residence is $99,910.  Although the individual cost 

per benefited residence for this NSA is over $50,000, it is under $100,000 per benefited 

residence and eligible for project wide cost averaging.  Considering this area for project cost 

averaging, the cost for all feasible and reasonable barriers is less than $50,000 per benefited 

residence.  See Table 10 for a summary of the barrier cost averaging.  Therefore, the barrier for 

NSA P meets current feasibility and reasonableness criteria. 

Cost Averaging 

In accordance with SHA Sound Barrier Policy, barriers for which the cost per residence is more 

than $50,000, but less than or equal to $100,000, may be considered reasonable if the average 

cost per residence for all barriers on the project is less than or equal to $50,000 (Table 10).   

Table 10: Project Cost Averaging 

 

NSA 

 

Note 

Residences 

Benefited 

Barrier 

Cost 

Cost/ 

Residence 

A Impacted; Cost greater than $100,000/res. N/A N/A N/A 

B Impacted; Cost greater than $100,000/res. N/A N/A N/A 

C Impacted; Cost greater than $100,000/res. N/A N/A N/A 

D Impacted; Barrier meets criteria 18 $1,152,872 $64,048 

E Not Impacted N/A N/A N/A 

F Impacted; Barrier meets criteria 60 $3,431,178 $57,186 

G Impacted; Barrier meets criteria 120 $2,077,978 $17,316 

H Not Impacted N/A N/A N/A 

I Impacted; Barrier meets criteria 3 $296,480 $98,827 

J Impacted; Cost greater than $100,000/res. N/A N/A N/A 

K Impacted; Cost greater than $100,000/res. N/A N/A N/A 

L Not Impacted N/A N/A N/A 

M Impacted; Barrier not feasible N/A N/A N/A 

N Impacted; Cost greater than $100,000/res. N/A N/A N/A 

O Impacted; Cost greater than $100,000/res. N/A N/A N/A 

P Impacted; Barrier meets criteria 17 $1,698,470 $99,910 

 Summary (all feasible and reasonable) 218 $8,656,978 $39,711 

A final decision on the installation of abatement measures would be made upon completion of 

project design and the public involvement process.  Detailed information for each NSA and 

analyzed barrier is summarized in Table 11. 
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Table 11: Noise Abatement Analysis Summary 

NSA Receiver 

Adjusted 

Ambient 

Level
1
 

Design Year 

No-Build 

Level 

Design Year 

Build 

Level 

Change 

Over 

No-Build 

Change 

Over 

Ambient 

With 

Barrier 

Insertion 

Loss Barrier Analysis 

A 

R-1 65 69 69 0 4 60 9 Height = 14’ – 20’ Cost = $555,288 

R-2 62 66 66 0 4 59 7 Avg. Height = 17.0’ Benefited Residences = 2 

        Length = 961’ Cost/Res. = $277,644 

        Barrier is not reasonable. 

B 

R-3 64 65 66 1 2 59 7 Height = 26’ Cost = $1,166,540 

        Avg. Height = 26.0’ Benefited Residences = 10 

        Length = 1,320’ Cost/Res. = $166,654 

        Barrier is not reasonable. 

C 

R-4 63 66 66 0 3 59 7 Height = 22’ – 26’ Cost = $2,597,430 

R-5 60 63 64 1 4 64 0 Avg. Height = 24.8’ Benefited Residences = 20 

R-6 62 65 66 1 4 59 7 Length = 3,083’ Cost/Res. = $129,871 

        Barrier is not reasonable. 

D 

R-7 61 65 65 0 4 58 7 Height = 16’ – 20’ Cost = $1,152,872 

R-7A N/A
2
 70 70 0 N/A

2
 60 10 Avg. Height = 18.2’ Benefited Residences = 18 

R-7B N/A
2
 74 74 0 N/A

2
 63 11 Length = 1,859’ Cost/Res. = $64,048 

R-7C N/A
2
 72 73 1 N/A

2
 62 11   

R-7D N/A
2
 67 67 0 N/A

2
 59 8 Barrier meets criteria. 

E 

R-8 55 59 60 1 5 N/A N/A Criteria not exceeded.   Barrier is not required. 

R-9 58 58 58 0 0 N/A N/A   

          

          

F 

R-10 72 75 75 0 3 61 14 Height = 14’ – 26’ Cost = $3,431,178 

R-10A N/A
2
 63 64 1 N/A

2
 59 5 Avg. Height = 21.3’ Benefited Residences = 60 

R-10B N/A
2
 66 66 0 N/A

2
 58 8 Length = 4,735’ Cost/Res. = $57,186 

R-10C N/A
2
 63 63 0 N/A

2
 55 8   

R-10D N/A
2
 66 67 1 N/A

2
 57 10   

R-10E N/A
2
 61 61 0 N/A

2
 61 0   

R-10F N/A
2
 65 66 1 N/A

2
 59 7   

R-10G N/A
2
 69 70 1 N/A

2
 60 10   

R-11 62 62 63 1 1 54 9   

R-12 57 57 57 0 0 55 2   

R-12A N/A
2
 73 74 1 N/A

2
 64 10   

R-12B N/A
2
 72 73 1 N/A

2
 64 9   

R-12C N/A
2
 69 73 4 N/A

2
 63 10 .  

 

 

 

 

 

R-12D N/A
2
 65 65 0 N/A

2
 59 6   

R-12E N/A
2
 63 64 1 N/A

2
 60 4   

R-12F N/A
2
 60 61 1 N/A

2
 57 4   

R-12G N/A
2
 60 60 0 N/A

2
 57 3   

R-13 61 60 61 1 0 58 3 Barrier meets criteria  
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NSA Receiver 

Adjusted 

Ambient 

Level
1
 

Design Year 

No-Build 

Level 

Design Year 

Build 

Level 

Change 

Over 

No-Build 

Change 

Over 

Ambient 

With 

Barrier 

Insertion 

Loss Barrier Analysis 

 

 

 

 

F 

(cont.) 

R-13A N/A
2
 69 72 3 N/A

2
 61 11 See previous page.  

R-13B N/A
2
 64 67 3 N/A

2
 60 7   

R-13C N/A
2
 63 64 1 N/A

2
 59 5   

R-14 64 66 66 0 2 59 7   

R-14A N/A
2
 64 65 1 N/A

2
 60 5   

R-14B N/A
2
 61 62 1 N/A

2
 58 4   

R-14C N/A
2
 69 70 1 N/A

2
 63 7   

R-14D N/A
2
 68 68 0 N/A

2
 60 8   

R-14E N/A
2
 70 72 2 N/A

2
 64 8   

R-N1A N/A
2
 65 65 0 N/A

2
 N/A N/A   

R-N1B N/A
2
 65 65 0 N/A

2
 N/A N/A Barrier meets criteria.  

G 

R-N2 N/A
2
 70 70 0 N/A

2
 N/A N/A Height = 16’ – 26’ Cost = $2,077,978 

R-15 72 73 73 0 1 62 11 Avg. Height = 20.9’ Benefited Residences = 120 

R-15A N/A
2
 63 63 0 N/A

2
 62 1 Length = 2,920’ Cost/Res. = $17,316 

R-15B N/A
2
 63 63 0 N/A

2
 61 2   

R-15C N/A
2
 66 66 0 N/A

2
 63 3   

R-15D N/A
2
 68 68 0 N/A

2
 62 6   

R-16 74 75 77 2 3 63 14   

R-16A N/A
2
 66 66 0 N/A

2
 62 4   

R-16B N/A
2
 75 76 1 N/A

2
 62 14   

R-16C N/A
2
 76 76 0 N/A

2
 64 12   

R-17 76 77 77 0 1 65 12   

R-17A N/A
2
 66 66 0 N/A

2
 61 5   

R-17B N/A
2
 66 66 0 N/A

2
 61 5   

R-17C N/A
2
 76 76 0 N/A

2
 64 12   

R-17D N/A
2
 78 78 0 N/A

2
 65 13   

R-17E N/A
2
 78 78 0 N/A

2
 65 13   

R-17F N/A
2
 75 75 0 N/A

2
 65 10   

R-17G N/A
2
 71 71 0 N/A

2
 64 7   

 

