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MD 175 (Annapolis Road) from MD 295 to MD 170                             Environmental Assessment 

SUMMARY 

 A. Administrative Action 

  (  ) Environmental Impact Statement 
  (X)    Environmental Assessment 
    (  ) Finding of No Significant Impact 
   (X) Section 4(f) Evaluation 
 
 B. Additional Information 

Additional information pertaining to this project may be obtained by contacting either: 
Mr. Bruce Grey      Mr. Ian Cavanaugh 
Deputy Director       Area Engineer 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering  Federal Highway Administration 
State Highway Administration    DelMar Division 
707 North Calvert Street     10 South Howard Street, Suite 2450 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202     Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Hours:  8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.    Hours:  8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
Phone: (410) 545-8500     Phone:  (410) 779-7147 
 

 
 C. Description of Proposed Action/Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the MD 175 project is to improve the existing capacity, traffic operations, 
intermodal connectivity, and vehicular and pedestrian safety of MD 175, while supporting 
existing and planned development in the area.  Currently, MD 175 serves as primary access to 
Fort Meade and Odenton from MD 295 and MD 32 (Figure S-1).  In addition, this project will 
serve to accommodate future transportation needs in and around Fort Meade, and it will improve 
connectivity between Odenton and MD 295.    

The area around Fort Meade is one of the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel County.  Fort 
Meade and the National Security Agency (NSA) combined represent the largest employers in the 
State of Maryland.  Fort Meade’s workforce is comprised of more than 39,000 military, civilian, 
and contractor personnel.  Numerous developments including Arundel Mills Mall, growth in the 
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport (BWI) Business District, and 
growth at Fort Meade have contributed to increased traffic volumes in the area.  As a result of 
the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure process (BRAC) recommendations, Fort Meade is 
expected to grow dramatically.  Approximately 5,300 employees will be relocated to Fort 
Meade, as well as 7,500 employees at NSA by 2010.  As many as 20,000 or more private sector 
jobs are also anticipated as a result of the new jobs at both Federal installations, primarily in the 
defense and support industries. 

The project will address projected operational and safety deficiencies as a result of planned and 
future development in and around the study area.  The study area is expected to see an increase 
in population, housing, and jobs with an accompanying increase in vehicular traffic. 
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 D. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
Below is a description of the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study.  Alternatives mapping is 
located in Appendix A (bound separately).  For detailed descriptions of all alternatives 
considered for this project, see Section II of this report. 

Alternative 1 - No-Build  
No major improvements are proposed with Alternative 1, the No-Build Alternative.  Minor 
short-term improvements would occur as part of normal maintenance and safety projects.  This 
alternative does not address the Purpose and Need for the project.  However, it serves as a 
baseline for comparing the impacts and benefits of other proposed alternatives. 

Alternative 2 – Transportation Systems Management (TSM) (Appendix A:  Figures A2-1 to 
A2-7) 
The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative consists of a wide range of spot 
improvements throughout the corridor that address the most serious concerns at specific 
locations or segments of roadway.  The TSM improvements generally could be constructed with 
relatively low costs, but would provide no substantial improvements in capacity or operations to 
address future traffic conditions.  Examples of TSM improvements that may be considered for 
the MD 175 corridor include: 

• Intersection improvements, such as the addition of turning lanes or improved 
signal timing. 

• Geometric improvements to sharp curves, crests, or dips in the roadway allowing 
improved sight distance and safety. 

• Access management strategies to improve safety and operations at access points.  

• Adding a center turn lane in areas with a high frequency of entrances generating 
left turning traffic. 

• Providing auxiliary lanes to improve current traffic operations.  

 
MD 175 MAINLINE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 

Each of the MD 175 mainline build alternatives includes widening MD 175, MD 175/MD 295 
interchange modifications and Fort Meade access improvement options. 

Alternative 3 – Six-Lane Roadway on Existing Centerline (Figure II-2 and Appendix A: 
Figures A3-1 to A3-7) 
Alternative 3 consists of the widening of approximately 5.5 miles of MD 175 between 
Sellner/Race Road and Telegraph Road/Piney Orchard Parkway (MD 170) from two/four lanes 
to six lanes following the existing centerline.  The proposed typical section consists of two 39-
foot wide roadways (one 12-foot travel lane, two 11-foot travel lanes and a five-foot bike lane in 
each direction), separated by an 18-foot median.  Alternative 3 can tie into Alternative 4 or 
Alternative 5 west of Sellner/Race Road.  Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations would be 
included as part of this alternative.  Alternative 3 would include the reconstruction of the 
MD 175 bridges over MD 295 and MARC/CSX Railroad, close to their current alignment.   
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Alternative 4 Modified – Four-Lane Divided Roadway West of Reece Road (Figure II-3 
and Appendix A: Figures A4/3-1 to A4/3-4) 
Alternative 4 Modified applies only to the western 3.0-mile long segment of the MD 175 study 
area, between Brock Bridge Road and MD 174 (Reece Road).  The proposed typical section 
consists of two 28-foot wide roadways (one 12-foot travel lane, one 11-foot travel lane and a 
five-foot bike lane in each direction), separated by an 18-foot median.  This alternative is similar 
to Alternative 4 except the 18-foot median extends from Brock Bridge Road to Reece Road.  
Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations would be included as part of this alternative.  The 
proposed Alternative 4 Modified alignment would widen the roadway to four lanes, generally 
following the existing centerline of MD 175, and can tie into Alternative 3 or Alternative 6 at 
Reece Road.   

Alternative 5 – Five-Lane Roadway w/Center Turn Lane West of Reece Road (Figure II-3 
and Appendix A: Figures A5/3-1 to A5/3-4) 
Alternative 5 applies only to the western 3.0-mile long segment of the MD 175 study area, 
between Brock Bridge Road and Reece Road.  The proposed typical section consists of a 66-foot 
wide roadway (two 11-foot travel lanes and five-foot bike lanes in each direction, and one 
continuous 12-foot vehicle center turn lane).  The proposed Alternative 5 alignment would widen 
the roadway to five lanes (including a center turn lane), generally following the existing 
centerline of MD 175, and can tie into Alternative 3 or Alternative 6 at Reece Road.  Pedestrian 
and bicycle accommodations would be included as part of this alternative.   

Alternative 6 – Six-Lane Roadway on Shifted Centerline (Figure II-3 and Appendix A: 
Figures A6-1 to A6-7) 
Alternative 6 would incorporate all of the improvements of Alternative 3 but proposes southern 
and northern alignment shifts to minimize or avoid environmental impacts and/or commercial 
displacements.  Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations would be included as part of this 
alternative.  The Alternative 6 alignment proposes new bridges at two locations, namely MD 175 
over MD 295 and MD 175 over the MARC/CSX Railroad. 

Option: 21 ½ Street Shift – Four, Five or Six-Lane Roadway on Shifted Centerline 
(Figure II-3 and Appendix A: Figures A6-3a to A6-4a) 
The alignment shift is compatible with a four, five or six-lane typical section that proposes a 
southern alignment shift from east of MD 713 (Rockenbach Road) to Reece Road in order to 
provide the minimum standoff distance from existing Fort Meade buildings to the proposed 
roadway edge.  The alignment shift will avoid the need to blast proof the existing buildings 
that fall within the guideline standoff distance.    

Alternative 6A – Resource Minimization Alignment - (Appendix A: Figures A6-6a to A6-
7a)  
Alternative 6A includes the same typical section and utilizes the same alignment as Alternative 6 
between Sellner/Race Road and MD 32, but Alternative 6A proposes a northern alignment shift 
to minimize or avoid environmental impacts and/or commercial displacements along the south 
side of MD 175.  The shifted alignment proposes a new bridge at MD 175 over the MARC/CSX 
Railroad.   
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MD 175/MD 295 INTERCHANGE OPTIONS 

Option A2 (Appendix A:  Figure A6-1a) 
Alternative 6 Interchange Option A2 utilizes a mainline shift to the north with the Single Point 
Urban Interchange (SPUI) in which all of the ramps to and from MD 295 at MD 175 would be 
realigned to function with one traffic signal in the center of the MD 175 bridge over MD 295 to 
control all conflicting movements. 

Option E (Appendix A:  Figure A6-1) 
Alternative 6 Interchange Option E utilizes a northerly shift in the alignment of MD 175 with the 
full diamond interchange that would eliminate all loop ramps and relocate the traffic movements 
provided by each of the loop ramps onto left turns at signalized intersections with MD 175 in 
each of the four quadrants. 

Option F (Appendix A:  Figure A3-1) 
Compatible with Alternative 3, this partial cloverleaf interchange option would hold the existing 
southern edge of the roadway in the interchange area and would eliminate the loop ramps in the 
northeast and northwest quadrants.  Traffic movements would be relocated onto left turns at 
signalized intersections with MD 175 in the southeast and southwest quadrants, respectively. 

Max Blobs Option A (Appendix A:  Figure A6-1b) 
With this option, the proposed outer ramp in the southeast quadrant would provide for vehicles to 
exit at two points along the ramp.  Vehicles destined to Clark/Max Blob’s Park Road would exit 
mid-ramp onto Max Blob’s Park Road, and for Clark Road access, travel to the signalized 
intersection with MD 175.  Vehicles destined to MD 175 eastbound and westbound will continue 
on the relocated interchange ramp to the MD 175/MD 295 signalized intersection. 

Max Blobs Option B (Appendix A:  Figure A6-1b) 
With this option, the proposed outer ramp in the southeast quadrant would provide for vehicles to 
exit at two points along the ramp.  Vehicles destined to Clark/Max Blob’s Park Road and 
MD 175 eastbound would exit mid-ramp onto Max Blob’s Park Road and travel to the signalized 
intersection with MD 175.  Vehicles destined to MD 175 westbound would continue on the 
relocated interchange ramp to the MD 175/MD 295 signalized intersection. 

 

FORT MEADE ACCESS OPTIONS 

General Fort Meade Access Option A (Appendix A) 
This option consists of at-grade intersection widening at Rockenbach Road, Reece Road, Mapes 
Road and Llewellyn Avenue.  This option would not significantly change the way vehicles enter 
and exit Fort Meade onto MD 175, but would increase the capacity of the subject intersections 
by adding left turn lanes, right turn lanes and/or through lanes at each intersection. 

General Fort Meade Access Option B (Appendix A:  Figures A6-4b and A6-5a) 
This continuous flow intersection option consists of an at-grade intersection improvement at 
either MD 174 (Reece Road) or Mapes Road.  The result is a reduction in travel delays and 
increased capacity at the intersection. 
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Mapes Road Option B (Appendix A:  Figure A6-5b) 
This option would significantly enhance the capacity of the Mapes Road entrance to Fort Meade 
by providing a ramp for westbound MD 175 traffic to enter the Fort using a grade-separated 
bridge over eastbound MD 175.  To exit Fort Meade, drivers traveling westbound and 
northbound would use the at-grade signalized intersection at Mapes Road/MD 175, as with 
current conditions.  Drivers traveling eastbound would have a free right turn onto MD 175, thus 
avoiding the signalized intersection. 

Reece Road Option B Modified (Appendix A:  Figure A6-4c) 
This option would provide a new exit from Fort Meade at 18th Street.  Drivers wanting to travel 
westbound on MD 175 would exit Fort Meade using a ramp that passes over eastbound MD 175 
and merges onto westbound MD 175.  Fort Meade officials have requested that the proposed 
MD 175 eastbound ramp into the facility be eliminated thereby not requiring new gate control.  
All of the other MD 175 entrances into Fort Meade, including Reece Road would remain in 
operation and would be widened. 

 E. Summary of Environmental Impacts  

Tables S-1 and S-2 contain a comparative summary of impacts associated with the No-Build and 
build alternatives.  These impacts are briefly described below (note that impacts associated with 
the Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative are separated from the other build 
alternatives): 

• The build alternatives, including the TSM Alternative, would have no impact to the 
functionality of any publicly-owned public school recreational facilities. 

• A maximum of four to five residential displacements (including one historic residence) 
would occur with each build alternative.  The TSM Alternative would not result in any 
residential displacements.   

• Commercial displacements, ranging from 6 to 41, would occur with each build alternative.  
The TSM Alternative would not result in any commercial displacements. 

• Total right-of-way required for the build alternatives would range from 60.1 acres to 127.9 
acres, with a maximum of 19.0 acres residential (including 2.5 acres of historic residential 
property), 52.3 acres commercial (including 0.9 acre of church property), and 57.1 acres of 
Fort Meade.  The TSM Alternative would require 6.1 acres of right-of-way.  

• The build alternatives would improve the existing capacity, traffic operations, intermodal 
connectivity, and vehicular and pedestrian safety of MD 175, while supporting existing and 
planned development in the area.   

• The project will serve to accommodate future transportation needs in and around Fort Meade, 
and it will improve connectivity between Odenton and MD 295.    

• The build alternatives (including options) would impact wetlands, ranging from 1.15 to 2.26 
acres, and require seven stream crossings.  The TSM Alternative would impact 0.2 acre of 
wetlands, and not require any stream crossings. 

• Waters of the U.S. impacted by the build alternatives range from 585 to 1,635 linear feet.  
The TSM Alternative would not impact any Waters of the U.S. 
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• The build alternatives would impact 0.6 acre of 100-year floodplains.  The TSM Alternative 
would not impact any 100-year floodplains. 

• All build alternatives would impact woodlands, ranging from 11.7 to 32.2 acres.  The TSM 
Alternative would impact 1.0 acre of woodlands. 

• Two plants, one of which is State endangered and Federally threatened, and the other of 
which is State threatened, may occur within suitable habitats in the project area.  In addition, 
Fort Meade has known habitat for 11 State-listed rare, threatened, and endangered species. 

• The build alternatives would directly impact 7.78 to 15.66 acres of prime farmland soils and 
Soils of Statewide Importance; however, none of these soils areas are located in 
agriculturally zones areas.  The TSM Alternative would not impact any prime farmland soils 
or Soils of Statewide Importance. 

• Impacts to the land owned by the National Park Service associated with Baltimore-
Washington Parkway would range from 1.4 to 3.9 acres among the build alternatives.  The 
portion of the Parkway south of MD 175 is also on the National Register of Historic Places.  
The TSM Alternative would not impact the land owned by the National Park Service. 

• Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6 and 6A and MD 175/MD 295 Interchange Options A2 and E would 
have adverse effects on historic properties within the study area.   

• The build alternatives, excluding the TSM Alternative, may impact the Nichols-Bethel 
Cemetery.   

• The project would have no major indirect or cumulative effects on socio-economic, cultural, 
or natural environmental resources. 

• There are up to 80 properties with potential for hazardous materials that could be affected by 
the build alternatives, and 10 properties with potential for hazardous materials that could be 
affected by the TSM Alternative.  Depending on the area required for acquisition, further 
investigations of some or all of these sites could be required and would be conducted prior to 
acquisition. 

• The State/National Ambient Air Quality Standards would not be exceeded by any of the 
build alternatives, including the TSM Alternative. 

• Some noise sensitive areas would experience build year noise levels equal to or exceeding 
noise abatement criteria as a result of the build alternatives.  

• The build alternatives would not cause any disproportiona
environmental justice communities within the study area.

tely high and adverse effects on 
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See Table S-2 for a Summary of Impacts for the various design options under consideration with the main build alternatives summarized above. 
Notes:  
¹ Alternative 4 (Modified) & 5 extends from Brock Bridge Road to Reece Road.  The range of impacts include Alternative 2 (TSM), 3, 6 and 6A  from Reece Road to MD 170. 
² Alternative 3 Base Alternative contains 4-Lane Divided typical section from Brock Bridge Road to Sellner/Race Road, MD 295 Interchange Option F and General Fort Meade Access  
Option A intersection improvements. 
³ Alternative 6 Base Alternative contains 4-Lane Divided typical section from Brock Bridge Road to Sellner/Race Road, MD 295 Interchange Option E and General Fort Meade Access  
Option A intersection improvements. 
4 The NPS Property impact shown has also been accounted for in the Historical/Archeological impacts but has only been added once to create the total impact.  
5 Total Cost includes construction and right-of-way costs 

Table S-1.  Summary of Impacts of the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study.  
ALTERNATIVES 

  1 2 3  4 (Modified) 5 6 6A 

RESOURCES No-
Build TSM 

Six-Lane Roadway 
on Existing 
Centerline² 

Four-Lane Divided 
Roadway West of Reece 

Road¹  

Five-Lane Undivided 
Roadway with Center Turn 

Lane West of Reece Rd¹ 

Six-Lane Roadway 
on Shifted 
Centerline³ 

Resource 
Minimization 

Alignment 
Displacements            
a.  Residential 0 0 4 2-4 2-4 4 4 
b.  Business/Commercial 0 0 41 6-40 6-40 17 16 

1 

c.  Historical 0 0 1 0-1 0-1 1 0 
TOTAL DISPLACEMENTS 0 0 46 8-45 8-45 22 20 

No. of Properties & Resources Affected        
a.  Residential 0 10 37 32-39 30-37 39 37 
b.  Business/Commercial 0 7 118 36-118 36-118 111 103 
c.  Fort Meade  0 2 2 2 2 2 2 
d.  NPS Property/Recreation Area 0 0 14

     14 14 14 14

e.  Church/School 0 2 4 3-4 3-4 4 4 

2 

f.  Historical/Archeological 0 2 84
     4-84 4-84 84 64

TOTAL PROPERTIES 0 23 1694
     77-1714 75-1694 1644 1524

Right-of-Way Required - Acres        
a.  Residential 0 0.4 15.4 12.0-15.2 11.1-14.5 16.5 16.5 
b.  Business/Commercial 0 1.0 51.3 18.7-50.9 18.7-50.9 34.0 33.6 
c.  Fort Meade  0 4.1 41.7 28.2-40.9 27.9-40.9 42.1 42.1 
d.  NPS Property/Recreation Area 0 0 1.44

     1.4-3.64 1.4-3.64 3.64 3.64

e.  Church/School 0 0.1 0.9 0.6-2.0 0.5-2.0 0.7 1.8 

3 

f.  Historical/Archeological 0 0.5 3.34
     2.0-5.94 1.9-5.84 5.94 4.94

TOTAL ACRES 0 6.1 112.64
     61.5-114.94 60.1-114.14 99.24 98.94

1 Number of Stream Crossings 0 0 7 3-7 3-7 7 7 
2 Linear Feet of Stream 0 0 1355 590-1610 585-1615 1630 1635 
3 100-Year Floodplain Affected (acres) 0 0 0.6 0.0-0.6 0.0-0.6 0.6 0.6 
4 Wetlands Affected (acres) 0 0.2 1.92 1.30-1.85 1.15-1.72 1.94 2.25 
5 Woodlands Affected (acres) 0 1.0 20.1 11.9-23.4 11.7-23.4 23.9 25.1 
6 Area of Prime Farmland & Soils of Statewide 

Importance Affected (acres) 0 0 12.78 8.21-12.32 7.78-11.94 14.27 13.37 
Total Cost ($million)5

 0 $20 $579 $275 - $563 $272 - $559 $456 $472 
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Table S-2.  Summary of Impacts of the MD 175 Options to the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study. 

 MD 175/MD 295 Interchange Options Fort Meade Access Options 
Mainline Alternative  

Alignment Shift 

RESOURCES 
Interchange 
Option A2* 

 

Max Blobs  
Option A** 

Max Blobs 
 Option B** 

General Fort 
Meade Access 

Option B  
(CFI) *** 

Mapes Road 
Option  
B *** 

Reece Road 
Option B 

Modified *** 

21 ½ Street  
Shift* 

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

1 

c.  Historical 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL DISPLACEMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

No. of Properties & Resources 
Affected          
a.  Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
b.  Business/Commercial -1 +1 +1 0 0 0 0 
c.  Fort Meade 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
d.  NPS Property/Recreation Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
e.  Church/School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 

f.  Historical/Archeological 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL PROPERTIES -1 +1 +1 0 0 0 0 

Right-of-Way Required - Acres          
a.  Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
b.  Business/Commercial -0.1 +0.1 +0.1 0 0 0 0 
c.  Fort Meade 0 0 0 +3.8 +8.9 +7.5 +6.1 
d.  NPS Property/Recreation Area +0.34

 
  +0.24 +0.24 0 0 0 0 

e.  Church/School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3 

f.  Historical/Archeological +0.34
 

  +0.24 +0.24 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL ACRES +0.24

   +0.34 +0.34 +3.8 +8.9 +7.5 +6.1 
1 Number of Stream Crossings 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 Linear Feet of Stream -70 0 0 0 0 0 -160 
3 100-Year Floodplain Affected (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 Wetlands Affected (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 +0.01 
5 Woodlands Affected (acres) +1.2 0 0 0 0 +1.4 +4.5 
6 Area of Prime Farmland Affected  (ac)  0 0 0 0 0 0 +1.39 
Total Cost ($million)5

 $6 $2 $2 $8 $25 $15 $9 
How to Use Tables S-1 and S-2:  Table S-2 is to be used together with Table S-1 in determining the impacts for design options that have been developed to work in combination with the basic alternatives presented 
in Table S-1.  The numbers above do not represent total impacts for the option, rather the numbers above indicate what value to add to or subtract from the impacts in corresponding impact categories on Table S-1. 
Example: Determine the amount of right-of-way required from Fort Meade with “Mapes Road Option B for Alternative 6”.  In Table S-1, the Alternative 6 column shows that 42.1 acres of land are required from 
Fort Meade property.  In Table S-2, the “Mapes Road Option B” column shows that an additional 8.9 acres of land are needed for this option; therefore, the resulting  total right-of-way required from Fort Meade 
with “Mapes Road Option B for Alternative 6” is 42.1 acres plus 8.9 acres, or 51.0 acres.  
*This option is only compatible with Alternatives 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6a.;  
** This option is only compatible with Alternatives 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6a with Interchange Option E and Alternative 3, 4 Modified and 5 with Interchange Option F;  
*** This option is only compatible with Alternatives 3,6 and 6A 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 
 
The following Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) is a requirement of the Maryland 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) Order 
11.01.06.02.  Its use is in keeping with the provisions of 1500.4(k) and 1506.2 and 1506.6 of the 
Council of Environmental Quality Regulations, effective July 31, 1979, which recommend that 
federal, state and local procedures be integrated into a single process to reduce duplication. 
 
The checklist identifies specific areas of the natural and social-economic environment that have 
been considered while preparing this Environmental Assessment (EA).  The reviewer can refer to 
the appropriate section of the document, as indicated in the “Comment” column of the form, for 
a description of specific characteristics of the natural or social-economic environment within the 
proposed project area.  It will also highlight any potential impacts, beneficial or adverse, that the 
action may incur.  The “No” column indicates that during the scoping and early coordination 
processes, a specific area of the environment was not identified to be within the project area or 
would not be impacted by the proposed action. 
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Improvements to MD 175 (Annapolis Road) 
from MD 295 (Baltimore/Washington Parkway) to MD 170 (Telegraph Road) 

in Anne Arundel County, Maryland  
Project # AA436B11 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM                    Yes         No                   Comments 
 
A. Land Use Considerations 

1.   Will the action be within the 100-year floodplain? X    See Section III.E.3 
      

2. Will the action require a permit for construction or       
      alteration within the 50 year floodplain?   X   

      
3. Will the action require a permit for dredging, filling, X    See Section III.E.2.c 

draining or alteration of a wetland? 
 

     

4. Will the action require a permit for the construction or   X   
operation of facilities for solid waste disposal including 
dredge and excavation spoil? 
 

     

5. Will the action occur on slopes exceeding 15%? 
 

X    See Section III.E.1 

6. Will the action require a grading plan or a sediment    
      control permit? 
 

X    See Sections III.E.2.c 
and III.M 

7. Will the action require a mining permit for deep or    X   
surface mining?      

 
8. Will the action require a permit for drilling a gas or oil    X   

well? 
 

     

9. Will the action require a permit for airport construction? 
 

  X   

10. Will the action require a permit for the crossing of the   X   
Potomac River by conduits, cables or other like devices? 
 

     

11. Will the action affect the use of a public recreation area,  
            park, forest, wildlife management area, scenic river or 

X    See Sections III D.1, 
III.I.2, and IV.C. 

wildland? 
 

     

12. Will the action affect the use of any natural or manmade   X   
features that are unique to the county, state, or nation? 
 

     

13. Will the action affect the use of an archeological or  
       historical site or structure? 

X    See Sections III.D 
and IV.C. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM                     Yes        No                   Comments 
 
B. Water Use Considerations      

14. Will the action require a permit for the change of the X    See Section III.E.2. 
course, current, or cross-section of a stream or other  
body of water? 
 

     

15. Will the action require the construction, alteration, or   X   
removal of a dam, reservoir, or waterway obstruction? 
 

     

16. Will the action change the overland flow of stormwater  
      or reduce the absorption capacity of the ground? 
 

X    See Sections III.E.2 
and III.I.2.c. 

17. Will the action require a permit for the drilling of a    X   
water well? 
 

     

18. Will the action require a permit for water appropriation?   X   
      

19. Will the action require a permit for the construction and   X   
operation of facilities for treatment or distribution of 
water? 
 

     

20. Will the project require a permit for the construction and   X   
operation of facilities for treatment and/or land disposal 
of liquid waste derivatives? 
 

     

21. Will the action result in any discharge into surface or X    See Section III.E.2. 
sub-surface water? 
 

     

22. If so, will the discharge affect ambient water quality X    See Section III.E.2.b. 
parameters and/or require a discharge permit? 
 

     

C. Air Use Considerations      
23. Will the action result in any discharge into the air? 
 

X    See Section III.F. 

24. If so, will the discharge affect ambient air quality X    See Section III.F. 
parameters or produce a disagreeable odor? 
 

     

25. Will the action generate additional noise, which differs X    See Section III.G. 
in character or level from present conditions? 
 

     

26. Will the action preclude future use of related air space? 
 

  X   

27. Will the action generate any radiological, electrical,   X   
magnetic, or light influences?      
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM                     Yes        No                   Comments 
 
D. Plants and Animals 

     

28. Will the action cause the disturbance, reduction or loss     See Section III.E.4. 
of any rare, unique or valuable plant or animal? 
 

     
 

29. Will the action result in the significant reduction or loss      See Section III.E.4. 
of any fish or wildlife habitats? 
 

     

30. Will the action require a permit for the use of pesticides,   X   
herbicides or other biological, chemical or radiological 
control agents? 
 

     

E. Socioeconomic      
31. Will the action result in a pre- emption or division of X    See Section III.B. 

properties or impair their economic use? 
 

     

32. Will the action cause relocation of activities, structures, X    See Section III.A.2. 
or result in a change in the population density or 
distribution? 
 

     

33. Will the action alter land values? 
 

X    See Section III.C. 

34. Will the action affect traffic flow and volume? 
 

X    See Section I.C. 

35. Will the action affect the production, extraction, harvest   X   
or potential use of a scarce or economically important 
resource? 

     
 
 

36. Will the action require a license to construct a sawmill   X   
or other plant for the manufacture of forest products? 
 

     

37. Is the action in accord with federal, state, regional and X    See Section III.C.3. 
local comprehensive or functional plans—including 
zoning? 
 

     

38. Will the action affect the employment opportunities for X    See Section III.B.1. 
persons in the area? 
 

     

39. Will the action affect the ability of the area to attract   
      new sources of tax revenue? 

X    See Section III.B.4. 

40. Will the action discourage present sources of tax    X   
revenue from remaining in the area to attract new 
sources of tax revenue? 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM                  Yes        No                   Comments 
 

41. Will the action affect the ability of the area to attract   X   
tourism? 
 

     
 

F. Other Considerations      
42. Could the action endanger the public health, safety or   X   

welfare?      
 

43. Could the action be eliminated without deleterious   X   
effects to the public health, safety, welfare or the  
natural environment?  
 

     

44. Will the action be of statewide significance?   X   
 
 

     

45. Are there any other plans or actions (federal, state, X    See Section III.I.2. 
county or private) that, in conjunction with the subject 
action, could result in a cumulative or synergistic impact 
on the public health, safety, welfare, or environment? 
 

     

46. Will the action require additional power generation or   X   
transmission capacity? 
 

     

47. This agency will develop a complete environmental  
      effects report on the propose action. 

X    See Environmental 
Assessment 
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED 

A. Project Location and Description 
The project area encompasses MD 175 (Annapolis Road) from west of MD 295 
(Baltimore/Washington Parkway) to MD 170 (Telegraph Road) in northwestern Anne Arundel 
County (County) (Figure I-1).  MD 175 is located just south of Baltimore-Washington 
International Thurgood Marshall Airport (BWI), about 20 miles from Baltimore and 30 miles 
from Washington, DC.  MD 175 is a major east-west corridor serving the Fort George G. Meade 
Military Reservation (Fort Meade) and Odenton Town Center.  This roadway supports 
commuters, military personnel, commercial, and residential traffic.  Within the study limits, 
MD 175 intersects MD 295 and MD 32 with grade separated interchanges and MD 170 and 
MD 713 with at-grade intersections. 

The typical section for MD 175, from MD 295 to Rockenbach/Ridge Road, is a two-lane 
undivided roadway with a speed limit of 45 mph.  From Rockenbach/Ridge to Disney Road, 
MD 175 widens briefly to five lanes to accommodate a turn lane and commercial traffic.  At 
Rockenbach/Ridge Road, MD 175 becomes part of the property owned by Fort Meade.  From 
just east of Disney Road, MD 175 returns to a two-lane roadway with no median and extends to 
the main gate for Fort Meade at Reece Road (MD 174).  MD 174 is owned and maintained by          
Fort Meade from the intersection with MD 175 east to Jacobs Road, approximately 0.6 mile.  
From Reece Road to MD 32, MD 175 is a five-lane roadway with a continuous left turn lane.  
From MD 32 to Telegraph Road (MD 170), MD 175 is a four-lane roadway with no median.  
The existing MD 175 typical sections are illustrated on Figure II-1. 

 B. Purpose of the Project 
The purpose of the MD 175 project is to improve the existing capacity, traffic operations, 
intermodal connectivity, and vehicular and pedestrian safety of MD 175, while supporting 
existing and planned development in the area.  Currently, MD 175 serves as primary access to   
Fort Meade and Odenton from MD 295 and MD 32.  In addition, this project will serve to 
accommodate future transportation needs in and around Fort Meade and assist in revitalizing the 
commercial district in North Odenton.  By improving MD 175, the project will improve 
connectivity between Odenton and MD 295. 

 C. Need for the Project 
The study area is expected to see an increase in population, housing, and jobs with an 
accompanying increase in vehicular traffic.  The area around Fort Meade is one of the fastest 
growing areas of Anne Arundel County.  Fort Meade and the National Security Agency (NSA) 
combined represent the largest employers in the State of Maryland.  Fort Meade’s workforce is 
comprised of more than 39,000 military, civilian, and contractor personnel.  Numerous 
developments including Arundel Mills Mall, growth in the BWI Business District, and growth at 
Fort Meade have contributed to increased traffic volumes in the area.  As a result of the 2005 
Base Realignment and Closure process (BRAC) recommendations, Fort Meade is expected to 
grow dramatically.  Approximately 5,300 employees will be relocated to Fort Meade, as well as 
7,500 employees at NSA by 2010.  As many as 20,000 or more private sector jobs are also 
anticipated as a result of the new jobs at both Federal installations, primarily in the defense and 
support industries.  The MD 175 project will address projected operational and safety 
deficiencies as a result of planned and future development in and around the study area.   
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The adequacy of roadway capacity is determined using a measure called the volume-to-capacity 
(v/c) ratio.  The v/c ratio is the ratio of the peak hour volume carried by a roadway or intersection 
and its hourly capacity expressed in vehicles per hour.  Roadways may have traffic volumes that 
exceed or are forecasted to exceed capacity.  This would result in a v/c ratio that exceeds 1.00 
and indicates the need for capacity improvements.  If existing or future capacity levels are 
sufficient, the v/c ratio will be less than 1.00. 

Level of Service (LOS) is a scale measuring the freedom of mobility or severity of congestion 
experienced by drivers.  The LOS scale ranges from A to F.  LOS A represents free flow 
movements of traffic with little or no congestion.  LOS F represents failure with stop-and-go 
conditions and long queues of traffic.  LOS D occurs near a critical boundary where traffic flows 
become unstable.  This level is generally considered acceptable during peak hours of traffic flow 
on streets and highways in urban and suburban areas.  At LOS E, the roadway is operating near 
capacity with unpredictable daily delays.  LOS is normally determined for the peak hours of the 
typical weekday.  These levels have been determined through traffic research and are related to 
measurable traffic characteristics such as delays, speeds, traffic density, or v/c ratios.    

2004 Existing Conditions 

The current 2004 LOS ranges from A to F at the study area intersections with existing Average 
Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes within the study ranging from 23,500 to 50,400 vehicles per day 
(VPD).  The truck percentages along MD 175 are 10 percent west of MD 295 and 4 percent east 
of MD 713.  The two highest ADT’s in the study area occur on MD 32 on the westbound (WB) 
and eastbound (EB) ramp.  These volumes are 37,600 and 50,400 respectively.  The highest 
ADT on MD 175 occurs at the MD 175 intersection with MD 170.  Table I-1 summarizes the 
results of an analysis of roadway capacity and level of service conducted for interchanges and 
intersections in the study area under the existing condition.   

Based on the traffic analysis, three intersections within the study area currently operate at a 
failing LOS under current traffic conditions during the AM and PM peak hours.  The 
intersections of MD 175 at Brock Bridge Road, MD 175 at Sellner/Race Road and MD 175 at 
Clark/Max Blob’s Park Road have a failing LOS in either or both the AM and PM peak hours. 
While there is some variation, the AM peak hour is between 7am and 8am, with the PM peak 
hour between 5pm and 6pm.  Only two signalized intersections within the study area are 
approaching failing conditions with a LOS E during either the AM or PM peak hour.  These 
intersections are MD 175 at Rockenbach/Ridge Road and Piney Orchard/Telegraph Road 
(MD 170). 

2030 No-Build Conditions 
The projected 2030 LOS for the project ranges the full LOS scale, from A to F, with ADT 
volumes within the study area ranging from 35,600 to 71,500, with the highest volume occurring 
at the MD 175 intersection with Winmeyer Avenue.  This represents approximately 64 percent 
increase in the ADT, or approximately 2.5 percent per year.  The LOS analysis shows all of the 
signalized intersections will have a failing LOS in either or both the AM and PM peak hours, 
with the exception of the MD 175/MD 32 Interchange.  Table I-2 summarizes the results of the 
analysis of roadway capacity and level of service analysis conducted for interchanges and 
intersections in the study area under the 2030 No-Build condition.   
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Table I-1.  2004 Existing Level of Service  

Note: All intersections are signalized except Sellner/Race Road and Clark/Max Blob’s Park Road (which has  

Intersection of MD 175 
and 

(from west to east) 

AM Peak
LOS V/C PM Peak

LOS V/C ADT 

Brock Bridge Road D 0.87 F 1.14 28,400 
Sellner/Race Road F 1.04 F 1.21 29,600 

Clark/Max Blob’s Park 
Road F 1.15 F 1.01 31,500 

Rockenbach/Ridge Road E 0.95 E 0.96 27,800 
Disney Road/26th Street B 0.63 C 0.72 24,600 

Reece Road B 0.68 D 0.87 23,500 
Mapes Road/Charter Oaks 

Boulevard A 0.58 C 0.74 24,900 

Llewellyn Avenue/Blue 
Water Boulevard D 0.82 D 0.89 33,800 

MD 32 Ramp W (WB) A 0.32 A 0.48 37,600 
MD 32 Ramp W (EB) A 0.59 B 0.70 50,400 

Morgan Road/Town Center 
Boulevard A 0.55 C 0.77 34,400 

Winmeyer Ave. A 0.61 B 0.68 34,800 
MD 170 C 0.77 E 0.96 35,300 

a flashing light to allow access to the fire station). 
 

Safety 

A crash analysis was completed for the MD 175 project area for a three-year period from 
January 1, 2002 through December 31, 2004.  This information includes summaries of crash 
types and severities for major roadway segments, and the crash rates per 100 million vehicle 
miles of travel versus the comparable weighted statewide rates for similarly designed state 
maintained highways.  Statistically significant high crash categories were noted, as were any 
Candidate Safety Improvement Locations (CSIL’s), which occurred during the three-year period. 

The crash history for the MD 175 corridor is divided in 4 segments: MD 170 to MD 32, MD 32 
to MD 174, MD 174 to MD 713, and MD 713 to MD 295 and is summarized in Table I-3.  As 
shown in the table, the average total crash rates for the four roadway segments were between 
252.3 and 282.7 per 100 million vehicle miles, with the segment from MD 713 to MD 295 
significantly higher than the statewide rate. 

The section from MD 713 to MD 295 has two crash types that are significantly higher than the 
statewide rate: injury and left turn. Crashes of these types are generally indicative of high 
volumes of turning traffic at unsignalized side roads and/or driveway entrances combined with 
relatively high speeds.  Other crash types that were slightly higher than the statewide rate, but not 
significantly higher than the statewide rate include opposite direction, sideswipe, and pedestrian. 
In addition, in 2002 and 2004, the MD 175/MD 713 intersection met the criteria for a CSIL. 
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Table I-2. 2030 No-Build Level of Service 
Intersection of MD 175 and 

(from west to east) 
AM Peak 

LOS 
V/C PM Peak 

LOS 
V/C ADT 

Brock Bridge Road F 1.14 F 1.20 40,500 
Sellner/Race Road F 1.92 F 2.10 43,350 
MD 295 WB Merge F 1.17 F 1.03 43,350 
MD 295 WB Weave F 51.9* F 50.9* 112,700 
MD 295 EB Merge F 1.54 F 1.45 57,900 
MD 295 EB Weave F 56.5* F 69.1* 100,300 

Clark Road F 2.03 F 2.31 57,900 
 Rockenbach/Ridge Road F 1.61 F 1.55 43,800 

Disney Road D 0.84 F 1.15 38,400 
Reece Road F 2.27 F 1.97 35,600 
Mapes Road F 1.55 F 1.68 39,400 

Llewellyn Ave. F 1.24 D 0.90 50,000 
MD 32 Ramp W (WB) A 0.54 B 0.69 65,400 
MD 32 Ramp W (EB) D 0.89 D 0.82 71,500 

Morgan Road/Town Center 
Boulevard 

F 1.32 F 1.62 42,200 

Winmeyer Ave. F 1.16 E 0.99 52,800 
MD 170 F 1.28 F 1.09 50,200 

*Segment density as reported by the Highway Capacity Manual (passenger cars/mile/lane) 
Note:  All intersections are signalized except the intersections of MD 175/Sellner/Race Road, MD 175/MD 295, and 
MD 175/Clark Road, which has a flashing light to allow access to the fire station. 
 
The section from MD 174 to MD 713 has a left-turn crash rate that is significantly higher than 
the statewide rate. Crashes of this type are generally indicative of high volumes of turning traffic 
at unsignalized side roads and/or driveway entrances. The three-year crash rate for this section is 
greater than the statewide rate; however, it is not significantly higher than the statewide rate.   
Other crash types that were slightly higher than the statewide rate, but not significantly higher 
than the statewide rate include sideswipe, pedestrian, and angle.  

