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Confusion, Concern and a Need for Clarification Highlight Corps
Letter to Charles County Commissioners
BRYANS ROAD, MD.  Recently, the Charles County Commissioners received a letter from the Army Corps of Engineers requesting greater clarification and setting important requirements if the Commissioners wish to continue their two decades long pursuit of the Cross County Connector. “We are pleased to see the Corps is as concerned about the project as we are,” said Ken Hastings of the newly formed Smarter Growth Alliance of Charles County (SGACC), a coalition of sixteen state and local civic organizations. 
The intent of the Corps’ November 17th correspondence was to “summarize our concerns . . . that we believe need to be addressed to enable us to complete our evaluation of your project.” In the nine-page letter, the Corp tells Commissioners they must “submit additional information on purpose and need, alternatives, indirect and cumulative effects, traffic effects and mitigation…within 30 days of the date of this letter.” More importantly, the Corps stated, “Clarification on the purpose of the CCC and potential alternatives may alleviate the confusion resulting from previous information submitted to this office.” The letter reflects many of the concerns raised by members of SGACC. Indeed, the Corps raises so many questions it calls into question the viability of the project.
The letter establishes that the Commissioners’ application would authorize the filling and grading of acres of federally regulated wetlands and significant parts of a stream channel and that the “proposed highway crosses a major stream and floodplain complex, Mattawoman Creek, and two additional minor stream systems.” 
The Corp also reminded commissioners that, “The Corps Planning Division’s 2003 Mattawoman Creek Watershed Management Plan already states that current development pressures have had adverse impacts on the habitat value and water quality of Mattawoman Creek” and points out that the County’s most recent “supplemental report lacks long-term specific management strategies to maintain or even reduce impervious cover as recommended by the Watershed Management Plan.” The Corps goes on to make the first of numerous requirements before continuing their review, “The County should explain what broader measures of watershed protection the County is willing to provide to minimize habitat degradation in the Mattawoman watershed. Compensatory mitigation is required to replace the unavoidable loss of wetland, stream, and/or other aquatic resource functions.”

“The Corps’ concerns and statements to county commissioners are a clear indication that the Cross County Connector would push the Mattawoman over the brink by destroying acres of wetlands, wetland buffers, and forests, while creating and increasing secondary impacts from undesirable new growth enabled by this highway,” said Jim Long of the Mattawoman Watershed Society, a member of SGACC.
The Corps points out the projects most basic requirement, ‘Purpose and Need’ is cause for confusion stating, “Three different statements have been used by the County to define the ‘Purpose and Need’ for the CCC.”  In addition, the Corps states that an analysis “of practicable alternatives to the proposed project is required . . . in order to make an informed public interest decision . . . . The alternatives that should be examined include: no action: new road corridors; improvement of existing roads; alternative routes; and mass transit options.” In its review of the application, the Corps found existing studies and analysis outdated, insufficient and/or not applicable to the evaluation of the proposed road and alternatives. It therefore is likely that new, independent studies would need to be done and most certainly be costly and time consuming.
“Clearly the Corps’ request for substantial new traffic studies and examination of alternatives illustrates the proposed highway is inconsistent with smart growth principals, and that more sustainable alternatives should be evaluated. The highway is an anachronism. Adhering to a 20 year old plan, would promote large-lot development and a new ‘edge city’ outside the state-designated growth area,” said Ernie Wallace of Citizens of a Better Charles County. 
The Corps goes on to list a number of omissions, requests for information and points for clarification:
· Agency comments from EPA, Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MD DNR), and other concerned organizations and citizens also commented that practicable alternatives have not been fully explored when attempting to justify this project.
· The Commission has not justified why another east-west connector road is needed four miles to the south of MD RT 228. 
· Traffic information provided is outdated and does not reflect the existing or planned transportation infrastructure in the study area. Therefore, new traffic studies should be performed to allow for an accurate examination of all of the alternatives.  
· Detailed information on potential mass transit alternatives that may address traffic concerns in this area should be provided
· The proposed CCC splits several residential communities (e.g., Kingsview and HighGrove), potentially adversely affecting these residents.  
· More detailed information is required regarding development potential in the Deferred Development District to address the cumulative effects of the proposed action on the environment.
· Provide details are needed on the efforts to reduce indirect impacts of the proposed road including discharge from impervious surfaces and reduction of forested stream buffers.
· The application lacks a mitigation plan describing the existing aquatic resources affected by the proposed project and proposed concepts to replace the lost functions at specific sites in the watershed. The Corps requires additional information on mitigation for the unavoidable loss of aquatic resources resulting from the proposed project. 
"There are viable alternatives to this four-lane highway proposal that would allow for growth and economic development, reduce safety issues, and protect the natural environment," said Bonnie Bick, speaking for the alliance. “The decades-old highway plan should be reevaluated given the realities of today’s life-style choices, environmental concerns, and energy issues. People today don’t want sprawl, they want communities with a sense of place where they can interact with neighbors and access local businesses; where safety and security are improved; where there are transportation options; and where the natural environment is protected and accessible. It’s time the leaders of Charles County begin planning for the 21st century, and stop living in the past.” 
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