R-C6-1 N/A
2
 68 68 0 N/A

2
 66 2   

R-C6-2 N/A
2
 66 66 0 N/A

2
 61 5   

R-C6-3 N/A
2
 71 71 0 N/A

2
 62 9   

R-C6-4 N/A
2
 67 67 0 N/A

2
 62 5   

R-C6-5 N/A
2
 70 70 0 N/A

2
 62 8   

R-C6-6 N/A
2
 65 65 0 N/A

2
 61 4 Barrier meets criteria.  

H 

R-18 56 59 59 0 3 N/A N/A Criteria not exceeded.   Barrier is not required. 

R-18A N/A
2
 58 58 0 N/A

2
 N/A N/A   

R-18B N/A
2
 57 57 0 N/A

2
 N/A N/A   

I 

 

R-19 61 61 61 0 0 60 1 Height = 10 – 12’ Cost = $296,480 

R-19A N/A
2
 56 56 0 N/A

2
 56 0 Avg. Height = 11.5’ Benefited Residences = 3 
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NSA Receiver 

Adjusted 

Ambient 

Level
1
 

Design Year 

No-Build 

Level 

Design Year 

Build 

Level 

Change 

Over 

No-Build 

Change 

Over 

Ambient 

With 

Barrier 

Insertion 

Loss Barrier Analysis 

 

 

I 

(cont.) 

R-19B N/A
2
 57 57 0 N/A

2
 57 0 Length = 760’ Cost/Res. = $98,827 

R-20 68 70 70 0 2 63 8   

R-20A N/A
2
 72 73 1 N/A

2
 64 9   

R-C8-1 N/A
2
 61 61 0 N/A

2
 59 2   

R-C8-2 N/A
2
 64 65 1 N/A

2
 62 3   

R-C8-3 N/A
2
 63 63 0 N/A

2
 60 3 Barrier meets criteria.  

J 

R-21 71 72 73 1 2 61 12 Height = 16’ – 20’ Cost = $592,994 

R-C8-4 N/A
2
 64 65 1 N/A

2
 61 4 Avg. Height = 17.4’ Benefited Residences = 4 

R-C8-5 N/A
2
 68 69 1 N/A

2
 62 7 Length = 1,000’ Cost/Res. = $148,248 

R-C8-6 N/A
2
 59 60 1 N/A

2
 58 2 Barrier is not reasonable. 

K 

R-22 63 66 66 0 3 59 7 Height = 22’ – 24’ Cost = $397,868 

R-23 58 59 59 0 1 59 0 Avg. Height = 23.0’ Benefited Residences = 1 

        Length = 509’ Cost/Res. = $397,868 

        Barrier is not reasonable. 

L R-24 65 65 65 0 0 N/A N/A Criteria not exceeded.   Barrier is not required. 

M 

R-25 66 66 66 0 0 59 7 Height = 12’ – 16’’ Cost = $526,694 

R-25-1A N/A
2
 61 62 1 N/A

2
 59 3 Avg. Height = 13.9’ Benefited Residences = 4 

R-25-1B N/A
2
 62 62 0 N/A

2
 59 3 Length = 1,113’ Cost/Res. = $131,674 

R-25-1C N/A
2
 62 63 1 N/A

2
 58 4   

R-25-1D N/A
2
 64 65 1 N/A

2
 59 6   

R-25-2 N/A
2
 63 63 0 N/A

2
 61 2   

R-26 65 69 69 0 4 58 11   

R-26-1 N/A
2
 69 69 0 N/A

2
 62 7 Barrier is not feasible. 

N 

R-N3 N/A
2
 67 68 1 N/A

2
 61 7 Height = 22’ Cost = $1,321,274 

R-27 63 63 65 2 2 65 0 Avg. Height = 22.0’ Benefited Residences = 1 

        Length = 1,766’ Cost/Res. = $1,321,274 

        Barrier is not reasonable. 

O 

R-28 62 62 62 0 0 62 0 Height = 20’ – 22’ Cost = $774,690 

R-28-1A N/A
2
 63 63 0 N/A

2
 63 0 Avg. Height = 21.3' Benefited Residences = 1 

R-28-1B N/A
2
 64 64 0 N/A

2
 64 0 Length = 1,069’ Cost/Residence = $774,690 

R-28-2A N/A
2
 61 61 0 N/A

2
 61 0   

R-28-2B N/A
2
 62 62 0 N/A

2
 62 0   

R-29 67 67 67 0 0 60 7   

R-29-1 N/A
2
 62 63 1 N/A

2
 62 1 Barrier is not reasonable. 

 

 

 

P 

 

 

R-30 75 76 76 0 1 62 14 Height = 16’ – 24’ Cost = $1,698,470 

R-30-1 N/A
2
 68 69 1 N/A

2
 62 7 Avg. Height = 20.0’ Benefited Residences = 17 

R-30-2A N/A
2
 67 68 1 N/A

2
 61 7 Length = 2,500’ Cost/Residence = $99,910 

R-30-2B N/A
2
 66 67 1 N/A

2
 60 7   

R-30-2C N/A
2
 65 66 1 N/A

2
 59 7   

R-30-2D N/A
2
 63 64 1 N/A

2
 58 6 Barrier meets criteria.  
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NSA Receiver 

Adjusted 

Ambient 

Level
1
 

Design Year 

No-Build 

Level 

Design Year 

Build 

Level 

Change 

Over 

No-Build 

Change 

Over 

Ambient 

With 

Barrier 

Insertion 

Loss Barrier Analysis 

 

 

 

P 

(cont.) 

 

R-30-3A N/A
2
 64 65 1 N/A

2
 62 3 See previous page  

R-30-3B N/A
2
 63 64 1 N/A

2
 60 4   

R-31 75 75 75 0 0 59 16   

R-31-1A N/A
2
 67 67 0 N/A

2
 61 6   

R-31-1B N/A
2
 67 69 2 N/A

2
 62 7   

R-31-2A N/A
2
 63 63 0 N/A

2
 59 4   

R-31-2B N/A
2
 62 63 1 N/A

2
 58 5   

R-N4 N/A
2
 73 74 1 N/A

2
 65 9 Barrier meets criteria.  

1
 Peak Ambient Noise Levels are based on field measurements, which includes background noise. See page II-3. 2030 No-Build and 2030 Build noise levels are based on the calibrated TNM model, 

which only considers noise due to traffic.  The TNM model is considered calibrated if the measured and predicted noise levels are within 3 dBA. 
2 
These locations were added to increase the accuracy of the noise modeling.  Field Measurements were not taken at these locations. 
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6. Hazardous Materials 

An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was completed to document the potential presence or absence 

of contamination and/or hazardous substances within the project area, and the likelihood for 

adverse environmental impacts from activities on adjacent properties.  The Hagerstown Trucking 

Enterprises facility, in the vicinity of Maugans Avenue interchange, was identified as having 

evidence of petroleum releases, including motor oil and waste oil. In addition, evidence of an 

underground storage tank (UST) was noted at this facility, although the facility was not 

identified on the state Registered UST database.  No impacts to this property will be expected as 

a result of the SHA Selected Alternate, which calls for improvements that will be located more 

than 900 LF from the site. No other areas of concern were identified within the impact area of 

the SHA Selected Alternate.  