The other sections of MD 175 crash rates that are significantly higher than the statewide rate; 
however, for the section from MD 170 to MD 32, opposite direction and left turn are slightly 
higher than the statewide rate, but not significantly higher.  In addition, from 2002 to 2004, the 
MD 175/MD 170 intersection has met the criteria for a CSIL. In the segment from MD 32 to 
MD 174, fixed object crashes are slightly higher than the statewide rate, but not significantly 
higher. 
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Table I-3. Crash Summary – MD 175 from MD 170 to MD 295 
(January 1, 2002 through December 31, 2004) 

MD 175 Sections 

3-Year Average 
Total Crash Rate 
(Per 100 Million 
Vehicle Miles) 

Statewide Average Total 
Crash Rate for Similar 

Roadways (Per 100 
Million Vehicle Miles) 

Individual Crash 
Types Significantly 

Higher than 
Statewide Rate 

MD 170 to  
MD 32 265.4 307.8 None 

MD 32 to 
MD 174 282.7 343.1 None 

MD 174 to 
MD 713 252.5 218.5 Left Turn  

MD 713 to 
MD 295  252.3* 195.3 Injury, Left Turn 

* Sections have Significantly High Total Crash Rates 
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II. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

 A.  Alternatives Presented to the Public at the Alternates Workshop 
Six build alternatives along with the No-Build Alternative were presented at the Alternates 
Public Workshop on March 28, 2007.  Mapping for alternatives and options presented in this 
section are depicted in the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (SHA 2008) document.  The 
following alternatives were presented: 

Alternative 1 - No-Build 
No major improvements are proposed with Alternative 1, the No-Build Alternative.  Minor 
short-term improvements would occur as part of normal maintenance and safety projects.  This 
alternative does not address the Purpose and Need for the project.  However, it serves as a 
baseline for comparing the impacts and benefits of other proposed alternatives. 

Alternative 2 - Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 
The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative consists of a wide range of spot 
improvements throughout the corridor that address the most serious concerns at specific 
locations or segments of roadway.  TSM improvements generally could be constructed with 
relatively low costs and few environmental impacts, but would provide no substantial 
improvements in capacity or operations to address future traffic conditions.  Examples of TSM 
improvements that may be considered for the MD 175 corridor include: 

• Intersection improvements, such as the addition of turning lanes or improved signal 
timing. 

• A geometric improvement to sharp curves, crests, or dips in the roadway allowing 
improved sight distance and safety. 

• Access management strategies to improve safety and operations at access points with 
acceleration or deceleration lanes and/or reductions in the number of entrances onto 
MD 175 through construction of medians, roundabouts/jug handles and/or consolidation 
of entrances onto service roads. 

• Adding a center turn lane in areas with a high frequency of entrances generating left 
turning traffic. 

• Providing auxiliary lanes to improve current traffic operations in areas that would not 
have substantial environmental impacts. 

 

MD 175 MAINLINE BUILD ALTERNATIVES  

Each of the build alternatives will include the following three basic elements: 

• MD 175 Mainline Widening  

• MD 175/MD 295 Interchange Modifications 

• Fort Meade Access Improvement Options to provide improvements in the access to 
and from Fort Meade from and to MD 175  
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Plans depicting each of the build alternatives typical sections and preliminary plans of the 
alternatives were presented at the workshop.  Each of the build alternatives include the widening 
of MD 175 to improve safety, traffic capacity and overall operations. 

Alternative 3 – Six-Lane Roadway on Existing Centerline 
Alternative 3 consists of the widening of approximately 5.5 miles of MD 175 between 
Sellner/Race Road to Telegraph Road/Piney Orchard Parkway (MD 170) from two/four lanes to 
six lanes following the existing centerline.  The proposed typical section consists of two 39-foot 
wide roadways (one 12-foot travel lane, two 11-foot travel lanes and five-foot bike lane in each 
direction) separated by an 18-foot median.  Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations would be 
included as part of this alternative.  This could include sidewalks and/or multi-use trail.  The 
specific provisions and actual location of these facilities would be determined in the next stage of 
Project Planning.  The proposed right-of-way width for the six-lane section is 126 feet.  The 
proposed Alternative 3 alignment follows the existing centerline of MD 175 and can tie into 
Alternative 4 (four-lane section) or Alternative 5 (five-lane section) west of Sellner/Race Road.  
Alternative 3 would include the reconstruction of the MD 175 bridges over MD 295 and 
MARC/CSX Railroad, close to their current alignment. 

Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Roadway West of Reece Road 
Alternative 4 applies only to the western 3.0-mile long segment of the MD 175 Study Area, 
between Brock Bridge Road and Reece Road.  From Brock Bridge Road to MD 295, the 
proposed typical section consists of a 54-foot wide roadway (two 11-foot travel lanes and a five-
foot bike lane in each direction).  Additionally, on the north side of the roadway is a five-foot 
sidewalk; on the south side of the roadway is an eight-foot trail.  The proposed right-of-way 
width for the four-lane section is 84 feet.   

From MD 295 to west of Reece Road, the typical section consists of two 28-foot wide roadways 
(one 12-foot travel lane, one 11-foot travel lane and a five-foot bike lane in each direction), 
separated by an 18-foot median.  Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations would be included as 
part of this alternative.  This could include sidewalks and/or multi-use trail. The specific 
provisions and actual location of these facilities would be determined in the next stage of Project 
Planning.  The proposed right-of-way width for the four-lane divided section is 104 feet. 

The proposed Alternative 4 alignment follows the existing centerline of MD 175 and can tie into 
Alternative 3 or Alternative 6 east of Reece Road.  Analyses are currently being conducted to see 
if Alternative 4 can accommodate future traffic projections. 

Alternative 5 – Five-Lane Roadway with Center Turn Lane West of Reece Road 
Alternative 5 applies only to the western 3.0-mile long segment of the MD 175 Study Area, 
between Brock Bridge Road and Reece Road.  The proposed typical section consists of a 66-foot 
wide roadway (two 11-foot travel lanes and five-foot bike lanes in each direction; additionally, 
the section includes one continuous 12-foot vehicle center turn lane).  Pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodations would be included as part of this alternative.  This could include sidewalks 
and/or multi-use trail. The specific provisions and actual location of these facilities would be 
determined in the next stage of Project Planning.  The proposed right-of-way width for the five-
lane section is 96 feet.  The proposed Alternative 5 alignment follows the existing centerline of 
MD 175 and can tie into Alternative 3 or Alternative 6 east of Reece Road.  Analyses are 
currently being conducted to see if Alternative 5 can accommodate future traffic projections. 
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Alternative 6 – Six-Lane Roadway on Shifted Centerline 
Alternative 6 includes the same typical section as Alternative 3.  The proposed centerline for 
Alternative 6 uses the existing centerline in some locations but proposes southern and northern 
alignment shifts to minimize or avoid environmental impacts and/or commercial displacements.  
The Alternative 6 alignment proposes new bridges at two locations, MD 175 over MD 295 and 
MD 175 over the MARC/CSX Railroad.  Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations would be 
included as part of this alternative.  This could include sidewalks and/or multi-use trail. The 
specific provisions and actual location of these facilities would be determined in the next stage of 
Project Planning.   

 

MD 175/MD 295 INTERCHANGE OPTIONS 

The five options under consideration for the improvement of the MD 175/MD 295 Interchange 
are briefly summarized as follows: 

Option A (Option A1 and Option A2)  
With the Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) all of the ramps to and from MD 295 at 
MD 175 would be realigned to function with one traffic signal in the center of the MD 175 
bridge over MD 295 to control all conflicting movements.  Option A consists of two options. The 
first option, Option A1, is centered on existing alignment.  The second option, Option A2, 
mainline is shifted to the north.  Option A1 and Option A2 are compatible with all the build 
alternatives. 

Option B 
This Partial Cloverleaf Interchange option would eliminate the loop ramps in the northeast and 
southwest quadrants and relocate the traffic movements provided by these loop ramps onto left 
turns at signalized intersections with MD 175 in the southeast and northwest quadrants, 
respectively.  Option B is centered on existing alignment and is compatible with all build 
alternatives. 

Option C 
This Partial Cloverleaf Interchange option would eliminate the loop ramps in northwest and 
southeast quadrants and relocate the traffic movements provided by these loop ramps onto left 
turns at signalized intersections with MD 175 in the southwest and northeast quadrants, 
respectively.  Option C is centered on existing alignment and compatible with all build 
alternatives. 

Option D  
This Full Diamond Interchange option would eliminate all loop ramps and relocate the traffic 
movements provided by each of the loop ramps onto left turns at signalized intersections with 
MD 175 in each of the four quadrants.  So named because of the diamond-like appearance 
resulting from the interchange geometry, this option would result in the most compact design of 
the options under consideration.  Option D is centered on existing alignment and is compatible 
with all the build alternatives. 
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Option E  
This option would be similar to Option D, except it includes a northerly shift in the alignment of 
MD 175 at the overpass of MD 295 to better maintain traffic during construction and further 
reduce impacts to adjacent properties.  Option E is compatible with all the build alternatives. 

 

FORT MEADE ACCESS OPTIONS 

Various combinations of improved intersections, possibly including interchanges at several 
locations, will be considered at/near the four MD 175 intersections where access to Fort Meade 
is provided: 

• MD 713 (Rockenbach Road) 

• MD 174 (Reece Road) 

• Mapes Road 

• Llewellyn Avenue 

SHA is working closely with Fort Meade to develop intersection improvements along MD 175 
that work in combination with Fort Meade gate access improvements and internal roadway 
improvements, security needs, and increasing traffic volumes forecast for the post.  Each of the 
preliminary intersection improvement options under consideration is compatible with Mainline 
Alternatives 3, 4, 5 or 6.  The options are described below:  

General Fort Meade Access Option A  
This option consists of at-grade intersection widening at MD 713 (Rockenbach Road),     
MD 174 (Reece Road), Mapes Road, and Llewellyn Avenue. This option would not significantly 
change the way vehicles enter and exit Fort Meade onto MD 175, but would increase the 
capacity of the subject intersections by adding left turn lanes, right turn lanes and/or through 
lanes at each intersection. 

Mapes Road Intersection Options  

Option A  

This option would provide an additional MD 175 access point to and from Fort Meade at a new 
signalized intersection between Mapes Road and Llewellyn Avenue. Traffic could turn left into 
Fort Meade from westbound MD 175, but could not turn left out of this entrance.  Traffic exiting 
Fort Meade could use the improved Mapes Road gate.  All of the other MD 175 entrances to Fort 
Meade would remain in operation and would be widened. This new intersection would be 
considered as partially signalized since only the eastbound MD 175 through traffic and 
westbound left turn traffic movements would stop; all other movements would flow 
continuously. 

Option B  
This option would significantly enhance the capacity of the Mapes Road entrance to Fort Meade 
by providing a ramp for westbound MD 175 traffic to enter the Fort using a grade-separated 
bridge over eastbound MD 175.  To exit Fort Meade, drivers traveling westbound and 
northbound would use the at-grade signalized intersection at Mapes Road and MD 175, as with 
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current conditions. Drivers traveling eastbound would have a free right turn onto MD 175, thus 
avoiding the signalized intersection. 

Reece Road Intersection Options  

Option A  
This option would provide an additional MD 175 access point to and from Fort Meade at a new 
signalized intersection at 19th Street, west of Reece Road. Only eastbound MD 175 traffic would 
be able to enter at this location; westbound MD 175 entering the Fort would do so by turning left 
at a widened Reece Road intersection. Traffic would exit Fort Meade at this new intersection 
location onto westbound MD 175 using a special intersection configuration, known as the 
“Continuous Green-T (CGT)”. The CGT intersection would include a traffic signal that would 
stop only eastbound MD 175 traffic to allow traffic to turn left out of Fort Meade.  Westbound 
MD 175 would have a continuous green light condition, and traffic turning left out of Fort 
Meade would merge into the westbound stream from the left hand side. 

Option B 
This option would provide a new exit from Fort Meade at 18th Street.  Drivers traveling 
westbound exiting Fort Meade would use a ramp that passes over eastbound MD 175 and merges 
onto westbound MD 175.  Neither direction of MD 175 would have to stop for this movement.  
Drivers entering Fort Meade from the east and exiting to the east would still use Reece Road.  
All of the other MD 175 entrances to Fort Meade, including Reece Road would remain in 
operation and would be widened.   

Option C  
This option would provide an additional access point to and from Fort Meade at 19th street 
without any additional traffic signals on MD 175.  Westbound traffic entering Fort Meade would 
exit MD 175 from the right and use a ramp that would pass over both eastbound and westbound 
MD 175 into the Fort.  Eastbound traffic to and from Fort Meade would be able to use this new 
access point, while westbound MD 175 exiting Fort Meade would need to use the signalized and 
widened Reece Road intersection. 

Option D  
This option would be similar to Option C, except that this new access point would be dedicated 
to traffic entering Fort Meade only.  All exiting traffic would need to use the signalized and 
widened Reece Road intersection. 

Option E  
This option would also be similar to Option C except that westbound traffic entering Fort Meade 
would exit from the left side of the roadway.  Retaining walls would be constructed in the 
MD 175 median, allowing the westbound left turn lane to elevate above MD 175, and curve over 
the eastbound roadway to enter Fort Meade at 20th Street, west of Reece Road. Eastbound traffic 
to and from Fort Meade would be able to use this new access point, while westbound MD 175 
exiting Fort Meade would need to use the signalized and widened Reece Road intersection. 
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 B. Alternatives Developed Subsequent to the Alternates Public Workshop 
MD 175 MAINLINE  

In response to a request from the local community along MD 175 in the area between Brock 
Bridge Road and Reece Road to have a safer and more aesthetically pleasing roadway, the study 
team developed Alternative 4 Modified, a four-lane divided roadway west of Reece Road. 

Alternative 4 Modified – Four-Lane Divided Roadway West of Reece Road  
Alternative 4 Modified applies only to the western 3.0-mile long segment of the MD 175 Study 
Area, between Brock Bridge Road and Reece Road. From Brock Bridge Road to west of Reece 
Road, the typical section consists of two 28-foot wide roadways (one 12-foot travel lane, one 
11-foot travel lane and a five-foot bike lane in each direction), separated by an 18-foot median. 
This alternative is similar to Alternative 4 except the 18-foot median extends from Brock Bridge 
Road to Reece Road.  Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations would be included as part of this 
alternative. This could include sidewalks and/or multi-use trail. The specific provisions and 
actual location of these facilities would be determined in the next stage of Project Planning. The 
proposed right-of-way width for the four-lane divided section is 104 feet. 

The proposed Alternative 4 Modified alignment generally follows the existing centerline of    
MD 175 and can tie into Alternative 3 or Alternative 6 east of Reece Road. Analyses are 
currently being conducted to see if Alternative 4 can accommodate future traffic projections. 

Alternative 6A, which is described below, was developed by the study team as an avoidance/ 
minimization option to avoid environmental impacts and/or commercial displacements along the 
south side of MD 175: 

Alternative 6A – Resource Minimization Alignment 
Alternative 6A includes the same typical section and utilizes the same alignment as Alternative 6 
between Sellner/Race Road and MD 32, but Alternative 6A but proposes a northern alignment 
shift to minimize or avoid environmental impacts and/or commercial displacements along the 
south side of MD 175, between MD 32 and MD 170.  The shifted alignment proposes a new 
bridge at MD 175, CSX Railroad.   

Developed at the request of Fort Meade as an optional alignment, the following Option is based 
on Fort Meade Force Barrier Protection standards.  

Alternative 6 Option:  21 ½ Street Shift - Four, Five or Six-Lane Roadway on Shifted 
Centerline – The alignment shift is compatible with a four, five or six-lane typical section that 
proposes a southern alignment shift from east of Rockenbach Road to Reece Road in order to 
provide the minimum standoff distance from existing Fort Meade buildings to the proposed 
roadway edge.  The alignment shift will avoid the need to blast proof the existing buildings that 
fall within the guideline standoff distance.    

 

MD 175/MD 295 INTERCHANGE OPTIONS/MODIFICATIONS 

Interchange Option F was developed at the request of the SHA Planning Director as an option 
that could potentially lower overall interchange costs and minimizes maintenance of traffic 
concerns.  Interchange Option F is briefly summarized as follows:  
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Interchange Option F  
This partial cloverleaf interchange option would hold the existing southern edge of roadway in 
the interchange area and would eliminate the loop ramps in northeast and northwest quadrants. 
Traffic movements provided by these loop ramps would be relocated onto left turns at signalized 
intersections with MD 175 in the southeast and southwest quadrants, respectively. Option F is 
only compatible with Alternative 3. 

Two additional ramp options, Max Blob Options A and B were developed in response to 
projected traffic volumes and weaving concerns for vehicles destined to make a left turn at the 
MD 175/Clark Road intersection from the MD 295 northbound to MD 175 eastbound 
interchange ramp.  These two interchange options are located in the southeast quadrant of the 
interchange and they are compatible with Interchange Options E or F.  The Max Blobs options 
are briefly summarized as follows: 

Max Blobs Option A 
With this option, the proposed outer ramp, in the southeast quadrant, would provide for vehicles 
to exit at two points along the ramp.  Vehicles destined to Clark/Max Blobs Road would exit 
mid-ramp onto Max Blobs Road and, for Clark Road access, travel to the signalized intersection 
with MD 175. Vehicles destined to MD 175 eastbound and westbound will continue on the 
relocated ramp to the MD 175 intersection.  This ramp configuration should diminish eastbound 
weave concerns on MD 175 from MD 295 to Clark/Max Blobs Road.  

Max Blobs Option B  
With this option, the proposed outer ramp, in the southeast quadrant, would provide for vehicles 
to exit at two points along the ramp.  Vehicles destined to Clark/Max Blobs Road and MD 175 
eastbound would exit mid-ramp onto Max Blobs Road and travel to the signalized intersection 
with MD 175.  Vehicles destined to MD 175 westbound would continue on the relocated ramp to 
the MD 175 intersection.  This ramp configuration should diminish eastbound weave concerns 
on MD 175 from MD 295 to Clark/Max Blobs Road. 

 

FORT MEADE ACCESS OPTIONS 

The Continuous Flow Intersection (CFI) concept was added to the range of at-grade intersection 
improvements being considered at the MD 175 intersections with Reece Road, Mapes Road and 
Llewellyn Drive as part of the General Fort Meade Access Option.  The CFI has been added at 
the request of the SHA Planning Director as a possible at-grade solution that maximizes 
available capacity within the constrained footprint, addressing the heavy left turn volumes 
characteristic of the Fort Meade entrances. 

General Fort Meade Access Option B  
This continuous flow intersection option consists of an at-grade intersection improvement at 
either MD 174 (Reece Road) or Mapes Road.  Left turning vehicles begin their turn several 
hundred feet prior to the main intersection at the signalized “crossover” intersection and move 
into separated lanes to the right of the opposing through movement.  The protected left turns are 
completed simultaneously with the through movements, allowing simple two-phase intersection 
signal control enabling a reduction in overall cycle lengths and maximizing through-movement 
green times.  The result is a reduction in travel delays and increased capacity at the intersection.     
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The following Option was developed at Fort Meade’s request to eliminate the MD 175 eastbound 
ramp into the facility, which was proposed in the original Reece Road Option B.  Elimination of 
this ramp would remove the need for new gate control.   

Reece Road Option B Modified 
This option would provide a new exit from Fort Meade at 18th Street.  Drivers wanting to travel 
westbound on MD 175 would exit Fort Meade using a ramp that passes over eastbound MD 175 
and merges onto westbound MD 175.  All of the other MD 175 entrances into Fort Meade, 
including Reece Road would remain in operation and would be widened. 

 C. Alternatives Not Recommended for Detailed Study 
MD 175 MAINLINE WIDENING 

Alternative 4 – Four-Lane west of Reece Road was dropped from further consideration due to 
the safety issues of not having a median to divide two-way traffic and allow for pedestrian 
refuge. 

 
MD 175/MD 295 INTERCHANGE OPTIONS/MODIFICATIONS 

MD 175/MD 295 Options A1 & D on existing centerline were dropped because of the disruption 
to traffic flow, number of stages required and costs for maintenance of traffic during construction 
would be significantly greater than that for interchange options associated with a shifted 
alignment.  Options A1 and D were similar to other options and offer no traffic operational 
advantages over those options, while having more maintenance of traffic concerns and 
displacements.  In addition, there was a potential displacement, with associated community 
opposition, of Saint Lawrence Catholic Church in the southwest quadrant of the 
MD 175/MD 295 Interchange. 

MD 175/MD 295 Interchange Option B was dropped from further consideration due to safety 
and traffic operations issues that will continue to occur because of the proximity of the MD 295 
ramps to the adjacent intersections, namely Race/Sellner Road and Clark/Max Blobs Park Road, 
which will experience substantial increases in traffic volumes due to numerous pending 
developments.  Outside of proposed BRAC and Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) development within 
or near Fort Meade, the most significant development and new traffic generators in the MD 175 
Study Area will occur within the immediate vicinity of the of the MD 175/MD 295 interchange.  
Option B did not provide adequate spacing between the interchange ramp terminals, 
Race/Sellner Road and Clark/Max Blobs Park Road to adequately address the increased weaving 
and capacity needs.   Additionally, Option B was not recommended for detailed study because of 
the potential displacement, with associated community opposition, of Saint Lawrence Catholic 
Church, located in the southwest quadrant of the MD 175/MD 295 interchange.  Finally, since 
Option B was centered on the existing alignment at the bridge over MD 295, the disruption to 
traffic flow, number of stages required and costs for maintenance of traffic during construction 
under Option B would be significantly greater than that for interchange options associated with a 
shifted alignment. 

MD 175/MD 295 Interchange Option C was dropped from further consideration due to safety 
and traffic operations issues that will continue to occur because of the proximity of the MD 295 
ramps to the adjacent intersections, namely Race/Sellner Road and Clark/Max Blobs Park Road, 
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which will experience substantial increases in traffic volumes due to numerous pending 
developments.  Outside of proposed BRAC and Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) development within 
or near Fort Meade, the most significant development and new traffic generators in the MD 175 
Study Area will occur within the immediate vicinity of the of the MD 175/MD 295 interchange.  
Option B did not provide adequate spacing between the interchange ramp terminals, 
Race/Sellner Road and Clark/Max Blobs Park Road to adequately address the increased weaving 
and capacity needs.   Additionally, Option C was not recommended for detailed study because of 
the potential displacement, with associated community opposition, of Saint Lawrence Catholic 
Church, located in the southwest quadrant of the MD 175/MD 295 interchange.  The widening of 
the ramp connecting MD 175 to southbound MD 295 would need to occur to the outside of the 
ramp, because of the remaining southwest quadrant loop ramp, and would result in additional 
right-of-way, wetland and woodland impacts.  Finally, since Option C was centered on the 
existing alignment at the bridge over MD 295, the disruption to traffic flow, number of stages 
required and costs for maintenance of traffic during construction under Option C would be 
significantly greater than that for interchange options associated with a shifted alignment. 

 

FORT MEADE ACCESS OPTIONS 

Mapes Road Access Option A was eliminated from further consideration because a new gate 
control would be required.  Fort Meade is opposed to adding any additional gates along MD 175 
to the ones that are already operational at Rockenbach Road, Reece Road, Mapes Road and 
Llewellyn Avenue. 

Reece Road Access Options A, C, D and E were dropped from further consideration because 
new gate controls would be required.  Additionally, projected 2030 traffic volumes for the Reece 
Road intersection still fail with the addition of any of the proposed options. 

 D.  Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study  
After considering a number of issues, including environmental and community impacts, traffic 
operations, and comments from regulatory agencies and the public, the Maryland State Highway 
Administration has selected the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS), which are 
described below.  Alternatives mapping for all Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study is 
located in Appendix A (bound separately).  

Alternative 1 - No-Build  

No major improvements are proposed with Alternative 1, the No-Build Alternative.  Minor 
short-term improvements would occur as part of normal maintenance and safety projects.  This 
alternative does not address the Purpose and Need for the project.  However, it serves as a 
baseline for comparing the impacts and benefits of other proposed alternatives. 

Alternative 2 – Transportation Systems Management (TSM) (Appendix A: Figures A2-1 to 
A2-7) 
The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative consists of a wide range of spot 
improvements throughout the corridor that address the most serious concerns at specific 
locations or segments of roadway.  The TSM improvements generally could be constructed with 
relatively low costs, but would provide no substantial improvements in capacity or operations to 
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address future traffic conditions.  Examples of TSM improvements that may be considered for 
the MD 175 corridor include: 

• Intersection improvements, such as the addition of turning lanes or improved 
signal timing. 

• Geometric improvements to sharp curves, crests, or dips in the roadway allowing 
improved sight distance and safety. 

• Access management strategies to improve safety and operations at access points.  

• Adding a center turn lane in areas with a high frequency of entrances generating 
left turning traffic. 

• Providing auxiliary lanes to improve current traffic operations. 

 
MD 175 MAINLINE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 

Each of the MD 175 mainline build alternatives includes widening MD 175, MD 175/MD 295 
Interchange modifications and Fort Meade access improvement options. 

Alternative 3 – Six-Lane Roadway on Existing Centerline (Figure II-2 and Appendix A: 
Figures A3-1 to A3-7) 
Alternative 3 consists of the widening of approximately 5.5 miles of MD 175 between 
Sellner/Race Road and Telegraph Road/Piney Orchard Parkway (MD 170) from two/four lanes 
to six lanes following the existing centerline.  The proposed typical section consists of two 
39-foot wide roadways (one 12-foot travel lane, two 11-foot travel lanes and a five-foot bike lane 
in each direction), separated by an 18-foot median.  Alternative 3 would include the 
reconstruction of the MD 175 bridges over MD 295 and MARC/CSX, close to their current 
alignment.  This alternative can tie into Alternative 4 or Alternative 5 west of Sellner/Race Road.  
Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations would be included as part of this alternative. 

Alternative 4 Modified – Four-Lane Divided Roadway West of Reece Road (Figure II-3 
and Appendix A: Figures A4/3-1 to A4/3-4) 
Alternative 4 Modified applies only to the western 3.0-mile long segment of the MD 175 study 
area, between Brock Bridge Road and Reece Road.  The proposed typical section consists of two 
28-foot wide roadways (one 12-foot travel lane, one 11-foot travel lane and a five-foot bike lane 
in each direction), separated by an 18-foot median.  This alternative is similar to Alternative 4 
except the 18-foot median extends from Brock Bridge Road to Reece Road.  Pedestrian and 
bicycle accommodations would be included as part of this alternative.  The proposed Alternative 
4 Modified alignment would widen the roadway to four lanes, generally following the existing 
centerline of MD 175, and can tie into Alternative 3 or Alternative 6 at Reece Road.   

Alternative 5 – Five-Lane Roadway w/Center Turn Lane West of Reece Road (Figure II-3 
and Appendix A: Figures A5/3-1 to A5/3-4) 
Alternative 5 applies only to the western 3.0-mile long segment of the MD 175 study area, 
between Brock Bridge Road and Reece Road.  The proposed typical section consists of a 66-foot 
wide roadway (two 11-foot travel lanes and five-foot bike lanes in each direction, and one 
continuous 12-foot vehicle center turn lane).  The proposed Alternative 5 alignment would widen 
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the roadway to five lanes (including a center turn lane), generally following the existing 
centerline of MD 175, and can tie into Alternative 3 or Alternative 6 at Reece Road.  Pedestrian 
and bicycle accommodations would be included as part of this alternative.   

Alternative 6 – Six-Lane Roadway on Shifted Centerline (Figure II-3 and Appendix A: 
Figures A6-1 to A6-7) 
Alternative 6 would incorporate all of the improvements of Alternative 3 but proposes southern 
and northern alignment shifts to minimize or avoid environmental impacts and/or commercial 
displacements.  Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations would be included as part of this 
alternative.  The Alternative 6 alignment proposes new bridges at two locations, namely MD 175 
over MD 295 and MD 175 over the MARC/CSX Railroad. 

Alternative 6 Option: 21 ½ Street Shift – Four, Five or Six-Lane Roadway on 
Shifted Centerline (Figure II-3 and Appendix A: Figure A6-3a to A6-4a) – The 
alignment shift is compatible with a four, five or six-lane typical section that proposes a 
southern alignment shift from east of Rockenbach Road to Reece Road in order to 
provide the minimum standoff distance from existing Fort Meade buildings to the 
proposed roadway edge.  The alignment shift will avoid the need to blast proof the 
existing buildings that fall within the guideline standoff distance.    

Alternative 6A – Resource Minimization Alignment - (Appendix A: Figures A6-6a to A6-
7a) 
Alternative 6A includes the same typical section and utilizes the same alignment as Alternative 6 
between Sellner/Race Road and MD 32, but Alternative 6A proposes a northern alignment shift 
to minimize or avoid environmental impacts and/or commercial displacements along the south 
side of MD 175 between MD 32 and MD 170.  The shifted alignment proposes a new bridge at 
MD 175 over the MARC/CSX Railroad.   

 

MD 175/MD 295 INTERCHANGE OPTIONS 

Option A2 (Appendix A: Figure A6-1a) 
Alternative 6 Interchange Option A2 utilizes a mainline shift to the north with the Single Point 
Urban Interchange (SPUI) in which all of the ramps to and from MD 295 at MD 175 would be 
realigned to function with one traffic signal in the center of the MD 175 bridge over MD 295 to 
control all conflicting movements. 

Option E (Appendix A: Figure A6-1) 
Alternative 6 Interchange Option E utilizes a northerly shift in the alignment of MD 175 with the 
full diamond interchange that would eliminate all loop ramps and relocate the traffic movements 
provided by each of the loop ramps onto left turns at signalized intersections with MD 175 in 
each of the four quadrants. 

Option F (Appendix A: Figure A3-1) 
Compatible with Alternative 3, this partial cloverleaf interchange option would hold the existing 
southern edge of the roadway in the interchange area and would eliminate the loop ramps in the 
northeast and northwest quadrants.  Traffic movements would be relocated onto left turns at 
signalized intersections with MD 175 in the southeast and southwest quadrants, respectively. 
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Max Blobs Option A (Appendix A: Figure A6-1b) 
With this option, the proposed outer ramp in the southeast quadrant would provide for vehicles to 
exit at two points along the ramp.  Vehicles destined to Clark/Max Blob’s Park Road would exit 
mid-ramp onto Max Blob’s Park Road, and for Clark Road access, travel to the signalized 
intersection with MD 175.  Vehicles destined to MD 175 eastbound and westbound will continue 
on the relocated interchange ramp to the MD 175/MD 295 signalized intersection. 

Max Blobs Option B (Appendix A: Figure A6-1b) 
With this option, the proposed outer ramp in the southeast quadrant would provide for vehicles to 
exit at two points along the ramp.  Vehicles destined to Clark/Max Blob’s Park Road and 
MD 175 eastbound would exit mid-ramp onto Max Blob’s Park Road and travel to the signalized 
intersection with MD 175.  Vehicles destined to MD 175 westbound would continue on the 
relocated interchange ramp to the MD 175/MD 295 signalized intersection. 

 

FORT MEADE ACCESS OPTIONS 

General Fort Meade Access Option A (Appendix A) 
This option consists of at-grade intersection widening at MD 713 (Rockenbach Road), MD 174 
(Reece Road), Mapes Road and Llewellyn Avenue.  This option would not significantly change 
the way vehicles enter and exit Fort Meade onto MD 175, but would increase the capacity of the 
subject intersections by adding left turn lanes, right turn lanes and/or through lanes at each 
intersection. 

General Fort Meade Access Option B (Appendix A: Figures A6-4b and A6-5a) 
This continuous flow intersection option consists of an at-grade intersection improvement at 
either MD 174 (Reece Road) or Mapes Road.  The result is a reduction in travel delays and 
increased capacity at the intersection. 

Mapes Road Option B (Appendix A: Figure A6-5b) 
This option would significantly enhance the capacity of the Mapes Road entrance to Fort Meade 
by providing a ramp for westbound MD 175 traffic to enter the Fort using a grade-separated 
bridge over eastbound MD 175.  To exit Fort Meade, drivers traveling westbound and 
northbound would use the at-grade signalized intersection at Mapes Road/MD 175, as with 
current conditions.  Drivers traveling eastbound would have a free right turn onto MD 175, thus 
avoiding the signalized intersection. 

Reece Road Option B Modified (Appendix A: Figure A6-4c) 

This option would provide a new exit from Fort Meade at 18th Street.  Drivers wanting to travel 
westbound on MD 175 would exit Fort Meade using a ramp that passes over eastbound MD 175 
and merges onto westbound MD 175.  Fort Meade officials have requested that the proposed 
MD 175 eastbound ramp into the facility be eliminated thereby not requiring new gate control.  
All of the other MD 175 entrances into Fort Meade, including Reece Road would remain in 
operation and would be widened.  
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III. EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACTS 
 
This section describes the existing conditions in the study area and the potential impacts of the 
proposed improvements to MD 175. 

 A. Social Characteristics 
As part of the MD 175 Study, a socio-economic inventory was conducted and is summarized 
below.  For additional details, refer to the MD 175 Community Effects Assessment (SHA 2008). 

Data collection and evaluation included population, racial characteristics, age, gender, income 
levels and housing data available through the U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.  Data were 
collected at the census tract, block group level.  The study area census tract block groups are 
shown on Figure III-1.  The socio-economic inventory also included identification of 
communities and community facilities within the study area.   

 1.  Population and Housing 
Table III-1 shows population statistics for Anne Arundel County and the study area. 

Table III-1. Population Characteristics:  2000 

Characteristic Anne Arundel 
County Study Area 

Total Population 489,656 52,825
Projected Population for 2030 571,7001

 N/A
White 81.2% 57.3%
Black/African American 13.6% 33.5%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0.3% 0.4%
Asian/Pacific Islander 2.4% 3.8%
Some Other Race 0.9% 1.7%

Racial 
Distribution 

Two or More Races 1.7% 3.3%
% Hispanic or Latino 2.6 5.0
% Minorities 18.9 42.7
Median Household Income2

 $61,768 $26,023 to $81,1784
 

% with Low-Income2,3
 5.1 6.2

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
1Projection prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) 
2Based on sample data from the Census 2000 using 1999 income figures. 
3Income in 1999 below poverty level 
4Median household income range based on a review of census data for the study area census tract block groups. 

 
In addition, Census 2000 data for the total population in the study area census tract block groups 
indicates that 4.3 percent were persons of age 65 years and older, and 51.3 percent of the total 
population were males and 48.7 percent were females.  Based on sample data reporting the 
disability status for the civilian non-institutionalized population five years old and over, the ratio 
of residents with a disability ranges from 3.1 to 30.6 percent throughout the study area census 
tracts block groups. 
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Table III-2 shows household data for Anne Arundel County and the study area. 

Table III-2. County and Study Area Households Characteristics 
Characteristic Anne Arundel County Study Area 

Households in 1990 149,114 10,948 
Households in 2000 178,670 17,054 
% Change 1990 to 2000 +19.8 +55.8 
Projected Households for 2030 229,0501

 N/A 
Source U.S. Census Bureau 
1Projection prepared by MDP 
 
The Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) has prepared a report that examines the impact 
from those jobs and associated household changes specifically tied into the Base Realignment 
and Closure (BRAC) Commission recommendations that became law in November 2005.  Fort 
George G. Meade is one of four impacted bases covered in the BRAC report developed by MDP.  
The report does not cover additional job growth and associated households resulting from 
expansion of the National Security Agency (NSA) at Fort Meade.  The NSA has been adding 
1,500 new jobs each year, beginning in 2004, which will total 7,500 jobs by the end of 2008.  A 
summary of key findings published in the BRAC report is listed below. 

• BRAC housing demand is expected to be strongest during the seven-year period of 2009-
2015. 

• As a result of the BRAC-related jobs coming to Maryland, a total of 25,312 of the 28,176 
total BRAC households are expected to locate to the eight-jurisdiction study area 
(Baltimore City and Harford, Cecil, Baltimore, Anne Arundel, Howard, Prince George’s 
and Montgomery Counties). 

• Of the 25,312 new households, 10,679 (42.2 percent) are expected to be generated by 
expansion at Fort Meade. 

• Of the eight jurisdictions in the study area, household totals are expected to be the second 
highest in Anne Arundel County with a demand for 4,457 households (17.6 percent of the 
total 25,312 households). 

• In Anne Arundel County, BRAC households are expected to make up 12.5 percent of the 
estimated housing supply available to in-migrants during the period 2009-2015. 

• The majority (96.7 percent) of BRAC households in Anne Arundel County are expected 
to locate within a 45-minute commute to Fort Meade. 

2. Displacements and Property Effects 
Residential and business displacements and property acquisition will be required in certain areas 
by the build alternatives.  In general, a residence is considered a displacement when the proposed 
right-of-way line goes through the structure or if the proposed right-of-way line results in the 
acquisition of 50 percent or more of the front yard of a residence.  A business is considered a 
displacement if the proposed right-of-way line goes through the structure, the proposed right-of-
way line results in the acquisition of 50 percent or more of a business’s parking area, the 
proposed right-of-way line would result in property acquisition that eliminates or severely 
restricts access to a business, or in the case of a gas station, the proposed right-of-way line 
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impacts the gas pump area.  All properties will be acquired in accordance with the requirements 
of the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended 
(Appendix B).  Much of the right-of-way required from residential/commercial properties by the 
build alternatives is acquisition of properties of displacements or strip right-of-way; however, 
right-of-way acreages noted also include potential stormwater management areas that are 
required.  Table III-3 summarizes the number of residential/business displacements and 
estimated right-of-way required from residential/commercial properties and Fort Meade by each 
alternative. 

 
Table III-3. Residential/Business Displacements and Right-of-Way 

Impacts to Residential/Commercial Properties 

Displacements Right-Of-Way Required from Number of Properties Affected 

Alternative 
Residential Business 
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3. Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-income Populations, was issued on February 11, 1994.  The Executive 
Order directs that “each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its 
mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations.”   

The Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice reinforces and supplements the 
requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act.  The concept of environmental justice is 
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intended to ensure that procedures are in place to further protect groups which have been 
traditionally underserved.  Fundamental goals are to identify minority and low-income 
populations, bring them into the project development process, and ensure that reasonable efforts 
are made to address their concerns and provide them meaningful opportunities to influence 
transportation decisions.  In addition, the Executive Order directs that programs, policies and 
activities do not have a disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effect on minority and low-income populations. 

Minority is defined as a person who is: 

• Black (a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa); 

• Hispanic (a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South 
American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race); 

• Asian-American (a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the 
Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands); or 

• American Indian and Alaskan Native (a person having origins in any of the 
original people of North America and who maintains cultural identification 
through tribal affiliation or community recognition). 

Low-income is defined as a person whose median household income is at or below the 
Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.  The poverty guidelines are a 
simplification of the poverty thresholds, which are updated each year by the Census Bureau and 
are used mainly for statistical purposes.  According to the 2008 Poverty Guidelines issued by the 
Department of Health and Human Services, the federal poverty measure for a family of four 
persons is $21,200 for the 48 contiguous states and District of Columbia ($26,500 for Alaska, 
$24,380 for Hawaii). 

a. Methods 

An analysis of the MD 175 study area to identify potential minority or low-income populations 
was conducted using Census 2000 data.  The minority percentage and low-income percentage 
was determined for 28 study area census tract block groups.  By averaging the individual census 
tract block group percentages, the average minority percentage and average low-income 
percentage for the study area was calculated to be 35.1 percent and 7.8 percent, respectively.  
Census tract block groups that could potentially contain minority or low-income populations 
have been identified based on a comparison of each individual census tract block group minority 
or low-income percentage to the average percentage for the study area.  If the individual 
percentage is meaningfully greater than the average percentage, then a minority or low-income 
population could be located within that census tract block group. 