7. Secondary and Cumulative Effects 

The Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) for I-81 improvements associated with 

the SHA Selected Alternate concluded that no major impacts are anticipated.  Direct impacts to 

resources, as well as proposed mitigation, are discussed in Section III, B 1-6 of this FONSI.  

There is little potential for secondary effects to environmental resources because the SHA 

Selected Alternate will not induce growth beyond what is expected with or without the 

improvements to I-81.  The secondary and cumulative effects identified were generally 

associated with planned development as envisioned in the Washington County Master Plan.  The 

Plan indicates that Washington County is expected to grow by 0.7 percent per year through 2050.  

Based on information obtained from the Washington County Planning Office, this growth is not 

contingent on improving I-81 and the SHA Selected Alternate will not induce growth beyond 

what is included in the 2002 Plan. 

The SCEA study area’s environmental resources are generally vulnerable to degradation because 

of past and future development in Washington County. The SHA Selected Alternate, when added 

to past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions, was reviewed for its potential to have a 

cumulative effect. Cumulative effects to parklands within the SCEA boundary are anticipated to 

be minimal as park resources are afforded protection from the effects of Federally funded 

transportation projects under Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act of 1966 

(Section 4(f)). Other planned development in the study area is not expected to encroach on park 

property. 

Development associated with the population and employment growth in Washington County 

may affect cultural resources. Similar to park resources, significant historic resources are 

afforded protection from the effects of federally funded transportation projects under Section 4(f) 

along with the coordination required under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

of 1966.  In addition, Washington County has an active program to protect its cultural resources 

through its review and approval processes and also has a Historic District Commission.  

Therefore, cumulative effects on historic resources are expected to be minimal. 

Although improvements to I-81 are included in Washington County’s Plan, the specific I-81 

project contribution to watershed vulnerability was estimated in order to provide a context for the 

effect of this project in relation to other planned growth in the area.  The I-81 project will 
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contribute an estimated 175 to 223 acres of new impervious surface based on the preliminary 

engineering analysis.  However, new stormwater management facilities will be constructed to 

address water quality and quantity control, not only for currently proposed improvements, but 

also to address some current substandard conditions. As a result, the SHA Selected Alternate has 

the potential to improve overall water quality within the portion of the Conococheague 

Watershed within the SCEA study area. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IV. Section 4(f) Evaluation 
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A. Introduction 

 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended 2005  

(49 U.S.C. 303 (c) and 23 U.S.C. 138) permits the use of publicly owned land from any 

public park or recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site (as determined 

by the officials having jurisdiction over the park, recreation area, refuge, or site) only if 

there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the use of such land, and all possible 

planning has been undertaken to minimize harm resulting from this use.  

 

This Final Section 4(f) Evaluation presents an assessment of the permanent and 

temporary impacts to the C&O Canal National Historical Park (NHP) resulting from the 

State Highway Administration (SHA) Selected Alternate 3A – Inside Widening with 

Collector-Distributor (C-D) Roads, as well as a discussion of avoidance alternates, 

minimization measures, and mitigation for the proposed impacts.   

 

B. Description of the Proposed Action 

 

The I-81 Improvement Project extends from the West Virginia state line to the 

Pennsylvania state line through Washington County, Maryland. The purpose of this 

project is to improve safety and traffic operations along I-81 from the West Virginia state 

line to the Pennsylvania state line.  

 

1. Alternates Considered 

 

Descriptions of each alternate retained for detailed study are presented in detail in Section 

II of the I-81 EA and in the Record of Decision (Section I) of this FONSI. Alternates 

considered include the following: 

 

Alternate 1 – No-Build Alternate:  The No-Build Alternate includes routine 

maintenance and spot improvements to the existing roadway and interchanges.  

 

Alternate 2 – Interchange Improvements:  This alternate will include improvements to 

the following interchanges: 

 

 Exit 1: MD 68/MD 63  

 Exit 2: US 11   

 Exit 3: I-70  

 Exit 4: Halfway Boulevard  

 Exit 5: US 40 

 Exit 6: MD 58 

 Exit 8: Maugans Avenue 

 Exit 9: Showalter Road 

 Exit 10: PA 163 

 

Alternate 2A – Interchange Improvements with C-D Roads:  Alternate 2A includes 

the interchange improvements listed for Alternate 2, as well as the construction of a two-

lane C-D road through the I-70 and Halfway Boulevard interchanges.  

 

Alternate 3 – Inside Widening:  Under this alternate, the existing I-81 roadway will be 

widened on the inside, towards the median, to six lanes.  
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Alternate 3A – Inside Widening with C-D Roads:  This alternate will include widening 

existing I-81, towards the median, to six lanes and constructing a two-lane C-D roadway, 

which will extend from south of the I-70 interchange to north of  the Halfway Boulevard 

interchange.  

 

Toll Plaza Options:  Four different toll options were evaluated in conjunction with the 

build alternates. Each option will include a two-acre site for an administrative building 

and parking, five cash/electronic toll collection lanes, and two high-speed electronic toll 

collection lanes. 

 

Weigh and Inspection Station Option:  A truck weigh station will be constructed on an 

11-acre site along the southbound side of I-81 between Halfway Boulevard and US 40. 

 

2. Description of the SHA Selected Alternate 

 

Alternate 3A – Inside Widening with Collector-Distributor Roads is the SHA 

Selected Alternate for this project.  Under this alternate, I-81 will be widened to six lanes 

on the inside (towards the median).  The outside lanes will include a two-lane C-D road 

with an additional auxiliary lane extending from the I-70 interchange through the 

Halfway Boulevard interchange for both north and southbound structures.  This alternate 

will require the widening of the northbound and southbound spans of Bridge No. 21078, 

which carries I-81 over the Potomac River.  Mapping for the SHA Selected Alternate is 

provided in Appendix A. 

 

Alternate 3A – Inside Widening with C-D Roads best fulfills the project’s Purpose and 

Need because the combination of interchange improvements and mainline widening, in 

conjunction with C-D road extension, provides a more comprehensive approach to 

addressing safety concerns and traffic operations than the other alternates. The SHA 

Selected Alternate addresses the safety concern of vehicles entering and exiting I-81 

between I-70 and Halfway Boulevard while providing added capacity to the mainline to 

improve traffic flow and safety along I-81.  In addition, inside widening ensures 

compatibility with future plans for I-81 widening in both West Virginia and 

Pennsylvania. 

 

C. Description of the Section 4(f) Property 

 

The use of one Section 4(f) resource within the project area will be required by the SHA 

Selected Alternate.  This resource, the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical 

Park (C&O Canal NHP), qualifies for protection under Section 4(f) as both a public 

park/recreation area and as a historic site. The C&O Canal NHP is located at the southern 

end of I-81 along the Maryland side of the Potomac River and is the only park  
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Figure 8: Section 4(f) Resource 
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within the I-81 project area (Figure 8).  The park follows the Potomac River for 184.5 

miles from Washington, D.C. to Cumberland, Maryland.  The C&O Canal NHP is owned 

and operated by the National Park Service (NPS) for use by the public primarily as a 

recreational facility. 

 

Within the project area, this linear park contains the canal and towpath, which cross 

under I-81 at the southern end of the project area.  The towpath offers hiker and biker 

opportunities to park visitors and is accessible from various locations in the project 

vicinity, with a visitors center at the Cushwa Basin in Williamsport about a mile west of 

the project area.  The towpath is used by approximately 3 million visitors annually.  Lock 

44 is 0.6 mile west of the I-81 bridge.  The C&O Canal was named a National Monument 

in 1961 and in 1971, President Richard M. Nixon signed the legislation that established 

the C&O Canal NHP. The C&O Canal NHP was listed in the National Register of 

Historic Places (NRHP) in 1979.  The canal is one of the most intact canals from the 

American canal-building era and has retained many of its original features along its entire 

length. Sections of the canal between Georgetown in Washington, D.C. and Riley’s Lock 

in Maryland have been restored while the remainder of the canal is in various states of 

disrepair.  Most of the towpath from Georgetown to Cumberland can still be traveled by 

horseback, foot, or bicycle. 

 

D. Description of Impacts to the Section 4(f) Property  

 

1. Comparison of Alternates 

 

As depicted inTable 12, there will be no impacts to Section 4(f) resources under the No-

Build Alternate and Build Alternates 2 and 2A.  Build Alternates 2 and 2A include 

improvements to I-81 at the existing interchanges. Improvements to I-81 under Alternate 

2A will be limited to the existing interchanges and to the stretch of roadway between  

I-70 and Halfway Boulevard.  These alternates will not provide additional capacity on the 

mainline of I-81.  Alternates 3, 3A and 3A, Option B will have visual and physical 

impacts to the C&O Canal NHP through temporary and permanent use of land.  Use of 

the Section 4(f) resource will be attributable to the widening of Bridge No. 21078 over 

the Potomac River, including extension of existing piers, and inside widening of the I-81 

mainline. 
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Table 12: Comaprison of Section 4(f) Temporary and Permanent Use by Alternate 

Alternate 1 2 2A 3 3A 
3A, 

Option B 

Temporary Use 

Towpath Access 0 0 0 0.86 0.86 0.86 

Total Temporary Use 0 0 0 0.86 0.86 0.86 

Permanent Use 

Vegetation Removal 0 0 0 0.81 0.81 0.81 

Inside Roadway 

Widening/Pier 

Extension 

0 0 0 0.80 0.80 0.80 

Total Permanent Use 0 0 0 1.61 1.61 1.61 

2. Impacts of the SHA Selected Alternate 

 

Under the SHA Selected Alternate, impacts to the C&O Canal NHP will include: 

 

 Visitor Use – intermittent interruptions to pedestrian and bicycle use of the 

towpath for a period of two weeks at the onset of construction activities and for 

two weeks at the conclusion.  These interruptions will occur for a one-mile 

segment of towpath from Lockwood Road to the crossing under Bridge No. 

21078.  For the duration of the project, additional intermittent closures could 

occur for a 400-foot length of towpath where it crosses underneath the bridge.  

These closures will only occur during construction events that could be dangerous 

to visitors and staff (such as the pouring of concrete overhead) 

 Vegetation – potential vegetation removal within the work zone on the limestone 

bluff and within the canal prism, and the I-81 inside median from the bridge to the 

eastern boundary of the park; bridge span widening will result in increased 

shading 

 Towpath – potential physical damage due to construction activities and vehicle 

access 

 Viewshed –  permanent impacts due to pier and bridge span widening, and 

temporary impacts due to vegetation removal, and construction equipment and 

activities 

 

In the updated effects determination, submitted to Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) on 

January 18, 2006, SHA stipulated that significant features of the park; such as the 

landscape, towpath and limestone bluffs, will be impacted by the SHA Selected 

Alternate.  MHT concurred with the adverse effect determination on February 22, 2006.  

As a result, SHA has consulted with the National Park Service (NPS) and MHT to 

develop a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to address the adverse effects to the C&O 
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Canal NHP.  The MOA was approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 

SHA, NPS, and MHT on November 19, 2008 and can be found in Appendix B. 

 

No archeological resources eligible for the NRHP were identified within the area of 

potential effects (APE).   

Temporary and Permanent Use of the Section 4(f) Property 

Under the SHA Selected Alternate, widening of Bridge No. 21078 will include the 

replacement and lengthening of the existing deck and the extension of the two existing 

36-foot parallel piers.  The bridge spans over the C&O Canal NHP will be widened to the 

inside an additional 27 feet.  Each of the piers will remain 6 feet in width, and will be 

extended an additional 19 feet toward the median of the bridges.  Pier extension and 

associated vegetation removal will cause permanent impacts of 0.81 acre to the C&O 

Canal NHP. 

 

The inside widening (within the existing median) of the 671 linear feet (LF) of mainline 

I-81 within the C&O Canal NHP boundary will permanently impact 0.80 acre of 

parkland.  This area is in the existing median between the northbound and southbound 

lanes. 

 

Temporary use of C&O Canal NHP includes intermittent towpath access to and from the 

work zone, located on park property underneath Bridge 21078 before it crosses the 

Potomac River, and a small buffer area around the work zone.  Temporary impacts will 

total 0.86 acre. 

 

Figure 9 depicts potential temporary and permanent Section 4(f) uses of the C&O Canal 

NHP under the SHA Selected Alternate.   

 

The FHWA has determined that the requirements of Section 4(f) of the DOT Act do not 

apply to the temporary use of parkland when the project meets the following criteria: 

 

 The duration of the use will be temporary and less than the time needed for 

construction of the project. 

 

The temporary use of the C&O Canal NHP property for construction staging will be 

completed prior to final completion of the I-81 improvements.  

 

 The ownership of the property will not change or result in the retention of long 

term or indefinite interests in the land for transportation purposes. 

 

The ownership of the C&O Canal NHP outside of existing and proposed SHA right-of-

way will remain with the NPS and will continue to be maintained by the NPS.   

 

 The scope of the work will be minor, in which the nature and magnitude of the 

changes to the resource will be minimal. 
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Temporary use of C&O Canal NHP property consists of a construction permit and access 

to the bridge.  This area is small in comparison to the size of the overall park, which 

covers over 19,500 acres; therefore the work will be minor and not change the overall 

resource.  However, the potential impacts resulting from temporary use will be 

minimized and will take into consideration protection of all features within and adjacent 

to the construction permit.  A list of avoidance, minimization, and mitigations measures 

follows in Section E. 

 

 There will be no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there 

be interference with the activities or purposes of the resource, on either a 

temporary or permanent basis. 

 

The work proposed which will require temporary use of the C&O Canal NHP will not 

result in any permanent adverse physical impacts. The only recreational facility in the 

area where temporary use is required is the canal towpath.  SHA will work with the NPS 

to construct temporary paths that protect park users from construction activities and that 

allow emergency vehicles to travel under the bridge.
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Figure 9: C&O Canal NHP Section 4(f) Use 
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 The land being used will be fully restored, in that the resource will be returned to 

a condition, which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project. 

 

The areas within the C&O Canal NHP where temporary use is proposed will be restored 

to an acceptable condition upon completion of the proposed improvements through the 

implementation of a Restoration Plan as identified in the approved MOA.  The MOA 

identified the Restoration Plan as being developed during the final design phase of the 

project and in consultation with NPS and MHT. 

 

Perpetual Deed of Easement 

A perpetual deed of easement of approximately 2.95 acres will be needed for 

construction, operation, and future maintenance activities associated with widening the 

bridge over the Potomac River and inside widening of the inside lanes approaching the 

bridge.  The ownership of the C&O Canal NHP outside of existing and proposed SHA 

right-of-way will remain with the NPS and the area below the bridge will continue to be 

maintained by the NPS.  SHA will continue to maintain the median of I-81 on park 

property. 