Additional research was conducted to identify minority or low-income populations using data 
from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) available for the 2003-2004 school 
year.  Information was compiled concerning the racial composition of student enrollment at 11 
study area public schools.  In addition, information was compiled about the number of students 
eligible to participate in the free or reduced price school lunch program at each of the public 
schools.  The Department of Health and Human Services’ definition of low-income is the 
threshold of eligibility for the school lunch program. 
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Research was also conducted to identify low-income populations using subsidized housing data 
(Section 8 Housing) from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  The 
Department of Health and Human Services’ definition of low-income is the threshold of 
eligibility for the subsidized housing program through HUD. 

b. Findings 

Based on the Census 2000 data analysis described above, 11 study area census tract block groups 
have been identified as potentially containing minority populations and five census tract block 
groups have been identified as potentially containing low-income populations (Table III-4).  The 
study area census tract block groups are shown on Figure III-1. 

Table III-4. Census Tract Block Groups Potentially  
Containing a Minority/Low-Income Population 

Census Tract-Block Group Minority % Low-income %2
 

7401.02-2 65.9 N/A 
7401.03-3 42.5 N/A 
7401.04-1 45.0 N/A 
7401.04-2 58.2 12.9 
7401.05-1 78.5 24.5 
7401.05-2 80.9 33.1 
7403.01-2 56.2 N/A 
7406.02-2 54.6 37.7 
7406.02-3 41.4 N/A 
7406.02-4 43.0 N/A 
7406.02-3 50.51

 32.8 
Study Area-Average Minority % 35.1 - 

Study Area-Average Low-
income % - 7.8 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
1Based on data for Block 3000 within Block Group 3 of Census Tract 7406.03 
2Based on Poverty Status Characteristics in 1999 
 
The research conducted as described previously using NCES data (2003-2004 school year) for 
11 study area public schools identified 5 of the 11 public schools as having a meaningfully 
greater student minority percentage as compared to the average student minority percentage 
(55.5 percent).  These five public schools (MacArthur Middle School, Meade Middle School, 
Meade High School, Meade Heights Elementary School and VanBokkelen Elementary School) 
are located within or in close proximity to study area census tract block groups previously 
identified as potentially containing minority populations.  In addition, one of the 11 study area 
public schools has been identified as having a meaningfully greater percentage of students that 
were eligible for the free/reduced price school lunch program as compared to the average student 
enrollment percentage eligible for the free/reduced price school lunch program (30.5 percent).  
This public school is located within a study area census tract block group previously identified as 
potentially containing low-income populations. 

The research previously described using HUD subsidized housing data identified two facilities 
within the study area where subsidized housing is available.  One of these facilities is located 
within a study area census tract block group previously identified as potentially containing low-
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income populations, however, the facility is located in the northern portion of the study area, far 
removed from the MD 175 project area.  The other subsidized housing facility, which is outside 
the MD 175 project area, is not located within or near census tract block groups previously 
identified as potentially containing low-income populations. 

The identification of minority and low-income populations also includes an extensive outreach 
program.  This program includes various meetings with community groups, public meetings and 
a newsletter mailing campaign.  In addition, a letter was sent to 27 facilities/organizations in the 
study area, including schools with a high percentage of minority students and churches, 
community associations and libraries that are located in or near areas potentially containing 
minority and/or low-income populations.  The letter requested the assistance of the 
facility/organization in informing the community about the project and potential impacts, listed 
the date of the upcoming Public Hearing (June 26, 2008), and offered the opportunity to schedule 
a meeting with SHA representatives to address any questions and concerns they may have 
regarding the project.  A copy of the letter is contained in Appendix. C.  To date, the SHA has 
not received any requests for meetings from any of the 27 groups that were mailed a letter.   

Census data for the study area population’s ability to speak English indicates that there are a 
number of census tract block groups that exceed the overall County rate for English speaking 
ability.  The percentage of the County population that is classified as being able to speak English 
“not well” or “not at all” is 1.2 percent.  Efforts have been made to reach persons with limited 
English proficiency.  In order to reach out to these individuals, project announcements and fliers 
were published in Korean and Spanish (See Appendix C). 

 c. Impacts 

Except for Alternative 2, residential displacements would occur as a result of the roadway 
improvements proposed by the build alternatives (See alternatives mapping in Appendix A, 
bound separately).  Alternatives 3 and 6 would each require five residential displacements, one of 
which is vacant and one of which is historic.  Alternatives 4 Modified and 5 would each require 
two to five residential displacements (including one historic residence).  Alternative 6A would 
not displace the historic residence but would require four residential displacements, one of which 
is vacant.  Two of the residential displacements required by Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 or 
6A are located in the western portion of the project area near a study area census tract block 
group that has been identified as potentially containing minority populations. The remaining 
three residential displacements, including the vacant and historic residences, are located in the 
eastern portion of the project area within a study area census tract block group identified as 
potentially containing minority populations, but not identified as potentially containing a low-
income population.  None of the displacements have been specifically identified at this time as 
minority or low-income residential displacements.  The displacements are spread out – two 
located on opposite sides of MD 175 in the western portion of the project area; and in the eastern 
portion of the project area, two (one of which is vacant) on the north side of MD 175 and one 
(historic residence) on the south side of MD 175.  The residential displacements are separated by 
considerable distances, not concentrated, as discussed in the following sections, and therefore 
they would not be considered disproportionate impacts. 

Except for Alternative 2, business displacements would occur as a result of the roadway 
improvements proposed by all the build alternatives (See alternatives mapping in Appendix A, 
bound separately).  Alternative 3 would require 41 business displacements while Alternatives 4 
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Modified and 5 would each require six to 40 business displacements.  Alternative 6 would require 
17 business displacements.  Alternative 6A would require 16 business displacements.  Some of 
these business displacements may have minority ownership and/or operation. 

The largest portion of business displacements (21 of the 41 displacements) that would occur as a 
result of Alternative 3 are located in the North Odenton area along the north side of MD 175.  
The businesses in this area are located in close proximity to the existing edge of roadway of 
MD 175.  The displacements would occur as a result of proposed widening improvements to 
provide additional lanes to improve capacity and traffic operations.  As compared to Alternative 
3, Alternative 6 or 6A would significantly reduce the number of business displacements in the 
North Odenton area, from 21 to three displacements, and would reduce the total number of 
business displacements from 41 to 16 or 17 displacements with Alternatives 6A or 6, 
respectively.  Through coordination with the SHA’s District 5 Right-of-Way Office and the 
Office of Real Estate, efforts will be made to process relocations efficiently and minimize 
disruptions to businesses and their employees. 

Eight senior citizens facilities have been identified in the study area.  These facilities are not in 
the MD 175 project area and would not be impacted by the build alternatives.  

There are no other known concentrations of elderly or disabled individuals in the study area, and 
adverse impacts to those population groups are not anticipated by any of the alternatives.  It is 
possible that there are individual elderly or disabled residents and property owners who would be 
impacted by the proposed build alternatives.  As required, appropriate relocation advisory 
assistance would be offered to such individuals.  Also, facilitating pedestrian mobility would be a 
consideration of any build alternative.  Any sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian ramps, etc. would 
be in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

Title VI Statement 

It is the policy of the SHA to ensure compliance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and related civil rights laws and regulations which prohibit discrimination on the 
grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, age, or physical or mental handicap in all the SHA 
program projects funded in whole or in part by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  
The SHA will not discriminate in highway planning, highway design, highway construction, 
right-of-way acquisitions, or the provision of relocation advisory assistance.  This policy has 
been incorporated in all levels of the highway planning process to ensure that proper 
consideration may be given to the social, economic and environmental effects of all highway 
projects.  Alleged discriminatory actions should be addressed for investigation to the Equal 
Opportunity Section of the SHA, to the attention of Mrs. Jennifer Jenkins, Chief, Office of Equal 
Opportunity, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 

 4. Public Participation 
Public involvement has been integrated throughout the MD 175 Project Planning study.  At the 
beginning of this study, an Initiation Ad for the project was published in local newspapers and a 
newsletter with a survey was mailed to persons included on an extensive area-wide mailing list 
in order to inform about the project Purpose and Need and to solicit comments.  Notices 
announcing the Public Workshop, discussed below, were published in local newspapers.  In 
addition, citizens in the area-wide mailing boundary were mailed meeting announcement cards.  
Fliers in English, Spanish and Korean were hand delivered to businesses (see Appendix C).  As 
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part of the project’s Environmental Justice outreach program, a letter was sent to 27 
facilities/organizations in the study area (schools, churches, community associations and 
libraries) that are located in or near the areas potentially containing minority and/or low-income 
populations.  The letter included project information, an announcement of the upcoming Public 
Hearing, and an offer from SHA to meet with representatives of the facility/organization to 
address any questions and concerns regarding the project.  A copy of the letter is contained in 
Appendix C. 

The MD 175 Alternates Public Workshop was held on March 28, 2007.  Approximately 400 
people attended.  At the workshop, attendees had the opportunity to review the conceptual 
designs and provide their comments.  The majority of comments dealt with traffic congestion 
and safety.  Comments also noted support of a build alternative with the majority of respondents 
against the No-Build Alternative.  A summary of the comments received during the workshop is 
included in Appendix C. 

In addition to the Alternates Public Workshop, meetings have been held with several concerned 
citizen groups, including the Odenton Town Center Oversight Committee, the Fort Meade 
Transportation Alliance, the North Odenton Business Association and the Jessup Improvement 
Association.  Summaries of these meetings including comments and/or concerns that were 
voiced are contained in Section V.C.3 of this report, and minutes of these meetings are included 
in Appendix C. 

Following is a summary of resolutions that have been made as a result of meetings with property 
owners and businesses along the MD 175 corridor: 

• Build alternatives that would result in the displacement of St. Lawrence Catholic Church are 
no longer under consideration. 

• An alignment shift (Alternative 6A) to avoid displacement of the Bank of Glen Burnie, and 
others, is currently under consideration. 

• Additional studies are being or have been conducted to address issues and concerns raised by 
Fort Meade, including an alignment shift in the vicinity of the Army Reserve facilities to 
increase stand-off distances and allow G Street to serve as a continuous service road in front 
of several facilities.  Coordination is on-going with Fort Meade and Enhanced Use Lease 
(EUL) traffic consultants regarding gate traffic operations and operations at intersections 
affected by EUL traffic. 

Throughout April 2008, the SHA held a series of five meetings with business owners along the 
MD 175 project corridor.  A total of 32 business owners/operators representing 49 businesses 
were in attendance.  The meetings afforded business owners the opportunity to get an overview 
of the project, evaluate preliminary impacts to their business, review large scale mapping of each 
of the alternatives and provide comments.  Representatives from SHA’s Office of Real Estate 
and District 5 Right-of-Way were also in attendance to assist business owners with any questions 
they had about the property acquisition process and relocation assistance program.  The SHA is 
compiling all the business owner’s comments and will continue to work with the business 
owners throughout project development to limit business impacts to the extent possible.   
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 5. Neighborhoods/Communities 
 a. Existing Conditions 

The project study area includes portions of three geographic areas (Figure III-2) – Jessup, Severn 
and Odenton, which includes the Odenton Town Center. 

Overall, the Jessup area contains a combination of long-established communities and newer 
developments.  Within the study area, the Jessup area can be described as a semi-rural area 
comprised of predominantly single family homes in developments such as Georgetown and 
Champion Forest, as well as the houses, not in a named subdivision, immediately adjacent to the 
MD 175 project corridor. 

Severn contains a blend of older, established communities and newer developments offering a 
diverse mix of housing densities, from apartments to single-family homes.  Within the study 
area, the Severn area includes The Provinces, Lake Village Apartments, Warfield and Meade 
Village, as well as the homes, not in a named subdivision, several of which are located 
immediately adjacent to the MD 175 project corridor in the vicinity of McCarron Court. 

Odenton contains a blend of older, established communities and newer developments offering a 
diverse mix of housing densities from apartments to single-family homes.  Within the study area, 
the Odenton area includes the established community of Odenton Heights and Seven Oaks, as 
well as Patriot Ridge and Normandy Bluffs which are immediately adjacent to the MD 175 
project corridor on Fort Meade property at Clark Road and Reece Road, respectively.  The 
Odenton area also includes Fort George G. Meade and Odenton Town Center.  The Odenton 
Town Center contains seven sub-areas within the eventual build-out, each with a specific 
character, including a historic center, large scale industrial development, a business center, and a 
mix of retail, office and housing. 

 b.  Impacts 

The build alternatives are expected to result in minimal impacts to neighborhoods and 
communities in the socioeconomic study area.  A substantial portion of the MD 175 study 
corridor is bordered by the Fort Meade base and commercial establishments.  Residential 
properties bordering along the study corridor are sparse and mostly appear in the western and 
eastern portions of the study corridor.  Except for Odenton Town Center, which is already 
bisected by MD 175, the study corridor communities discussed above, are located entirely on the 
north or south side of MD 175.  Thus, the build alternatives will not physically bisect any 
communities not already divided by MD 175 and the existing side roads.  Although the 
improvements proposed by the build alternatives would increase the overall footprint of MD 175, 
this would not disrupt community cohesion since the study corridor communities are already 
separated or bisected by MD 175. 

Depending on the build alternative, except for Alternative 2, two to five residential displacements 
(including one historic residence) would occur as a result of proposed roadway improvements.  
Two of the residential displacements are located in the western portion of the project area.  These 
displacements are not clustered but are spread out, approximately 300 feet apart and located on 
opposite sides of MD 175.  The remaining three residential displacements are located in the 
eastern portion of the project area.  These displacements are not clustered but are spread out, 
approximately 600 feet apart and two are located on the north side of MD 175 (one of which is 
vacant) and one on the south side of MD 175 (historic residence).  All of the residential 
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displacements are located adjacent to MD 175, one of which is located at the intersection of 
MD 175/Sellner Road.  These residential displacements resulting from the build alternatives 
would not disrupt community cohesion and would have minimal impact to the community.  The 
build alternatives would not cause any residence(s) to be isolated from other residences in the 
respective communities. 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 6 and 6A have a median incorporated into their designs along the 
MD 175 corridor.  The median is a physical barrier, allowing right-in/right-out access to and 
from the roadway.  The median would change access and travel patterns compared to the existing 
unrestricted access eastbound and westbound MD 175 currently provides.  However, providing a 
median would improve safety and traffic operations along MD 175 and would provide refuge for 
pedestrians crossing MD 175. 

With Alternative 6A, a service road would be incorporated into its design that would consolidate 
and reduce the number of entrances onto eastbound MD 175 from Nevada Avenue to west of 
Morgan Road.  The service road would change access and travel patterns compared to the 
existing entrances which directly access onto MD 175.  However, the service road would 
improve safety and traffic operations by managing access to MD 175. 

Except for Alternative 2, which consists of only spot improvements throughout the MD 175 
corridor, the build alternatives would enhance what is currently an older commercial corridor by 
providing roadway improvements that include streetscape elements.  Bike lanes would be 
included on MD 175, eastbound and westbound, sidewalk would be added along the north side of 
MD 175 and a multi-use trail would be provided along the south side of MD 175.  These 
streetscape elements would afford access for pedestrians and bicyclists which could be both a 
recreational benefit and an opportunity to commute to work and/or make local trips without the 
use of the automobile.  These amenities could add to the appeal of the area and provide a sense of 
place to area residents. 

 6.   Effects on Aesthetics and Visual Quality 
The MD 175 corridor currently appears as an older commercial corridor.  The study corridor 
stretches between Jessup on the west, to Odenton Town Center on the east, with the portion in-
between largely consisting of the Fort Meade base and commercial development. 

Except for Alternative 2, the build alternatives would enhance the image of the study corridor by 
providing roadway improvements including streetscape amenities such as sidewalks, bike lanes 
and a multi-use trail.  Existing capacity, traffic operations, and vehicular and pedestrian safety 
would be improved.  In addition, connectivity between Odenton and MD 295 would be improved 
and the proposed roadway improvements would assist in the revitalization of the North Odenton 
commercial district.  The proposed improvements should upgrade the overall corridor image. 

 7.  Community Facilities and Services 
Community facilities located within the study area are indicated on Figures III-3A and III-3B 
and noted below.  In addition, several community facilities which are not located within the 
study area and do not appear on Figures III-3A and III-3B are noted below because of their 
remote proximity to the study area and the services provided. 
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 a. Educational 

Within the study area, there are 15 schools (nine public elementary schools, three public middle 
schools, two public high schools and one private school) and one facility (Children Youth 
Services).  Of the study area educational facilities, Meade Middle School and Meade High 
School border the MD 175 project area.  The remaining schools in the study area are located 
outside the project area and are listed below.  In addition, there are three nearby educational 
facilities that serve the study area but are located outside of it:  Anne Arundel Community 
College (main campus and West County campus), Bowie State University and the Center for 
Applied Technology North. 

Elementary Schools Middle Schools 

Jessup MacArthur 

West Meade Arundel 

Pershing Hill  

Manor View High Schools 

Meade Heights Arundel (directly adjacent to Arundel Middle School) 

Van Bokkelen  

Seven Oaks Private Schools 

Odenton  Odenton Christian School 

Waugh Chapel  

 

Right-of-way acquisition from Fort George G. Meade property associated with two schools 
would be required by the build alternatives.  The schools impacted by right-of-way acquisition 
would be Meade Middle School and Meade High School, both located on the Fort Meade 
military base and adjacent to each other.  The right-of-way required by each of Alternatives 3, 4 
Modified, 5, 6 and 6A from the Fort property associated with the schools would use land to 
provide proposed roadway widening improvements on the eastbound side of MD 175 including 
additional through lanes, a bike lane and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  
Additionally, to accommodate the proposed widening improvements, the MacArthur Road 
entrance to Meade Senior High School would require reconstruction. 

In addition, Alternative 2 proposes improvements at the 26th Street entrance to Meade Middle 
School.  Namely a right turn lane from eastbound MD 175 to 26th Street is included as part of the 
TSM improvements proposed by Alternative 2.  While wooded area and a narrow portion of 
grassed area along the south side of MD 175 would be impacted, it is anticipated that none of the 
build alternatives would impact the functionality of recreational facilities, located south of 
MD 175, that are associated with the schools. 

 b. Libraries 

There are three libraries located in the study area (Figures III-3A and III-3B).  Of these, West 
County Area Library is located in the MD 175 project area and Provinces Library borders the 
MD 175 project area.  The remaining facility in the study area – Medal of Honor Memorial 
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Library, is located outside the project area.  Depending on the build alternative, except 
Alternative 2, right-of-way acquisition from library properties would be required in certain areas.  
The libraries impacted by right-of-way acquisition would be Provinces Library and West County 
Area Library.  Library impacts are discussed below. 

Provinces Library 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified and 5 would each require the acquisition of 0.12 acre of right-of-way 
from the Provinces Library property.  Alternatives 6 and 6A or Alternative 6 with the 21 ½ Street 
Shift, would each require the acquisition of 0.10 acre of right-of-way from the Provinces Library 
property.   

The right-of-way required from the library would use land to provide proposed roadway 
widening improvements on the westbound side of MD 175 and the northbound side of Ridge 
Road.  The library property that would be impacted consists of a narrow grassed area between the 
existing edge of road and parking lot.  The improvements to westbound MD 175 include an 
additional through lane, a right turn lane, a bike lane, sidewalk and the necessary grading and 
supporting slopes.  The proposed roadway widening improvements to northbound Ridge Road 
include a bike lane, sidewalk and the necessary grading and supporting slopes as well as 
reconstruction of the existing shopping center entrance. 

West County Area Library 

Alternative 3 would require the acquisition of 1.37 acres of right-of-way from the West County 
Area Library property.  Alternative 6 would require the acquisition of 1.33 acres of right-of-way 
from the West County Area Library property.  Alternative 6A would require the acquisition of 
1.02 acres of right-of-way from the West County Area Library property.  The right-of-way 
required from the library would use land to provide proposed roadway widening improvements 
on the eastbound side of MD 175 and the southbound side of Piney Orchard Parkway.  The 
library property that would be impacted consists of a sparsely wooded area.   

The improvements to eastbound MD 175 include an additional right turn lane, a bike lane, a 
multi-use trail and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  The proposed roadway widening 
improvements to southbound Piney Orchard Parkway include an additional through lane, 
sidewalk and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  Under the build alternatives, a 
potential stormwater management area has also been designated on the library property which 
would require right-of-way acquisition in addition to the right-of-way needed for the 
MD 175/Piney Orchard Parkway improvements.  The proposed stormwater management area has 
not been reviewed by the SHA Highway Hydraulics Division. 

 c. Religious 

There are 21 religious facilities located within the study area (Figures III-3A to III-3B).  Of 
these, Jessup Baptist Church and Living Water Community Church are located in the MD 175 
project area and St. Lawrence Catholic Church borders the project area.  The remaining religious 
facilities located within the study area are listed as follows: 
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Payne AME  Living Waters Worship Center 

Praise Center Full Gospel Church Full Gospel Emancipation Life Center 

Argonne Hills Chapel Center Nichols-Bethel United Methodist 

Baltimore Korean Seventh Day Adventist St. Joseph’s Catholic Church 

Main Post Chapel First Evangelical Lutheran Church 

Mission Cristiana Jesucristo El Rey Odenton Baptist Church 

Church of God at Odenton Ark and Dove Presbyterian Church 

Epiphany Episcopal Church Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints 

Grace Baptist Church Macedonia United Methodist Church 

 

Except for Alternative 2, right-of-way acquisition from church properties would be required in 
certain areas by the build alternatives.  The churches impacted by right-of-way acquisition would 
be Jessup Baptist Church, Living Water Community Church, St. Lawrence Catholic Church and 
Praise Center Full Gospel Church.  Church impacts are discussed below.  These churches are 
located in or near census tract block groups identified in Table III-4 and potentially containing 
minority or low-income populations. 

Jessup Baptist Church 

Alternatives 3, 6 and 6A would each require the acquisition of 0.09 acre or 0.10 acre of right-of-
way from the Jessup Baptist Church property depending on the use of a 4-lane or 5-lane typical 
section, respectively, west of Sellner Road.  Alternative 4 Modified would require the acquisition 
of 0.09 acre of right-of-way from the Jessup Baptist Church property.  Alternative 5 would 
require the acquisition of 0.10 acre of right-of-way from the church property.  The church 
property that would be impacted consists of an existing parking area that includes nine parking 
spaces. 

The right-of-way required from the church for each of the alternatives would use land to provide 
proposed roadway widening improvements on the westbound side of MD 175 including an 
additional through lane, a bike lane, a sidewalk and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  
Proposed improvements in the existing parking area adjacent to MD 175 include a six-foot island 
separating the existing church parking area from the MD 175 roadway as well as reconstruction 
of the parking lot. 

Living Water Community Church 

Alternatives 3, 6 and 6A would each require the acquisition of 0.21 acre or 0.19 acre of right-of-
way from the Living Water Community Church property depending on the use of a 4-lane or 5-
lane typical section, respectively, west of Sellner Road.  Alternative 4 Modified would require 
the acquisition of 0.21 acre of right-of-way from the Living Water Community Church property.  
Alternative 5 would require the acquisition of 0.19 acre of right-of-way from the church property.  
The church property that would be impacted consists of a narrow grassed area and existing 
entrances to the property.   
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The right-of-way required from the church for each of these alternatives would use land to 
provide proposed roadway widening improvements on the eastbound side of MD 175 including 
an additional through lane, a bike lane, a multi-use trail and the necessary grading and supporting 
slopes, as well as reconstruction of the existing church entrances and exits.  In addition, proposed 
improvements on the northbound side of Brock Bridge Road includes sidewalk, grading and 
supporting slopes as well as reconstruction of the existing church entrance. 

St. Lawrence Catholic Church 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified and 5, each with Interchange Option F, would each require the 
acquisition of 0.25 acre of right-of-way from the St. Lawrence Catholic Church property.  The 
right-of-way required from the church would use land to provide proposed roadway widening 
improvements on the eastbound side of MD 175 and the northbound side of Sellner Road.  The 
church property that would be impacted consists of grassed areas along MD 175 and Sellner 
Road.  The improvements to eastbound MD 175 include two additional through lanes, a bike 
lane, multi-use trail and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  Alternatives 4 Modified, 5, 
6 and 6A would each require the acquisition of 0.22 acre of right-of-way from St. Lawrence 
Catholic Church property while utilizing Interchange Option E and would each require 0.24 acre 
of right-of-way from the church property with Interchange Option A2.  The church property that 
would be impacted consists of grassed areas along MD 175 and Sellner Road as well as two 
parking spaces in the lot adjacent to MD 175 if Interchange Option A2 is used, no parking space 
impact if Interchange Option E is used. 

The proposed roadway widening improvements to northbound Sellner Road include additional 
left and right turn lanes, sidewalk and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  Additionally, 
along MD 175 in the area of the church, Alternatives 3, 4 Modified and 5 (each with Interchange 
Option F) propose construction of a retaining wall on church property, with an average height of 
nine feet approximately 18 feet to the north of the outside reception area of the church in order to 
minimize grading impact to church property.  Without the proposed retaining wall, grading for 
the proposed roadway improvements would impact the outside reception area and result in 
displacement of the church.  For Alternatives 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A (each with Interchange 
Option E or A2), a retaining wall with an average height of 14 feet is proposed approximately 30 
feet to the north of the outside reception area. Without the proposed retaining wall, grading for 
the proposed roadway improvements would encroach within several feet of the outside reception 
area and with Interchange Option A2 would also result in impacting additional parking spaces in 
the lot adjacent to MD 175.  Proposed improvements also include reconstruction of the parking 
area adjacent to MD 175 and parking lot entrance along Sellner Road.  It should be noted that the 
existing right in/right out entrance along MD 175 will be closed and all traffic will be required to 
use the Sellner Road entrance. 

Praise Center Full Gospel Church 

Alternative 3, 4 Modified and 5 would each require the acquisition of 0.06 acre of right-of-way 
from Praise Center Full Gospel Church property which is located in the Severn Square Shopping 
Center.  Alternatives 6, 6A or Alternative 6 with the 21 ½ Street Shift would each require the 
acquisition of 0.03 acre of right-of-way from Praise Center Full Gospel Church property.  The 
property that would be impacted consists of a narrow grassed area between the existing edge of 
road and parking lot.  The right-of-way required from the church would use land to provide 
proposed roadway widening improvement on the westbound side of MD 175 including an 
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additional through lane, a right turn lane, a bike lane, a sidewalk and the necessary grading and 
supporting slopes as well as reconstruction of the existing shopping center entrance. 

 d. Health Care 

One health care facility has been identified within the study area:  John Hopkins Community 
Physicians, which is located outside the project area (Figures III-3A and III-3B).  There are three 
nearby health care facilities that are located outside of the study area, namely, Baltimore 
Washington Medical Center, Clifton T. Perkins Hospital and Crownsville State Hospital.  None 
of these health care facilities would be directly affected by any of the alternatives. 

 e. Parks and Recreational Areas/Trails 

There are six publicly-owned public parks/recreational/natural areas that lie wholly or partly 
within the study area and one, the Patuxent Research Refuge, that borders the study area along its 
southern boundary (Figures III-3A and III-3B).  Of these, the Baltimore-Washington Parkway 
(incorporated in National Capital Parks in 1975) is located in the MD 175 project area. The 
portion of the Parkway south of MD 175 is owned and maintained by the National Park Service 
(NPS) and is also a significant historic resource listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).  The NPS property is the only public park/recreational/natural area directly impacted by 
proposed improvements to MD 175.   North of MD 175, the Baltimore-Washington Parkway is 
under the jurisdiction of the Maryland State Highway Administration.  The Parkway was 
constructed as a result of the combined efforts of federal and state governments and was opened 
for traffic in October 1954.  The Baltimore-Washington Parkway provides a significant 
commuter route connecting Baltimore and Washington, DC and serves as a gateway to the 
nation’s capital.  The Federal government completed a 20-year modernization plan of the NPS 
segment of the Parkway in 2002. This included a complete rebuilding of the highway and 
improvements at the interchanges. 

The remaining parks/recreational/natural areas located in the study area, which are not directly 
affected by the proposed improvements to MD 175, are discussed below: 

Jessup Park 

Jessup Park, a community park under the jurisdiction of Anne Arundel County’s Department of 
Recreation and Parks, is a six-acre facility that includes a baseball field and a multi-purpose 
field.  There are no plans for additional development of this park at this time. 

Provinces Park 

Provinces Park is a community park under the jurisdiction of the County’s Department of 
Recreation and Parks.  The nearly 27-acre park includes multi-purpose fields, baseball/softball 
fields, tennis courts, a playground and restrooms.  There are no plans for additional development 
of this park at this time.  

Meade Village Park 

Meade Village Park is a community park under the jurisdiction of the County’s Department of 
Recreation and Parks.  The nearly 16-acre park includes baseball/softball fields and basketball 
and tennis courts.  There are no plans for additional development of this park at this time. 
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Severn Run Natural Environmental Area 

This State-owned facility comprises over 1,700 acres, with only a very small portion, east of this 
MD 32/MD 170 Interchange, located within the study area.  The portion of Severn Run located 
in this State-protected preserve is valued as a recreational trout stream, stocked by the 
Department of Natural Resources. 

Odenton Natural Area 

This County facility comprises 122.1 acres, with only a portion, near the Arundel Middle and 
High School campus, located within the study area.  Passive recreation/trails are available at the 
Odenton Natural Area. 

The County has planned a system of inter-connected multi-use trails for the Odenton Town 
Center area.  A portion of the first phase of the recently opened Washington, Baltimore & 
Annapolis (WB&A) Trail Park is also located within the study area.  The paved trail follows the 
old WB&A Railway right-of-way and connects the Odenton Road bike path at the Odenton 
Road/Piney Orchard Parkway intersection to the Strawberry Lake bike path along Strawberry 
Lake Way.  Also within the study area, the Odenton Road Trail runs along Odenton Road from 
Sappington Station Road to Piney Orchard Parkway and the West County Area Library trail runs 
south from MD 175 in the vicinity of the library.  Planned trail segments in the study area 
include:  Reece Road, Fort Meade, Town Center Boulevard and West Town Center Avenue, 
Odenton Road West, Becknell Road and Odenton Road East, MARC Station and Rail Spur, 
West County Area Library Connection, WB&A Trail to Academy Junction, and WB&A Trail to 
WB&A Road. 

Baltimore-Washington Parkway  

Except for Alternative 2, right-of-way acquisition from the NPS property, the portion of the 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway south of MD 175, would be required by the build alternatives.  
Alternatives 3, 4 Modified and 5, each with Interchange Option F, would each require the 
acquisition of 1.4 acres of right-of-way from the NPS property.  Alternatives 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 
6A would each require 3.6 acres of right-of-way from the NPS property while utilizing 
Interchange Option E and would each require 3.9 acres of right-of-way from the NPS property 
with Interchange Option A2.   

The right-of-way required from the NPS would use land to provide proposed interchange ramp 
improvements including additional lanes and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  
However, because the NPS property is currently used for highway access as part of the existing 
MD 175/MD 295 Interchange, the proposed options do not affect its functionality.  The proposed 
options do address existing safety and operational concerns under the current conditions. 

Coordination with NPS was initiated as part of the alternatives development process.  NPS 
concurred with the MD 175 Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study but noted their concerns 
with preservation or removal of the existing MD 175 bridge over MD 295, as well as with 
potential visual impacts of roadway lighting and traffic signals to the scenic MD 295 corridor 
(see Appendix C).  Additional coordination with NPS will occur throughout the MD 175 project. 

In accordance with the Department of Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. 303(c), a separate Section 
4(f) evaluation has been prepared to address these impacts (see Chapter IV).  
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   f.  Emergency Services and Law Enforcement 

Of the various facilities providing emergency services in the region, four are located within the 
study area.  Of these, Jessup Volunteer Fire Company 29 is located in the MD 175 project area 
and the Odenton Volunteer Fire Company 28 borders the south side of the MD 175 project area.  
Expansion and improvements are under consideration for Jessup Volunteer Fire Company 29.  
The remaining emergency services facilities located in the study area are:  Fort Meade Fire 
Department and Western District Police Station.  The following emergency service providers are 
located nearby, outside the study area: 

Maryland City Volunteer Fire Company 27 Waugh Chapel Fire Station – Company 5 

Harmans/Dorsey Fire Station-Company 21 Maryland State Police - Barrack P (Glen Burnie) 

Severn Fire Station-Company 4 Anne Arundel County Fire Department Headquarters 

South Glen Burnie Fire Station-Company 26 Anne Arundel County Police Headquarters 

Depending on the build alternative, except for Alternative 2, property acquisition from two fire 
company properties would be required.  The fire companies impacted by property acquisition 
would be Jessup Volunteer Fire Company and Odenton Volunteer Fire Company.  Fire company 
impacts are discussed below. 

Jessup Volunteer Fire Company 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A would each require the acquisition of 0.19 acre of right-
of-way from the Jessup Volunteer Fire Company property.  The fire company property that 
would be impacted consists of grassed area along Max Blob’s Park Road and the entrances to the 
fire company property.  The right-of-way required from the fire company would use land to 
provide proposed roadway improvements to Max Blob’s Park Road including widening, 
sidewalks and the necessary grading and supporting slopes as well as reconstruction of the 
existing fire department entrances.  

Odenton Volunteer Fire Company 

Alternative 3, which utilizes the existing centerline of MD 175, would require the displacement 
of the Odenton Volunteer Fire Company structure and acquisition of the entire fire company 
property, 2.80 acres.  The property acquisition required from the fire company would use land to 
provide proposed roadway widening improvements on the eastbound side of MD 175 including 
an additional through lane, a bike lane, a multi-use trail and the necessary grading and supporting 
slopes. 

Alternative 6, which utilizes a northern alignment shift, would require the acquisition of 0.03 acre 
of right-of-way from the Odenton Volunteer Fire Company property.  The fire company property 
that would be impacted consists of grassed area along MD 175 and the entrances to the fire 
company property.  The right-of-way required from the fire company would use land to provide 
proposed roadway widening improvements on the eastbound side of MD 175 including an 
additional through lane, a bike lane, a multi-use trail and the necessary grading supporting slopes 
as well as reconstruction of the existing fire department entrances. 

Alternative 6A would not require any property acquisition from the Odenton Volunteer Fire 
Company. 
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Correspondence with emergency service providers is contained in Appendix C and summarized 
below.  

Comments received from the Odenton Volunteer Fire Company are summarized as follows: 

• There is concern that the proposed improvements to MD 175 may negatively impact the 
fire company and safe response of emergency apparatus from the station. 

• Alternative 3 would relocate the fire station and Alternative 6 poses a challenge with 
maintaining emergency service during the construction phase. 

• Sufficient setback is desirable between the fire station and MD 175 to allow emergency 
vehicles to be parked in front of the station for cleaning and maintenance. 

• The elevation of the roadway in front of the fire station cannot result in emergency 
vehicles bottoming out when leaving the station. 

• Access to/from the fire station, eastbound and westbound, must be maintained.  A median 
along MD 175 would prevent this. 

The Anne Arundel County Fire Department requested a meeting between all stakeholders, 
particularly in view of concerns over the impacts of the proposed MD 175 improvements on the 
Odenton Volunteer Fire Company.   

The Anne Arundel County Police Department comments are summarized as follows: 

• Police response (time) should improve with the MD 175 mainline widening proposed by 
Alternatives 3 or 6. 

• Although bike lanes allow more space for motorists to yield to emergency vehicles, and 
thereby not interfere with response times, bike lanes introduce more police challenges. 

• Any closures of MD 175 for bridge reconstruction at MD 195 and the MARC/CSX tracks 
is a concern with regard to emergency response times. 

• Fort Meade Access Option B poses too many hazards for the general public. 

• Depending on the anticipated MD 175 traffic volumes, response times should improve 
substantially once the project is completed.  

The Maryland State Police, Barrack “P”, responded that the MD 175 project area is generally 
within the jurisdiction of the Anne Arundel County Police (MD 175) or the U.S. Park Police 
(MD 295 south of MD 175).  The ramps of the MD 175/MD 295 Interchange are within the 
jurisdiction of the Maryland State Police and it is anticipated that construction in this area would 
cause little, if any, impact on the delivery of State Police services. 

    g.   Public Utilities 

Much of the study area receives existing public water and sewer service.  Private wells and septic 
systems are utilized in areas where public water and sewage are not provided. 

Following is a list of water and sewer projects in the vicinity of the MD 175 project area that are 
in various stages of planning/design. 

• Ridgeview Plaza Force Main and Interceptor (Ridgeview Plaza is located in the 
southwest quadrant of the MD 175/Rockenbach Road intersection.) 
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• Ridgeview Plaza Sewage Pumping Station  

• Fort Meade Water Booster Pumping Station (near the MD 175/26th Street 
intersection) 

• 24-inch Water Transmission Main along MD 175 (from Sellner Road to proposed 
Fort Meade Water Booster Pumping Station) 

• 36-inch Water Transmission Main along MD 175 (from Odenton Road to Disney 
Road) 

• 24-inch Water Transmission Main along MD 32 (from Brock Bridge Road/Guilford 
Road intersection to Mapes Road) 

Baltimore Gas and Electric Company maintain gas distribution mains and electric primary and 
secondary lines in the MD 175 project area.  Verizon Maryland, Inc. provides telephone service 
in the project area. 

Coordination with the utility companies and Anne Arundel County regarding existing and 
proposed utilities has been on-going and will continue throughout the MD 175 project. 

    h.  Transportation Facilities 

There is no Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) bus service within the study area.  Connect-
A-Ride (CAR), managed by Corridor Transportation Corporation (CTC), provides limited bus 
service in the study area.  The CAR Route K operates along MD 175 in the project area from 
Ridge Road to Charter Oaks Boulevard and also from Morgan Road to MD 170.  Anne Arundel 
County in cooperation with the MTA and the City of Annapolis Department of Transportation 
and the CTC is developing a five-year Transit Development Plan (TDP), which outlines potential 
bus transit service expansions and enhancements.  The TDP will outline possible service 
expansions brought about by BRAC.  

There are two MARC stations located in the study area.  The Jessup MARC station on the 
Camden Line is located at the western end of the study area, outside of the MD 175 project area, 
and contains a park and ride facility with approximately 100 spaces.  The Odenton MARC 
station on the Penn Line is located in the eastern portion of the study area and contains a park 
and ride facility with approximately 2,000 spaces.  The main entrance to the Odenton station is 
on MD 175 in the project area.  The park and ride facility contains lots on the south side and 
north side of MD 175.  An important link in the regional transportation network, which includes 
a stop at the BWI AMTRAK/MARC station north of the study area, the Penn Line interconnects 
with Baltimore and Washington metrorail and transit systems, all of which can be accessed 
through the Odenton MARC station.  The Odenton MARC station is the third most utilized 
station on the line with Baltimore’s Penn Station and Washington’s Union Station experiencing 
the highest ridership.  The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) and the MTA are 
studying the feasibility of providing a parking structure at the Odenton MARC station to 
accommodate an additional 1,500 much needed spaces. 

In addition to the BWI Airport located to the north of the study area, the Tipton Airport borders 
the southern edge of the study area.  The airport is a General Aviation facility that serves Anne 
Arundel and the surrounding counties. 
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There are portions of two major proposed hiker/biker trails located in the study area, outside the 
MD 175 project area.  They are the WB&A Trail and the South Shore Trail.  These trails will be 
vital segments linking two national trails – the American Discovery Trail and the East Coast 
Greenway trail.  The first phase of the WB&A Trail recently opened.  The paved trail follows the 
old WB&A Railway right-of-way and connects the Odenton Road bike path at the Odenton 
Road/Piney Orchard Parkway intersection to the Strawberry Lake bike path along Strawberry 
Lake Way, south of Odenton.  A trail segment is also proposed along Odenton Road from 
Sappington Station Road to Piney Orchard Parkway.  The proposed South Shore Trail will 
extend east from Sappington Station Road, eventually connecting to Annapolis in Parole.  A 
regional network of bicycle and pedestrian routes in the county are proposed in the Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Master Plan, Adopted 2003.  The master plan identifies roads that need 
improvements in order to accommodate bicycling and/or walking.  Within the study area, there 
are several locations that are identified in the master plan for recommended improvements 
including the following: 

• Odenton Town Center (including a portion of the project area) is recommended as a 
Pedestrian Improvement Zone.  These zones are high quality areas that are recommended 
for future pedestrian improvements. 