 

E. Avoidance Alternates 

 

In addition to the No-Build Alternate, which will have no impact on the C&O Canal 

NHP, avoidance alternates were assessed. 

 

Alternates 2 and 2A, with or without the toll options, will avoid deed of easement 

acquisition from the Section 4(f) resource.  Under Alternate 2, improvements to I-81 will 

be limited to the existing interchanges. Improvements to I-81 under Alternate 2A will be 

limited to the existing interchanges and to the stretch of roadway between I-70 and 

Halfway Boulevard.  Neither of these alternates will involve improvements to Bridge No. 

21078 or to I-81 in the vicinity of the C&O Canal NHP. 

 

Alternate 2 and Alternate 2A will improve traffic flow and safety in the vicinity of the 

interchanges on  I-81, which is consistent with the Purpose and Need for the project; 

however, these alternates will not provide additional capacity on the mainline of I-81.  

Additional capacity along the entire corridor will help to provide space for the passenger 

cars to maneuver along with the high truck volumes already using I-81.  If West Virginia 

and Pennsylvania widen their sections of I-81, traffic may become bottlenecked within 

Maryland, leading to increased volumes on the local street system.  Due to the need for 

additional capacity to accommodate these maneuvers for driver safety and to provide a 

consistent section of roadway with the adjacent states, these alternates were not selected. 

 

The Truck Weigh and Inspection Station will have no impact on any Section 4(f) 

resources. However, the Truck Weigh Station was removed from consideration with this 

project because of the number of concerns raised over the location, the operation of the 

facility, and the economic impacts to the local trucking companies.   

The No-Build Alternate, Alternate 2, and Alternate 2A are not feasible and prudent.
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F. Measures to Minimize Harm 

1. Minimization of Impacts 

 

Under Alternates 3 and 3A, impacts to the Section 4(f) resource will be minimized by 

limiting the footprint of the bridge piers within the park by constructing new piers 

directly adjacent to the existing piers.  In addition, efforts will be made to minimize 

impacts to the construction permit areas through compliance with towpath weight 

restrictions and other protective measures.  NPS has indicated that the towpath must 

remain accessible to visitors during construction. Coordination with the NPS will occur 

regarding the construction of temporary paths that protect park users on the towpath 

during construction and that allow emergency vehicles to travel under the bridge.  

 

The following measures are included in the MOA (Appendix B) to avoid and minimize 

impacts to the C&O Canal NHP during the construction period: 

 SHA will use all practicable measures to minimize disturbances to, and provide 

appropriate treatment of, the C&O Canal NHP and to all elements that contribute 

to the National Register historic district during the construction of the project.  

The FHWA, the NPS, the SHA, and the MHT will consult and develop an 

Avoidance and Treatment Plan for the C&O Canal NHP (Plan).  The Plan will 

address the widening of SHA Bridge No. 21078, stormwater management 

facilities, construction sequences and staging areas, protection of the canal prism 

and towpath, adherence to NPS gross vehicle weight restrictions, and 

minimization of impacts to park resources and park visitors.  The SHA will 

submit the draft Plan to the NPS and the MHT for review and comment and 

ensure that the Plan is implemented in consultation with the NPS.  The SHA will 

include the Plan in the bid package and final construction documents. 

 No stormwater management areas will be constructed within the boundaries of the 

C&O Canal NHP and the canal prism will not be considered a stormwater 

management facility. 

 No scuppers will be installed on SHA Bridge No. 21078 that will expel 

stormwater within the boundaries of the C&O Canal NHP. 

 No access to the Potomac River shall be permitted from the C&O Canal NHP.  

The only access across C&O Canal NHP property will be in conjunction with 

work activities directly within the boundaries of the C&O Canal NHP. 

 The only staging within the C&O Canal NHP will be for construction work within 

the C&O Canal NHP boundaries.  All conditions for staging and access on C&O 

Canal NHP property will be outlined within a temporary construction/access 

special use permit from the NPS. 

 SHA will provide the NPS with copies of all permits associated with the project, 

including access agreements from West Virginia landowners.  The project will 

require permits from the US Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) and the Maryland 

Department of the Environment (MDE).  The SHA will work with the USACE, 

the MDE, and the NPS to obtain all of the necessary permits for the project. 
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 SHA will supply the NPS with a list of the type, size, and Gross Vehicle Weight 

(GVW) of construction equipment and vehicles to be used on C&O Canal NHP 

property for inclusion in the temporary construction special use permit, as well an 

estimation of the number of trips per vehicle.  The SHA shall also provide 

information pertaining to the storage of construction materials.   

 SHA will observe the 12 ton weight limit for the towpath.  At the time of this 

MOA, weight limits have not been established for particular areas of concern 

along the towpath, including, but not limited to, a historic waste weir.  An 

evaluation of weight limits along the towpath will need to be evaluated prior to 

construction.  Vehicles are restricted to a single axle, H-15 load limit, unless 

otherwise approved by the NPS. 

 SHA will supply the NPS with an estimate of the amount of infill, in cubic yards, 

needed in the canal prism.  Infill will consist of a clean quarry material over filter 

fabric and is to be approved by the NPS.  Infill will be in accordance with the 

1994 Maryland specifications for soil, erosion, and sediment control.  Erosion and 

sediment controls will be in place.  SHA will analyze potential impacts to the 

canal prism, under normal and flooding conditions, as a result of infill of the canal 

prism and will provide the analysis to the NPS early in the design phase of the 

project. 

 SHA will supply the NPS with a flood event action and cleanup plan. 

 Tree trimming along the towpath may be required, but is not likely to be beyond 

the normal NPS maintenance for small vehicle access along the towpath.  In the 

event that tree trimming along the towpath is necessary, it will occur only as 

consistent with the NPS maintenance for small vehicle access, and under the prior 

approval and direction of the NPS staff.  

 Whenever possible, the SHA will conduct activities that will require closure of 

the towpath outside of normal C&O Canal Park operating hours.  If towpath 

closures are required within normal operating hours, a shuttle service will be 

provided for park visitors whenever the towpath is closed for more than fifteen 

(15) minutes.  

 SHA will coordinate with the NPS and Allegheny Power for the use of Lockwood 

Road.  

 The area of temporary construction easement will not exceed 200 feet from the 

centerline between SHA Bridge No. 21078.  Construction work will be addressed 

in a special use permit. 

 A fish weir, a recorded archeological site located in the bed of the Potomac River 

a short distance upstream from the APE, will be avoided by currently proposed 

staging from the West Virginia side of the Potomac.  Should avoidance prove 

impossible in future stages of this project, this resource will be evaluated for 

National Register eligibility and an appropriate treatment will be devised. 
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2. Mitigation 

 

SHA has and will continue to coordinate with the NPS and the MHT regarding potential 

impacts to the C&O Canal NHP and its cultural landscape features.  Mitigation measures 

for cultural resources impacts have been identified by SHA, MHT, NPS, and FHWA for 

impacts to the C&O Canal NHP, and are outlined in the MOA (Appendix B).  In 

addition, SHA proposes additional environmental stewardship.  A discussion of the 

mitigation and environmental stewardship for the project follows. 

 

Restoration Plan 

Following construction, SHA will implement a Restoration Plan, which will be 

developed during the final design phase in consultation with NPS and MHT.   

 

The Restoration Plan will provide sustainable vegetation at the I-81 bridge using native 

species, while recognizing the need to maintain visibility of critical C&O Canal NHP 

features.  Vegetation will be selected, as agreed to by NPS, to best restore the functions 

and values of the existing forested system.  All trees to be removed to accommodate 

construction activities will be inventoried prior to construction and a 1:1 dbh replacement 

of approved replacement vegetation will be provided.  In areas that have been previously 

disturbed with little to no archeological concerns, the Restoration Plan will consider the 

establishment of larger trees rather than numerous small trees.  Additional NPS land 

above and beyond the immediate area of disturbance may be required for fulfilling the 

1:1 dbh requirement.  The Restoration Plan will address bare and erodible soils, 

particularly surrounding the bridge abutment areas.   

 

The Restoration Plan will also address the repair of any damage to the towpath or canal 

prism that occurs as a result of construction activities. 

 

Towpath Repair 

In addition to repairs to the portion of towpath used for construction access and staging, 

SHA will provide funding for one (1) mile of routine towpath repair (not including 

significant erosion repairs) at a location to be chosen by NPS.  The amount to be 

provided will be the 2007 known costs for routine towpath repair ($77,000 per mile), 

which will be adjusted annually for inflation beginning with 2007 dollars and ending with 

the year of actual construction.  NPS will complete the repair. 

 

Land Exchange and Permits 

NPS will pursue an exchange of land or interest in land with the SHA under the authority 

provided at 16 USC 4601-22(b).  By means of a proposed exchange, NPS will convey to 

SHA perpetual deed of easement granting air rights for the bridge over the C&O Canal 

NHP and perpetual deed of easement for the I-81 bridge piers occupying Federally-

owned land in the C&O Canal NHP.  In return, SHA will provide to the NPS lands or 

interests in land of equal value and situated within the C&O Canal NHP boundary. 
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NPS will issue a temporary construction/access special use permit to govern the use of 

temporary construction areas.  

 

Future Archeological Investigations within the C&O Canal NHP 

SHA will consult with NPS and MHT to determine the need for additional identification, 

evaluation, and treatment as appropriate, of archeological resources within the C&O 

Canal NHP.  This will include any construction easement areas on the limestone bluff 

tops that overlook the canal prism and towpath, or potential staging areas on floodplain 

areas adjacent to the project location.  SHA will also implement any identification, 

evaluation, and treatment deemed necessary in accordance with the provisions of 

Stipulation III of the MOA (Appendix B). 

 

Should any additional archeological investigations be necessary on lands administered by 

the NPS, the archeological contractor shall first apply for an Archeological Resources 

Protection Act (ARPA) permit, to be reviewed concurrently by the Superintendent of the 

C&O Canal NHP and the Regional Archeologist, National Capital Region (NCR).  

Applications for an ARPA permit will be obtained from the Regional Archeologist.  

Assuming the reviewers recommend that the application be approved, the Regional 

Director, NCR, will issue the permit. 

 

Environmental Stewardship 

As part of the environmental stewardship efforts for the undertaking, SHA shall provide 

Transportation Enhancement Program (TEP) funding to assist NPS with the stabilization 

and restoration of the Catoctin Aqueduct, located on the C&O Canal.  As the federal 

owner of this historic property, NPS shall be the lead agency responsible for complying 

with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended for the 

stewardship project.  NPS shall ensure that the plans and specifications for the work 

conform to the applicable approached set forth in the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 

the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68). 

 

Project Design 

SHA will submit plans to FHWA, NPS, MHT and all other consulting parties for review 

and comment at the type, size, and location (TS&L) phase (approximately 30 percent 

complete), semi-final review (approximately 60 percent complete), and the final review 

detailed design phase (approximately 90 percent complete). 

 

At each review phase, SHA will schedule a design review meeting to afford all 

consulting parties the opportunity to provide comments on aspects of the project design.  

SHA will produce minutes following each meeting that will document the commitments 

agreed upon during the review. 

 

A minimum of thirty days prior to the contract award date, SHA will submit final 

construction plans and specifications to FHWA, NPS, MHT, and all other consulting 

parties for final review.  The purpose of the final review is to ensure that all of the 
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comments generated at the prior design reviews have been adequately incorporated into 

the construction documents. 

 

All construction staging areas and materials storage will be predetermined and shown on 

the final detailed design plans. 

 

Future Activities – Cultural Resources Investigations 

Related ancillary activities including, but not limited to, construction staging areas, 

stormwater management facilities, wetland mitigation areas, parkland mitigation areas, 

reforestation areas, and alignment modification or design refinements may be added to 

this undertaking in the future.  Should activates be added for which cultural resources 

studies have not been completed, SHA shall ensure that consultation ensures with MHT 

and other relevant consulting parties including NPS and the West Virginia State Historic 

Preservation Office (WV SHPO), as appropriate, and that all required cultural resources 

studies are implemented in accordance with the applicable performance standards in 

Stipulation IV. 

 

Should historic properties be unexpectedly identified during the implementation of the 

undertaking, SHA shall ensure that reasonable efforts are made to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate adverse effects to such properties, and shall consult with MHT and FHWA to 

resolve any unavoidable adverse effects pursuant 36 CFR 800.6.  SHA shall ensure that 

any resulting cultural resources work is accomplished in accordance with the relevant 

performance standards in Stipulation IV.  NPS shall be a consulting party to any 

unexpected discoveries of historic properties found within the bounds of the C&O Canal 

NHP. 

 

Although field investigation and archival research are unable to verify a citizen’s report 

of a cemetery or Native American burial sites within the APE, the possibility that graves 

are present within the impacts area cannot be excluded.  Monitoring during construction 

will be conducted by SHA in this location.  The results of the monitoring effort shall be 

included in a report that will be disseminated to MHT, and special provisions will be 

added to the project’s construction documents. 

 

In the event that human burials are encountered during archeological investigations or 

construction in any portion of the project areas, SHA will ensure that any human remains 

and grave-associated artifacts are brought to the immediate attention of MHT and the 

Washington County States Attorney.  No activities that might disturb or damage the 

remains will be conducted until MHT has determined whether excavation is necessary 

and/or desirable.  If burials are discovered within the C&O Canal NHP, all procedures 

will comply with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 

(P.L. 101-601) and the NPS Publication National Register Bulletin 41 Guidelines for 

Evaluation and Registering Cemeteries and Burial Places (Washington, D.C. 1992).  

Otherwise, procedures will comply with Article 27, §§ 265 and 267 of the Annotated 

Code of Maryland.  Consultation will be conducted with the appropriate affiliated Indian 

tribes or the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs in the event Native American 

burials are encountered. 
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The fish weir, a recorded archeological site located in the Potomac a short distance north 

of the APE, will be avoided by currently proposed staging from the West Virginia side of 

the Potomac.  Should avoidance prove impossible in future stages of the project, this 

resource will be evaluated for National Register eligibility and an appropriate treatment 

will be devised as stipulated in Section III of the MOA (Appendix B). 

 

G. Consultation and Coordination 

 

Coordination has been ongoing between, FHWA, SHA, MHT and NPS.  These agencies 

are part of the SHA’s streamlined environmental/regulatory process and have concurred 

with the project Purpose and Need, the Alternates Retained for Detailed Study, and the 

Selected Alternate/Conceptual Mitigation Document.  Coordination with MHT has also 

been undertaken in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act (see Section 3.B of the I-81 EA for additional information).   