• Ridge Road is identified as a Tier 1 recommended improvement.  Routes listed in this 
category are considered the most important areas that need to be retrofitted to 
accommodate bicycling and walking. 

• MD 175 (throughout the project area) Wigley Avenue, Rockenbach Road, Reece Road, 
Telegraph Road and MD 32 are identified as Tier 2 recommended improvements.  Tier 2 
routes are a lower priority than Tier 1 routes but are recommended for future bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements when the opportunity to do so arises. 

Depending on the build alternative, right-of-way acquisition from the Odenton Park and Ride 
(MARC station) property would be required.  The park and ride facility contains lots on the north 
side and the south side of MD 175.   

Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 0.08 acre of right-of-way on the south side from 
the Odenton Park and Ride property.  The right-of-way required from the park and ride would 
use land to provide proposed roadway widening improvements on the northbound side of Morgan 
Road.  The park and ride property that would be impacted consists of grassed area along Morgan 
Road and a portion of parking area that includes 13 parking spaces.  The proposed roadway 
widening improvements to northbound Morgan Road include a separate right-turn lane, a multi-
use trail and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  Because of the widening impacts to 
the existing park and ride lot adjacent to Morgan Road, a concrete barrier and pavement 
reconstruction is required for the lot in order to minimize impacts.  Alternative 3 would require 
the acquisition of right-of-way, 0.07 acre on the north side and 0.24 acre on the south side from 
Odenton Park and Ride property.  The right-of-way required from the park and ride would use 
land to provide proposed roadway widening improvements on MD 175 (eastbound and 
westbound) and the northbound side of Morgan Road.  The park and ride property that would be 
impacted consists of grassed area along MD 175 and Morgan Road, as well as portions of 
parking area that includes eleven parking spaces in the lot along the south side of MD 175 and 13 
parking spaces in the lot along the northbound side of Morgan Road.  The improvements to 
MD 175 include two additional through lanes, an additional left turn lane, bike lanes, a sidewalk 
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on the north side, a multi-use trail on the south side and the necessary grading and supporting 
slopes.  Additionally, retaining walls are proposed on the north and south sides of MD 175 in 
order to minimize impacts to the park and ride facility requiring the existing parking lot on the 
south side of MD 175 to be reconstructed.  The proposed roadway widening improvements to 
northbound Morgan Road include a separate right turn lane, a multi-use trail and the necessary 
grading and supporting slopes.  Because of the widening impact to the existing park and ride lot 
adjacent to Morgan Road, a concrete barrier and pavement reconstruction is required for the lot in 
order to minimize impacts. 

Alternative 6 would require the acquisition of right-of-way, 0.01 acre on the north side and 0.46 
acre on the south side, from the Odenton Park and Ride property.  The right-of-way required 
from the park and ride would use land to provide proposed roadway widening improvements on 
MD 175 (eastbound and westbound) and the northbound side of Morgan Road.  The park and 
ride property that would be impacted consists of grassed area along MD 175 and Morgan Road, 
as well as portions of parking area that includes 26 parking spaces in the lot along the south side 
of MD 175 and 13 parking spaces in the lot along the northbound side of Morgan Road.  The 
improvements to MD 175 include two additional through lanes, an additional left turn lane, bike 
lanes, a sidewalk on the north side, a multi-use trail on the south side and the necessary grading 
and supporting slopes.  Additionally, retaining walls are proposed on the north and south sides of 
MD 175 in order to minimize impacts to the park and ride facility requiring the existing parking 
lot on the south side of MD 175 to be reconstructed.  The proposed roadway widening 
improvements to northbound Morgan Road include a separate right turn lane, a multi-use trail 
and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  Because of the widening impact to the existing 
park and ride lot adjacent to Morgan Road, a concrete barrier and pavement reconstruction is 
required for the lot in order to minimize impacts. 

Alternative 6A would require the acquisition of right-of-way, 0.50 acre on the north side and 
0.09 acre on the south side, from the Odenton Park and Ride property.  The right-of-way required 
from the park and ride would use land to provide proposed roadway widening improvements on 
MD 175 (eastbound and westbound) and the northbound side of Morgan Road.  The park and 
ride property that would be impacted consists of grassed area along MD 175 and Morgan Road, 
as well as portions of parking area that includes 16 parking spaces in the lot along the north side 
of MD 175 and 13 parking spaces in the lot along the northbound side of Morgan Road.  The 
improvements to MD 175 include two additional through lanes, an additional left turn lane, bike 
lanes, a sidewalk on the north side, a multi-use trail on the south side and the necessary grading 
and supporting slopes.  Additionally, retaining walls are proposed on the north and south sides of 
MD 175 in order to minimize impacts to the park and ride facility requiring the existing parking 
lot on the south side of MD 175 to be reconstructed. The proposed roadway widening 
improvements to northbound Morgan Road include a separate right turn lane, a multi-use trail 
and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  Because of the widening impact to the existing 
park and ride lot adjacent to Morgan Road, a concrete barrier and pavement reconstruction is 
required for the lot in order to minimize impacts. 

    i.  Post Offices 

Three U.S. post offices are located in the study area:  Jessup, which is in the MD 175 project 
area, Fort Meade and Odenton.  A number of other post offices are located nearby but outside the 
study area, including:  Hanover, Harmans, Severn, Gambrills, Millersville and Crofton. 
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Except for Alternative 2, right-of-way acquisition from the Jessup Post Office would be required 
by the build alternatives.  Alternatives 3,  6 and 6A would each require the acquisition of 0.1 acre 
or 0.11 acre of right-of-way from the Jessup Post Office property depending on the use of a 4-
lane or 5-lane typical section, respectively, west of Sellner Road.  Alternative 4 Modified would 
require the acquisition of 0.12 acre of right-of-way from the Jessup Post Office property.  
Alternative 5 would require the acquisition of 0.11 acre of right-of-way from the post office 
property.  The post office property that would be impacted consists of the existing entrances and 
parking lot that includes five parking spaces.  The right-of-way required from the post office 
would use land to provide proposed roadway widening improvements on the eastbound side of 
MD 175 including an additional through lane, a bike lane, a multi-use trail and the necessary 
grading and supporting slopes as well as reconstruction of the existing post office entrances and 
parking lot. 

    j.  Other 

Governmental Facilities 

There are four governmental facilities located in the study area:  National Security Agency 
(NSA), National Cryptologic Museum, Fort George G. Meade and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).  Located in the project area and containing property on the north and south sides 
of MD 175, Fort Meade covers a large portion of the study area.  In addition, the Maryland 
Division of Corrections has facilities located just outside the western boundary of the study area. 

Depending on the build alternative, except for Alternative 2, right-of-way acquisition from Fort 
George G. Meade property associated with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) would 
be required.  The EPA is located west of Mapes Road on the Fort Meade military base.  The Fort 
Meade property associated with the EPA that would be impacted consists of grassed area along 
the south side of MD 175.  The right-of-way required by each of Alternatives 3, 6 and 6A from 
the Fort Meade property associated with the EPA would use land to provide proposed roadway 
widening improvements on MD 175 including two additional through lanes, turn lanes where 
required, bike lanes, a sidewalk on the north side and the necessary grading and supporting 
slopes.  Since there are no defined property lines within the Fort Meade facility, it is difficult to 
assign a right-of-way acreage specifically to the EPA for the basic mainline alternatives. 

In addition, Mapes Road Option B, a Fort Meade access improvement option that proposes 
improvements to the Mapes Road entrance to Fort Meade, would require right-of-way acquisition 
from Fort Meade property associated with the EPA.  These improvements to the Fort Entrance 
require coordination with Fort Meade officials and the right-of-way required from the Fort 
property associated with the EPA would use land to provide proposed roadway widening 
improvements on MD 175 and Mapes Road.  The improvements to MD 175 include two 
additional through lanes, turn lanes where required, bike lanes, a sidewalk on the north side and 
the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  The proposed improvements to Mapes Road 
include additional lanes and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  Additionally, a 
relocated entrance to the EPA facility from Mapes Road is proposed to be constructed.  Since 
there are no defined property lines within the Fort Meade facility, it is difficult to assign a right-
of-way acreage specifically to the EPA for this option. 

Impacts to Fort Meade property are summarized in Table III-3. 
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Senior Citizen Facilities 

Eight senior citizen facilities have been identified in the study area.  These facilities, which are 
not in the MD 175 project area, are listed below. 

Salaam Estate I Catherine L. O’Malley Senior Center 

Sarah’s House O’Malley Senior Activity Center Annex 

BWF’s Place Friendship Station 

House of Loving Care Farmbrooke Manor 

 

None of these senior citizen facilities would be affected by any of the alternatives. 

Cemeteries 

Seven cemeteries have been identified in the study area.  Of these, Nichols-Bethel United 
Methodist Church Cemetery borders the MD 175 project area.  The remaining cemeteries in the 
study area are listed below. 

St. Lawrence Catholic Church Cemetery Bethel Cemetery 

(Unnamed) Cemetery Post Cemetery 

Watt’s Cemetery Epiphany Episcopal Church Cemetery 

 

The Nichols-Bethel United Methodist Cemetery is located along the north side of MD 175 
between Town Center Boulevard and Locust Road.  The cemetery is approximately 1.3 acres and 
records indicate that it contains approximately 1,400 grave sites. 

Property acquisition would be required from the Nichols-Bethel United Methodist Cemetery for 
all build alternatives, except for Alternative 2.  The right-of-way required from the cemetery 
would use land to provide proposed roadway widening improvements on MD 175 and 
northbound Town Center Boulevard.  The improvements to MD 175 include two additional 
through lanes, an additional left and right turn lane, bike lanes, a sidewalk on the north side, a 
multi-use trail on the south side and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  The proposed 
roadway improvements on Town Center Boulevard include a sidewalk and the necessary grading 
and supporting slopes.   

Grave site relocation may be required because of the impacts caused by the proposed roadway 
improvements.  The cost and coordination required to relocate the grave sites from the existing 
cemetery is not currently known, but would be ascertained during follow-up investigations. 

Alternative 3, which follows the existing centerline of roadway, would require the acquisition of 
0.36 acre of right-of-way from the Nichols-Bethel United Methodist Cemetery property.  This 
alternative would impact the first two rows of grave sites adjacent to MD 175, or up to 200 grave 
sites. 

Alternative 6, which shifts the proposed roadway alignment to the south to minimize impacts to 
the cemetery would require the acquisition of 0.13 acre of right-of-way from the Nichols-Bethel 
United Methodist Cemetery property.  It is anticipated that Alternative 6 would not require any 
grave site relocation.  
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Alternative 6A  would displace the Nichols-Bethel United Methodist Cemetery and require the 
acquisition of the entire property, which is approximately 1.3 acres.  With Alternative 6A, the 
alignment is shifted to the north in order to minimize impact to the Odenton Historic District.  
The property acquisition required from the cemetery would use land to provide proposed 
roadway widening improvements on MD 175 and northbound Town Center Boulevard.  The 
improvements to MD 175 include two additional through lanes, an additional left and right turn 
lane, bike lanes, a sidewalk on the north side, a multi-use trail on the south side and the necessary 
grading and supporting slopes.  The proposed roadway improvements on Town Center Boulevard 
include a sidewalk and the necessary grading and supporting slopes.  The cost and coordination 
required to relocate the grave sites from the existing cemetery is not currently known, but would 
be ascertained during follow-up investigations. 

 B.  Economic Environment 
The following information is condensed from the MD 175 Community Effects Assessment (SHA 
2008). 

 1. Employment Characteristics 
The top industries within the State of Maryland, Anne Arundel County, and Howard County are: 
health care and social assistance; retail trade; public administration; professional, scientific, and 
technical services; and accommodation and food services.  Table III-5 summarizes employment 
characteristics. 

Table III-5. Employment Characteristics 
Characteristics State of Maryland Anne Arundel County Howard County 

Population  5,727,376 526,533 277,901 
Per Capita Income $33,153 $36,758 $45,121 
Population in Labor 
Force (2000) 68% 71% 76% 
Primary Industries 
by Percent 
Employed 

Health Care and 
Social Assistance 

(13.5%) 
Retail Trade (13%) 

Public 
Administration 

(10.5%) 

Retail Trade (15%) 
Accommodation and 
Food Service (10.3%) 
Health Care and Social 

Assistance (9.1%) 

Retail Trade (13.8%) 
Health Care and 

Social Assistance 
(9.7%) 

Professional, 
Scientific & 

Technical Services 
(9.1%) 

Primary 
Occupations of 
Residents 

Professional (27%) 
Management, 
Business and 

Financial Operations 
(17%) 

Administrative 
Support (15%) 

Professional (25%) 
Management, Business 

and Financial Operations 
(18%) 

Administrative Support 
(15%) 

Professional (36%) 
Management, 
Business and 

Financial Operations 
(23%) 

Sales (12%) 

Source: BBPC, ESRI Business Information Solutions 
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The MD 175 corridor serves as a major arterial roadway and gateway to Fort Meade.  The top 
industries within the study area are: retail trade (18 percent); food services and taverns (13 
percent); and manufacturing (10 percent). 

Within the study area, there were 24,665 persons in the labor force based on Census 2000 data.  
Of the total number of employed persons in the study area census tracts, the greater percentages 
were employed in the following occupational areas: professional (26 percent); administrative 
support (19 percent); and management, business, and financial operations (15 percent).  In 2000, 
the unemployment rate in the study area was 2.3 percent, which is slightly higher than that of 
Anne Arundel County (2.1 percent), higher than that of Howard County (1.8 percent), and lower 
than that of the State of Maryland (3.2 percent).  

According to information prepared by the Anne Arundel County Economic Development 
Corporation, the largest employer within the study area is Fort George G. Meade (42,000 
employees).  Other employers in the study area include a variety of retail and service businesses.  
Most of the businesses fronting the corridor offer convenience retail goods and services that cater 
to local neighborhoods, local employees, and through traffic. 

Based on 2007 ESRI Business Information Solutions data (projected based on Census data), the 
average per capita income for the study area was $27,402.  The per capita income of the study 
area is lower than that of Anne Arundel County ($36,758), lower than that of Howard County 
($45,121), and lower than that of the State of Maryland ($33,153). 

Commercial Space and Current Tenants 

As of October 2007, the MD 175 corridor contained a variety convenience and specialty retail 
businesses, such as general merchandise, apparel, furniture, and other retail businesses.  Major 
anchor tenants included Food Lion and CVS Pharmacy; smaller-shop tenants included a mix of 
fast-food restaurants, coffee shops, dry cleaners, beauty salons, banks, tattoo parlors, liquor 
stores, and gas stations.   

Other uses occupying larger spaces included an indoor shooting range, motel, several 
bars/nightspots, and an antiques mall.  In addition to these retail, dining, and hospitality uses, the 
corridor contains several real estate offices, a dental office, other service offices (clustered within 
the Odenton Commerce Center), and a funeral home.  Refer to the MD 175 Community Effects 
Assessment (SHA 2008) for additional details regarding MD 175 project corridor business 
characteristics, corridor customer information and parking. 

 2.   Effects on Regional Employment Characteristics 
MD 175 offers access to the region, with connections to MD 295, I-95 and US 29 that provide 
access to Washington, Baltimore, and Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall 
Airport.  Roadway improvements can be an incentive to businesses to relocate to or remain in an 
already developed area by providing a safer, more efficient transportation system. 

Dominant industries associated with the MD 175 project corridor include the retail trade, food 
service, and manufacturing industries.  For regional and local businesses, MD 175 is an 
important connecting route between Odenton and MD 295, and serves as primary access to Fort 
Meade and Odenton from MD 295 and MD 32.  Employment in the region is anticipated to grow 
with planned commercial and office development in the area.  The new jobs and residents 
associated with BRAC, coupled with a number of major developments in the Odenton area (and 
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enhanced use lease developments on Fort Meade), offer potential to change the market position 
of the MD 175 corridor in relation to competitive destinations in the region.  These jobs, 
residents, and new developments could revitalize the corridor, allowing it to add new 
commercial businesses and become more of a regional destination.  Commuting time to all 
businesses, attractiveness of regional businesses to patrons, and safety would all be enhanced 
under the build alternatives.   

 3. Effects on Local Employment Characteristics 
Business/commercial property acquisition will be required in certain areas by the build 
alternatives and depending on the alternative, business displacements would also be required in 
some areas.  Table III-6 summarizes the number of business displacements and estimated right-
of-way required from commercial properties by each alternative.  The number of displacements 
listed in Table III-6 refers to the actual number of buildings displaced, not the number of tenants 
in the displaced building.  See Table III-7 for additional information and location of multiple 
tenants. 

Table III-6. Business Displacements and Right-of-Way Impacts to Commercial Properties 

Alternative Business 
Displacements 

Right-Of-Way Required from 
Commercial Properties (Acres) 

Number of Commercial 
Properties Affected 

1 0 0 0 

2 0 1.0 7 

3 41 51.3 – 51.4 118 - 119 

4 
(Modified) 6 – 40 18.7 – 50.9 36 - 118 

5 6 - 40 18.7 – 50.9 36 - 118 

6 17 33.9 – 34.1 110 - 112 

6A 16 33.5 - 33.7 102 - 104 

 

Table III-7 provides a list of the possible business displacements with the alternative(s) that 
would displace the given business.  Locations where multiple tenants would be displaced have 
been noted.  Vacant commercial buildings have also been noted.  A direct effect of business 
displacements is the potential for employees to be out of work temporarily.  Of the 41 possible 
business displacements, North Odenton Plaza, Salon U/Pizza Express, Odenton Commerce 
Center, and Pizza Boli’s/Fort Liquor each appear to have the highest number of employees (in 
the range of +/- 20) that would be impacted.  Given that the current commercial vacancy rate 
along the MD 175 corridor is approximately three percent, many of the displaced businesses may 
be able to relocate to these existing sites or to one of the new commercial developments planned 
within the area.  As part of the relocation process the SHA provides advisory services to those 
displaced businesses who wish to relocate within the area.  Through coordination with SHA’s 
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District 5 Right-of-Way Office and the Office of Real Estate, efforts will be made to process 
relocations efficiently and minimize disruptions to businesses and their employees.   

 

Table III-7. Summary of Potentially Displaced Businesses 
Business 

Name Location Proposed Alternative 
Causing Displacement 

Shell Gas Station  2753 Annapolis Road  

(intersection of Max Blobs Park Road 
and MD 175) 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A 

Friendly’s Restaurant (within 
Ridgeview Plaza) 

Annapolis Road (west of Rockenbach 
Road) 

Alternative 3 

Shell Gas Station  2631 Annapolis Road (intersection of 
Rockenbach Road and MD 175) 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6, 6A and 
6 with 21 ½ Street Shift  

 Sunoco Gas Station 1433 Annapolis Road (east of 
MD 175/MD 32 interchange) 

Alternative 3 

Odenton Fire Department 1425 Annapolis Road (just east of 
Baldwin Road) 

Alternative 3 

Fisher/Federated Auto Parts 1419 Annapolis Road (just east of 
Nevada Avenue) 

Alternative 3 

Verizon Annapolis Road (east of Nevada 
Avenue) 

Alternative 3 

Odenton Commerce Center 
(multiple tenants, one building 
only) 

1413A Annapolis Road (just west of 
Morgan Road) 

Alternatives 3 and 6 

Donaldson Funeral Home  1411 Annapolis Road (just west of 
Morgan Road)  

Alternatives 3 and 6 

Bank of Glen Burnie  1405 Annapolis Road  

(intersection  of Morgan Road and 
MD 175) 

Alternatives 3 and 6 

Odenton Florist  1319 Annapolis Road  

(just east of the West County Library 
Entrance) 

Alternatives 3, 6, and 6A 

Vacant 2826 Jessup Road (intersection of 
Race Road and MD 175) 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A 

Chevron Gas Station 2760 Annapolis Road (intersection of 
Clark Road and MD 175) 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A 

Exxon Gas Station 7898 Ridge Road (intersection of 
Ridge Road and MD 175) 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6, 6 with 
21 ½ Street Shift and 6A 

Lisa Cleaners 2630 Annapolis Road (intersection of 
Ridge Road and MD 175) 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6, 6 with 
21 ½ Street Shift and 6A 

North Odenton Plaza–Lot 6 
Gemini Tattoo Boutique 

1698 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 
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Business 
Name Location Proposed Alternative 

Causing Displacement 
North Odenton Plaza–Lot 5 (2 
tenants) 

1692 1696 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

North Odenton Plaza–Lot 4 (3 
tenants) 

1692 A-D Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

North Odenton Plaza–Lot 3 (4 
tenants) 

1690 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

North Odenton Plaza–Lot 2 (3 
tenants) 

1686-1688 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternatives 3, 6 and 6A  

New Star Tavern 1680 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Dry Clean Express 1668 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

400 Club Cocktail Lounge 1670 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Odenton TV & Radio 1656 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Salon U/Pizza Express 1642 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Progressive Motion Hair 1636 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Pizza Boli’s/Fort Liquor 1628 Annapolis Road (west of  
Charter Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins 1614 Annapolis Road (east of Charter 
Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

BP Gas Station 1604 Annapolis Road (east of Charter 
Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Tom’s Liquors 1592 Annapolis Road (east of Charter 
Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Fortview Plaza - The Pink Suite 
Mini Spa 

1590 Annapolis Road (east of Charter 
Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Fortview Plaza - Naked Art 
Tattoos 

1588 Annapolis Road (east of Charter 
Oaks Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Fortview Plaza (3 tenants) 1580 Annapolis Road (west of Blue 
Water Boulevard) 

Alternatives 3, 6 and 6A  

Fortview Plaza  (2 tenants) 1576 Annapolis Road (west of Blue 
Water Boulevard) 

Alternative 3, 6 and 6A  

Blackwell’s Garage 1564 Annapolis Road (west of Blue 
Water Boulevard)  

Alternative 3 

Radio Shack 1554 Annapolis Road (east of Blue 
Water Boulevard) 

Alternative 3 

Town Center Realty 1428 Annapolis Road (just east of 
Baldwin Road) 

Alternatives 3, 6 and 6A  
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Business 
Name Location Proposed Alternative 

Causing Displacement 
Sister Julia Palm Reading 1418 Annapolis Road (just east of 

Nevada Avenue) 
Alternatives 3, 6 and 6A  

Goodman Dentistry (3 tenants) 1416 Annapolis Road (just west of 
Dare Street) 

Alternatives 3, 6, and 6A 

Bethel-Nichols United Methodist 
Cemetery 

Annapolis Road (intersection of Town 
Center Boulevard and MD 175) 

Alternative 6A 

C&J Entertainment 1400 Old Annapolis Road (just east of 
Lokus Road) 

Alternatives 3 and 6A 

Exxon Gas Station 1318 Annapolis Road (just east of 
Winmeyer Avenue) 

Alternatives 3, 6, and 6A 

 
Including the possible displacements, the number of business properties from which right-of-way 
acquisition would be required ranges from 36 to 119, depending on the build alternative, except 
for Alternative 2.  If the strip right-of-way does not reduce parking below minimum 
requirements, the ability of the business to function would not be affected. Those businesses 
where right-of-way is required and the number of impacted parking spaces affects the business to 
the point that their ability to function is compromised are listed as displacements in Table III-8. 

The indirect effects on existing businesses in the project area in terms of accessibility would vary 
according to the location of the business.  Several of the build alternatives have a median 
incorporated into their designs in various areas along the MD 175 corridor.  Compared to the 
existing unrestricted access to business, the proposed median would change access and travel 
patterns, requiring drivers wishing to access businesses on the opposite side of the road to drive 
to the nearest intersection and perform a U-turn.  The median breaks along MD 175 for the build 
alternatives would be designed to safely accommodate heavy U-turn volumes, thus mitigating 
the negative effects of the MD 175 median on access to businesses.  Another potential impact to 
MD 175 business accessibility would be during the construction phase.  During construction, the 
SHA will coordinate with area businesses to assist in the distribution of information to customers 
before, during, and after the construction phase to keep the public informed about the type and 
timing of expected changes and how customers may access businesses during and after the 
improvements are in place through media such as newspaper articles, flyers, maps, and signage 
(especially signage that points customers to access breaks).   

Many of the existing businesses lining both sides of MD 175 throughout the study area are close 
to the existing edge of the road, and many of these businesses have small parking areas to serve 
their patrons immediately adjacent to the buildings containing the businesses.  Any amount of 
widening to MD 175, particularly to the north, would eliminate parking spaces to some degree. 
Parking impacts have been assessed for each individual business along the MD 175 corridor for 
each build alternative.  Under Alternative 1, parking conditions would remain the same as under 
current conditions.  Table III-8 summarizes the results of the parking impact analysis. 

Throughout April 2008, the SHA held a series of five meetings with business owners along the 
MD 175 project corridor.  A total of 32 business owners/operators representing 49 businesses 
were in attendance.  The meetings afforded business owners the opportunity to get an overview 
of the project, evaluate preliminary impacts to their business, review large scale mapping of each 
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of the alternatives and provide comments.  Representatives from SHA’s Office of Real Estate 
and District 5 Right-of-Way were also in attendance to assist business owners with any questions 
they had about the property acquisition process and relocation assistance program.  The SHA is 
compiling all the business owner’s comments and will continue to work with the business 
owners throughout project development to limit business impacts to the extent possible. 

4.  Tax Base 
Commercial properties along the MD 175 corridor contributed an estimated nearly $500,000 in 
annual real property taxes to Anne Arundel County (based on current assessed values and the 
2007 County real property tax rate).  Table III-9 summarizes the County property tax base.  

Table III-9. Estimated County Property Tax Base for MD 175 Corridor (2007). 

Depending on the build alternative, as many as 41 business properties would be displaced for this 
project.  An adverse effect on the tax base is not anticipated with the commercial displacements 
and right-of-way acquisition associated with the proposed roadway improvements due to the 
proportion of existing commercial properties that will remain along the corridor and the benefit 
they will experience (e.g. reduction in congestion, improved mobility, safety and operation, etc.) 
from the project roadway improvements.  Additionally, new commercial and residential 
developments are more likely to occur and benefit from the project roadway improvements in 
terms of the enhanced mobility, reduction in congestion, improved safety and operation. 

 C. Land Use 

  1. Existing and Future Land Use 
Existing land use is shown on Figure III-4.  A substantial portion of the study area consists of 
Fort Meade located in the central and southern portions of the study area.  The National Security 
Agency (NSA) is located within Fort Meade in the southern end of the study area.  Most of the 
residential land uses are single-family dwellings located in general, north of MD 175 except in 
the Odenton area where single-family dwellings are located mostly south of MD 175.  
Townhouse and multiple family dwelling residential uses are included in the north central and 
eastern portions of the study area.  Retail and a small amount of office land uses are mostly 
located along MD 175.  In general, industrial uses are concentrated in the eastern portion of the 
study area in the vicinity of the MARC Penn Line and MD 170.  Institutional uses such as 
schools and churches are scattered throughout the study area.  Parks and recreational areas as 
well as natural open space land uses are mostly located north of MD 175.  Agricultural land uses 
occur sparsely in the western and central portions of the study area.  In addition, there are a 
number of vacant land areas identified throughout the study area. 

Property Type 
Commercial 

SF 
Assessed 

Value 

Tax Rate per 
$100 of Assessed 

Value 
Total Real 

Property Taxes 

Retail 420,637 $36,916,700 0.891 $328,928 

Office/Service 175,168 $15,581,500 0.891 $138,831 

Vacant 19,112 $3,493,000 0.891 $31,123 

Total 614,917 $55,991,200 - $498,882 
Source:  BBPC, MD Department of Assessments & Taxation, 2007 



Existing
Site Business or Available  Impacted Displ.  Impacted Displ. Impacted Displ. Impacted Displ. Impacted Displ. Impacted Displ.

Address Shopping Center Name Parking Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Remarks
 Impacted Displ.  Impacted Displ.

Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n)
1318 Annapolis Rd Exxon Gas Station 26 0 N 0 N 26 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 26 Y 26 Y
1319 Annapolis Rd Odenton Florist 6 0 N 0 N 6 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 6 Y 6 Y
1400 Old Annapolis Rd C & J Entertainment 6 0 N 0 N 6 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N 6 Y
Along Annapolis Rd MTA Parking 752 0 N 0 N 11 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 26 N 16 N 752 overall MTA spaces
Along Morgan Rd MTA Parking see note 0 N 13 N 13 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 13 N 13 N
        Annapolis Rd Nichols Bethel Methodist Ch Cemetery 0 0 N 0 N 0 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N 0 Y
1405 Annapolis Rd Bank of Glen Burnie 25 0 N 0 N 25 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 25 Y 0 N
         Duckins St Bank of Glen Burnie 26 0 N 0 N 3 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 N 3 N Parking Area
1411 Annapolis Rd Donaldson Funeral Home 56 0 N 0 N 56 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 56 Y 0 N
1413A-B Annapolis Rd Odenton Commerce Center 68 0 N 0 N 37 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 37 Y 0 N Disp. - 1 Building only
1416 Annapolis Rd Goodman Dentistry 17 0 N 0 N 17 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 17 Y 17 Y
1417 Annapolis Rd Verizon 12 0 N 0 N 12 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N 0 N
1418 Annapolis Rd Sister Julia Palm Reading 5 0 N 0 N 5 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 5 Y 5 Y
1419 Annapolis Rd Federated/Fisher Auto Parts 14 0 N 0 N 14 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 N See Note ² 0 N
1425 Annapolis Rd Odenton Volunteer Fire Department 122 0 N 0 N 122 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N 0 N
1428 Annapolis Rd Town Center Realty 2 0 N 0 N 2 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 Y 2 Y
1433 Annapolis Rd Sunoco Gas Station 18 0 N 0 N 18 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N 0 N
1492 Annapolis Rd Bridgestone-Firestone Tires 14 0 N 0 N 3 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1496 Annapolis Rd Blockbuster Video 37 0 N 0 N 0 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1502 Annapolis Rd VACANT 41 0 N 0 N 1 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 N
1524 Annapolis Rd Hess Gas Station 8 0 N 0 N 2 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1536 Annapolis Rd Champion Moss Realty 10 0 N 0 N 2 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1554 Annapolis Rd Radio Shack 6 0 N 2 N 6 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 N See Note ²
1558 Annapolis Rd VACANT 45 0 N 0 N 13 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 13 N
1560 Annapolis Rd VACANT 19 0 N 0 N 2 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1564 Annapolis Rd Blackwell's Garage 2 0 N 0 N 2 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N Owners personal use
1566 Annapolis Rd VACANT 14 0 N 0 N 7 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N

        Annapolis Rd Padres Gift Palace 5 0 N 0 N 5 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 5 Y Fortview Plaza
1576 Annapolis Rd Mr. Major's Barber Shop 11 0 N 0 N 11 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 11 Y Fortview Plaza
1580 Annapolis Rd Praise Hair & Beauty Salon 5 0 N 0 N 5 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 5 Y Fortview Plaza
        Annapolis Rd Entrance & parking between buildings 8 0 N 0 N 8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 8 N/A Fortview Plaza
1582 Annapolis Rd Song's Custom Tailor 5 0 N 0 N 5 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 5 Y Fortview Plaza
1584 Annapolis Rd Caribbean Soul Food & Carry-out 6 0 N 0 N 6 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 6 Y See Note ² See Note ² Fortview Plaza
1586 Annapolis Rd VACANT 12 0 N 0 N 0 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N Fortview Plaza
1586 Annapolis Rd VACANT 10 0 N 0 N 0 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N Fortview Plaza
1588 Annapolis Rd Naked Art Tattoos 5 0 N 0 N 5 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N Fortview Plaza
1590 Annapolis Rd The Pink Suite Mini Spa 3 0 N 0 N 3 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N Fortview Plaza  

*Fortview Plaza total parking 65 0 0 43 35

1592 Annapolis Rd Toms Liquors & Korean Restaurant 7 0 N 0 N 7 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1600 Annapolis Rd First Mariner Bank 23 0 N 0 N 6 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1604 Annapolis Rd BP Gas Station 9 0 N 0 N 9 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1614 Annapolis Rd Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins 43 0 N 1 N 43 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 N
1616 Annapolis Rd VACANT 24 0 N 0 N 2 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1624 Annapolis Rd VACANT 7 0 N 0 N 7 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N Undefined Spaces
1628 Annapolis Rd Pizza Boli's/ Fort Liquor 11 0 N 0 N 11 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1634 Annapolis Rd Video Outlet 21 0 N 0 N 8 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1636 Annapolis Rd Progressive Motion Hair 15 0 N 0 N 15 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 N See Note ² See Note ²
1642 Annapolis Rd Salon U/Pizza Express 15 0 N 0 N 15 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 N
1656 Annapolis Rd Odenton TV & Radio 12 0 N 0 N 12 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 N
1658 Annapolis Rd Your Barbershop/Park's Martial Arts 17 0 N 0 N 4 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N
1668 Annapolis Rd Dry Clean Express 10 0 N 0 N 10 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 N
1670 Annapolis Rd 400 Club Cocktail Lounge 16 0 N 0 N 16 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 N
1676 Annapolis Rd My Place Bar & Lounge 14 0 N 0 N 5 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 N
1680 Annapolis Rd New Star Tavern 12 0 N 0 N 12 Y N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 N
1682 Annapolis Rd KFC/Long John Silvers 15 0 N 0 N 4 N N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 N

* Parking impacts for individual businesses at Fortview Plaza have been estimated based on cursory field and aerial photography review.

Table III-8
Summary of Impacted Business Parking Spaces

MD 175 Corridor Alternatives

Alternative 3 Alternative 6 Alternative 6AAlternative 6 with
Fort Meade 21-1/2 St

Shift

¹ Alternatives 2, 3 or 6 may be applied in the area from 1318 Annapolis Road to 1698 Annapolis Road.

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alt. 4 Mod.¹ Alternative 5¹

² Alternative 6 applies in this area.



Existing
Site Business or Available  Impacted Displ.  Impacted Displ. Impacted Displ. Impacted Displ. Impacted Displ. Impacted Displ.

Address Shopping Center Name Parking Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n) Remarks
 Impacted Displ.  Impacted Displ.

Parking (y/n) Parking (y/n)
1686 Annapolis Rd Deno's Pizza N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A Y North Odenton Plaza
1688 Annapolis Rd Bill's Liquor & Lounge, Packing Goods N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A Y North Odenton Plaza
1690 Annapolis Rd Cluck-U-Chicken N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N North Odenton Plaza
         Annapolis Rd Nametag Cleaners & Tailors N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A Y North Odenton Plaza
1690 Annapolis Rd Dawn's Beauty Salon N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N North Odenton Plaza
1690 Annapolis Rd Grace Garden N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N North Odenton Plaza
1690 Annapolis Rd Coin-Op Laundry N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N See Note ² See Note ² North Odenton Plaza
1692 Annapolis Rd Louise's Braids & Weaves N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N North Odenton Plaza
1692 Annapolis Rd Mona's Gourmet Carry-out N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N North Odenton Plaza
1692 Annapolis Rd Pro Tip Nails Salon N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N North Odenton Plaza
1694 Annapolis Rd Traffic Bar & Lounge N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N North Odenton Plaza
1696 Annapolis Rd Bangkok Kitchen & Thai Restaurant N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N North Odenton Plaza
1698 Annapolis Rd Gemini Tattoo Boutique N N Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N North Odenton Plaza

** North Odenton Plaza parking 116 0 0 116 15

Clark Rd & 20 1/2 St U.S. Army Reserve Center Parking Lot 700 0 N 0 N 23 N 11 N 4 N 0 N 0 N
2602 Annapolis Rd Liquors/Sunny's Tailors/Barber Shop 15 0 N 0 N 4 N 4 N 4 N 4 N 4 N
2630 Annapolis Rd Lisa Cleaners 9 0 N 0 N 9 Y 9 Y 9 Y 9 Y 9 Y
2631 Annapolis Rd Shell Gas Station 9 0 N 0 N 9 Y 9 Y 9 Y 9 Y
7898 Ridge Rd Exxon Gas Station 18 0 N 0 N 18 Y 18 Y 18 Y 18 Y
        Annapolis Rd Ridgeview Plaza 656 0 N 0 N 39 Y 23 N 23 N 0 N 1 Displ. - Friendly's Rest.
2733 Annapolis Rd Latelas Discount Liquors 75 0 N 0 N 30 N 30 N 30 N 30 N
2747 Annapolis Rd Pit Stop Automotive Center 16 0 N 0 N 6 N 6 N 6 N 6 N
2747 Annapolis Rd Baltimore Washington Auto Outlet 52 0 N 0 N 16 N 16 N 16 N 16 N
2753 Annapolis Rd Shell Gas Station 9 0 N 0 N 9 Y 9 Y 9 Y 9 Y
2760 Annapolis Rd Chevron Gas Station 24 0 N 4 N 24 Y 24 Y 24 Y 24 Y
7890 Max Blobs Park Rd Staging area for future water line 0 0 N 0 N 0 Y 0 Y 0 Y 0 Y See Note ² See Note ² No structure on site
2821 Jessup Rd St. Lawrence Church & Parish Center 136 0 N 0 N 0 N 2³ N 2³ N 2³ N
2826 Jessup Rd VACANT 30 0 N 0 N 30 Y 30 Y 30 Y 30 Y
2827 Jessup Rd School Bus Parking/Storage 3 0 N 0 N 3 Y 3 Y 3 Y 3 Y Res. Displ. w/Bus parking area
2846 Jessup Rd Duvall’s Marketplace 17 0 N 0 N 5 N 5 N 5 N 5 N
2848 Jessup Rd Stiegler’s Florist 12 0 N 0 N 1 N 1 N 1 N 1 N
2851 Jessup Rd U.S. Post Office 31 0 N 0 N 5 N 5 N 5 N 5 N
2862 Jessup Rd Jessup Baptist Church 40 0 N 0 N 9 N 9 N 9 N 9 N
  

** Parking impacts for the combined businesses at North Odenton Plaza have been estimated based on cursory field and aerial photography review

³ Parking impact assumes Interchange Option A2

Alternative 5¹ Alternative 6

Table III-8 (cont.)
Summary of Impacted Business Parking Spaces

MD 175 Corridor Alternatives

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alt. 4 Mod.¹  

² Alternative 6 applies in this area.

This summary table assumes that all parking is removed for businesses that are a total displacement.
¹ Alternatives 2, 3 or 6 may be applied in the area from 1318 Annapolis Road to 1698 Annapolis Road.

Alternative 6 with Alternative 6A
Fort  Meade

21-1/2 Street Shift
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The Anne Arundel County General Development Plan, 1997, which sets forth a general land use 
plan for the entire County, divides the County into 16 small planning areas, each with its own 
more detailed land use plan.  Within the MD 175 socioeconomic study area, there are portions of 
three small planning areas – Jessup/Maryland City, Severn and Odenton (Figure III–2).  In 
addition, the portion of the Odenton Small Planning Area within the study area includes the 
Odenton Growth Management Area, also referred to as the Odenton Town Center (OTC).  Land 
use within the OTC is governed by the Odenton Town Center Master Plan, 2003. 

Future land use in the study area is indicated on Figures III-5 and III-5A based on the land use 
plans and recommendations contained in the respective Small Area Plans and Master Plan.  
Summarized below are key land use recommendations contained in the plans. 

Jessup/Maryland City 
The Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan defines several proposed land use changes which are 
located in the MD 175 study area that are outlined below. 

• Blob’s Park, located on the south side of MD 175 just east of MD 295, is proposed to 
change land use designation from residential low-medium density to mixed use 
residential.  The mixed-use designation will allow a broader range of housing including 
townhouses, condominiums, senior housing, as well as some office and local retail uses.  
It is the property owner’s intention to retain the Blob’s Park commercial establishment 
and the existing family homes on the site, which contains over 250 acres. 

• Clarks 100, located on the south side of MD 175 between MD 295 and Brock Bridge 
Road, is proposed to change land use designation from residential low-medium density to 
mixed use residential.  Consisting of approximately 210 acres, the Clarks 100 site has 
multiple owners, with the developer of National Business Park, which borders the site to 
the south owning over 190 acres.  The developer of National Business Park is interested 
in developing the southern portion of Clarks 100 with similar office park uses and the 
remainder of the site with a mix of single family homes and townhouses, a village center 
including a mix of commercial and civic uses, and a community recreation center. 

• Properties along the north side of MD 175 between Race Road and Jessup Elementary 
School are proposed to change land use designation from residential low-medium density 
to commercial and residential-commercial transition.  The transitional land use 
designation will permit the conversion of existing residences into small scale businesses 
while maintaining residential character.  The commercial designation will permit the 
development of a Village Center that could include a local-scale planned commercial 
complex, small business uses and residential uses. 

• Parcels located south of MD 175 between MD 295 and Sellner Road are proposed to 
change land use designation from residential low-medium density to residential low 
density.  This will permit the retention of the low-density character that is desired for this 
area. 

• Greater Jessup area located along MD 175 and north up to MD 100 is proposed to change 
land use designation from residential low-medium density to residential low density.  
This will permit the retention of the low-density character that is desired for this area. 
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• Properties along the south side of MD 175 west of Brock Bridge Road are proposed to 
change land use designation from residential low density to residential – commercial 
transition.  This will permit small scale businesses to be located in the transition area 
while maintaining residential character. 

Development projects that are in the pipeline (i.e., planned, proposed or at some stage in the 
planning process) in the Jessup/Maryland City Small Planning Area within the MD 175 study 
area include: 

• Parkside (south of MD 175, west of Ridgeview Plaza) – a mixed-use development 
proposing residential use (119 single family units, 884 townhouses, condominiums), 
408,750 gross square feet of office use and retail use (136,250 gross square feet of 
shopping center). 

• Race Road Property (Race Road near Brock Bridge Road) – industrial and office 
development proposing 95,000 gross square feet of industrial use and 6,000 gross square 
feet of office use. 

• Waterbury Forest (near Race Road) – a residential development proposing 33 single-
family units. 

• Clarks 100 Property (south side of MD 175 between MD 295 and Brock Bridge Road) – 
a mixed-use development proposing residential use (200 single family units), 200,000 
gross square feet of office use and retail use (40,000 square feet of shopping center). 

• Nicole Haven (near Wigley Avenue) – a residential development proposing 16 single-
family units. 

Severn 
The Severn Small Area Plan defines several proposed land use changes which are located in the 
MD 175 study area that are discussed below: 

• Kirk Property, located north of MD 175 up to Arundel Mills Boulevard between MD 295 
and Clark Road, is proposed to change land use designation to employment mixed use.  
The mixed-use designation will provide better integration of places of work, shopping, 
recreation and living into a more compact area while minimizing the residential 
development impact in this part of the Anne Arundel County. 

• 1841 Stillmeadows Drive is proposed to change land use designation to residential high 
density.  This land use designation is in keeping with the character of the surrounding 
area and will increase homeownership opportunities in the community. 

Development projects that are in the pipeline in the Severn Small Planning Area within the 
MD 175 study area include: 

• Dellospidale Property (near Reece Road and Van Bokkelen Elementary School) –               
a residential development proposing 138 townhouses. 

• Reecewood Estates (near Reece Road and Van Bokkelen Elementary School) –                      
a residential development proposing 25 single family units. 

• St. Clair Property (north of MD 175 opposite Ridgeview Plaza) –                         
a residential development proposing 103 single family units. 
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• Home Depot (Clark Road, north of MD 175 and east of MD 295) – a retail development 
proposing the following:  119,864 square feet home improvement store, 12,320 square 
feet special retail store, 3,514 square feet drive-in bank, and 1,200 square feet fast food 
restaurant. 

• Stoney Run Village (near Ridge Road, north of Severn Road) – a residential development 
proposing 152 condominiums, 280 apartments and 107 elderly housing detached units. 

Odenton 
The Odenton Small Area Plan defines several proposed land use changes which are located in 
the MD 175 study area that are discussed below: 

• Property along the north side of MD 32 west of Sappington Station Road is proposed to 
change land use from Residential Low-Medium Density/Industrial to Residential Low-
Medium Density.  This will recognize MD 32 as the appropriate boundary between 
industrial land use currently located south of MD 32 and residential use currently located 
north of MD 32. 

• Property along the north side of MD 175 west of Sappington Station Road is proposed to 
change land use designation from residential high density defined by the Odenton Small 
Area Plan to being included in the Odenton Growth Management Area addressed in the 
Odenton Town Center Master Plan. 

No development projects in the pipeline in the Odenton Small Planning Area were identified 
within the MD 175 study area. 

Odenton Town Center 
The Odenton Town Center Master Plan, 2003 (OTCMP) provides general planning guidance and 
regulatory directives for land use in the Odenton Town Center (OTC). The OTC has been 
divided into seven sub-areas, each with a specific character and purpose within the overall OTC 
planning concept.  The seven sub-areas (Core, Village, Transition, Industrial, East Odenton, 
North Odenton, and Fort Meade Areas) are indicated on Figure III–5A.  Each sub-area has been 
subdivided into blocks for which the Master Plan defines development criteria such as land use 
mix, intensity/density and other issues important to an urban center.  Figure III–5A indicates the 
blocks where the various land use mix types are applied.   

Development projects that are in the pipeline in the Odenton Town Center in the MD 175 study 
area include: 

• Odenton Business Park (north of MD 175 and west of MD 170) – an industrial 
development proposing 97,250 gross square feet of general light industrial use. 

• Telegraph Commerce Center (near MD 170, south of MD 32) – a business park 
development proposing 43,350 square feet and a 16-pump service station with 
convenience market and car wash. 

• Village at Odenton Station (south of MD 175, west of the Odenton MARC station) – a 
transit-oriented development proposing 60,000 square feet of retail use, 90,000 square 
feet of office use and residential use (227 condominium units).  
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• Odenton Town Center at Seven Oaks (northeast quadrant of MD 175/MD 32 interchange) 
– a mixed-use development proposing 1.5 million square feet. 

• Odenton Town Square (south of MD 175, east of the Odenton MARC station) – a mixed-
use development proposing 74,000 square feet of retail use, residential use (572 
apartments and condominiums, 250 townhouses, five single family units) and a hotel. 

• Town Center Commons (north of Hale Road, east of MD 32) – a residential development 
proposing 250 units. 

• Eastern Petroleum (north side of MD 175 near Charter Oaks Boulevard) – a commercial 
development proposing a service station with 18 fueling positions, a convenience market 
and car wash. 

• Winmark Center Parcel (Odenton Road area, west of Sappington Station Road) – a 
commercial development proposing 42, 000 square feet of medical space. 

• Odenton Baptist Church (MD 170, south of Odenton Road) – and institutional 
development proposing expansion due to a 125-student increased enrollment including a 
5,958 square feet church sanctuary expansion. 

• Odenton Assemblage (north of MD 175, east of MD 32) – a mixed use development 
proposing residential use (154 condominiums) and a 100-room hotel. 

In summary, there are many opportunities within the MD 175 study area for planned growth in 
residential, commercial, office and industrial development in accordance with the 
recommendations and regulatory directives for future development contained in the Small Area 
Plans and OTCMP.  As a result of the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process 
which will bring thousands of Department of Defense jobs and related private sector jobs to Fort 
Meade, the area is expecting a large increase in development.   

 2. Effects on Land Use 
There are six master plans that govern land use in parts of the study area including:  the 1997 
Anne Arundel County General Development Plan (The County Plan), the 2003 Odenton Small 
Area Plan, the 2003 Odenton Town Center Master Plan, the 1999 MD 175 Roadway and 
Streetscape and Odenton Town Center Master Plan (The Roadway Plan), the Jessup-Maryland 
City Small Area Plan (February 2004) and the Severn Small Area Plan (July 2002).  The 
MD 175 project is consistent with the goals and objectives of both local and regional master 
planning efforts. 

MD 175 is included in the 2004 Highway Needs Inventory and has been identified by Anne 
Arundel County as its top priority transportation project.  The MD 175 project is integral to the 
commercial revitalization of the MD 175 corridor, the development of the OTC, to support the 
employment growth at and around Fort Meade, and to improve traffic operations, intermodal 
connectivity and vehicular and pedestrian safety on MD 175. 

 3. Compliance with Smart Growth Initiatives 
In 1992, the State of Maryland adopted the Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning 
Act that established a series of "Visions" for Maryland's future.  Under the act, the visions must 
be implemented within the context of a local comprehensive plan.  Some visions contained with 
the act that are relevant to the MD 175 project include: 
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• Concentrate development in suitable areas  
• Protect sensitive areas  
• Conserve resources  
• Encourage economic growth 

The Smart Growth Areas Act was enacted in October 1997 with the intent to direct state funding 
for growth-related projects to areas designated as Priority Funding Areas (PFAs).  The PFAs are 
existing communities and other areas designated for growth by local jurisdictions in accordance 
with the criteria outlined in the Smart Growth legislation.  The Smart Growth Areas Act directs 
development to existing towns, neighborhoods and business areas by directing State 
infrastructure improvements to those places.  The MD 175 study area contains neighborhoods 
designated for revitalization by the Department of Housing and Community Development under 
the 1997 Act.  Except for the areas at the MD 175/MD 295 interchange and MD 175/MD 32 
interchange, the MD 175 project area is located within the PFA (Figure III-6).  Prior to receiving 
state funding for construction and/or engineering and ROW acquisition, the project must be 
evaluated by both the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Maryland Department of 
Planning for compliance with the 1997 Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation – Priority 
Funding Area Act. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not add capacity to MD 175 and would not facilitate changes in the 
existing pattern of growth.  As a result, Alternatives 1 and 2 do not require further review for 
consistency with the 1992 Planning Act. 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified 5, 6 and 6A would add capacity to MD 175 since each of these 
alternatives propose widening MD 175 to provide additional lanes.  These alternatives would not 
facilitate changes in the existing pattern of growth but will serve to accommodate future 
transportation needs in and around Fort Meade, particularly in light of the 2005 BRAC process 
which is expected to significantly increase employment and development in the area. 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A are consistent with the local comprehensive plans.  Each 
of these alternatives would:  provide improvements to MD 175, including sidewalk; improve 
pedestrian and bicycle safety; support economic development along the MD 175 corridor; and 
connect the OTC with the surrounding area.  All of which are consistent with the objectives and 
goals of the local master plans. 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A would support development in suitable areas or 
designated development areas.  Except for the areas at the MD 175/MD 295 interchange and 
MD 175/MD 32 interchange, the MD 175 project area is located within the Priority Funding 
Area. 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A would not avoid adverse impacts to sensitive areas.  
Depending on the alternative, with options included, environmental impacts would include the 
following:  from 1.15 to 2.26 acres of wetlands, 0.6 acre of floodplains, 585 to 1635 linear feet of 
waters of the U.S., and 11.7 to 32.2 acres of woodlands.  The MD 175 project will comply with 
the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) and MD Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) regulations to minimize impacts to water quality and to address forest conservation 
requirements. 

The MD 175 project is not located in a rural area and therefore, the goal to promote compact 
growth in existing population centers is not applicable. 
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Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A would provide opportunities to conserve resources.  
These alternatives will incorporate measures to minimize impacts, where possible, to 
socioeconomic, cultural and natural environmental resources.  Each of these alternatives propose 
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations (sidewalk, bike lanes, multi-use trail) which offer an 
alternative to the use of automobiles.  Alternatives 6 and Alternative 6A  incorporate alignment 
shifts to minimize or avoid environmental and cultural impacts and commercial displacements. 

Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A would promote economic growth and development in 
accordance with other elements of the State’s Smart Growth Policy.  These alternatives would 
serve to accommodate future transportation needs in and around Fort Meade and assist in 
revitalizing the commercial district in North Odenton.  The area around Fort Meade is one of the 
fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel County, particularly in light of the 2005 BRAC process.  
These alternatives are integral to the commercial revitalization of the MD 175 corridor and the 
development of the OTC.  The OTC, in conjunction with the MD 175 commercial revitalization 
district, will be one of Anne Arundel County’s primary growth areas. 

 D. Cultural Resources 
Identification and evaluation of historic architectural and archeological resources were conducted 
in accordance with federal and state laws, which protect significant cultural resources.  
Background research and field surveys were conducted to facilitate identification of cultural 
resources.  An Area of Potential Effect (APE) was delineated to identify resources and evaluate 
the potential impacts of those resources. 

All cultural resources identified during the architectural and archeological surveys were 
evaluated for their eligibility to be included on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  
The NRHP criteria evaluates the significance of properties based on their integrity, and 
determine if those properties are associated with broad patterns of our history (Criterion A); or 
are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B); or that embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction representing the work of a 
master, or have artistic value (Criterion C); or that yield information important in prehistory or 
history (Criterion D) (36 CFR 60.4, and National Register Bulletin No. 15). 

SHA conducted initial coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) in March 2007 to 
identify historic sites and archeological resources within the APE for the MD 175 project.  All 
cultural resources identified were documented and submitted to MHT for eligibility 
determinations.  Correspondence documenting coordination is included in Appendix C. 

 1.  Historic Standing Structures 
“Historic standing structures” refers to any above-ground dwelling, structure, district, or object 
that attributes to our cultural past.  When these resources meet the criteria for listing in the 
NRHP, they are historic properties that must be considered under the requirements of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.   

The APE was defined by possible physical, visual, atmospheric, and audible impacts to historic 
properties, and includes tax parcels adjacent to MD 175 within the project limits as well as 
properties adjacent to the MD 295 interchange.  The following information is summarized from 
the MD 175 Eligibility Letter (SHA 2007) and attached concurrence sheet from MHT.  On July 
13, 2007, the MHT determined that three sites, the Odenton Historic District (AA-869), the Jones 
House (AA-743), and the Trusty Friend (AA-123) are eligible for listing on the NRHP.  A fourth 
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resource, the Baltimore-Washington Parkway (AA-5), is parkland owned by the National Park 
Service (NPS) and is listed on the NRHP (Figure IV-1).   

On May 2, 2008, the MHT determined that the project will have an adverse effect on historic 
resources.  The Baltimore-Washington Parkway (AA-5) would be adversely affected by 
Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A if Interchange Options A2 or Option E are chosen.  
Interchange Option F will have no adverse effect on the Baltimore-Washington Parkway.  The 
Odenton Historic District (AA-869) and the Jones House (AA-743) would be adversely affected 
under Alternatives 3 and 6, but not Alternative 6A, which shifts to avoid these resources.  The 
Trusty Friend (AA-123) would be adversely affected by Alternatives 4 Modified and 5.  The 
effect determinations (May 2, 2008) for the entire project are located in Appendix C.   

Currently, MDOT and Anne Arundel County are working together to create the Odenton Town 
Center, a transit oriented development centered around the Odenton MARC Station.  A number 
of public initiatives (e.g., parking garages, street extensions, public utility extensions) will be 
coupled with private developments (e.g., office buildings, apartments, shops) to ultimately create 
a Town Center.  Since Jones House and surrounding land are within a short walk to the Odenton 
Station, it is an ideal spot for private development.  Although there are no formal agreements or 
MOUs to date, Reliable Contracting has purchased the Jones House property with the intent to 
relocate the house further south away from MD 175 and deeper into the Odenton Historic 
District.  The remaining land could then be used by Reliable Contracting for development, which 
would be considered “mixed use”.   

 2.  Archeological Resources 
Archeological resources relate to evidences of past human occupation that can be used to 
reconstruct the lifeways of past peoples.  These include sites, artifacts, environmental and all 
other relevant information, as well as the contexts in which they occur.  All archeological 
(prehistoric and historic) sites must be evaluated for their eligibility for the NRHP by the MHT. 

A Phase I Archeological Survey has been completed.  Previous archeological surveys have 
determined that nine of 13 known archeological sites have been determined ineligible for NRHP 
listing.  The remaining four sites were determined not eligible by the MHT on May 2, 2008.  It 
should be noted that depending on the future project design, MHT feels that remote sensing is 
likely to be required to determine possible impacts to human remains at the Nichols-Bethel 
Cemetery.     

The SHA will continue Section 106 coordination with the MHT as the project progresses and a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be prepared when a preferred alternative is designated.   

 E. Natural Environment 

The following information is summarized from the MD 175 Natural Environmental Technical 
Report (SHA 2008).  Environmental features in the project area are shown on Figures III-7A – 
III-7G. 

 1.  Topography, Geology, and Soils 
The study area is located within the western shore uplands region of the Atlantic Coastal Plain 
physiographic province, with surface elevations ranging from approximately 130 to 290 feet 
above mean sea level (MSL).  Existing slopes range from 0 to 100%.  Steep slopes are often 
forested. Low-lying areas around the margins of waterways are frequently wetlands.  The 
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Coastal Plain in Anne Arundel County is a partly dissected low plateau. V-shaped valleys that 
have short, steep slopes dissect the Coastal Plain.  Unconsolidated deposits of gravel, sand, silt, 
and clay that range in age from the Cretaceous Period to the recent underlie the Atlantic Coastal 
Plain. 

The build alternatives under consideration would have minimal effects to the existing topography 
within the project area.  None of the grades associated with the proposed build alternatives would 
exceed six percent; however, cutting and filling would be involved.  Cut and fill slopes would 
not exceed a ratio of two horizontal to one vertical from the hinge point of the proposed typical 
section to the existing ground.  The maximum depth of cut associated with the build alternatives 
would be approximately 10 feet and the maximum fill would be approximately 30 feet in bridge 
areas. 

All soils in the project area have developed from the weathering of underlying parent material.  
Weathering, by precipitation and biotic action, of these deposits over time has created some old 
deep soils that are in equilibrium and some very new evolving alluvial soils.  The relative 
influences of parent material, climate, time, relief, and biotic activity form the present soil and 
determine the resulting characteristics of that soil. The study area has two main soil associations 
and 32 different soil types. The study area contains highly erodible soils, Prime Farmland Soils, 
and Soils of Statewide Importance.  Direct impacts to soils by alternatives are summarized in 
Tables S-1 and S-2.  In accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), since the 
soils that are being impacted are not on land that is agriculturally zoned, a Farmland Conversion 
Impact Rating form is not required for this project.  

In accordance with Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) guidelines, a Sediment and 
Erosion Control Plan would be developed during the final design phase, and implemented to 
avoid and/or minimize erosion and sedimentation.  Increased runoff from additional impervious 
surfaces could impact soils, wetlands, and waterways post construction.   

 2. Aquatic Resources 
The No-Build Alternative would not result in any impacts to aquatic resources; however, each of 
the build alternatives would impact waterways to some degree.  Impacts could include direct 
impacts due to replacement of culverts and indirect impacts related to increased stormwater 
runoff and contaminants from the roadway. 

Potential impacts to water resources associated with the build alternatives would result from: 

• Construction:  These include impacts associated with physical disturbances, such as 
accidental spills and reductions in base flow caused by paving and soil compaction. 

• Facility Use:  These include impacts associated with runoff quality and quantity such as 
chemical contamination, thermal loads from heated surfaces, increased erosive flows and 
reduced base flows.  

The effects on water resources from spills or leaks from construction equipment may be reduced 
by both structural and non-structural methods.  Effective sediment and erosion control measures 
may help contain surface spills or leaks on unvegetated ground.  Secondary containment for 
portable equipment fueling tanks may help control accidental spills or leaks.  Vegetation, when 
established rapidly, may attenuate and absorb contaminants from spills or leaks.  
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Construction operation and maintenance practices that prevent releases are the most effective 
measures to prevent contamination.  Well-controlled oil changing, lubrication, fueling 
operations, and immediate repair of any fuel or hydraulic fluid leaks may eliminate the source of 
potential hydrocarbon contamination.  An intensive dust control program on construction travel 
ways may reduce off-site sedimentation from airborne particulates. 

The deleterious effects of imperviousness, reductions in groundwater recharge and associated 
stream base flow; increases in the peaks, duration, and frequencies of erosive flows; increases in 
chemical contaminant mass in runoff; and increases in runoff temperature extremes, may be 
mitigated to various degrees by stormwater management.  The minimal technique would consist 
of 12- or 24-hour extended detention.  However, advanced stormwater quality and quantity 
controls are available that can more effectively mitigate the effects of the build alternatives. 
Optimal techniques involve simple, well-designed facilities that require low maintenance and, 
commonly, include infiltration.  These designs, founded on sound geo-technical data, may 
function well in mitigating quality and quantity impacts.  

 a. Groundwater and Hydrogeology 

Anne Arundel County primarily relies on groundwater pumped directly from the Aquia, 
Magothy, Upper Patapsco, Lower Patapsco, and Patuxent aquifers.  According to MDE, there are 
no sole source aquifers located within or around the study area.   

The No-Build Alternative would not impact groundwater; however, each of the build alternatives 
would have slight impacts to groundwater.  The potential for groundwater contamination is 
similar for all of the build alternatives.  Cuts can remove the natural soils needed to attenuate 
contaminants.  Infiltration without effective pretreatment or without filtration through natural soil 
materials could constitute a threat to groundwater quality.  Water-borne chemicals in runoff may 
affect existing water supplies, from groundwater sources.  Impacts may occur from contaminants 
in watersheds up gradient from sources, including recharge areas for groundwater supplies.  
Effective sediment and erosion and stormwater management, previously discussed, will reduce 
potential changes to these supplies. 

The primary impact is the potential reduction in groundwater recharge due to additional 
impervious surface.  Groundwater base flow in the study area is critical to maintaining aquatic 
habitats and for water supply.  The quantity of groundwater available for maintenance of base 
flow may be affected by reduced groundwater recharge caused by new pavement and soil 
compaction by construction activities.  Stormwater infiltration involves techniques that capture 
and temporarily store runoff before allowing it to infiltrate into the soil over a period of time.  
Infiltration practices are an excellent technique for meeting recharge requirements and may also 
provide stormwater detention and channel protection.  These techniques usually involve the use 
of grass channels, grass filter strips, sand layers, filter fabric, and gravel.  Properly constructed 
and maintained infiltration facilities can reduce or eliminate base flow impacts.  

 b. Water Quality 

Ten different surface water resources are found within the project area.  These resources drain to 
two different watersheds: the Little Patuxent and the Severn River watershed.  In general, 
existing MD 175 rides a ridge that separates the Severn River watershed to the north and the 
Little Patuxent River Watershed to the south.  The surface water resources are first and second 
order streams that, with the exception of S18, S19, and S21 all surface waters are perpendicular 
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to MD 175. Most of these resources flow under MD 175 through pipes smaller than 36 inches in 
diameter and from an engineering viewpoint are not considered to be stream crossings.   

Benthic macro-invertebrates that may be affected in the longer term include those species that 
are intolerant of reduced water quality and/or habitat degradation such as the EPT taxa.  These 
species require clean water of ample flow velocity.  Following MDE sediment and erosion 
control regulations can reduce impacts.  Silt fence, stabilized construction entrances, diversion 
swales and berms, and sediment traps are a few of the techniques that will be utilized to reduce 
impact to water quality and the associated benthic macro-invertebrates.  

Stream temperature and quality can be adversely affected by new paved surfaces and decreased 
shading along disturbed areas.  The temperature changes primarily depend on the stream size, the 
existing temperature regime, the amount and temperature of stream baseflow, and the degree of 
shading.  

Although the road surfaces from the build alternative occasionally will generate intensively 
heated runoff stormwater management, incorporating infiltration can mitigate any temperature 
effects on the receiving waters.    

Short-term impacts associated with temporary turbidity increases, reduced water flow, and low-
level pollutant loads are likely to be minor due to the elasticity (the ability of a system to recover 
after a stress is applied) of the study area streams.  The widespread nature of most species' 
distribution and the extent of available habitat throughout the study area suggest that the major 
stream systems operate as meta-populations (population sources for re-colonization).  Should 
benthic macro-invertebrates become displaced or destroyed there is a large colonizing pool and 
sufficient avenues of dispersal to repopulate the region.  

Maryland Biological Stream Survey (MBSS) water quality data (macro-invertebrates and water 
samples) was collected and analyzed for surface waters within the MD 175 project area.  This 
data showed that water quality, aquatic habitat, and living resources in all the waterways in the 
project area have been impacted by development and land use practices, and are typical of 
watersheds in developed suburban areas throughout the Little Patuxent and Severn watersheds. 
Refer to the Natural Environmental Technical Report (SHA 2008) for more specific analysis 
information. 

c.   Waters of the United States 

A total of 10 surface water resource areas and 17 wetland areas were identified during the 
present study. 

The No-Build Alternative would not have an adverse effect on surface water resources in the 
study area.  However, the build alternatives would to varying degrees, impact surface water 
resources in the study area.  The surface water resource impacts associated with each of the build 
alternatives are summarized in Table III-10.   

Of the build alternatives, not including options, Alternative 6A could impact the greatest area of 
wetlands (2.25 acres) and Alternative 2 would impact the least amount of wetlands (0.1 acre).  
Alternative 3 would impact 1.92 acres of wetlands.  Alternatives 4 and 5 would impact between 
1.30 - 1.85 and 1.15 - 1.72 acres of wetlands, respectively.  Alternative 6 would impact 1.94 
acres of wetland.     
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Streams in the project area will be impacted by the various build options.  The No-Build and 
Build Alternative 2 would have no direct impact to area streams.  Build Alternative 5, potentially 
has the least amount of impacts ranging from 585 LF to 1,615 LF and Alternative 6 has 1,630 LF 
impacts of stream impacts but Alternative 6A has the most stream impact with 1,635 LF.   
Alternative 4 has impacts ranging from 590 LF to 1,610 LF. Build Alternative 3 has 1,355 LF of 
stream impacts.  In general, the stream impacts that would result from the build alternatives are 
due to pipe and culvert extensions and grading for proposed fill slopes.  New ditches will be cut 
where a proposed fill slope will impact an existing ditch.   

All of the build alternatives could affect stream baseflows.  The effects would be most 
pronounced in the smaller sub-watersheds where the area of reduced recharge is proportionately 
larger.  

Since the area affected by the build alternatives is relatively small compared to the drainage 
areas, peak flows at the crossings are only minimally affected.  Mitigation of these effects with 
stormwater management design will reduce adverse effects.   

The proposed build alternatives have been designed with the intention of avoiding or minimizing 
harm to these wetlands, in accordance with Executive Order 11990.  Federal, state, and local 
regulations require the mitigation and/or compensation for the unavoidable loss of wetland 
habitats.  A joint federal and state Section 404 Corps of Engineers permit is required for any 
disturbance to wetlands associated with the alternatives.  

Wetland mitigation would be coordinated with the COE, EPA, MDE, and USFWS.  Mitigation 
for wetlands could involve creating wetlands of comparable function and value to those impacted 
by construction, or restoration and/or enhancement of existing wetlands.  Mitigation for 
waterways could involve creation or restoration of waterways, creation or enhancement of 
riparian buffers, and/or removal of fish passage impediments and creation or enhancement of fish 
habitat.  A mitigation site search will be conducted during Stage III of project planning, and 
summarized in the final document for this project.  Mitigation would be targeted on-site; 
however, if on-site mitigation is not available, off-site mitigation would occur. 

Aquatic resources and water quality would be protected by the Use I in-stream work restriction, 
proper application of an approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, and other Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that meet the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual.  
Generally, no in-stream work is permitted in the Use I streams from March 15 to June 15, 
inclusive, during any year. 

Short and long term impacts would also be avoided and minimized through strict adherence to 
the Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal Projects.  The 
stormwater management guidelines became effective on July 1, 2001, and supplement the 
Stormwater Management Regulations (COMAR 26.17.02) and the Maryland Stormwater Design 
Manual, Volumes I and II.  The stormwater guidelines provide information necessary for 
submittal of stormwater management plans to the MDE Water Management Administration for 
review and approval.  Additional avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures will be 
identified in the final environmental document. 

  3. Floodplains  

The significance of floodplain encroachment was evaluated with respect to the criteria in 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management).  Floodplain encroachment was also analyzed 
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according to the Federal Aid Highway Program Manual which recommends that longitudinal 
encroachment (encroachment that parallels the stream channel) be avoided whenever possible.   

Based on review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps for Anne 
Arundel County, 100-year floodplains occur along waters of the U.S. S18 and S21 at the eastern 
end of the study area near the West County Library. Project alternatives are not configured in 
such a manner that major longitudinal floodplain encroachments will occur.  The majority of 
floodplain encroachments are anticipated to occur from the replacement or modification of 
existing bridges and culverts.  Tables S-1 and S-2 presents the potential encroachment into 
FEMA designated 100-year floodplains by the alternatives.   
 
The No-Build Alternative and Alternative 2 would not result in any impacts to floodplains; 
however, each of the other build alternatives would impact floodplains.  Impacts from the 
remaining build alternatives would result in 0.63 acre of floodplain encroachment.   

Construction within the floodplains can effect drainage patterns and floodwater control during 
and after storm events.  Floodplain avoidance is not possible under the build alternatives due to 
the existing roadway configuration.   

All construction occurring within the FEMA designated 100-year floodplain must comply with 
FEMA approved local floodplain construction requirements.  These requirements consider 
structural elevations, fill levels, and grading elevations.  If, after compliance with the 
requirements of Executive Order 11988 and 11990 Floodplain Management, new construction of 
structures or facilities are to be located in a floodplain, accepted floodproofing and other flood 
protection measures shall be applied to new construction or rehabilitation.  To achieve flood 
protection, wherever practicable, structures should be elevated above the base flood level rather 
than filling for culvert placement. 

 4. Vegetation and Wildlife 
The study area is located within a rural to suburban area that is experiencing rapid commercial 
and transportation development.  Existing plant communities and wildlife habitats were 
evaluated by field surveys of wetlands and waterways, specimen trees, and rare, threatened, and 
endangered species during which wildlife species were noted.  Specimen trees have a diameter of 
24 inches or greater measured 4.5 feet above the ground, or a diameter 75% or more of the 
diameter of the current state champion tree.  Existing vegetation includes a mix of residential 
plantings and landscape species, and deciduous and mixed second-growth forest.  A total of 137 
specimen trees from 19 species were identified within or adjacent to the proposed ROW for the 
project (Table III-11). The largest specimen tree found was a 54.0 inch dbh silver maple (Acer 
saccharinum) located near wetland 4.  One potential State Champion tree was located, a 46.0 
inch diameter river birch (Betula nigra) number 92.  

The No-Build Alternative would not result in impacts to specimen trees.  Each of the build 
alternatives would impact specimen trees ranging from 73 specimen trees impacted by 
Alternative 6A to 8 specimen trees impacted by Alternative 2. 

Conversion of existing forest lands to transportation alternatives would range from one acre 
under Alternative 2 up to 32.2 acres of forest impact for Alternative 6A.  All forest impacts will 
occur along existing forest edges along existing roadways, as opposed to forest interior or other 
undisturbed habitats.  
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Table III-10.  Summary of Impacts to Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands 
 ALTERNATIVES 

  1 2 3 4 (Modified) 5 6 6A 

RESOURCES No-Build TSM Six-Lane Roadway on 
Existing Centerline 

Four-Lane Divided Roadway 
West of Reece Road * 

Five-Lane Undivided 
Roadway with Center 

Turn Lane * 

Six-Lane Roadway 
on Shifted 
Centerline 

Six-Lane Roadway 
on Shifted 
Centerline 

W1 (PFO) 0 0 0.03 0 - 0.03 0 - 0.03 0 0 
W3 (PFO) 0 0 0.37 0.30 0.27 0.37 0.37 
W4 (PFO) 0 0 0.88 0.57 - 0.58 0.47 - 0.49 0.85 0.85 
W6 (PEM) 0 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 
W7 (PFO) 0 0.01 0.16 0.04 - 0.09 0.05 - 0.08 0.04 0.04 
W9 (PFO) 0 0 0.19 0.14 - 0.17 0.13 - 0.15 0.23 0.23 

W20 (PEM) 0 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 
W12 (POW) 0 0 0.05 0 – 0.05 0 – 0.05 0 0 
W13 (PFO) 0 0 0.01 0 - 0.53 0 - 0.53 0.22 0.53 
W18 (PFO) 0 0 0.03 0 - 0.03 0 - 0.03 0.03 0.03 
W21 (PFO) 0 0 0.03 0 - 0.03 0 - 0.03 0.03 0.03 

PEM 0 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 
PFO 0 0.01 1.7 1.13-1.40 1.10 - 1.19 1.77 2.14 
POW 0 0 0.05 0 0 - 0.05 0 0 

Wetland Total 0 0.2 acres 1.92   acres 1.30 - 1.85 acres 1.15 - 1.72 acres 1.94 acres 2.25 acres 
S1 (Per) 0 0 0 0-350 0-350 350 350 
S2 (per) 0 0 395  395 395 395 395 
S7 (Per) 0 0 130  130 100 - 130 130 130 
S9 (Int) 0 0 50  10-30 20-30 10 10 

S10 (Int) 0 0 45  20-35 20-30 20 20 
S11 (per) 0 0 185 0-185 0-185 165 170 
S18 (Per) 0 0 540 0-540 0-540 540 540 
S19 (Per) 0 0 205 0-325 0-325 325 325 
S21 (Per) 0 0 95 0-120 0-95 95 95 

Eph 0 0 285 LF 115 – 405 LF 100 – 250 LF 405 LF 405 LF 
Int 0 0 95 LF 30 – 65 LF 40 – 60 LF 30 LF 30 LF 
Per 0 0 1,260 LF 525-1610 LF 585 – 1,610 LF 1,600 LF 1,605 LF 

Waters Total 0 0 1,355 LF 590-1,610 LF 585-1,615 LF 1,630 LF 1,635 LF 
* Notes: 1) Alternative 4 & 5 extend from Brock Bridge Road to Reece Road.  They do not extend the entire limits of the corridor and may be combined with any of the other build 
alternatives.  2) Total wetland acreages do not include potential options.     
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The project will comply with applicable laws and regulations regarding forest impacts.  
Maryland’s Natural Resources Article 5-103, Reforestation Law, adopted 1989, amended 1990 
and 1991, requires that the construction of a highway by a unit of the state: 

• May clear or cut only the minimum number of trees and other woody plants that are 
necessary and consistent with sound design practices, and 

• Shall make every reasonable effort to minimize the cutting or clearing of trees and other 
woody vegetation. 

Table III-11.  Specimen Tree Survey. 

Common Name Scientific Name Number of 
Specimen 

Trees 

Largest 
Specimen 

of 
Species 

Dbh 
(inches) 

Dbh 
State 

Champion
(inches) 

White oak Q. alba 35 53.6 76.7 

Southern red oak Q. falcata 14 48.8 71.9 

Red maple Acer rubrum 14 35.0 68.7 

Northern red oak Q. rubra 14 38.5 84.0 

Silver maple A. saccharinum 10 54.0 103.1 

Yellow poplar Liriodendron tulipifera 10 39.0 89.7 

Willow oak Q. phellos 7 35.0 89.7 

Pin oak Q. palustris 5 32.2 63 

White pine Pinus strobus 3 27.2 44.5 

Sweet gum Liquidambar styraciflua 2 30.5 66.5 

River birch * Betula nigra 2 46.0 45.2 

Red cedar Juniperus virginiana 1 26.8 50.9 

Black gum Nyssa sylvatica 1 28.1 56.9 

Pignut hickory Carya glabra 1 29.4 54.1 

Catalpa Catalpa bignonioides 1 25.5 70.3 

Black oak Quercus vellutina 1 29.2 62.4 

Loblolly pine Pinus taeda 1 23.0 35.7 

Green ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica 1 37.5 65.6 

Sycamore Platanus occidentalis 1 24.7 100.3 
    *  Potential State Champion tree 
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5. Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 
The Maryland DNR’s Wildlife & Heritage Service is the lead agency in the Maryland State 
government for the identification and protection of rare, threatened, and endangered species and 
their habitats.  The DNR staff collects, records, and analyzes information about the state’s biotic 
diversity, and maintains the most extensive database of information about rare species and their 
habitats in Maryland.  The DNR also tracks known occurrences of federally listed threatened and 
endangered species.  Records indicate that the federally threatened and state endangered swamp 
pink (Helonias bullata) occurs near the project area.   

State records also indicate that wild lupine (Lupinus perennis) state listed as a threatened species 
and roughish panic grass (Panicum leucothrix) of uncertain status, are known to occur near the 
project area.   

The state listed threatened glassy darter (Etheostoma vitreum) is known to occur near the project 
limits, in the Little Patuxent River.  As noted in the DNR letter of February 24, 2006 “This 
species is especially vulnerable to siltation,” followed by the recommendation to avoid  in-stream 
work if possible and to follow appropriate BMPs during all phases of work. 

Habitat for the federally and state listed swamp pink (Helonias bullata) occurs within wetland 
W1.  Four surveys of this wetland were conducted prior to and during leaf fall in October and 
November 2007.  The survey effort covered the entirety of wetland W1.  No specimen of this 
species was found during the surveys (Refer to the SHA 2008 Natural Environmental Technical 
Report for this project for survey memo).   

Due to the maintained and mown nature of most edge habitats along the project corridor it is 
doubtful that the habitat for either wild lupine (Lupinus perennis) or Roughish Panicgrass 
(Panicum leucothrix) exists.  

The glassy darter (Etheostoma vitreum) inhabits the Little Patuxent River.  Best management 
practices (BMPs) will be utilized during construction and in stormwater management planning 
and implementation. Stream habitat protection measures for this project will focus on 
minimization of sedimentation and water quality impacts to downstream areas.  See Appendix C 
of this report for rare, threatened, and endangered species coordination. 

6. Green Infrastructure 

The GreenPrint Program (2001) was established by the Maryland General Assembly in an effort 
to “preserve the most ecologically valuable natural lands in Maryland” (Maryland’s Green 
Infrastructure Assessment, 2003).  These areas have been identified in DNR’s Green 
Infrastructure data set, which was created using satellite imagery, road and stream locations and 
biological data.  Identified areas include unfragmented natural areas, called “hubs”, which 
include large blocks of contiguous interior forest and large wetland complexes, linear stretches of 
land, called “corridors”, such as stream valleys that allow animals and seeds to move between 
“hubs”, and areas of disconnect between the “hubs” and “corridors”, or “gaps”.   

The SHA, in coordination with County planners and the regulatory agencies, will use green 
infrastructure data in the planning process to locate areas of land that could be targeted for 
protection or restoration to help ensure habitat for Maryland’s plants and wildlife, as well as to 
promote a healthier environment including improved outdoor recreation, clean drinking water, 
and erosion prevention.  At the time Maryland’s Green Infrastructure Assessment (2003) was 
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published, it was determined that 74 percent of Maryland’s Green Infrastructure is unprotected; 
and 13 percent of hubs, and less than one percent of corridors were in areas managed primarily 
for natural values.   