 

SHA coordinated with MHT on September 10, 2001 regarding standing structures, on 

September 29, 2003 regarding Phase I archeological survey for various alternates, and on 

July 8, 2004 regarding the inclusion of potential toll facilities and the extension of the 

project to include Bridge No. 21078. SHA received MHT concurrence in a determination 

of No Adverse Effect on August 4, 2004 for the I-81 Improvements Project.  On January 

18, 2006, SHA submitted additional information on SHA’s Selected Alternate and 

determined that the project will have an Adverse Effect on C&O Canal NHP, which is 

listed in the NRHP (page 89). 

 

SHA received a letter from the NPS dated December 9, 2005 outlining potential 

mitigation measures for the project (page 85). SHA met with representatives of the NPS 

on March 9, 2006 to discuss the project and gather feedback on the potential affects to the 

park. At the meeting, potential mitigation for impacts to the Section 4(f) resource was 

discussed and a draft MOA presented for comment.   

 

SHA informed West Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer of the project, and 

associated Section 106 coordination with MHT, on March 7, 2006 and received a request 

for more information in October 19, 2006 (page 100). 

 

A meeting was held on August 16, 2006 between FHWA, SHA and NPS to discuss 

mitigation opportunities and right-of-way concerns.  The area required for easements as 

well as permanent and temporary uses were summarized.  Due to the lack of detail 

available for the design, NPS requested an amendment to the MOA for unforeseen design 

impacts. 

 

A meeting was held on May 29, 2007 between FHWA, SHA and NPS to discuss the 

status of the MOA.  SHA presented mitigation agreements between NPS and SHA from 

similar projects.  SHA also proposed the use of TEP funding toward the restoration of the 

Catoctin Aqueduct, as part of environmental stewardship for the project.  A revised MOA 

was drafted as a result of this meeting. 
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NPS provided comments on the revised MOA on February 11, 2008.  SHA incorporated 

these comments into the draft document, and the revisions were sent to NPS on April 17, 

2008. 

 

On May 1, 2008, MHT was sent a copy of the Draft MOA for review and comment (page 

86).  On June 4, 2008, MHT concurred with SHA’s Determination of Adverse Effects, 

and offered comments recommending minor revisions to the MOA. 

 

SHA received a letter from NPS dated May 30, 2008 with a minor revision to be included 

in the final version of the MOA (page 81). 

 

On November 19, 2008; the MOA was signed by NPS, SHA, MHT, and FHWA.  

 

H. Concluding Statement 

 

Based on the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use 

of land from the C&O Canal NHP and the proposed action includes all possible planning 

to minimize harm to the C&O Canal NHP resulting from such use. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

V. Summary of Public Involvement  
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A. Public Workshops and Meetings 

 

The following summarizes the formal public involvement meetings held by the State 

Highway Administration (SHA), in chronological order. 

 

The SHA held an Informational Public Workshop at Maugansville Elementary School, in 

the northern portion of the study area, on November 5, 2001.  The purpose of the 

workshop was to introduce the project to the community and to inform the public of the 

Purpose and Need for the project, planning process, and existing safety/capacity issues 

along I-81. Approximately 80 citizens attended this workshop and expressed concerns 

relating to the noise generated by the interstate traffic, installation of noise barrier walls, 

residential displacements, truck traffic, and geometric deficiencies. 

 

A second Informational Public Workshop was held at Williamsport High School, in the 

southern portion of the study area, on November 8, 2001.  The purpose of the workshop 

was to introduce the project to the community and to inform the public of the Purpose 

and Need for the project, the planning process, and existing safety/capacity issues along 

I-81. Twenty-five citizens attended this workshop and provided comments regarding 

noise walls, widening to three lanes and installation of a truck weigh station along the 

corridor. 

 

An Alternates Public Workshop was held on June 20, 2002 at Western Heights Middle 

School in Washington County. One-hundred and one people attended the workshop 

including local residents, community leaders, elected officials, and county 

representatives. The purpose of the workshop was to familiarize the public with the study 

and provide an opportunity for public participation in the planning process. Six build 

alternates and the no-build alternate were presented. The comments received ranged from 

concerns regarding residential and noise impacts to the increase of truck traffic along  

I-81. 

 

An Informational Public Workshop was held on May 26, 2004 at North Hagerstown High 

School in Washington County. The purpose of the workshop was to provide citizens with 

an update on the project which then included four toll plaza options. Approximately 50 

people attended this meeting. Public concerns included opposition to the toll options and 

concerns about noise and traffic. 

 

Public outreach in areas with low-income populations included public meetings at 

Maugansville Elementary School, a meeting with the Lakeside Mobile Home Park, and a 

meeting with the Williamsport Town Council.  The primary concern raised at these 

meetings was potential noise level changes resulting from the roadway improvements.   

 

A Location/Design Public Hearing was conducted on October 6, 2004 at Hagerstown 

High School in Washington County.  Five individuals provided oral testimony and 

approximately 20 provided written comments, summarized below and included in 

Section VI.  The comments were assessed to determine which improvement options were 
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favored by the community.  This information was then utilized by SHA to make a 

recommendation to the Administrator. 

 

B. Summary of Written Comments and SHA Responses 

 

 The majority of citizens were opposed to the toll plaza options due to concerns 

about the actual payment of tolls, the possibility of diverted traffic (users who will 

potentially avoid the tolls) through residential areas, and the potential for 

increased vehicle emissions.  SHA responded that toll options were under 

consideration due to the severe financial constraints faced by the State of 

Maryland, and the fact that the toll options could help fund the project and 

significantly decrease the construction timeframe of improvements to I-81.  In 

addition, SHA noted that in order to understand the effects of the tolls on 

surrounding roads, a traffic study was undertaken to analyze existing and future 

traffic along US 11 and MD 63.  The study indicated that it will be unlikely that 

these roads will support diverted traffic (due to toll avoidance) because of either 

geometric or capacity limitations.  Therefore, drivers will likely remain on I-81.  

(Note: While toll options were under consideration at the time of the 

Location/Design Public Hearing, toll options are not included in the SHA 

Selected Alternate.) 

 Several citizens were concerned about the weigh station option.  SHA indicated 

that the 12-mile segment of I-81 in Maryland and the 26-mile segment in West 

Virginia do not include truck weigh stations. The limited enforcement activities 

that have been conducted show a significant number of violations; therefore, truck 

weigh station options were being considered to help increase safety along the 

corridor.  (Note: While weigh station options were under consideration at the time 

of the Location/Design Public Hearing, they are not included in the SHA Selected 

Alternate.) 

 Several residents were also concerned about noise levels.  SHA summarized the 

technical noise analysis and provided the SHA’s Sound Barrier Policy and 

FHWA’s noise abatement criteria, explaining why noise barriers were not 

recommended at this time.  (Note: An updated noise analysis was conducted and 

the findings presented in I-81 Technical Noise Report – May 2009, finding that 

noise abatement is warranted at NSAs D, F, G, I, and P.) 

 A small number of citizens commented on various environmental concerns.  SHA 

addressed specific concerns regarding soils and mitigation measures, and included 

in the response a copy of the Natural Environment Technical Report. 