Within the MD 175 study area, hubs, corridors and gaps were identified using DNR’s Green 
Infrastructure GIS layer provided by Maryland Property View (2006) (Figure III-8).  The 
MD 175 study area contains all three categories; however, the smaller project area contains 
mostly corridors and gaps.  The main hub within the study area is associated with Severn Run, 
located east of MD 175, and runs from south of MD 713 (Ridge Road) to just south of MD 174 
(Reece Road).  This hub connects two corridors; the corridor to the northwest of the hub is 
associated with Dorsey Run, Midway Branch and Franklin Branch, and the corridor to the 
southeast of the hub is associated with Severn Run.  Gaps in both corridors are scattered 
throughout.  The majority of gaps are located within areas of existing development; however, 
some gaps exist in areas that could potentially provide for adequate mitigation (i.e., afforestation, 
reforestation, stream buffer) efforts.  These areas include: gaps adjacent to Dorsey Run and its 
tributaries at the western end of the MD 175 project area, and gaps adjacent to Severn Run, east 
of the existing Amtrak / MARC line. 

The current design of MD 175 provides a choke point for wildlife passage at the intersection of 
MD 175 at MD 295, MD 32 and MD 170.  Due to fencing along most of Fort Meade, wildlife 
has restricted crossing opportunities.  Areas that provide opportunities for improving wildlife 
passage occur near the eastern terminus of the project.  Wildlife passage options will be reviewed 
during the final design phase of any build alternative. 

7.   Unique and Sensitive Areas 
Most of the land adjacent to existing MD 175 has been developed with most of the greenspaces 
slated for development.  One area of extensive wetlands near the West County Library has been 
protected by Anne Arundel County.  This natural wetland area has the potential to harbor state 
and federally listed plant species such as the federally threatened and state endangered swamp 
pink (Helonias bulata).  Impacts to this resources are not anticipated because the habitat for this 
species is not located within the project’s limits-of-disturbance.  This natural wetland area also 
contains some of the largest specimen trees located along the project corridor, including a 
potential state champion river birch (Betula nigra). 
 
 F. Air Quality 
The project-level air quality analysis was conducted in accordance with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), FHWA, and SHA guidelines.  Refer to the MD 175 (Annapolis Road) 
from MD 295 (Baltimore/Washington Parkway) to MD 170 (Telegraph Road), Air Quality 
Analysis Final Report, (SHA-April 2008) for details on the technical analysis and its components. 

1. Carbon Monoxide Micro-scale Evaluation 
Carbon monoxide (CO) predictions were analyzed as the accepted indicator for vehicle induced 
air pollution. Air quality analyses utilized the MOBILE 6.2 emissions factor model and 
CAL3QHC dispersion model to predict worst-case CO concentrations for the existing year (2004 
data) and the design year (2030). These models predict current and future air quality impacts 
based on CO pollutant concentrations at a variety of sites in the project corridor. Computer 
modeled one-hour concentration levels were calculated to include background concentrations 
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and were used to derive the eight-hour concentration levels, which were then compared to the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The objective of this analysis is to consider 
the effects of the project on the local ambient air quality relative to the NAAQS. Air quality is 
assessed to determine whether the proposed transportation improvement project conforms to the 
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) and the Maryland State Implementation Plan (SIP).  
The CAL3QHC program (version 95221) was used for this analysis along with the Lakes 
Environmental CALRoads View (version 3.6) software program.   

Three hot-spot intersections (MD 175 at: Reece Road, Morgan Road, and MD 170) were 
analyzed using between 28 and 38 receptor locations.  These receptors were selected to represent 
areas of possible human use at or near the facility, as well as sites in close proximity to 
intersections that produce worst-case CO concentration levels.  Additional receptors were placed 
along Reece Road into Fort Meade to help determine the emissions in the guarded entrance area, 
where traffic queues for security before entering.  

The air quality modeling analysis evaluated worst-case traffic conditions for the existing facility 
(2004), No-Build (2030), and the worst-case build alternative (Alternative 6) (2030) retained for 
detailed study. The analysis indicates that the eight-hour concentration of CO will not exceed the 
NAAQS of 9.0 ppm (parts per million) at any sites within the project area for any of the design 
alternatives, including the existing facility and No-Build Alternative. 

The maximum calculated one-hour and eight-hour CO concentrations are as follows: 

• Existing at MD 175/Reece Road: One hour = 12.5 ppm, eight-hour = 5.2 ppm 
• Existing at MD 175/Morgan Road: One hour = 12.1 ppm, eight-hour = 4.9 ppm 
• Existing at MD 175/MD 170: One hour = 13.4 ppm, eight-hour = 5.8 ppm 
• No-Build at MD 175/Reece Road: One hour = 11.4 ppm, eight-hour = 4.4 ppm 
• No-Build at MD 175/Morgan Road: One hour = 11.5 ppm, eight-hour = 4.5 ppm 
• No-Build at MD 175/MD 170: One hour = 11.1 ppm, eight-hour = 4.2 ppm 
• Alternative 6 at MD 175/Reece Rd: One hour = 11.9 ppm, eight-hour = 4.9 ppm    
• Alternative 6 at MD 175/Morgan Rd: One hour = 11.2 ppm, eight-hour = 4.3 ppm  
• Alternative 6 at MD 175/MD 170: One hour = 11.2 ppm, eight-hour = 4.3 ppm   

Although CO concentrations are typically anticipated to decrease in the future due to lower fleet 
emissions, the relatively steady-state of CO emissions in both the existing and future case for this 
project are due to anticipated increases in traffic volumes and the effects of traffic queuing on 
local roadway intersections along common areas of Annapolis Road (MD 175) that are expected 
to see a significant increase in daily traffic. 

2. PM2.5 Regional and Hot-Spot Conformity Determination  
The analysis of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) was conducted as part of an air quality technical 
analysis for the MD 175 project. Please refer to the MD 175 Air Quality Technical Report (SHA-
April 2008) for details on the technical analysis and its components. 

The MD 175 Project is located in Anne Arundel County, Maryland. The County is listed as not 
in "non-attainment" with the NAAQS for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and 
lead. Anne Arundel County is listed as "moderate non-attainment" relative to the NAAQS for 
eight-hour ozone and "non-attainment" relative to PM2.5 (particulate matter 2.5 microns or 
smaller in size) and are therefore subject to conformity with the SIP. Conformity to the SIP is 
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determined through regional air quality analyses of the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), 
typically performed through the local Metropolitan Planning Organization. This project 
demonstrates conformity with the SIP as it was included as part of Maryland's approved 2007-
2011 TIP. 

Projects that require hotspot analysis of PM2.5 are those projects that are Projects of Air Quality 
concern as outlined in 40 CFR 03.123 (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 Level-of-Service D, E, or F with a significant 
number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to a 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 terminal 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 submission, as appropriate, as sites of 
violation or possible violation. 

Based on review and analysis of the proposed MD 175 project, it has been determined that the 
project is not a project of air quality concern under 40 CFR 93.109. The following analysis is 
offered to support this designation: 

• The MD 175 project does not meet the criteria set forth in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) as 
amended to be considered a project of air quality concern because the project corridor 
is primarily used by gasoline vehicles. Referencing the EPA's March 2006 
Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM2.5 and 
PM10 Non-attainment and Maintenance Areas (EPA420-B-06-902), Appendix A 
indicates that in order to be considered a project of air quality concern, a project would 
require average daily traffic (ADT) in excess of 125,000 vehicles and a diesel truck 
percentage in excess of 10%. As outlined in Tables III-12 and III-13, ADT on the 
MD 175 mainline will exceed the ADT threshold in the 2030 No-Build and Build 
scenario, but fall well short of the requisite 10% diesel truck component.  As discussed 
below, the ADT within the MD 175 study area will vary significantly between the 2005 
volumes and the projected 2030 volumes.  In addition, the team has included interim 
“opening year” 2013 traffic data as a tool to define and compare the arrival and 
settlement of the BRAC traffic.  It’s also important to note that the traffic volumes for 
the 2030 No-Build and 2030 Build conditions are the same.  Only the capacity of 
MD 175 changes between the two conditions, due to proposed widening of MD 175 
from the 4-lane existing condition to the 6-lane build condition.   

o The ADT on MD 175 within the study area is projected to increase by 0 to 58 
percent between 2005 Existing and 2013 Opening Year depending on location 
within the study.  For 2013, the forecasted volumes range from 48,800 
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vehicles/day at MD 170 to 138,750 vehicles/day at MD 295. Truck traffic 
ranges from 2 to 4 percent of the 2013 ADT depending on location within the 
study, with the heaviest truck volume at MD 295 interchange.   

o The ADT on MD 175 within the study area is projected to increase by 27 to 89 
percent from 2005 to 2030 depending on location within the study.  For 2030, 
the forecasted volumes range from 53,800 vehicles/day at MD 174 to 160,500 
vehicles/day at MD 295. Truck traffic ranges from 2 to 4 percent of the 2030 
ADT depending on location within the study, with the heaviest truck volume at 
MD 295. 

Table III-12. Average Daily Traffic Volumes at Major MD 175 Intersections 

 Existing 2013 Opening 
Year 

2030 No-Build 
& Build*  

MD 295 119,000 138,750 160,500 
MD 713 42,800 67,800 81,050 
MD 174 36,900 48,900 53,800 
MD 32 78,300 101,650 114,600 
MD 170 48,800 48,800 61,800 

Source: Environmental Traffic Data Memorandum from URS to SHA Travel Forecasting, Oct. 31, 2007. 
*The volume set for the No-Build and Build conditions are the same.  Only the capacity of MD 175 changes 

between the two conditions. 
 

Table III-13. Percent Truck Traffic along MD 175 

 Existing 2013 Opening 
Year 

2030 No-Build 
& Build* 

MD 175 5% 4% 4% 
MD 295 5% 4% 4% 
MD 713 3% 2% 2% 
MD 174 4% 3% 3% 
MD 32 5% 3% 3% 
MD 170 5% 3% 3% 

Source: Environmental Traffic Data Memorandum from URS to SHA Travel Forecasting, Oct. 31, 2007. 
*The volume set for the No-Build and Build conditions are the same.  Only the capacity of MD 175 changes 

between the two conditions. 
 

• As discussed in the examples to the preamble to the March 10, 2006 Final Rule for PM10 
and PM2.5 Hot Spot Analyses in Project-Level Transportation Conformity 
Determination (71FR12491), 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) has been interpreted as applying 
only to projects involving a significant increase in the number of diesel transit buses 
and diesel trucks for new or expanded highway projects. This is consistent with 40 CFR 
93.123(b)(1)(iv) which defines projects of air quality concern based on a significant 
increase in diesel vehicles due to terminal or transfer project expansion.  

• Section 176(c) of the CAA and the federal conformity rule requires that transportation 
plans and programs conform to the intent of the state air quality implementation plan 
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(SIP) through a regional emissions analysis in PM2.5 non-attainment areas.  Anne 
Arundel County is located in the Baltimore, MD PM2.5 area. 

Based on review and analysis of the proposed MD 175 Project Planning Study, it has been 
determined that the project meets the CAA 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 CAA and 40 CFR 93.109 requirements, the project will 
not cause or contribute to a new violation of the PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 
or increase the frequency or severity of a violation. 

The project area falls under the jurisdiction of the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board 
(BRTB). The BRTP is the federally recognized Metropolitan Planning Organization for 
transportation planning in the Baltimore Region. Members of the Baltimore Metropolitan 
Council (BMC) Board serve on the BRTB, and the BMC provides technical and staff support to 
the BRTB. Anne Arundel County is considered to be in "non-attainment" for PM2.5. The BRTB 
approved the 2008-2012 TIP on November 27, 2007 and the 2004 Baltimore Regional 
Transportation Plan on August 22, 2006, and has concluded that the region's transportation plan 
and program are in conformity with the SIP relative to air quality goals. Therefore, the MD 175 
project has been included in a conforming plan and program in accordance with 40 CFR 93.115. 
The current conformity determination is consistent with the final conformity rule found in 40 
CFR Parts 51 and 93. 

3. Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis (MSATs) 
FHWA Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents 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).  The MD 175 project, 
which has a maximum design year (2030) ADT forecast of 57,900 vehicles on MD 175, would 
be considered in the category: “Projects with Low Potential MSAT Effects”, as described in the 
referenced guidance.  An example of this type of project is a minor widening project, where 
design year traffic (AADT) is not projected to exceed 150,000.  Projects in this category may 
require a qualitative MSAT analysis.  

The MD 175 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.   

For the build alternatives, the amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional to the vehicle 
miles traveled, or VMT.  The VMT estimated for the build alternatives may be slightly greater 
than that of the No-Build, because the build alternatives will increase the capacity and efficiency 
of the roadway, and may attract additional trips from elsewhere in the transportation network.  
The increase in VMT would lead to higher MSAT emissions along MD 175 for the build 
alternatives, along with a corresponding decrease in MSAT emissions for adjacent routes and 
local roads.  The emissions increase due to increased VMT is offset somewhat by lower MSAT 
emission rates due to increased speeds; since according to EPA's MOBILE 6.2 emissions model, 
emissions of all of the priority MSATs, except for diesel particulate matter, decrease as speed 
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increases (See Figure III-9).  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.  

The additional travel lanes proposed as part of the build alternatives 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 build alternatives than 
the No-Build Alternative.  The localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most 
pronounced along the side where the expanded roadway shifted towards the residences.  This 
varies throughout the project.  However, as discussed above, the magnitude and the duration of 
these potential increases compared to the No-Build Alternative cannot be accurately quantified 
due to the inherent deficiencies of current models. 

Figure III-9: U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) vs.  
Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions, 2000-2020 

 
  Source: Memorandum – Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents, US Department of  
 Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, February 2006. 

Included herein is a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this project. 
However, available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts 
of the emission changes associated with the build alternatives. Due to these limitations, the 
following discussion is included in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality 
(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. 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/vmtmsat2020.htm�
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• 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 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 build alternatives. 

In summation, when a highway is widened and, as a result, moves closer to receptors, the 
localized level of MSAT emissions for the build alternatives could be higher relative to the No-
Build Alternative, 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.   

4. Construction Emissions 

The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential to impact the local ambient air 
quality by generating fugitive dust through activities such as demolition and materials handling.  
The State Highway Administration (SHA) has addressed this possibility by establishing 
“Specifics for Construction and Materials” which specifies procedures to be followed by 
contractors involved in site work. 

The Maryland Air and Radiation Management Administration were 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”.  The Maryland Air and 
Radiation Management Administration found the specifications consistent with the requirements 
of these regulations.  Therefore, during the construction period, all appropriate measures (Code 
of Maryland Regulations 26.11.06.03D) would be incorporated to minimize the impact of the 
proposed transportation improvements on the air quality of the area. Specifically, applying water 
or appropriate liquids during demolition, land clearing, grading, and construction operations can 
minimize fugitive dust.  Water may be applied on dirt roads, material stockpiles and other 
surfaces capable of producing airborne dust.  At all times when in motion, open-body trucks for 
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transporting materials should be covered, and all excavated material should be removed 
promptly.   

5. Conclusion 
The MD 175 project is part of numerous improvements to the Baltimore Metropolitan Region 
listed in the 2004 Baltimore Regional Transportation Plan. Because the emission levels 
associated with the projects contained in the 2004 BRTP are well within levels established in the 
TIP, the MD 175 project conforms to the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  The MD 175 project 
is included in the 2008-2012 TIP, which was approved on November 27, 2007. 

Results from both the LOS analysis and the CAL3QHC dispersion modeling analysis indicate 
that the proposed changes to MD 175 could be built and operated such that traffic-related 
emissions at the nearby intersections would not cause an exceedance of the CO NAAQS.   Based 
on these model runs, the CO (one-hour and eight-hour) modeled concentrations along the studied 
MD 175 corridor are below the NAAQS and all areas are considered to be in compliance.  A 
qualitative discussion of the impacts of air toxics was prepared using FHWA guidelines, and it 
was determined that future MSAT concentrations will likely be lower then their present levels 
and there will be no appreciable difference in MSAT concentrations between the various 
alternatives.  Finally, the MD 175 project is a minor roadway improvement project without a 
significant level of diesel vehicles and is considered to not be a project of air quality concern.  
Therefore, a quantitative PM2.5 hot-spot analysis was not required for this project. 

 G. Noise 
This project-level traffic noise analysis has been completed in accordance with FHWA and SHA 
guidelines, including Title 23 of the CFR, Part 772 Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic 
Noise and Construction Noise (23 CFR, Part 772) and the MDOT SHA Sound Barrier Policy 
(May 1998). Refer to the MD 175 Technical Noise Report (SHA 2008) for a detailed discussion 
of the component portions of the traffic noise analysis. 

1.  Noise Abatement Criteria and Noise Sensitive Areas 
Noise abatement criteria (NAC) for various land uses have been established by FHWA in 23 
CFR, Part 772 and the SHA Sound Barrier Policy. These categories and criteria are presented in 
Table III-14. The noise abatement criterion for land uses occurring in the project study area 
(Category B) is 67 A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) A-weighted equivalent sound level (Leq). For 
this analysis, the noise sensitive land use in the project corridor has been divided into 21 noise 
sensitive areas (NSAs). 

Highway traffic noise analyses seek to determine the extent of projected impacts, and if noise 
abatement measures (noise barriers, berming) are warranted for the proposed project. The SHA 
follows FHWA protocols and guidelines to determine if the NSAs of the project warrant 
abatement consideration (See Appendix D for NSA locations). Areas that warrant abatement 
consideration are then screened to determine if mitigation is feasible and reasonable, as defined 
by the screening criteria developed by SHA. Please refer to the technical report for a detailed 
discussion of warranted, feasible, and reasonable mitigation analysis. There are no non-
conforming land uses in the project area. 
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Table III-14.  FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity 
Category 

One Hour 
Equivalent 

Level (Leq(h), 
dBA) 

Description of Activity Category 

A 57 (Exterior) 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need and where the
preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to
continue to serve its intended purpose. 

B 67 (Exterior) 
Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas,
parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries,
and hospitals. 

C 72 (Exterior) Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in 
Categories A or B above. 

D -- Undeveloped lands. 

E 52 (Interior) Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools,
churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums. 

FHWA NAC, 23 CFR, Part 772 
Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level in Decibels (dBA) 
 

2. Evaluation Methodology and Impact Analysis 
Noise monitoring was used as the basis for establishing the existing worst-case noise levels. 
These baseline values were derived through field measurements in the project area, which were 
then integrated into the FHWA Traffic Noise Model v2.5 (TNM). The TNM seeks to simulate the 
noise environment by using a three-dimensional coordinate system to incorporate significant 
acoustical features. These features include roadways with variable traffic characteristics 
(volumes, vehicle composition, and speeds) as well as environmental features that affect traffic 
noise propagation (intervening terrain, tree zones, buildings, etc.). The base models incorporate 
the existing features as observed in the field to calibrate the noise model. A model is calibrated if 
it can predict noise levels that fall within 3± dBA of the field-monitored noise levels. The 
monitored noise levels and calibration data are summarized in Table III-15. 

In preparation for the noise analysis, all of the alternatives identified in the Alternatives Retained 
for Detailed Study (ARDS) report were reviewed to determine which alternatives could have the 
greatest noise impact on the residential communities within the study area. Based on this review, 
Alternative 3, which shifts the travel lanes closer to the residential areas than any of the other 
alternatives, was identified for analysis. All remaining alternatives retained for detailed study 
were judged to have lesser noise impacts.  If Alternative 3 is not selected, a subsequent 
reanalysis will be required to see if noise abatement is still reasonable and feasible at any of the 
abatement qualifying NSAs. 

Consequently, the Technical Noise Report documents the analysis of the ARDS report 
alternatives noted in the table below to identify potential noise levels, impacts and potential 
barrier locations at NSAs within the study area. 
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Table III-15: Monitored Noise Levels 

Receiver Site NSA 
Monitored Level 

 dBA, LAeq1h 
Calibration 

Modeling Level 
dBA, LAeq1h 

Difference1
 

Existing Worst-
Case Traffic 
Noise Levels 

Receiver 1 18 24-Hour n/a n/a 62 
Receiver 2 12 24-Hour n/a n/a 55 
Receiver 3 11 24-Hour n/a n/a 54 
Receiver 4 1 24-Hour n/a n/a 60 
Receiver 5 13 57.6 56.6 -1.0 55 
Receiver 6 17 65.2 67.1 1.9 66 
Receiver 7 17 65.9 67.9 2.0 67 
Receiver 8 21 55.7 52.8 -2.9 54 
Receiver 9 20 63.9 64.6 0.7 64 

Receiver 10 19 52.0 50.9 -1.1 53 
Receiver 11 19 55.9 55.2 -0.7 57 
Receiver 12 16 53.0 54.1 1.1 56 
Receiver 13 16 62.5 60.6 -1.9 62 
Receiver 14 15 65.6 63.7 -1.9 64 
Receiver 15 15 53.6 55.2 1.6 56 
Receiver 16 14 52.6 52.4 -0.2 48 
Receiver 17 15 49.6 49.7 0.1 51 
Receiver 18 12 59.7 62.0 2.3 61 
Receiver 19 13 55.8 57.5 1.7 56 
Receiver 20 6 55.6 57.0 1.4 55 
Receiver 21 6 55.3 53.3 -2.0 51 
Receiver 22 11 62.7 60.2 -2.5 58 
Receiver 23 12 53.9 54.5 0.6 53 
Receiver 24 10 49.5 47.2 -2.3 48 
Receiver 25 10 67.7 54.2 -13.52

 52 
Receiver 26 4 63.4 63.5 0.1 64 
Receiver 27 7 68.8 67.8 -1.0 68 
Receiver 28 2 68.7 70.1 1.4 69 
Receiver 29 1 60.5 60.6 0.1 59 
Receiver 30 4 55.7 55.0 -0.7 56 
Receiver 31 2 55.4 57.1 1.7 56 
Receiver 32 2 60.2 62.3 2.1 60 
Receiver 33 3 55.9 56.3 0.4 56 

1  Noise levels that fall outside of the +/- three dBA criteria for calibration are shown in bold. 
2  Due to anomalous results, the monitored data for this receptor was not considered in the validation of the model. See Technical Noise Report 
for more details. 
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3. Results 
Predicted noise levels are used to determine traffic noise impacts based on the SHA and FHWA 
criteria. The 66 dBA absolute noise level impact criterion was used in this assessment. No 
substantial increases over existing noise level impacts were identified so this criterion was not 
used in this assessment. The noise levels associated with this project are presented in Table 
III-16, and those shown in bold in the table indicate NSAs with anticipated noise impacts.  

a. Alternative 3  

Eight of the 21 NSAs would experience build year noise levels equal to or exceeding 
FHWA/SHA impact criteria for Alternative 3 with either MD 295 Interchange Options F or E 
and therefore warrant abatement considerations. The mitigation for the eight NSAs (NSAs 1, 2, 
4, 7, 12, 16, 17 and 20) are described in the following groups: 

i. NSAs 1, 7, 17 and 20 

Local access constraints preclude mitigation consideration for these NSAs. Mitigation in the 
form of a vertical noise barrier generally requires that an unbroken barrier be constructed 
adjacent to the noise sensitive parcels for a length extending four times the distance between the 
“edge” impacted sites and the source. Local driveway access would preclude construction of an 
unbroken barrier along MD 175 in these NSAs. Therefore, mitigation was considered not 
feasible for NSAs 1, 7, 17 and 20. 

SHA policy also allows the evaluation of reasonableness of mitigation based on a comparison of 
the noise levels from the future Build and future No-Build conditions. In each of these NSAs, the 
future Build noise level increase over the future No-Build noise levels was less than 3 dBA, 
which does not comply with SHA barrier reasonableness criteria. Therefore, mitigation was 
considered not reasonable for NSAs 1, 7, 17 and 20. 

Table III-16. Predicted Design Year Noise Levels 

NSA Receivers 
Number of 
Residences 

Represented 

Existing 
Worst-Case 

2005 
(dBA) 

Future No-
Build 

Alternative 
2030 

(dBA) 

Build Alternative 
3 w/ MD 295 
Interchange 

Option F 
2030 

(dBA) 

Build 
Alternative 3 w/ 

MD 295 
Interchange 

Option E 
2030 

(dBA) 
M01 2 67 67 69 68 
M07 3 58 59 59 59 
M08 1 67 67 Take Take 
R04 7 60 61 62 62 

1 

R29 1 59 59 63 63 
M02 1 57 58 60 60 
M03 1 53 54 56 55 
M04 1 54 56 58 57 
M05 1 56 62 60 60 
M06 1 63 65 Take Take 
R28 1 69 70 69 67 
R31 1 56 57 59 59 

2 

R32 2 60 61 64 64 
M09 3 56 56 57 56 3 
M10 4 52 54 54 53 
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NSA Receivers 
Number of 
Residences 

Represented 

Existing 
Worst-Case 

2005 
(dBA) 

Future No-
Build 

Alternative 
2030 

(dBA) 

Build Alternative 
3 w/ MD 295 
Interchange 

Option F 
2030 

(dBA) 

Build 
Alternative 3 w/ 

MD 295 
Interchange 

Option E 
2030 

(dBA) 
M11 4 52 53 53 53 
M12 1 55 56 56 56 
R33 1 56 56 56 56 
M17 1 46 49 50 50 
M18 2 50 50 54 53 
M19 2 48 47 51 51 
M20 1 53 52 56 56 
M21 1 65 64 66 66 
M22 1 54 53 55 55 
M23 1 49 48 51 51 
M24 1 50 49 51 51 
R26 1 64 63 66 66 
R30 1 56 56 57 57 

M101 1 55 54 59 58 

4 

M102 1 56 55 59 59 
5 M15 1 57 58 60 60 

M13 1 53 58 58 58 
M14 1 52 58 58 58 
R20 2 55 57 57 57 

6 

R21 1 51 56 56 56 
M16 1 48 48 51 50 7 
R27 1 68 67 69 69 

M103 48 48 53 53 
M104 49 49 54 54 
M105 53 52 58 58 
M106 50 49 54 54 
M107 54 53 59 59 
M108 56 55 61 61 
M109 53 52 58 58 
M110 50 49 55 55 
M111 53 52 57 57 
M112 56 56 61 61 
M113 56 56 60 60 
M114 52 52 56 56 

8 

M115 

Number of 
residences 

unknown until 
further 

detailed plans 
have been 
submitted 

49 49 53 53 
M25 3 58 57 58 58 
M26 4 61 60 60 60 
M27 4 48 47 48 48 
M28 4 47 47 48 48 
M29 5 45 45 47 47 
M30 3 45 45 47 47 
M31 2 47 48 49 49 
M32 2 45 46 47 47 
M33 2 51 53 53 53 
R24 3 48 48 50 50 

10 

R25 1 52 54 55 55 
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NSA Receivers 
Number of 
Residences 

Represented 

Existing 
Worst-Case 

2005 
(dBA) 

Future No-
Build 

Alternative 
2030 

(dBA) 

Build Alternative 
3 w/ MD 295 
Interchange 

Option F 
2030 

(dBA) 

Build 
Alternative 3 w/ 

MD 295 
Interchange 

Option E 
2030 

(dBA) 
M34 Middle School 46 43 45 45 
M35 Middle School 51 52 55 55 
M36 Middle School 52 53 56 56 
M37 High School 53 54 58 58 
M38 High School 43 45 47 47 
M39 High School 49 50 54 54 
M40 High School 42 43 46 46 
R03 Middle School 54 55 58 58 

11 

R22 High School 58 60 63 63 
M41 Daycare 54 56 58 58 
M42 Dormitory 48 49 50 50 
M43 Dormitory 47 48 49 49 
R23 Dormitory 53 54 54 54 
M44 4 55 56 58 58 
M45 3 51 52 53 53 
M46 3 56 57 58 58 
M47 3 60 61 61 61 
M48 5 60 62 62 62 
M49 2 64 65 66 66 
M50 2 62 63 66 66 
M51 3 54 56 58 58 
M52 3 53 54 56 56 
M53 13 48 50 51 51 
M54 3 48 50 51 51 
R02 6 55 56 58 58 
R18 1 61 62 64 64 
M97 1 61 62 64 64 
M98 2 62 64 65 65 
M99 2 61 62 63 63 

12 

M100 1 62 64 66 66 
M55 5 49 51 52 52 
M56 6 57 58 60 60 
M57 4 57 58 61 61 
M58 4 51 53 53 53 
M59 3 50 51 52 52 
M60 8 46 48 49 49 
M61 8 49 51 52 52 
M62 Tennis Court 51 53 53 53 
M63 Pool 52 54 54 54 
M64 4 56 59 59 59 
R05 Comm Cntr 55 57 57 57 

13 

R19 4 56 58 60 60 
M65 10 55 58 58 58 
M66 6 50 52 52 52 
M67 6 46 48 48 48 

14 

R16 5 48 50 50 50 
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NSA Receivers 
Number of 
Residences 

Represented 

Existing 
Worst-Case 

2005 
(dBA) 

Future No-
Build 

Alternative 
2030 

(dBA) 

Build Alternative 
3 w/ MD 295 
Interchange 

Option F 
2030 

(dBA) 

Build 
Alternative 3 w/ 

MD 295 
Interchange 

Option E 
2030 

(dBA) 
M68 Comm Cntr 52 51 51 51 
M69 6 47 47 48 48 
M70 6 47 47 49 49 
M71 1 48 49 50 50 
M72 6 47 47 48 48 
M73 6 51 51 52 52 
M74 2 53 53 55 55 
M75 2 52 53 54 54 
M76 1 53 53 54 54 
M77 2 53 53 54 54 
M78 1 54 55 55 55 
M79 1 58 59 59 59 
R14 12 64 64 65 65 
R15 1 56 56 57 57 

15 

R17 1 51 51 52 52 
M83 1 69 69 Take Take 
M84 3 52 52 54 54 
M85 2 58 59 61 61 
M86 1 72 72 Take Take 
R12 1 56 56 59 59 

16 

R13 2 62 62 65 65 
M80 1 57 57 58 58 
M81 1 52 52 55 55 
M82 1 53 53 56 56 
R06 1 66 66 Take Take 

17 

R07 2 67 67 68 68 
18 R01 Library 62 63 63 63 

M87 2 57 57 59 59 
M88 2 56 56 58 58 
M89 1 54 55 56 56 
M90 4 51 51 53 53 
R10 3 53 54 55 55 

19 

R11 2 57 57 59 59 
M92 1 61 64 66 66 
M93 2 53 57 58 58 
M94 4 53 56 58 58 
M95 2 49 52 53 53 

20 

R09 3 64 68 69 69 
M91 1 54 56 57 57 
M96 1 58 61 63 63 21 
R08 1 54 57 58 58 

Legend:    
 R01 - Field Monitored Receiver; M01 - Modeled Receiver; 55 - Receiver Leq Level 
 68 Anticipated Noise Impacts  

 Take Property Displacement under this 
Alternative 
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ii. NSA 2 

Two receivers within NSA 2 were impacted. The first receiver is associated with a residence that 
will be displaced regardless of which build alternative is selected. Therefore, no mitigation 
analysis was conducted for this receptor. 

The second receptor in NSA 2 is associated with a church. SHA policy allows the evaluation of 
reasonableness of mitigation based on a comparison of the noise levels from the future build and 
future No-Build conditions. A barrier was not analyzed for the second impacted receiver, which 
has no apparent exterior noise sensitive uses, because the future build noise level was 1 to 3 dBA 
less than the future No-Build noise level. Because of this reduction, mitigation at this receptor 
location does not comply with SHA barrier reasonableness criteria. Feasibility of mitigation at 
this site was not investigated due to the noise level reduction and failure of the reasonableness 
criteria. 

iii. NSAs 4 and 12 

Mitigation for NSAs 4 and 12 was found to be both feasible and reasonable. The future build 
level increase over the future No-Build level for both NSAs 4 and 12 was three dBA, which 
complies with SHA policy requiring a three dBA or greater increase. Mitigation in the form of a 
vertical noise barrier is feasible in both NSAs, providing an insertion loss of seven dBA. 
Additionally, in both NSAs 4 and 12, the cost of the barrier per benefited residence is less than 
the $50,000 per benefited residence limit established in the SHA Noise Policy. Additional 
information concerning the sound barrier for these NSAs is shown in Tables III-17 and III-18. 

Table III-17. NSA 4 – Barrier Analysis Summary 

Length(Feet) 608 Impacted and Benefited 2 

Height (Feet) 8-12 Not Impacted, but Benefited 2 

Area (Square Feet) 6,689 Total Benefited 4 

Insertion Loss (dBA) 7 

Total Cost $123,998 
Cost Per Benefited Residence $31,000 

 

Table III-18. NSA 12 – Barrier Analysis Summary 

Length(Feet) 864 Impacted and Benefited 4 

Height (Feet) 7-10 Not Impacted, but Benefited 4 

Area (Square Ft) 7,712 Total Benefited 8 

Insertion Loss (dBA) 7 

Total Cost $142,984 
Cost Per Benefited Residence $17,873 

 

iv. NSA 16 

Two receivers within NSA 16 were impacted, but mitigation was not analyzed because both of 
the residences where the receivers were placed would be displaced under all of the build 
alternatives identified in the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study report. 
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 4. Mitigation Summary 
Because the No-Build Alternative would not involve additional highway improvements or 
increase existing capacity, noise abatement was not considered. Future No-Build noise levels, 
when compared to future build noise levels, were used to determine reasonability of noise 
abatement. 

Using approved cost effectiveness criteria, barrier costs do not exceed $50,000 per residence in 
NSAs 4 and 12. Per residence costs were established by dividing the total cost of the barrier by 
the number of residences that are impacted (66 dBA or greater) or benefited and that would 
receive a minimum of seven dBA protection from the barrier under consideration. 

Based on the noise analysis study completed to date, the SHA will consider noise abatement 
measures in the form of barriers at NSAs 4 and 12 during final design. If the selected Build 
alternative alignment differs from those used in the noise analyses, or if the selected alignment is 
located further from noise sensitive receivers, a reanalysis may be required to verify that the 
results of the noise analysis and proposed noise mitigation are still valid. Additionally, if during 
final design the height, length, noise reduction, and cost of the noise barrier substantially 
changes, the abatement measures may not be provided. A final decision on the implementation of 
abatement measures will be made during the design phase of the project. 

 H. Hazardous Materials 
A substantial amount of risk can be imposed upon humans if municipal, industrial and residual 
wastes are not stored, disposed and cared for appropriately.  To identify and account for the 
municipal, industrial and residual waste materials within the study area, an Initial Site 
Assessment (ISA) was conducted for the study area.  The following narrative is a summary of 
this assessment.  For details, please refer to the Initial Site Assessment for the Maryland Route 
175 Improvements Report (SHA Project AA436B11). 

Properties were classified as having a high potential for concern if they had definitive recognized 
environmental conditions (REC) or if they were listed on regulatory databases and could not be 
otherwise classified due to insufficient information.  If right-of-way acquisition is required, it is 
recommended that further investigation of properties with insufficient data be conducted, in an 
attempt to eliminate their potential RECs.  Properties with insufficient information were 
conservatively included in the list of sites with a high potential for concern.  Such properties 
include automobile service stations that store and handle petroleum products and solvents.  Most 
of these facilities do not have records of OCP cases and appeared to be in good condition. 

The ISA identified 80 properties of potential concern in the vicinity of the study area.  These 
sites were primarily identified through review of regulatory databases.  Field reconnaissance, 
interviews, and file review at MDE supplemented the results of the database review.  Of the 80 
properties identified, 31 properties were determined to have a relatively high potential for 
concern (i.e. a rank of 1 or 2).  All 31 properties are located within the study area.  These 
properties include Fort Meade, active and former gasoline stations, active and former dry 
cleaners, and active and former automobile service stations and are summarized in the table 
below (Table III-19).  

For properties that require Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI), a PSI work plan should be 
developed that outlines a strategy for determining the extent of contamination.  A PSI includes 
chemical analysis of soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediments within a potentially 
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contaminated site. Geophysical studies including soil borings, installation of monitoring wells, 
and digging of test pits may be required.   

Many of the properties identified as having a high potential for concern have regulatory records, 
site characterization studies, and remediation plans on file at MDE.  This information will assist 
in determining the potential for impacts to the project and need for further assessment.  Owners 
of many of these facilities have been responsible for conducting soil and groundwater testing and 
remediation.  MDE has monitored and recorded these activities.  

For those facilities which require additional soil analysis above that previously completed by 
current property owners, it is recommended that for UST/OCP facilities a minimum of one 
geoprobe be conducted up gradient of the USTs and a minimum of two geoprobes be conducted 
down gradient of the USTs.  Additionally, soil testing should include a minimum of one 
geoprobe at the highest point of elevation and two geoprobes in random locations within each 
dumping site, RCRIS facility, and auto repair facility.  Soil analysis should include volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and toxicity 
characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) metals.  Groundwater analysis may be required for 
those sites where soil contamination is identified. 

 
Table III-19.  Properties with a High Potential of Concern 

NAME MAP  
ID 

ADDRESS REC 

TEXACO 
(CROWN STATION on 
databases) 

7 2739 JESSUP ROAD Gasoline station. Active USTs.  

PITSTOP AUTOMOTIVE 
CENTER 

7 2747 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Automobile service center. 

JESSUP SHELL #523 9A 2753 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Gasoline station. Active USTs. 

PARKWAY SHELL #524 9B 2756 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Former gasoline station with USTs. Unable to 
identify during field reconnaissance. 

LATELAS COMPANY 10 2733 ANNAPOLIS 
RD. 

Previous OCP case. Insufficient data to disregard. 

ONE HOUR MARTINIZING 13B 2649E ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Former drycleaners. Unable to identify during field 
reconnaissance. 

CHEVRON 9C 2760 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Site of a gasoline station under construction. Active 
USTs. Possible location of former gasoline stations.  

SHELL 
(TEXACO FOOD MART and 
FORT MEADE TEXACO 
#550 on databases) 

13C 2631 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Gasoline station. Active USTs. 

LISA’S CLEANERS 
(EXECUTIVE ROYAL 
CLNRS AND Q CLEANERS 
on databases) 

15C 2630 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Active dry cleaning facility.  Dry cleaning solvents 
and wastes stored and handled on the property. 

JIFFY LUBE 
INTERNATIONAL- STORE 
#315 

15B 2610 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Automobile service station. Former USTs on site. 

EXXON STATION/RAS #2-
7414 

15A 7895 RIDGE ROAD Former gasoline station. Unable to locate in the field. 
The only gas station in the area was observed at 7898 
Ridge Road.    



MD 175 (Annapolis Road) from MD 295 to MD 170                             Environmental Assessment 

 
 

 
 III-63

NAME MAP  
ID 

ADDRESS REC 

EXXON R\S #27414 15A 7910 RIDGE ROAD Former gasoline station. Unable to locate in the field. 
The only gas station in the area was observed at 7898 
Ridge Road.    

CHEVRON STATION 15A 7910 RIDGE ROAD Former gasoline station. Unable to locate in the field. 
The only gas station in the area was observed at 7898 
Ridge Road.     

EXXON - 7898 RIDGE 
ROAD 

15A 7898 RIDGE ROAD Gasoline station. Active USTs. May be the same gas 
station as the three previous records. 

KUNKEL AUTOPARTS 
(SEVERN AUTOMOTIVE 
on databases) 

16 2604 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Former automobile service station. Insufficient data 
to disregard. 

ROYAL INN (RED CARPET 
INN on database) 

22 1630 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Previous Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) 
enforcement action on property. 

BP GAS STATION 
(AMOCO PACEWAY  
EASTERN PETROLEUM 
CORPORATION on 
databases) 

23 1604 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Gasoline station. Active USTs.  

DRY CLEAN EXPRESS 23B 1668 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Active drycleaners. Dry cleaning solvents and wastes 
stored and handled on the property. 

1664 ANNAPOLIS RD. 23B 1664 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Documented gasoline spill in 1992. Unknown 
property use. Monitoring well observed on site.  

BILL'S CLEANERS 24 1640 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Active drycleaners. Dry cleaning solvents and wastes 
stored and handled on the property. 

THE STA-DRI CO. 25B 1572 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD, RT 175 

Manufactured waterproofing compounds and 
masonry and concrete repair products. Former USTs 
on property.  

BLACKWELLS GARAGE 25C 1564 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Automobile service station. 

HESS STATION 20215 26 1518 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Gasoline station. Active USTs. 

FIRESTONE TIRES INC 27 1492-94 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Automobile service station. 

STAR ELECTRIC CO 27B 1490 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Several ASTs were observed in poor condition; 
leaking and staining was noticed surrounding the 
tanks in an asphalt parking lot. 

ODENTON EXXON 34 RT. 175 / ROUTE 32 Former gasoline station. Monitoring is ongoing.  
SUNOCO (MOBIL OIL 
CORP SS# GHG,  SUNOCO 
#0655-3507,  MOBIL 
STATION-#16GHG,  AND 
ODENTON MOBIL on 
databases) 

41 1433 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD 

Gasoline station. Active USTs. Remediation and 
monitoring are ongoing. Two OCP cases are open for 
the property.  

G & M OIL 43 C / P BLDG Former automobile service station. Insufficient data 
to disregard and unable to locate during field 
reconnaissance. 

HERBS SUBWAY GARAGE 48 381 MT VERNON 
AVENUE 

Automobile service station. 

EXXON STATION 49 1318 ANNAPOLIS 
ROAD./MD 175 

Gasoline station. Active USTs. 
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NAME MAP  
ID 

ADDRESS REC 

FORT GEORGE G. MEADE 54 MD 175 Currently on the final NPL. Four potential sources of 
contamination: Defense Property Disposal Office 
salvage yard, Active Sanitary Landfill, inactive 
Clean Fill Dump, Post Laundry Facility. A release 
from the sources to the Upper and Lower Patapsco 
aquifers and the Patuxent River watershed has been 
documented.  

 
Approximate locations, indicated by map id numbers, are depicted on Figures III-7A – III-7G.  
 
 1. Impacts and Minimization/Mitigation 
Based on the results of the ISA, a PSI will be conducted prior to right-of-way acquisition of 
properties with a high potential for concern unless they can be classified otherwise prior to 
construction.  

If, during construction, inactive water wells or USTs decommissioned in-place are encountered, 
they will be properly closed and removed.  Inactive water wells will be closed in accordance 
with state and local requirements, so that they do not provide a conduit for possible 
contamination of groundwater.  If a decommissioned UST is encountered at any point, it will be 
decommissioned by removal and confirmation soil sampling will be conducted to determine if 
there has been a release of petroleum. 

If site buildings are to be demolished or renovated, asbestos and lead-based paint surveys will be 
conducted by a qualified contractor. 

 I. Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) Analysis 

1. ICE Analysis Objectives and Scoping 
In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1508.25(c)) and SHA guidelines, the 
following analysis examines the indirect and cumulative effects on the environment which may 
result from this project.  The CEQ regulations and guidelines entitled “Considering Cumulative 
Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act” defines indirect and cumulative effects as 
follows: 

Indirect Effects: “Effects which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed 
in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include growth inducing 
effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density 
or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including 
ecosystems.” (40 CFR 1508.8(b)) 

Cumulative Impacts: “Impact on the environment which results form the incremental impact of 
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless 
of what agency (federal/non-federal) or person undertakes such other action.” (40 CFR 1508.7) 

  a.  Resources 

Resources impacted directly and/or indirectly by the project form the basis for resources 
examined by the ICE Analysis.  Table III-20 shows the resources that were analyzed and the 
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rationale for their inclusion.  Representative sub-boundaries for these resources are also listed in 
the table.  These sub-boundaries were used to form the overall ICE Boundary (Figure III-10). 

Table III-20. Summary of Potential ICE Resources 

Resource Incorporation into 
ICE Rationale Representative Sub-

boundary 
Social & Economic Resources 

Communities Yes Direct Impacts Census Tracts, Planning 
Areas 

Parklands Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds, Planning 
Areas 

Cultural Resources 
Historic Sites Yes Direct Impacts Planning Areas 

Archeological Sites No No Direct 
Impacts Planning Areas 

Natural Resources 
Groundwater Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Surface Water  Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Floodplains Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Wetlands Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Terrestrial Habitat 
(woodland) Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 

Rare, Threatened or 
Endangered Species 
and Habitats 

Yes 
Potential 
Indirect 
Impacts 

Watersheds 

 

  b.  Time Frame 

Past and future time frames were established in accordance with SHA’s ICE Guidelines (SHA 
2007b).  The time frame for the ICE analysis was determined to be 1970 to 2030.  This time 
frame was chosen after reviewing changes in population growth, availability of data, and the 
design year of the project.  The 1960 population for Anne Arundel County was 206,634 and for 
Howard County was 36,152.  By 1970, population had increased by 44 percent and 72 percent 
respectively in a ten-year period in these counties.  Population trends as well as considerable 
changes in land use and development within the study area were examined.  The 1970 date also 
coincides with the passage of several major pieces of environmental legislation including the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Clean Air Act.  This resulted in the 
assemblage of comprehensive environmental information that would be readily available for this 
ICE analysis.  Based on this reasoning, 1970 was selected as the past time frame.  For the future 
date, 2030 is the design year for the project and the horizon year for traffic forecasts. 

The population of the ICE study area, which includes a large section of Anne Arundel and a 
small portion of Howard County, has experienced considerable growth over the last 30 years. 
The rate of growth in the ICE study area between 1970 and 2000 (91%) is greater than that of 
Anne Arundel County (64%) but less than that of Howard County (297%). 
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Table III-21. Population Trends and Projections 
Census Census Census Census Census    

Area 
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

Anne Arundel 
County 

206,634 298,042 370,775 427,239 489,656 528,950 555,000 571,700 

Howard County 36,152 62,394 118,572 187,328 247,842 286,950 316,600 325,000 

ICE study area unavailable 23,150* unavailable 34,549* 42,467α    48,808α 55,115α 60,848α

*Census Tracts 
αTraffic Analysis Zones projections approximating Census Tracts in ICE study area 
Source: Maryland Department of Planning, 2007; Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) 2007 

 

 

  

  c.  Geographic Boundary 

A complete ICE boundary area was created by utilizing the sub-boundaries of multiple 
environmental resources that may be directly affected by the MD 175 project (Figure III-10).  
Sub-boundaries included census tracts, planning areas, watersheds, water and sewer service 
areas, project Area of Traffic Influence (ATI) and Priority Funding Areas (PFAs).   The sub-
boundaries considered are described below. 

Watersheds/Sub-watersheds 

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) delineates watersheds in the United States and has 
developed a numerical system to identify each area and its relationship to the larger watershed. 
This system divides the country into 21 regions, subregions, accounting units, and cataloguing 
units.  A hydrologic unit code (HUC) consisting of 2 digits for each level in the hydrologic unit 
system is used to identify each hydrologic area.  Thus, the longer the HUC code, the smaller the 
watershed.  The 6-digit accounting units and the 8-digit cataloguing units are generally referred 
to as basins and sub-basins.  Twelve-digit sub-watersheds are also referred to as drainage areas 
and are smaller than the 8-digit sub-basins.  

The MD 175 ICE boundary area is located within the Little Patuxent River and Severn River 
watersheds, and generally follows the drainage divide between these two watersheds. The 
boundary area for this resource category includes the three sub-watersheds that the proposed 
project crosses. These include the two 12-digit sub-watersheds (0211311050952 and 
021311050949) within the Little Patuxent River watershed and one 12-digit sub-watershed 
(021310021002) within the Severn River Watershed.  

Potential impacts to the watersheds and sub-watersheds include culverting or crossing 
waterways, filling wetlands, and increasing impervious area.  

Area of Traffic Influence  

This sub-boundary area is defined as the area of traffic influence (ATI) and includes Traffic 
Analysis Zones (TAZ) selected by the SHA Travel Forecasting Team. This area represents the 
geographic extent to which the proposed project would likely affect traffic levels on nearby 
roadways. The ATI extends from just west of MD 295 along the Howard County border to its 
eastern most point near the intersection of MD 175 and Gambrills Road, and stretches north 
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along MD 295 to just beyond Dorsey Road (MD 176) and south to the Prince George’s County 
border.  

Census Tracts 

The proposed project passes through eight Census 2000 tracts.  The outer limits of these tracts 
define the sub-boundary area for this category.  The boundary of these tracts include an area west 
of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway (MD 295) between MD 176 and MD 32; the Patuxent 
Research Refuge to the south and east; Odenton Road and to an area north of MD 32; and an 
irregular northeastern boundary extending as far east as MD 170 and as far north as MD 176.  
For the purposes of tracking growth, Census 1970 to 1990 tracts were also identified; the overall 
sub-boundary of this set of tracts changed little.  One tract was divided into two between 1990 
and 2000.  

Planning Areas 

The proposed project spans three planning areas designated by the Anne Arundel County Office 
of Planning and Zoning.  These include the Odenton, Severn, and Jessup-Maryland City Small 
Planning Areas.  The outer limits of these planning areas define the sub-boundary area limits for 
this category.  Within these planning areas, the proposed project also spans the Fort Meade 
Master Planning Area and the Odenton Growth Boundary.  The planning areas all lie within 
Anne Arundel County and cover an area from MD 3 and I-97 to the east, to the Howard County 
line to the west, to MD 176 and MD 100 to the north, and the Prince George’s County line to the 
south.  

The proposed project has the potential to affect multiple social and economic resources, 
including park and recreation areas, cultural resources, properties, residents and their homes, 
land values, and employment opportunities.  Additionally, the proposed project has the potential 
to attract new sources of tax revenue.  

Priority Funding Areas 

Except for the areas at the MD 175/MD 295 interchange and the MD 175/MD 32 interchange, 
the proposed project lies within a Priority Funding Area.  The Priority Funding Area sub-
boundary is delineated on the west by MD 295, extends to an area approximately one mile north 
of Severn Road on the north, forms an irregular sub-boundary (generally east of MD 170) on the 
east, encompasses an area including Odenton Road, Sunny Chapel Road and Piney Orchard 
Parkway on the southeast, and generally follows MD 198 on the south.  The Priority Funding 
Areas are existing communities and places where local governments want State investment to 
support future growth.   

Water and Sewer Service Areas 

The proposed project is almost entirely within existing or planned water and sewer service areas. 
One exception is the southwest portion of Fort Meade, near the intersection of the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway and MD 32.  The sub-boundaries of these areas extend from just west of 
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway to just east of MD 170; tapering to a point on the north near 
the I-695/Baltimore – Washington Parkway interchange; and MD 198 in the south from the 
Baltimore – Washington Parkway to MD 170.  Both the water and sewer service areas include 
some land in the Piney Orchard Parkway/Waugh Chapel Road/ MD 32 area toward the east.  
Generally the sewer service area extends more to the west than the water service area.  
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  d.  Land Use Summary 

Land use conditions in the ICE study area were evaluated for past (1973), present (2002) and 
future scenarios (2020).  Tabulated data are contained in Table III-22.  

Past Land Use 

In 1973, the single greatest land use category was forest land, comprising 64 percent of the area 
(Table III-22 and Figure III-11).  Approximately 13 percent of the total land was agricultural, 
with the largest tracts situated in the southwest portion of the ICE study area. Mixed 
development, including residential and industrial uses accounted for just under 33 percent of 
total land use.  Residential properties accounted for 12 percent of the total land.  Commercial and 
industrial properties represented approximately 4 percent of the total land. 

Present Land Use 

The current land use conditions in the ICE boundary area are represented in Table III-22 and 
Figure III-12.  Over 59 percent of current (2002) land use is mixed use development compared to 
33 percent in 1973.  Most of the growth was associated with medium/high density residential 
(102 percent increase) and commercial/industrial development.  In 2002, 52 percent of the ICE 
study area was still forested, although there was a loss of 18 percent of forested area since 1973.  
Commercial and industrial properties account for nearly 9 percent of land use. 

The ICE study area presents a complex mix of low, and medium residential density 
developments and a smaller amount of high density residential development among pockets of 
commercial, industrial, and mixed use land uses.  Although agricultural land use has been 
diminishing, a number of farms remain in operation within the ICE study area.  Suburban 
development has slowly transformed a good portion of the ICE study area into a residential, 
industrial, and commercial center. This is due, in part, to its convenient location between 
Baltimore and Washington, DC.  The northern tier of the ICE study area, west of MD 170 is a 
largely industrial setting with low and medium density developments.  The southern portion of 
the ICE study area is categorized as government/institutional, part of the Patuxent Research 
Refuge and is completely undeveloped.  The western portion of the ICE study area located in 
Howard County is also largely industrialized and contains very low and low density residential 
developments.  The central portion of the ICE study area, featuring Fort Meade and the National 
Security Agency, contains a mix of commercial, medium and high density residential 
developments.  Near the intersection of MD 100 and MD 295 mixed use developments may be 
found including the large retail complex known as Arundel Mills Mall.  Considerable 
commercial concentrations exist near the intersection of MD 32 and MD 170 (Odenton); 
MD 198 and MD 295 (Maryland City) and near the intersection of MD 174 and MD 652 
(Severn). 
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Table III-22. Land Use/Land Cover in the ICE Boundary, 1973-2002 

Land Use 1973  
(Acres) 

1973   
Percent 
% total 

land 

2002  
(Acres) 

2002  
Percent % 
total land 

Change  
1973-2002  

(Acres) 

Percent 
% 

Change   
1973-
2002 

Low Density 
Residential 3,510 5.6% 5,425 8.7% 1,915 54.6% 

Medium Density 
Residential 2,584 4.2% 5,230 8.4% 2,646 102.4% 

High Density 
Residential 1,363 2.2% 2,473 4.0% 1,100 81.4% 

Total All 
Residential 7,457 12.0% 13,128 21.2% 5,671 76.1% 

Commercial 2,301 3.7% 2,308 3.7% 7 0.3% 

Industrial 365 0.6% 3,226 5.2% 2,861 783.7% 

Institutional, 
Parks, Open 
Urban Land 

3,372 5.4% 5,104 8.2% 1,732 51.3% 

Other Land* 784 1.3% 1159 1.9% 375 47.8% 

Total Developed 14,279 23.0% 24,925 40.2% 10,646 74.5% 

Agriculture 7,939 12.8% 4,645 7.5% -3,294 -41.5% 

Wooded Areas & 
Forest 39,909 64.2% 32,476 52.3% -7,433 -18.6% 

Barren Land & 
Extractive 784 1.3% 1,154 1.9% 369 47.1% 

Wetlands 10 0.01% 7 0.01% -3 -30.0% 

Total Land 62,137 100.0% 62,053 100.0% -84 -0.13% 

       Source: Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) 1973 and 2002 Land Use Overlay Data 
       *Other Land is comprised of Extractive/Barren and Transportation Land Use Categories 
 
 
Future Land Use 
Growth within much of the ICE study area is projected to continue at a rapid pace.  Some of the 
largest remaining vacant land parcels within the ICE study area are slated for future 
development. Blobs Park Site, which will be known as the Parkside development (#20 in 
Figure III-13), is located just east of MD 295 and encompasses more than 250 acres.  This area 
will be designated for Residential Mixed Use development which allows for a wider range of 
housing types including townhomes, condominiums and/or senior housing as well as some office 
uses and retail services. It may also serve to inspire and promote redevelopment or site 
improvements on some of the abutting commercial properties along MD 175.  The Clarks 100 
Site (#73 in Figure III-13), located west of MD 295 and bordered by MD 175 to the north, Brock 
Ridge Road to the west, and the National Business Park (#108 in Figure III-13) to the south, is a 
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210-acre space that has also been designated for Residential Mixed Use development.  This 
development would be limited to 400 residential dwelling units and no more than 250 townhouse 
units.  

The creation of a Jessup Village Corridor along MD 175 between Old Jessup Road and MD 295 
has been proposed as part of the Jessup-Maryland City Small Area Plan, which may include an 
increase in commercial and professional offices.  Improvements to the MD 198 Commercial 
Corridor have also been proposed in order to attract and maintain businesses, as well as attract 
more customers to the area. 

The Odenton Town Center Plan relates to 1,620 acres in the western part of Anne Arundel 
County.  The plan seeks to create a destination for shopping, employment, entertainment and 
education in the Odenton area.  The plan is in the implementation phase, but since it is market-
driven, a more definitive timeline for the overall project is unknown at this time. 

A number of projects are in various stages of development and may have cumulative impacts but 
are not dependent on the MD 175 project.  Major pipeline projects (e.g. planned, proposed, or at 
some stage in the development planning process) along the alignment are listed below in Table 
III-23 and Figure III-13.  The Anne Arundel County Office of Planning and Zoning has 
confirmed that none of the development projects indicated in the ICE boundary area are 
dependent on this MD 175 project.  Although future developments that are located along MD 
175 such as, Home Depot, Arundel Preserve, Parkside and St. Clair Property are required by 
SHA Engineering Access Permits Division and Anne Arundel County to make improvements to 
MD 175 as part of their proposed development, their improvements are required for localized 
traffic issues that would result from their proposed development.  The proposed improvements to 
MD 175 evaluated in this environmental assessment take into account the broader spectrum of 
traffic operations along the MD 175 corridor and will serve to accommodate future 
transportation needs in and around Fort Meade by addressing projected operational and safety 
deficiencies.  The development projects indicated in the ICE boundary area could occur without 
the MD 175 project as long as there is compliance with any requirements for localized 
improvements to MD 175 to address traffic operational issues related to the particular 
development. 

Impact information listed in Table III-23 has been compiled utilizing several sources.  The files 
of a number of developments (indicated by asterisk) were reviewed at Anne Arundel County 
Office of Planning and Zoning, Development Division in an effort to obtain quantified impact 
information.  Impact information for all of the listed developments could not be obtained in this 
manner since information was not readily available (e.g., some of the development files were not 
available; the time required to review the development files was extensive; impacts were not 
clearly documented or not available at this time). Some information listed in the table was 
contributed by personnel of the Development Division who have knowledge of particular 
developments concerning impacts and status.  Additional impact information, generally 
unquantified, was obtained based on the location of the development project and reviewing US 
Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), and local planning maps.  
Although reasonable efforts were made to obtain information for the development projects 
utilizing the sources described, empty cells in the table indicate that impact information was 
unobtainable. 
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Table III-23. Future Developments in the ICE Boundary 

MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

1 Columbia 
Gateway 

Industrial, 
26.79 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
X    

2 Benson East 
Commercial, 

residential 
122.8 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
X    

3 Lincoln Glen Residential, 
2.63 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
X    

4 Mission Place Residential, 
16.63 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
    

5 Mobile Park 
Home Route 1 

Residential, 
7.38 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
    

6 
Maryland 

Wholesale Food 
Center 

Industrial, 5.49 
acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
    

7 
Maryland 

Wholesale Food 
Center 

Industrial, 
80.26 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
    

8 Jessup Asphalt 
Plant 

Industrial, 
13.64 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
X    

9 Gastinger 
Property 

Residential, 
4.73 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
    

10 Waterloo 
Crossing 

Commercial, 
5.69 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
X    

11 Forney Property Residential, 
1.37 acres 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
    

12 Patuxent Pointe 57 single 
family homes 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
X    

13 Eden Brooke 152 age 
restricted units 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
    

14 Piney Orchard 
Phase IV 

42 age 
restricted 

townhouses 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
   SFA & CA 
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MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

15 Cedar Ridge 
189 age 

restricted 
condos 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
    

16 

Odenton 
Medical 
Complex 

(Winmark)* 

42,000 gsf Severn 
River 

Not 
Available 

Not 
Available 

Not 
Available  

17 Arundel 
Crossing West 

Warehouse 
space 377,000 

sf 

Severn 
River    CA 

18 
Twenty-Nine-
Twenty-One 

Jessup Rd 
 Severn 

River 0.25 acre None 2.5 acres MSA 

19 Arundel 
Preserve* 

Hotel, 
restaurant, 

retail 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

Approx. 
0.5 acre 

1.3 acres 
(Phase 2) 

169.2 
acres 

(Phase 
1&2) 

SFA&CA 

20 Parkside* 

mixed use 
project calling 

for 1,000 
residential 

units, 136,250 
sf of retail 
space, and 

408,750 sf of 
office space 

(south of 
MD 175 and 

west of 
Ridgeview 

Plaza); 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 

Approx. 
1.38 acres 

Not 
Available 

116.4 
acres SFA 

21 Kinder Property 
(Cedarbrook)* 

19 single-
family units 

Severn 
River X None Not 

Available 
Final Plan 
Approved 

22 Bonaventure* 33 townhouse 
units 

Severn 
River 0.45 acre None Not 

Available SFA 

23 Kanaris 1215 
Bank with 
drive thru, 

2,750,000 sf 

Severn 
River     

24 Cottonwood 31 single-
family units 

Severn 
River    SFA 

25 Shamrock 
Manor* 

123 single-
family units 

Severn 
River 

Minor  - 
No 

Adverse 
Impact 

Minor – 
Waiver 
Granted 

5.6 Acres 

(Section 
2) 

 

SKA 
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MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

26 Jennifer 
Meadows 

34 townhouse 
units 

Severn 
River  X  SKA 

27 Arundel Forest 42 townhouse 
units 

Severn 
River  X  SFA 

28 Jenna's Landing 10 single-
family units 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

29 Severn Crest 45 single-
family units 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

31 Seven Oaks* 124 acre 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

35.97 acre 6.41 acre Not 
Available SPA & SFA 

32 Westbrooke II 16 single-
family units 

Severn 
River X    

33 Keffer Village 34 single-
family units 

Severn 
River X    

34 Krupnik Manor 12 single-
family units 

Severn 
River    SFA 

35 Quarterfield 
Knoll 

12 single-
family units 

Severn 
River X    

36 Delospidale  Severn 
River    SFA 

37 Midway 
Industrial Park 

Industrial park, 
13,500 gsf 

Severn 
River    SPA 

38 Boat Lift 
Unlimited 4,020 gsf Severn 

River X   CA 

39 Colonial Park 45 single-
family units 

Severn 
River     

40 Berger Square 44 townhouse 
units 

Severn 
River    CA 

41 Eastern 
Petroleum 

Service station 
with store and 

car wash 

Severn 
River     

42 Reecewood 
Estates* 

45 single-
family units 

Severn 
River X 2.49 acres 3.29 acres SFA 

43 Odenton Town 
Center - Parcel E 

Office Park 
292,000 gsf 

Severn 
River 

Approx. 
4.15 acres   CA & SFA 
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MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

44 1502 Annapolis 
Road 

22 townhouse 
units; general 
office 25,000 

gsf 

Severn 
River     

45 
Catholic 

Charities -  
Phase II* 

151 Senior 
housing units 

Severn 
River None None 0.5 acre SFA 

46 Odenton Baptist 
Church 

Educational 
wing, 12, 522 

sf 

Severn 
River     

47 Royal Farms 

Convenience 
store with gas 
pumps 5,000 

sf 

Severn 
River X   CA 

49 Severn Hollow 13 single-
family units 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
  Not 

Available SFA 

50 Mayfield 
Industrial Park 

General light 
industrial, 

warehouse, 
and office 
75,500 sf 

Severn 
River None None Not 

Available CA 

51 1405 Odenton 
Road 

400 
apartment/con

dominium 
units 

Severn 
River     

52 M&T Bank Bank, 4,852 sf Severn 
River None None  Not 

Available CA 

53 Wolfheimer  Severn 
River X    

54 Arundel Mills 
Corporate Park* 

General office, 
153,777 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

X X Not 
Available  

55 Chapel Ridge 
Age-restricted, 
33 townhouse 

units 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

X    

56 
Sewell Property 

(Heritage 
Crossing) 

15 single-
family units 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

 

   Final Plan 
Approved 
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MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

57 Village at 
Dorchester 

400 single-
family 

residential 
units (west of 
295, south of 

MD 100) 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

   Final Plan 
Approved 

58 Arundel Preserve Information for this site is included with Map ID 19. 

59 
Stony Run 

Village Condo & 
Rental 

60 townhouse 
units, 276 

apartments, 
204 senior 

housing units 
(South of MD 
174, west of 

MD 170) 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

   SFA 

60 Willowbend 

30 single-
family 

residential 
units (south of 

MD 174 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

X    

61 St Clair 
Property* 

103 residential 
units (north of 

MD 175, 
across from 

Ridgeview Pla 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
None None 3.6 Acres SFA 

62 Victoria Landing 21 single-
family units 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

X Not 
Available 

Not 
Available 

Final Plan 
Approved 

63 Hillside 
Business Park 

General office, 
65,322 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

64 Shaw Property Business park, 
35.1 ksf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

65 Piney Run 
Business Park 301,200 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

X X   

66 Fortney Landing 13 single-
family unit 

Severn 
River 
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MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

67 1526 Dorsey 
Road 24,000 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

68 Harmans Road 
Condo 

80 single-
family 

residential 
units (north of 
MD 100, west 
of MD 170) 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

   CA 

69 
7458 

Candlewood 
Road 

 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

X None Not 
Available 

Final Plan 
Approved 

70 Forest Creek* 
24 single-

family units 
(33.4 acres 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

0.29 acre Not 
Available 6.81 acres SFA 

71 Waterbury 
Forest 

33 single 
family units 

off Race Road; 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

72 Nicole Haven 16 single-
family units 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
X None Not 

Available 
Final Plan 
Approved 

73 Clarks 100* 

200 single-
family 

residential 
units, 200,000 

sf of office 
space, and 

40,000 sf of 
retail space 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
X 16.5 acres 125 acres SKA 

74 Teague Road  
Little 

Patuxent 
River 

  X  

75 Race Road 
Business Center 

Warehouse, 
125,000 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

   CA 

76 Coca-Cola Drive Office park, 
146,030 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

X    
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MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

77 Hotels  next to I 
block 

Hotel, 292 
rooms 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

78 

Korean-
American 
Church of 
Philippines 

Church, 
45,044 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

   CA 

79 Chapel Ridge 
Age-restricted, 
33 townhouse 

units 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

X    

80 Ridge Road 
Office 

General office 
building, 

110,000 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

81 Home Depot 

retail store 
development 
at Clark Road 

(north of 
MD 175 and 

east of 
MD 295) – 

includes 
119,864 sf 

home 
improvement 
store, 3,514 sf 
drive-in bank, 
1,200 sf fast 

food 
restaurant, and 

12,320 sf 
special retail 

store; 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 

Approx. 
0.5 acre None Not 

Available  SFA 

82 Arundel 
Overlook* 238, 560 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

None 
Minor – 
Waiver 
Granted 

20.4 
Acres CA 

83 Ridge Road Self 
Storage 

Mini 
warehouses, 
152,000 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

84 Preston 
Commons 

Office, 
513,995 gsf; 

hotel 165 
rooms 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

X   Final Plan 
Approved 
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MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

85 7468 Dorsey 
Road  

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

86 Parkway 
Overlook #2 

General office 
space, 160,000 

gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

87 Jaffe Property Business park, 
103,294 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

   CA 

88 7010 Ridge 
Road 

General office 
space, 450,000 

gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

89 7040 Ridge 
Road 

General office 
space, 380,000 

gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

90 Tech Wood Warehouse, 
112,826 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

91 Goles Property 
Light 

industrial, 
200,000 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

92 MD 175 
Commercial 

Pharmacy and 
specialty retail, 

33,000 sf 

Severn 
River X    

93 Ascher/Jaffe 66,054 gsf Severn 
River X X Not 

Available CA 

95 
Telegraph 
Commerce 

Center 

Business park 
and service 

station, 43,350 
gsf 

Severn 
River X X   

96 Village at 
Odenton Station 

Condominium, 
225 units; 
shopping 

center, 58,500 
sf; office 9,100 

sf 

 

Severn 
River    Final Plan 

Approved 
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MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

97 Town Center 
Commons 

Hotel 106 
rooms; condo-
miniums, 154 

units 

Severn 
River 

 
X X Not 

Available  

98 Long Fence Warehousing/s
ales 25,000 sf 

Severn 
River     

99 Arundel 
Overlook 238, 560 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

102 Preston Gateway 
North* 

Warehousing, 
661,825 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

Minimal – 
Not Docu-

mented 
0.08 acre 47.1 acres Final Plan 

Approved 

103 Hillside 
Business Park 

General office, 
65,322 gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

104 Towne Place 
Suites 

Hotel, 110 
rooms 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

106 Parkway 
Overlook 

General office 
space, 325,000 

gsf 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

107 Ridge Road 
Hotel 

Hotel, 250 
rooms 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

108 National 
Business Park* 

Mixed Use, 
400 single 

family 
residential 
units, 250 
townhouse 

units 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
0.21 acre None 28.5 acres Final Plan 

109 Jessup Village 
Corridor  Severn 

River    
 

110 Fort Meade/ 
EUL Site S Golf Courses 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 

 

111 Fort Meade/ 
EUL Site Y 

Mixed Use / 
Office 

Severn 
River 

Not 
available 
in FEIS 

Not 
available in 

FEIS 

Not 
available 
in FEIS 
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MAP 
ID Development Description Watershed Wetland 

Impacts 

100-Year 
Floodplain 

Impacts 

Forest 
Impacts Status1

 

112 Fort Meade/ 
EUL Site Z 

Mixed Use / 
Office 

Severn 
River 

 

113 BRAC 

Fort Meade 
BRAC 

Administrative 
/ Support 
Facilities 

Little 
Patuxent 

River 
None Not 

Available 
Not 

Available 

 

114 Fourwinds 97 single-
family units 

Patapsco 
River Lower 

North 
Branch 

    

Sources:  
Anne Arundel County, Office of Planning and Zoning, Development Division  
USFWS National Wetlands Inventory 
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
FEIS for Implementation of BRAC 2005 and EUL Actions at Fort George G. Meade, MD, August 2007. 
 
Notes: 
1 Status code information is based on Subdivision Activity Maps and accompanying Chart of Activity,  

March 2008, obtained from the Anne Arundel County website: 
(http://www.co.anne-arundel.md.us/LandUse/SubActivityMaps/Index.cfm) 

Activity Status Codes: SFA – Major Subdivision,Final Phase; SKA – Major Subdivision, Sketch Phase; 
SPA – Major Subdivision,Preformal Phase; MSA – Minor Subdivision; and CA – Commercial Site Plan 

* Indicates that the impact information listed was obtained by reviewing the development project files. 
X Indicates that impacts are anticipated, but could not be quantified. 
Empty cells indicate that the information was unobtainable. 
 e. Transportation Projects 

Several transportation projects are located in the ICE study area.  A description of each is listed 
below: 

MD 295 from just north of I-195 to I-695 

MD 295 is proposed to be widened into the existing median by adding a third lane on MD 295 
from I-695 to I-195 in the northbound and southbound directions.  This project is located in 
Anne Arundel County, MD.  This project encompasses a very small area of the northern ICE 
boundary.  Any impacts from this project are expected to be negligible. 

MD 295 from MD 100 to I-195 

The purpose of the project is to improve existing capacity safety and operations along MD 295 
and enhance Hanover Road as a secondary access route to BWI Airport.  The project planning 
phase will evaluate widening MD 295 from four to six lanes.  Projected impacts are briefly 
summarized below.  Additionally, some noise sensitive areas would experience build year noise 
levels equal to or exceeding noise abatement criteria, as a result of the build alternatives.  It is 
anticipated that the project would have no indirect and no major cumulative effects on socio-
economic, cultural, or natural environmental resources. 

Some noteworthy impacts due to the MD 295 (from MD 100 to I-195) project include (all 
impacts are approximate): 

 33 – 38 acres impact to woodlands; 
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 6 – 8.5 acres impact to floodplains; 
 3.5 – 4.5 acres impact to wetlands; 
 3 miles impact to streams; 
 3 – 4 residential displacements; 
 up to 3 acres impact to park and recreation facilities; and 
 up to 12.5 acres impact to Prime Farmland Soils 

 

MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32  

There is little information on the proposed widening of this segment of MD 198 in this segment 
as the project planning phase has only recently begun. 

 2. Analysis 
Trends analysis and overlay analysis were methodologies utilized used to compare past, present, 
and projected, future conditions within the ICE boundary.  A trends analysis was used to identify 
effects through time and to project future cumulative effects.  Qualitative and quantitative 
historic data was collected and reviewed to understand past effects on the socioeconomic and 
natural environment and the rate at which these effects occurred.  The resulting information was 
used to project future effects.  The overlay analysis involved quantitative or qualitative analyses 
of mapping layers from various time periods. The patterns of past and existing land use and the 
effects of development on socioeconomic, cultural and natural resources were analyzed to 
determine probable future trends. Geographic Information System (GIS) was used to prepare and 
analyze the map overlays. 

Note that the residential, commercial/industrial, and transportation projects described above are 
not dependent upon the completion of the MD 175 project.  Planning decisions have been made 
based on the expected improvement to MD 175 per existing master plans.  As such the planned 
growth is a factor in the need for the MD 175 improvement projects.  These developments will 
likely occur regardless of the MD 175 project as they have all been registered with their 
respective county’s planning departments.  The improvements to MD 175 may, however, make 
the area more amenable to additional commercial, industrial and residential development.  
Increased development often coincides with increased population and employment which can 
lead to various community impacts relating to mobility and quality of life.  Development can 
also impact forests and other wildlife habitats and increase the quantity of impervious surface. 
This has the potential to diminish the quality of watersheds, including water quality and fisheries 
habitat. 

  a.  Socio-economic Impact 

Communities 

The ICE study area is characterized by a complex mix of very low, low, and medium residential 
density developments and a smaller amount of high density residential developments spread out 
among pockets of commercial, industrial, and mixed use land uses.   

Direct impacts to residential and commercial properties associated with the MD 175 project 
include residential displacements with each of the build alternatives and all would potentially 
require right-of-way (ROW) acquisitions.   
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Alternative 3 (six-lane roadway on existing conditions) would require a total of five residential 
(including one historic residential displacement) and 41 commercial potential displacements and 
41 residential (including four historic properties) and 127 commercial properties (including two 
Fort Meade, three historic and four church properties) would be affected.  This alternative, not 
including options, would require a total of 17.9 acres of ROW from residential properties 
(including 2.5 acres of historic property) and 94.0 acres from commercial properties (including 
41.7 acres of Fort Meade, 0.1 acre of historic and 0.9 acre of church properties).  Alternative 3 
would add a median with stoplights along most of the corridor, limiting left-turn access to 
stoplights and other access breaks.  This division would reduce the current level of vehicular 
access to businesses not directly located at stoplights or other access breaks.  A number of U-
turns will be constructed negating some of the negative effects associated with the median.  
Under Alternative 3, the MD 175 corridor would be enhanced by the addition of pedestrian and 
bicycle accommodations, possibly including sidewalks and a multi-use trail.  The addition of 
these streetscape elements would upgrade access to businesses, which should upgrade the overall 
corridor image.   

Alternative 6 (six-lane roadway on shifted centerline) would require a total of five residential 
(including one historic residential displacement) and 17 commercial potential displacements and 
an additional 43 residential (including four historic properties) and 120 commercial properties 
(including two Fort Meade, three historic and four church properties) affected by the ROW.  This 
alternative, not including options, would require a total of 19.0 acres of ROW from residential 
properties (including 2.5 acres of historic property) and 76.9 acres from commercial properties 
(including 42.1 acres of Fort Meade, 0.1 acre of historic and 0.7 acre of church properties).  Like 
Alternative 3, Alternative 6 would add a median along most of the corridor, limiting left-turn 
access to breaks in the median at certain intersections.  This division would reduce the current 
level of vehicular access to businesses not directly located at stoplights or other median breaks 
but would enhance pedestrian and bicycle access by introducing pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements, possibly including sidewalks and a multi-use trail.  A number of U-turns will be 
constructed negating some of the negative effects associated with the median.  Alternative 6 
would result in the same enhancements as Alternative 3, thereby resulting in the same potential 
improvements to the corridor’s overall image.   

Residential displacements would not be expected to have a major effect on remaining residents, 
since no established communities would be bisected as a result of either Alternative 3 or 
Alternative 6. 

Indirect impacts under these two alternatives may be both beneficial and adverse.  Beneficial 
effects may include decreased travel time to major roadways including MD 295, MD 32 and 
MD 170.  The widening of MD 175 should create more travel options for commuters.  An 
indirect effect related to the addition of streetscape elements would be better access to businesses 
and an upgrade to the overall image of the corridor.  Levels of service under the Build 
Alternatives 3 and 6 would be better at 11 intersections and be the same at two intersections 
compared to current conditions.  Increased traffic along MD 175 is a potential adverse indirect 
effect, but is consistent with past and future population and business growth along MD 175 and 
within the ICE boundary.  Another indirect effect would be to limit additional traffic on side 
residential roads.  The indirect effects would be experienced to a greater degree by communities 
located in close proximity to the MD 175 corridor, including Patriot Ridge, Normandy Bluffs, 
Seven Oaks, and homes not in named subdivisions that are located immediately adjacent to the 



MD 175 (Annapolis Road) from MD 295 to MD 170                             Environmental Assessment 

 
 

 
 III-83

project corridor.  To a lesser degree, the indirect effects would also impact communities located 
further off the MD 175 corridor, such as The Provinces, Meade Village, Warfield and Odenton 
Heights. 

Cumulative effects to the area resulting from both Alternative 3 and Alternative 6 would result 
from direct and indirect effects of the MD 175 project combined with the effects of all the 
residential, commercial, and transportation projects discussed previously in the report.  Projected 
land use changes and planned development within the ICE boundary are consistent with past 
development, population growth, and land conversion patterns.  Population size and density will 
grow, as will traffic congestion on roads.  

Boundaries between communities may overlap, leading to loss of character and “small town 
feel.”  This is not uncommon as communities evolve from rural to suburban and urban.  As the 
local and regional economy continues to develop and as the population increases, there is likely 
to be an accompanying demand for community services including schools, religious facilities, 
health care facilities, emergency services, and retail business services.  

The MD 175 corridor currently appears as an older commercial corridor.  The study corridor 
stretches between Jessup, on the west, to Odenton Town Center, on the east, with the portion in-
between largely consisting of the Fort Meade base and commercial development. 

Except for the Alternative 2, the build alternatives would enhance the image of the study corridor 
by providing roadway improvements including streetscape amenities such as sidewalks, bike 
lanes and a multi-use trail.  The proposed improvements should upgrade the visual and aesthetic 
characteristics of the overall corridor. 

The population of Anne Arundel and Howard Counties, as well as the ICE study area, has 
experienced considerable growth between 1970 and the present time (Table III-21).  This is not 
surprising considering much of Anne Arundel County, Howard County, and the ICE study area 
are ideally situated between Washington, DC and Baltimore with easy access to BWI airport. 
Considerable population growth can be expected within Anne Arundel County and the ICE study 
area but at a lower rate of growth than has occurred historically. The growth rate is projected to 
continue to decrease through the end of the study period. A large portion of the ICE study area 
has been re-zoned as future residential mixed use development including the Blob’s Park Site 
south of MD 175 and east of MD 295 as well as the Clarks 100 Site located west of MD 295 and 
bordered by MD 175 to the north, Bridge Road to the west and the National Business Park to the 
south. Additionally, as part of the Base Realignment and Closure process Fort Meade is expected 
to add 60,000 new residents statewide by 2011. For the 11-year period between 2005 and 2015 it 
is expected that 38,000 new residents associated with the Fort Meade BRAC process will be 
added to Anne Arundel County.  

However, it is possible the creation of new job opportunities associated with increased 
commercial development, in conjunction with additional housing opportunities may indirectly 
and cumulatively affect and increase population by attracting additional workers and residents to 
the ICE study area. This is especially true for Alternatives 3 and 6.   

Future planned residential and commercial development independent of the MD 175 project is 
likely to have the cumulative effect of increasing population.   