 

In addition to the public meetings and hearing, the SHA conducted approximately ten 

meetings with local businesses and communities along the I-81 corridor to inform them 

of the proposed actions being considered and the potential impacts to their businesses and 

communities (Table 13). Community associations generally expressed support for the 

project, but were concerned about traffic diversions caused by the toll options and noise 

issues. Several business owners were concerned by the potential financial impact due to 

restricted access and the placement of tolls. 
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Table 13: Local Business and Community Meetings 

Date Business/Community Comments/Concerns 

June 30, 2003 
Hagerstown Business 

Community 
Expressed the need to widen I-81 

June 26, 2003 Ghattas Enterprises Preferred Option B 

June 26, 2003 Microtel Hotel Financial impacts and restricting access 

June 26, 2003 Burger King Financial impacts  

June 26, 2003 
Lakeside Mobile  

Home Park 
Noise 

June 7, 2004 Outback Steakhouse 
Effects of placing tolls on workers who commute from 

Pennsylvania and West Virginia 

June 7, 2004 
Bowman Development 

Corporation 
Concerned about other future development planned for site 

June 14, 2004 
Williamsport Town 

Council 
Diversion of traffic off of I-81 to avoid paying the toll 

June 24, 2004 
Hagerstown Regional 

Airport 

Placement of the toll plazas in or near the airport protection 

zone and economic development areas 
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VI. Comments and Coordination  
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Agency coordination and public involvement were conducted throughout the project 

planning process for the I-81 Improvement Project.  This section summarizes the 

coordination with federal, state and local agencies conducted since the approval of the 

Environmental Assessment.  The agency coordination letters are provided at the end of 

this section.   

 

A. Streamlined Process Coordination 

As part of the State Highway Administration (SHA) streamlined environmental and 

regulatory review process, interagency meetings were held throughout the course of the  

I-81 Improvement Project. Agencies involved in the meetings included SHA, Federal 

Highway Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, US Fish and Wildlife 

Service, Environmental Protection Agency, National Park Service, US Army Corps of 

Engineers, Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Maryland Department of the 

Environment, Maryland Historical Trust, Maryland Transportation Authority, Maryland 

Department of Planning and other federal, state, and local government agencies. Key 

milestones of the Interagency Project Review included meetings for field reviews, 

Purpose and Need, Alternates Retained for Detailed Study and the SHA Selected 

Alternate/Conceptual Mitigation (SA/CM). 

The streamlined process coordination documentation for the Purpose and Need and 

Alternates Retained for Detailed Study can be found in the Environmental Assessment.  

Since the approval of the Environmental Assessment, SHA presented the SA/CM 

package to the agencies.  A draft SA/CM was submitted on March 15, 2006.  After 

receiving agency comments, a revised SA/CM was resubmitted to the agencies on May 

21, 2008.  Table 14 provides a listing of the agency correspondences on the SHA’s 

SA/CM package. 
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Table 14: SHA SA/CM Agency Correspondence 

 Correspondences To From Date 

Concurrence on SA/CM SHA Federal Highway 

Administration 
07/09/2009 

Concurrence on SA/CM SHA US Fish and Wildlife 

Service 
12/22/2009 

Concurrence on SA/CM SHA Maryland Department of 

the Environment 
10/08/2008 

Concurrence on SA/CM SHA Maryland Department of 

Planning 
9/19/2008 

Concurrence on SA/CM, requested 

that SHA address USFWS 

comments on Indiana bat 

SHA Maryland Department of 

Natural Resources 
9/19/2008 

Concurrence on the SA/CM SHA Maryland Historical Trust 9/18/2008 
Concurrence on SA/CM SHA Environmental Protection 

Agency 
9/18/2008 

Requested additional information 

regarding the Indiana bat 

SHA US Fish and Wildlife 

Service 
9/18/2008 

Concurrence on SA/CM SHA Maryland Historical Trust 9/18/2008 
Concurrence on SA/CM SHA National Park Service  9/12/2008 
Suggestion to conduct detailed 

archeological assessments on all 

potential and preferred mitigation 

sites, particularly the WM-2 

McCauley site. 

SHA Maryland Historical Trust 6/4/2008 
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B. Government Agency and Elected Officials Comments 

 

A summary of comments provided by government agencies and elected officials since the 

Location/Design Public Hearing is provided in Table 15 and Table 16.  A complete copy 

of written comments and SHA’s response to each comment is provided at the end of this 

section.   

Table 15: Summary of Government Agency Comments 

Date Comment From 

June 4, 2008 
Comments following review of the MOA.  

Suggested additional language be included. 
Maryland Historic Trust 

May 30, 2008 Comment for the final version of the MOA. National Park Service 

April 19, 2007 
Mitigation suggestions for impacts to the 

C&O Canal NHP and comments on MOA 
National Park Service 

 

February 22, 2006 

Additional Coordination with the NPS is 

necessary for adverse effect as consultation 

proceeds 

Maryland Historical Trust 

 

December 9, 2005 

Mitigation suggestions for impacts to the 

C&O Canal NHP 
National Park Service 

November 3, 2004 

Opposed to all tolling options and weigh 

station.  Suggested improvements to the 

MD 58 westbound exit ramp.  Supports 

Option A for Maugans Avenue interchange.   

Robert Slocum, PE 

Deputy Chief Engineer 

Washington County, 

Maryland, Engineering 

Department 

November 3, 2004 
Comments on development of Toll Options 

1, 3, and 4 

Dennis Simpson,  

Planning Manager, 

Maryland Transportation 

Authority 

 

Table 16: Summary of Elected Officials Comments 

Date Comment From 

March 29, 2005 

Supports widening of I-81.  Opposes tolls 

and removal of the Marshall Street 

interchange 

The Honorable William 

Breichner ,Mayor, 

Hagerstown, Maryland 

November 5, 2004 

Expressed concerns about toll plazas near 

the West Virginia state line due to traffic 

congestion and air quality issues 

The Honorable Steven C. 

Teuffel, President, Berkley 

County Commission, West 

Virginia 
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C.  Summary of Public Comments 

 

A summary of public comments from the Location Design Public Hearing is found in 

Table 17.  A complete copy of written comments and SHA’s response to each comment 

is provided at the end of this section. 

Table 17: Public Hearing Written Comments 

Date Comment From 

November 11, 2004 
Opposed toll booths and weigh station 

due to air quality concerns 
Terry and Tony Shrader 

November 3, 2004 
Opposed to toll options due to 

increased truck volume 
Tracy Moats 

November 2, 2004 
Opposed to toll plazas 

Comments on roadway improvements 
Leslie Wolf 

October 6, 2004 Opposed to toll options Gregory Snook 

October 6, 2004 Opposed to toll options Anonymous 

October 6, 2004 
Opposes toll options and weigh station 

Favors I-81 improvements 
Kelly and Robert Slogum 

October 4, 2004 

Concerns about ambient air quality due 

to toll plazas and weigh station in the 

Maugans Avenue area 

John Felder 

September 24, 2004 
Requests I-81 access at West 

Washington Street 
Robert Seek 

September 23, 2004 
Favors widening I-81 

Opposes toll plaza options 
W.J. Myers 

September 20, 2004 
Comments on soil characteristics and 

mitigation plans 
Susan Semas 

September 18, 2004 Opposed to toll plazas Herman Serig III 

September 17, 2004 
Comments on noise level guidelines, 

truck weigh station options, toll options 
Benjamin Chlebnikow 

September 16, 2004 

Opposed to toll options 

Supports interchange improvements 

only 

Terry Land 

September 16, 2004 Favors Options 3 or 3A with toll plazas Thomas Horst 

September 15, 2004 

Requested information about 

environmental impacts 

Supports Alternate 2 and Toll Option 4 

Bernadette Wagner 

September 15, 2004 Opposed to toll options Charles Reed 

Unknown Opposes any tolls Anonymous 
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Appendix A 
SHA Selected Alternate Plates 



 

 

 



























Appendix B 

Memorandum of Agreement 



 

 

 



























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C 

Section 7 Coordination 
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