Employment within the ICE study area is expected to increase during the remainder of the ICE 
study period due to a number of factors including BRAC-related activities, expansion of the 
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National Business Park, and the fact that the small area plans within ICE study area are focused 
on achieving continued economic growth.  Past, present and future job figures are listed in Table 
III-24. 

Table III-24. Historical and Projected Total Jobs by Place of Work 
 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

Anne Arundel 
County 130,013 176,042 251,726 297,317 378,900 420,700 438,500 

Howard County 22,397 56,938 106,864 160,732 197,700 227,900 243,400 

Source: Maryland Department of Planning, 2007 
The Odenton Small Area Plan projects 56,200 total jobs by the year 2010 which is an increase of 
3,290 from the 2000 estimate. Most of this growth is projected to take place at Fort Meade and 
the Odenton Town Center area. The Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan cites 10,500 total 
jobs in 2000 and projects 16,100 total jobs by 2010 and 20,400 total jobs by 2015. With this 
projected 90 percent increase in employment by 2015, the area has the potential to become a 
major employment and commuter destination.  Development of designated commercial areas 
would create jobs for ICE study area residents, residential development would create short-term 
construction jobs, and proposed highway construction on other major projects would create 
temporary jobs.  Commercial businesses along the MD 175 corridor are estimated to employ 
1,964 employees (1,263 retail and 701 office/service workers).  Alternatives 3 and 6, by 
displacing businesses, would displace a number of jobs from the corridor, but would be offset by 
employment gains associated with new development. 

Alternative 3 calls for the displacement of an estimated 118,980 square feet of commercial space, 
the total square footage of existing commercial space would fall to 495,937 (a nearly 20 percent 
reduction in space).  However, this decrease would be offset by the addition of approximately 1 
million square feet of new commercial space associated with planned corridor developments.  
The net change would therefore be an approximately 143 percent increase in space (614,917 
existing square feet to 1.5 million future square feet). 

Alternative 6 calls for the displacement of an estimated 59,274 square feet of commercial space.  
With the existing commercial inventory estimated to include 614,917 square feet, the total square 
footage of existing commercial space would fall to 555,643 (a 10 percent reduction in space).  
This decrease would be offset by the 1 million square feet of new commercial space associated 
with planned corridor developments.  The net change would be an approximately 153 percent 
increase in space (614,917 existing square feet to 1.6 million future square feet). 

Alternatives 3 and 6 could have mixed impacts on property values.  Under Alternative 3, the 
displacement of businesses and associated value would cause annual real property values to 
decrease by $15.8 million (the current assessed value of the displaced properties).  
Displacements under Alternative 6 would contribute to $9.9 million in displaced property values.  
The net impact of Alternative 6 is anticipated to be positive compared to Alternatives 1 and 3.  
This alternative would result in generally the same improvements and access impacts associated 
with Alternative 3, but would displace 10 percent of the corridor’s existing commercial inventory 
instead of 20 percent, as with Alternative 3.  Under Alternative 3, total real property taxes would 
decrease to $357,933 per year based on displacements, but could be offset by increased long-
term tax revenues if new development potential is enhanced.  Alternative 6, by displacing 
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$87,764 in annual real property tax revenues, could cause total real property taxes to decrease to 
$411,118 per year.  Again, this decrease could be offset by increased long-term tax revenues 
based on enhanced development potential and associated increases in property values. 

Alternatives 3 and 6 would provide indirect and cumulative employment impacts.  Indirect 
effects include improved access to and from MD 295 and allowing quicker improved access for 
employees moving to and from surrounding business centers.  The increased mobility of goods 
and services will make designated growth areas within the ICE boundary more attractive to 
businesses.  Also, the cumulative effects of these build alternatives will be beneficial to job 
growth and employment within the ICE study area.  It should be noted that planned economic 
centers such as Odenton Town Center may draw commerce away from other areas within the 
ICE boundary.  However, the net cumulative impact as a whole should be positive.  An increase 
in jobs may also occur under Alternative 1 (No-Build), but would be likely to occur at a slower 
rate. 

Depending on the alternative selected, there may be direct and minor cumulative impacts from 
noise from the MD 175 project.  Based on the worst-case scenario noise analysis study 
completed to date, noise abatement measures will be considered in the form of barriers at two 
locations during final design (See Section G. of this report for additional information on direct 
noise impacts).  The majority of other development projects in the ICE boundary are stationary 
developments/destination points rather than transportation projects, and are anticipated to 
minimally affect noise levels. 

Parklands 

There are numerous public parks and recreation areas, as well as wildlife refuges, within the ICE 
study area (See Figure III-14).  With the sole exception of MD 295, none of the public parklands 
are located immediately adjacent to MD 175.  The parks and wildlife refuges include 
community, county, state, and federal lands and provide both natural preservation and 
recreational benefits.  Parks in the ICE study area have been planned and created as demand has 
risen for their amenities.  Anne Arundel County’s planning and zoning efforts support 
preservation of existing parklands for open space.   Also, particular areas have been designated 
for preservation and recreation, including the Patuxent River Greenway, Naval Dairy Farm, and 
Severn River Greenway.  The Patuxent River Policy Plan (1984) includes land management 
strategies to promote passive recreation and preserve environmentally sensitive areas along the 
Primary Management Area near the Patuxent River and its tributaries.  The Odenton Small Area 
Plan includes provisions for a proposed greenway and proposed trails (WB&A Trail and South 
Shore Trail) including part of the Little Patuxent River located southeast of Odenton. 

Approximately 1.4 to 3.9 acres of NPS-owned property (MD 295) would be directly impacted by 
all build alternatives except for Alternative 2.  Although NPS property would be required, 
MD 175 improvements would not change the ownership, aesthetic characteristics, or current 
transportation use of MD 295.  Efforts to minimize and mitigate for impacts to MD 295 would be 
investigated as part of project design studies. 

Provinces Park, on Disney Road, can be accessed from MD 175, and is in relatively close 
proximity (approximately 0.25 miles) to MD 175.  Indirect effects to this park associated with 
the build alternatives include the potential for increased use due to improved vehicle, pedestrian, 
and bicycle access.  Due to the comparatively long distance between the MD 175 project area 
and the remaining parks, recreation facilities, and wildlife refuges in the study area, there would 
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be no direct or indirect impacts to any facilities that are not adjacent to or in close proximity to 
the project.   

Cumulative impacts to parklands are related to the project’s contribution to cumulative effects in 
conjunction with all other related transportation and development projects previously described.  
The United States Department of Transportation Act of 1966 prohibits projects using federal 
funding which require the use of any publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, or 
wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance unless there is no feasible 
and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and such program includes all possible planning 
to minimize harm to such park, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic sites 
resulting from such use.  Due to this regulation, development within parks, as well as cumulative 
impacts to parks as a result of this project, are not expected.  Additionally, cumulative impacts to 
parklands as a result of other developments in the ICE area are not expected due to the existing 
regulations that prohibit private development within existing parklands.   

   b.  Cultural Resource Impacts 

Historic Sites 

There are a number of previously recorded historic standing structures within the ICE study area.  
Five National Register listed and 33 National Register eligible properties have been documented 
in the ICE study area.  On May 2, 2008, the MHT determined that the project will have an 
adverse effect on historic resources.  The Baltimore-Washington Parkway (AA-5) would be 
adversely affected by Alternatives 3, 4 Modified, 5, 6 and 6A if Interchange Options A2 or 
Option E are chosen.  Interchange Option F will have no adverse effect on the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway.  The Odenton Historic District (AA-869) and the Jones House (AA-743) 
would be adversely affected under Alternatives 3 and 6, but not Alternative 6A, which shifts to 
avoid these resources.  The Trusty Friend (AA-123) would be adversely affected by Alternatives 
4 Modified and 5.  The effect determinations (May 2, 2008) for the entire project are located in 
Appendix C.  The No-Build Alternative is unlikely to have direct, indirect, or cumulative 
impacts on historic sites.   

Interchange Option F would result in a no adverse effect and may cause indirect impacts to 
historic resources.  Other projects in the ICE area may have the potential for indirect impacts to 
historical resources within the ICE study area.  County preservation laws and regulations would 
help minimize the loss of resources from indirect effects by ensuring that proposed projects and 
developments are in compliance with Federal, State and Local laws as well as County 
Preservation Ordinances.  Indirect impacts associated with the build alternatives include visual 
impacts, such as the reconstruction of the bridge over MD 175, bridges over MD 295 
(Alternative 3), or the construction of new MD 175 bridges over MD 295 (Alternative 6).    

Cumulative impacts are not anticipated to occur under the build alternatives, given that county 
preservation laws and regulations would help minimize the loss of resources by ensuring that 
proposed projects and developments are in compliance with Federal, State and Local laws as 
well as County Preservation Ordinances. Historic resources on a large scale are protected 
throughout the ICE study area through various degrees of zoning and planning restrictions placed 
by the county and state. Transportation projects under USDOT would be required to follow 
guidelines for Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act and Section 106 of the 
Historic Preservation Act. 
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   c.  Natural Resource Impacts 

Groundwater 

Groundwater is one of the most important natural resources as it replenishes our streams and 
wetlands and provides water for irrigation and drinking water for many citizens. Groundwater 
quality is affected by surface water quality controls and quantity controls. Stormwater 
management utilizing best management practices can increase infiltration which allows for 
recharge of groundwater. Minimal direct impacts are expected from the MD 175 project due to 
the alternatives relatively small contribution to overall impervious surface area (approximately 
34 acres new impervious surface). 

Potential indirect impacts to groundwater would primarily be associated with increases in 
impervious surface, however small, associated with MD 175 build alternatives and other projects 
in the ICE boundary.  The additional impervious areas could reduce infiltration into shallow 
portions of the aquifer over time. Sustainable aquifers cannot have a recharge rate less than the 
rate of withdrawal. These effects would be localized and are not expected to change hydrology at 
the larger sub-watershed or watershed level, nor would they be expected to differ among the 
alternate designs.  In addition, the increase in impervious surface would proportionately increase 
runoff carrying vehicle-generated pollutants (e.g., oil, coolants, brake fluids, and rubber), which 
could potentially enter groundwater resources. Contaminated groundwater may ultimately affect 
the surface waters that feed the Chesapeake Bay where both groundwater and surface waters 
eventually drain. Stormwater runoff would be managed in accordance with MDE stormwater 
regulations and stormwater Best Management Practices.  Any impacts to groundwater resources 
would be closely monitored by MDE.  

Withdrawals from public supply wells operated by the Anne Arundel County Department of 
Public Works on average totaled 26 million gallons per day in 2002. Demand is projected to 
increase three-fold to 73 million gallons per day by 2040.  Projected demand for water in Anne 
Arundel County can be met but will require construction of new wells and well fields.  An 
anticipated cumulative effect of increased demand is increased energy costs to accommodate 
increased pumping lift required to reach deeper water levels in aquifers.  Another cumulative 
impact is that increased withdrawals from aquifers may eventually reduce base flow to streams 
within the recharge (outcrop) areas of the aquifers pumped.   

The potential cumulative effects described above are likely to be associated with Alternatives 3 
and 6.  The build alternatives (3 and 6) may increase the rate at which these effects occur, as 
these alternatives may serve to hasten the construction of residential and commercial 
development projects and their associated impacts.  Additional, cumulative impacts to 
groundwater resources within the ICE boundary may occur, but are likely to be minor due to the 
more stringent stormwater regulations under the Clean Water Act and Maryland Stormwater 
Management Guidelines for proposed projects in comparison to the past time frame. 

Surface Water  

The MD 175 project area is located within the Little Patuxent River and Severn River 
watersheds, to the west and east respectively.  MD 175 roughly follows a ridge, which is the 
geographic divide between two watersheds, Little Patuxent sub-watershed number 
021311050949 and the Severn River sub-watershed number 021310021002.  The drainage basin 
to the west drains to Dorsey Run, Midway Branch, and Franklin Branch, which are tributaries of 
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the Little Patuxent River.  The drainage basin to the east drains to unnamed tributaries of the 
Severn River. 

The ICE study area includes approximately 20 12-digit sub-watersheds in total, including the 
three in the project area.  In addition to the previously-mentioned rivers sub-watersheds 
(0211311050952 and -949 within the Little Patuxent River watershed and 021310021002 within 
the Severn River Watershed), the ICE study area also includes the Lower North Branch Patapsco 
River watershed to the northeast of MD 175.   

The three watersheds that make up the ICE study area are highly urbanized with percentages of 
impervious cover in excess of ten percent.  Table III-25 depicts landscape parameters associated 
with these watersheds.  None of these watersheds meets clean water or natural resource goals.  
However, none are designated as needing special protection of natural resources by the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources. 

Approximately 1,355 or 1,635 linear feet of Waters of the US (including intermittent and 
perennial channels) would be directly impacted by Alternatives 3 or 6A base alignments, 
respectively requiring 540 feet of bridge length for Alternative 3 and 605 feet of bridge length 
for Alternative 6A.  The impacts of Alternatives 3 and 6 could include direct impacts due to 
culvert extensions at MD 175.  Indirect impacts could occur at other culverts or bridge crossings 
traversing waterways, due to filling wetlands.  Impacts to natural resources such as converting 
forest/natural areas to paved areas would also have the potential to affect species of concern 
located within these watersheds.  Species of concern include the Swamp Pink, Wild Lupine, 
Roughish Panic Grass, and the Glassy Darter. 

Table III-25. Landscape Parameters for Watersheds in ICE Boundary. 

Watershed 
Little Patuxent 

River 
 02131105 

Severn River  
02131002 

Patapsco River 
Lower North 

Branch  
02130906 

Impervious Cover 25.5% 17% 21.9% 

Population Density 
(persons/acre) 1.62  1.53 1.95 

Unforested Stream 
Buffer  50% 26% 33% 

Soil Erodibility 
Index 0.29 0.26 0.31 

    Source: MD DNR, 2007 

Cumulative effects potentially associated with this project include an incremental degradation in 
surface water quality and ecological health.  This may result from the increase in impervious 
surface area associated with the MD 175 project combined with effects of additional planned 
developments in the project area. Pollutants such as heavy metals, organic salts, hydrocarbons, 
oil and grease, rubber particles, suspended solids, and deicing salts typically accumulate on road 
surfaces and are mobilized and transported to surface waters during rain events. The percentage 
impervious surface in the Patapsco River Lower North Branch watershed has already reached 
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almost 22 percent, well above the threshold that cumulative impacts of development on the 
relative health of aquatic resources become marked.  

Hydrological effects of increased urbanization and reduced pervious cover include the following: 

• Disruption of natural water balance 
• Increased stormwater runoff volumes and associated increases in flood peak flows 

o More frequent flooding 
o Increased bankfull flows 

• Lower dry weather flows (diminished groundwater recharge) 
 

Generally, disruption of the natural water balance and resultant instability and enlargement of the 
stream bed occur, as total impervious cover exceeds 10% in the watershed. The enlargement 
process may take up to 50 years to fully occur, but urban streams with more than 10% 
impervious cover are characterized by various degrees of stream enlargement and widening, 
erosion, downcutting, decreased channel stability, and embeddedness.    

Cumulative effects, related to other developments, would require separate permit applications.  
There is already developed land in the project area that has contributed to degraded water 
quality.  Impacts from other future developments in the ICE study area may include increased 
pollutant-containing runoff as the quantity of impervious surfaces expands.  The result would be 
a decrease in water quality.  An additional cumulative effect includes an increase in the surface 
water temperatures of streams which may adversely affect various aquatic organisms dependent 
upon cooler water temperatures.   

Even though cumulative impacts to aquatic habitat and water quality may occur within the ICE 
study area, project-related impacts are expected to have a minimal contribution to water 
degradation compared to existing non-point pollution sources.  Impacts from other future 
development and proposed highway improvements would be mitigated based on protective 
regulations related to wetland and waterways, forest conservation, and associated measures to 
control stormwater, sediment, and erosion. Strict zoning and state and federal regulations are in 
place to protect wetlands, waterways, and designated conservation areas from development 
through the permitting process. Additionally, limiting cumulative impacts to natural resources 
would require protection of critical resource lands, directing new development to existing 
developed lands, enhancing control of storm water quantity and quality, and maximizing the use 
of smart growth and low impact development approaches. 

Wetlands 

According to the Anne Arundel County Soil Survey, there are no mapped hydric soils within the 
MD 175 project area.  Maryland Department of Planning’s (MDP) Land Use data from 1973 and 
2002 was used to determine any potential trends in the amount of wetlands (acres) present within 
the ICE boundary.  MDP 1973 Land Use data shows only ten acres of land categorized as 
wetland, while seven acres of land are categorized as wetland in 2002 MDP Land Use data.  
According to this data, the amount of wetland area within the ICE boundary has been decreasing 
(See Table III-22).   

In addition to desktop wetland data research, preliminary wetland field investigations were 
conducted as part of the project planning study.  The MD 175 project area contains mapped NWI 
wetland systems and several potential wetland systems (determined by background and onsite 
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study) associated with the roadside drainage network. The NWI maps generally indicate 
palustrine forested systems following fingers created within headwaters of riparian stream 
corridors.  According to the SHA’s planning study, there are potentially three large forested 
wetlands located adjacent to MD 175:   

• One wetland west of MD 175 to the south of Ballantines Way 
• One wetland east of MD 175 and MD 32  
• One wetland west of MD 175 adjacent to the new AACPL West County Area Library at 

MD 170  
 

Maryland DNR has maintained watershed impact data including net wetland gains and losses 
since 1991.  No direct or indirect impacts to wetlands would occur under Alternative 1 (No-
Build) in the form of roadway runoff, sedimentation, and alteration of water hydrology.  

Approximately 1.92 to 2.25 acres of probable wetland habitat would be directly impacted by 
Alternatives 3 or 6A base alignments respectively.  Indirect impacts to wetlands are projected to 
be minimal as a result of any of the alternatives considered.  Potential indirect impacts to 
wetlands may be associated with roadway runoff, sedimentation, and alterations to hydrology. 
These impacts may lead to a decrease in the extent or quality of available wetland habitat, which 
may ultimately reduce the diversity of plant and wildlife species that occupy these habitats.  The 
additional highway lanes, interchanges, and entrances proposed for Alternatives 3 and 6 would 
contribute small amounts of pollutants over time to wetlands already receiving chemical inputs 
from the existing roadways and built lands throughout the affected sub-watersheds.  Direct 
impacts to wetlands will be offset by the mitigation activities.  Since the project is not expected 
to increase development rates or densities by itself in the ICE study area, and waterway 
protection regulations have been established at the federal, state, and local level in the ICE 
boundary, minimal indirect impacts to wetlands are anticipated to occur as a result of this 
project.  The use of Best Management Practices, stormwater management practices and 
adherence to established riparian buffer zones by future developers in the ICE boundary will 
minimize overall impacts. 

The potential for cumulative effects to wetlands, within the ICE study area would arise from the 
effects of the MD 175 project together with additional, unrelated development within the ICE 
boundary.  As development pressure rises, there may be additional cumulative impacts to 
wetlands and waterways.  These would result from continued resource land conversion to 
developed land, corresponding increases in impervious surfaces, and increased source and non-
source pollutant loads.  It should be noted that wetland impacts from this project are anticipated 
to be minimal and linear in nature, whereas the majority of wetland impacts anticipated from 
other development within the ICE boundary are likely to be more expansive and non-linear.  
Cumulative impacts to wetlands within the ICE area boundary could be minimized by protective   
regulations related to wetlands and waterways (Sections 404 and 401), forest conservation, and 
due to stormwater, sediment, and erosion control measures that would be put into place as 
conditions of development.  Strict zoning and state and federal regulations are in place to protect 
wetlands, waterways, and designated conservation areas from development through the 
permitting process.  Additionally, limiting cumulative impacts to natural resources will require 
protection of critical resource lands, directing new development to existing developed lands, 
enhancing control of stormwater quantity and quality, and maximizing the use of smart growth 
and low impact development approaches. 
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An analysis of future development within the ICE boundary shows that 1.38 acres of wetlands 
would be impacted by the Parkside planned development.  The future Odenton Town Center 
development is expected to impact 4.15 acres of wetlands and the proposed Home Depot 
development would impact approximately 0.5 acre of wetland and 1.7 acre of woodlands.  In 
addition, based on the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Implementation of Base 
Realignment and Closure 2005 and Enhanced Use Lease Actions at Fort George G. Meade, 
August 2007, 57 acres of wetland were identified from NWI mapping on EUL Sites Y, Z and S.  
It is unknown, at this time, how much of the wetland and forest acreage would be impacted by 
future BRAC and EUL development.  

Terrestrial Habitat (Woodlands) 

Historical land use/land cover analysis indicates on a percentage basis that during the past three 
decades, as urban development has occurred, forest land in the region has diminished faster than 
any other types of land use.  As the following Table illustrates (Table III-26), the ICE study area 
and surrounding region currently contain sizable tracts of woodland, but the amount of forest has 
declined and would continue to decline due to development.  Referencing the county current and 
future land use maps shows that the ICE study area generally contains narrow bands of forest 
associated with stream valleys in the Severn/Odenton area and to the west of MD 32 and Fort 
Meade, as well as larger tracts of forest in the Patuxent wildlife/natural area to the southwest of 
Fort Meade.  The approximate forested area on the BRAC and EUL sites is approximately 529 
acres.  Based on a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) analysis using the existing 
approximate EUL site boundaries and GIS Green Infrastructure layer from MD Department of 
Natural Resources, it was determined that EUL sites Y and Z could potentially impact a large 
portion of an existing Green Infrastructure hub (approximately 173 acres total).  The EUL site S 
is estimated to potentially impact approximately 86 acres of an existing Green Infrastructure hub.  
However, it should be noted that this is a worst-case scenario estimate, and assumes that the EUL 
sites will be developed in entirety. 

Table III-26. Forest Trends Data (1973-2002) For Anne Arundel and Howard Counties 
(Percentages are in Comparison with Total Land Area of the County) 

 
1973 Acres 

and 
Percentage 

1981 Acres 
and 

Percentage 

1990 Acres 
and 

Percentage 

2002 Acres 
and 

Percentage 

Projected 2020 
Acres and 
Percentage 

Anne 
Arundel 
County 
Forest Land 

129,453 
Acres  

(34.1 %) 

124,906 
Acres 
(32.9%) 

116,241 
Acres 
(30.6%) 

111,660 
Acres 
(29.4%) 

95,562 Acres 
(25.2%) 

Howard 
County 
Forest Land 

60,038 
Acres 
(46.4%) 

58,589 
Acres 
(36.1%) 

54,912 
Acres 
(33.8%) 

52,128 
Acres 
(32.1%) 

32,714 Acres 
(20.2%) 

     Source:  Maryland Department of Planning (2001, 2002) 
Direct impacts of Alternative 3 base alignment would include 20.1 acres of woodlands, 
Alternative 6 would directly impact 23.9 acres of woodlands, and Alternative 6A would directly 
impact 25.1 acres of woodlands.  The MD 175 project is likely to have short- and long-term 
indirect impacts to forests.  Since the project mainly proposes improvements along existing 
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roadway alignments, the remaining indirect impacts would occur along the edges of forest stands 
that border those roads.  Direct loss of “edge” habitat, typically defined as the outermost 300 feet 
of a forested tract, would translate into a corresponding loss of forest interior habitat by shifting 
the interior/edge boundary and may impact forest interior dwelling species (FIDS).  
Fragmentation of existing unprotected forest lands may lead to newly created forest edges 
experience increases in light and wind, leading to drier soil conditions. These changes may cause 
shifts in the plants that become established and thrive, favoring early successional, shade 
intolerant species. This often facilitates the establishment and spread of invasive and exotic 
species, some of which may ultimately expand beyond the immediate edge into the forest interior 
over time. Traffic and roads themselves typically act as conduits for seed dispersal, promoting 
the invasion of invasive species into new areas. Finally, dust and chemical pollutants from 
roadways may reduce the relative fitness or survival of some plants after continued exposure.   

Cumulative impacts to forest cover in the ICE boundary area would occur as a result of the 
MD 175 project combined with public and private development projects in each of the counties 
and may include increased forest fragmentation with associated loss of forest interior habitat.  It 
should be noted that forest cover impacts due to this project are anticipated to be linear in nature, 
rather than creating forest fragments, which is in general, less impactive to terrestrial habitat. 
Based on land use data, there was an 18.6 percent decrease in forest acreage between 1973 and 
2002 in the ICE study area.  However, it is expected that the overall cumulative effect to 
terrestrial habitat within the ICE boundary area will be minimal due to  protective regulations.  A 
large portion of the identified Green Infrastructure ecological hubs and corridors, including the 
Patuxent Research Refuge, Severn Run Environmental Area, Odenton Nature Area, and a 
segment of MD 295 are protected lands that will remain intact and largely unaffected.   Although 
some of the land that is currently forested is proposed for industrial or residential land purposes, 
much of the existing forest cover is expected to remain due to requirements of the Maryland 
Forest Conservation Act (FCA) of 1991.  The FCA requires public and private developers to 
prepare a forest conservation plan for any project that impacts more than 40,000 square feet of 
forestland. The plan must demonstrate that certain percentages of forest cover remain after the 
development has been completed. Natural Resources Article Section 5-103, known as the 
Maryland Reforestation Law, regulates disturbances to forest land during highway construction 
projects. Under this law, mitigation for any highway project that impacts at least one acre of 
forest requires a strict 1:1 mitigation ratio if the highway project uses state funds.  However, 
there may be a delay of decades until the land gains habitat value and it may not necessarily be 
located in the same habitat system. 

Given current Maryland Smart Growth policies, county zoning regulations, and the two laws 
referenced above, cumulative impacts to forest cover would likely be limited to areas designated 
for urban development by each county.  Additionally, mitigation would be required to offset any 
loss of forestlands associated with each of the proposed development projects.   

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species 

There are no direct impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species in the project area since no 
resident species were found during an RTE survey.  Several species are thought to occur within 
the ICE Study area.  Although there is habitat sufficient to support these species within the 
project area, surveys conducted in fall 2007 did not locate any RTE species within these habitat 
locations (Please refer to the Natural Environmental Technical Report, SHA 2008 for detailed 
survey information).   
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Habitat outside of the project area, but within the ICE boundary, could be impacted by indirect 
effects that alter the quality of the existing habitat.  In particular, the glassy darter (Etheostoma 
vitreum) is noted by the MD DNR as being especially vulnerable to siltation.  Measures will be 
taken to avoid siltation by restricting in-stream work if possible and by utilizing appropriate 
BMPs during construction and in stormwater management planning and implementation. Stream 
habitat protection measures for this project will focus on minimization of sedimentation and 
water quality impacts to downstream areas. 

Since there were no RTE species identified within the ICE boundary area, the MD 175 project 
has no cumulative effects on RTE species; however, cumulative impacts could occur due to the 
combined effects of the other proposed development projects within the ICE area.  Cumulative 
effects would be avoided and minimized for each proposed development through required 
surveys to document new occurrences of any of these species. Impacts would be minimal due to 
current land use and state and federal laws.  Maryland endangered and threatened species are 
protected and regulated by the 1973 Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Maryland Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 and the 1975 Maryland Nongame and Endangered Species Conservation 
Act.  Given current Maryland Smart Growth policies and the county's zoning regulations, most 
impacts to plant habitat would only take place on those areas designated by the counties for 
urban development. 
Conclusions 
Indirect and cumulative effects associated with socio-economic, cultural and natural resources 
have been identified and described for the proposed MD 175 project.    

Indirect Effects 

Indirect impacts to community resources under the build alternatives may be both beneficial and 
adverse.  Beneficial effects may include decreased travel time to major roadways as well as the 
creation of more travel options for commuters.  Increased traffic along MD 175 is a potential 
adverse indirect effect.  The population may indirectly increase (by attracting additional workers 
and residents to the ICE study area) from the creation of new job opportunities associated with 
increased commercial development, in conjunction with additional housing opportunities, 
independent of the MD 175 project.  Indirect effects to employment should result from improved 
access to and from MD 295 allowing better access for employees.  Indirect effects to parks 
associated with the build alternatives include the potential for increased use due to improved 
vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle access.  There may be indirect impacts to historical resources 
associated with the build alternatives that include visual impacts resulting from construction of a 
new bridge or bridges.  Indirect impacts to groundwater would primarily be associated with 
increases in impervious surface associated with MD 175 build alternatives and other projects in 
the ICE boundary.  The additional impervious areas could reduce infiltration into shallow 
portions of the aquifer.  The increase in impervious surface would increase runoff carrying 
vehicle-generated pollutants which could potentially enter groundwater resources. Surface water 
and water quality may be indirectly affected by contaminated groundwater inflow into 
streambeds of surface waters.  Indirect impacts to wetlands may occur as a result roadway 
runoff, sedimentation, and alterations to hydrology, thereby potentially affecting the extent and 
quality of available wetland habitat.  There may be indirect impacts to forests as newly created 
forest edges experience drier soil conditions allowing invasive species to become established as 
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well as the loss if forest interior habitat.  RTE habitat outside of the project area, but within the 
ICE boundary, could be impacted by indirect effects that alter the quality of the existing habitat.  

Cumulative Effects 

Potential cumulative effects to the community would include a potential loss of character and 
small town feel as well as an increase in demand for community services including schools and 
health care facilities.  There is also likely to be direct and cumulative impacts to communities 
from noise related to this project.  Future planned residential and commercial development 
independent of the MD 175 project is likely to have cumulative effects of increasing population 
and employment within the ICE study area.  Cumulative impacts to parklands may include 
increased development pressure.  Cumulative impacts to historic sites are not expected.   

Anticipated cumulative effects for groundwater include reduction of base flow to streams within 
the recharge areas.  Cumulative impacts to surface water include increased runoff, erosion and 
flooding potentially leading to degradation of water quality and decrease in ecological health.  
As development pressure rises, there may be additional cumulative impacts to wetlands such as 
alterations to local hydrology.  Cumulative impacts to woodlands may include increased forest 
fragmentation and loss of forest interior habitat.  There may also be cumulative impacts to the 
habitats of rare, threatened, and endangered species as development pressure increases. 

Mitigation 
Avoidance and minimization strategies to reduce direct impacts to environmental resources  were 
incorporated into the MD 175  project planning and will continue to be included in future design 
efforts.  Mitigation is required for any direct impacts that remain following avoidance and 
minimization efforts.  SHA will develop conceptual mitigation plans for any unavoidable 
impacts and coordinate efforts with the appropriate regulatory agencies when a preferred 
alternative is selected. For example, indirect impacts to wetlands could be minimized due to use 
of Best Management Practices and stormwater management practices.  Noise barriers have been 
determined reasonable and feasible at two locations (MD 175/McCarron Court and MD 
175/Reece Road), and may be constructed to mitigate noise impacts from the proposed roadway 
improvements.  Mitigation will be provided in accordance with FHWA Noise Abatement 
Criteria and SHA noise policy. Additionally, landscape plans will be developed during final 
design that could include median plantings, vegetative buffers, and/or special fencing along Fort 
Meade to mitigate any visual impacts. 

State and county land development plans will shape future development and growth within the 
ICE boundary.  Local jurisdictions will develop resource preservation plans with the continued 
assistance of SHA.  Anne Arundel and Howard Counties and each distinct municipality are 
ultimately responsible for monitoring and applying growth management strategies and 
mechanisms that result in development at a pace that is consistent with roadways and 
infrastructure.   

Regulatory agencies and responsible parties are obligated to evaluate mitigation for cumulative 
effects associated with environmental impacts.  Any future development that occurs in the 2030 
time frame will be required to comply with the numerous federal, state, and local ordinances in 
place to protect resources.   
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 J.  Wild and Scenic Rivers 
There are no federally designated Wild and Scenic Rivers within or close to the project area.  
The Severn River, located just north of the project area, is a state-designated Scenic and Wild 
River as established by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Maryland Scenic and Wild 
Rivers Program. 

 K.  Coastal Zone Management 
All of Anne Arundel County is included in the Maryland Coastal Zone.  The Maryland Coastal 
Zone Management (CZM) Program is administered by the MDE and MD DNR.  Many of the 
CZM requirements are associated with inter-agency review of permit applications, as described 
in A Guide to Maryland’s Coastal Zone Management Program Federal Consistency Process 
(MDE and MD DNR, 2004).  The final environmental document will include documentation of 
States agency’s determination on consistency with the Maryland CZM plan. 

L. Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 
Potential additional light emissions resulting from the build alternatives would include vehicular 
traffic utilizing the interchange, roadway, and direct access ramps as well as any street lights that 
would be added.  Given the existing land use of the area, visual impacts resulting from light 
emissions, due to roadway improvements, are expected to be minimal.  The No-Build Alternative 
would have no adverse impacts from light emissions, nor would the surrounding community be 
subject to adverse visual impacts.  

M. Construction 
Project construction could result in adverse impacts to air, noise, water, or traffic elements such 
as congestion and detours associated with any of the build alternatives.  The proposed project 
would produce temporary fugitive dust emissions from construction activities and associated 
equipment.  However, contractors would exercise Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce 
dust during the construction phase of the project.  These emissions would be temporary and are 
not expected to adversely affect the area’s air quality.  Noise from construction equipment and 
related activities on site would be regulated through the development of a construction noise 
specification to minimize exposure outside of the construction area.  Traffic-related impacts 
would be minimized by developing and implementing a Maintenance of Traffic Management 
Plan.  All construction-related water quality impacts would be temporary, indirect, and would 
result from the removal of vegetation and grading activities, as well as the operation of earth-
moving equipment.  These temporary and indirect water quality impacts would likely result from 
soil erosion or sedimentation and the introduction of pollutants from construction machinery.  
BMPs would be employed to minimize adverse temporary impacts.  Potential temporary water 
degradation would be avoided, minimized, and mitigated through the implementation of an 
approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, approved Stormwater Management Plan, and the 
terms and restrictions with the Joint Non-tidal Wetlands and Waterways permit.  

N. Natural Resources and Energy Supply 
Consideration of energy requirements associated with a transportation project normally fall 
under two categories: Those relating to increased consumption from stationary facilities (i.e., 
additional facilities requiring heat, cooling, and other energy consuming systems), and those 
involving substantial increases in vehicle movement and related fuel consumption.  
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Consideration of non-fuel natural resources is generally a concern if the proposed improvements 
will affect the ability to mine or collect natural resource materials, or if construction of the 
proposed project would require the use of materials that are in short supply.  There are no known 
deposits of valuable natural resources located in the vicinity of the project that would be affected 
by the proposed improvements. 

The MD 175 project is not anticipated to require the use of any construction materials that are 
unusual in nature or in short supply.  Estimates of the type and quantity of materials necessary 
for the proposed improvements will be determined in the later phases of development and their 
availability through coordination with local suppliers. 

O. Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 
Four primary laws have been passed governing the handling and disposal of hazardous materials, 
chemicals, substances, and wastes.  The two statutes of most relevance are the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act [(RCRA) as amended by the Federal Facilities Compliance Act 
of 1992], and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
[(CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act)].  RCRA 
governs the generation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes, and the clean up of 
releases into the environment resulting in current operations.  CERCLA provides for the cleanup 
of former releases of hazardous substances into the environment that result from past operations.  
Implementation of these statutes in Maryland is under the direction of MDE. 

Impacts to solid waste management relate to the generation, handling and disposal of solid waste 
as a result of construction.  Waste would be transported and disposed of as directed by the 
appropriate authorities.  In removing tress, earth, and demolishing pavement, high quantities of 
solid waste may be generated.  Felled tree debris would be disposed of in accordance with state 
and local regulations.  None of the solid waste generated from the proposed project is anticipated 
to create capacity problems at the local landfill or require scheduled solid waste removal.  The 
No-Build Alternative would not impact or have adverse effects on local landfill operations. 
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IV. SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION 

 A. Introduction 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303(c)) permits the 
use of land from a publicly-owned public park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or 
land of a historic site of national, state or local significance (as determined by federal, state and 
local officials having jurisdiction over such resources), only if there is no prudent or feasible 
alternative to the use of such land and if the action includes all possible measures to minimize 
harm in accordance with the FHWA Section 4(f) regulations, 23 CFR 774, as well as FHWA’s 
Section 4(f) Policy Paper (March, 2005), and is consistent with the criteria for a Section 4(f) 
Evaluation (discussed therein). 

A Section 4(f) "use" occurs when property identified as a Section 4(f) resource is permanently 
acquired and incorporated into a transportation project or when there is occupancy of land that is 
adverse in terms of the integrity of the Section 4(f) resource.  The requirements of Section 4(f) 
apply to the MD 175 project because the proposed build alternatives would require the use of 
land from public parks and recreational facilities, as well as historic sites listed on or eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).   

This Section 4(f) Evaluation describes four properties within the study area for which Section 
4(f) is applied, as well as the location and design of alternatives developed to avoid and 
minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources.  As part of this evaluation, additional right-of-way 
needed for the project, as well as any structures (buildings, fences, driveways, walls, etc.) 
potentially impacted that may contribute to the significance of the Section 4(f) resource, are 
described, as are any potential temporary uses of the Section 4(f) resources. 

 B. Project Action 
The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) is considering various roadway 
improvement options for MD 175 near the Fort George G. Meade Military Reservation in 
Odenton, Maryland.  The alternatives being considered include various options to widen the two-
lane roadway, as well as intersection and interchange options.  Please see Section I of this report 
for a description of the project Purpose and Need, and Section II of this report for descriptions of 
the alternatives considered. 

 C. Section 4(f) Properties 
SHA conducted initial coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) in March 2007 to 
identify historic sites and archeological resources within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for 
the MD 175 project.  The MHT determined that three sites, the Odenton Historic District, the 
Jones House, and Trusty Friend are eligible for listing in the NRHP.  The fourth resource, the 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway, is owned by the National Park Service (NPS) and is listed on 
the NRHP.  Figure IV-1 shows the locations of these resources.  

Previous archeological studies have determined that nine of 13 known sites have been 
determined ineligible for NRHP listing.  The remaining four sites were determined not eligible 
by the MHT on May 2, 2008 (see Appendix C). 

For the ARDS, land from four Section 4(f) resources located within the study area could be 
required.  The following describes the Section 4(f) resources that may be impacted by the 
proposed alternatives.   
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 1. Baltimore-Washington Parkway  
The portion of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway (MD 295) south of MD 175 is contained 
within a 19-mile long, 1,353 acre parkway facility owned by the NPS, and is a significant 
historic resource listed on the NRHP.  This segment of MD 295 extends from the eastern border 
of the District of Columbia and to just south MD 175 and achieves state and local significance in 
the areas of transportation and landscape architecture.  It is associated with urban development of 
the National Capital as a Federal center and is the only fully developed parkway of its kind in 
Maryland.  It is a contributing element to the National Capital Park and Parkway system 
developed during the first half of the 20th century.  The parkway maintains original integrity of 
setting, design and associations characteristic of the earliest parkways designed for pleasure 
motoring, the preservation of natural topography and vegetation for scenic purposes coupled 
with “high-speed” elements of modern freeway design.  Currently, MD 295 consists of a four-
lane divided highway in a linear park boundary 400 to 800 feet wide, connecting the two 
metropolitan regions of Baltimore and Washington D.C.  The resource is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places under Criteria A and C – it is associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history and it embodies distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period or method of construction. 

2. Odenton Historic District  
The Odenton Historic District is located south of MD 175 and west of MD 170 (Telegraph 
Road/Piney Orchard Parkway) within the larger community of Odenton.  Access to the Odenton 
Historic District can be made via Morgan Road and Odenton Road.  The Odenton Historic 
District covers approximately 66 acres and contains several properties, including the Jones 
House, Odenton Bank, Odenton Station and the Nathan P. Watts House, which have retained 
their individual integrity and are each contributing elements to the historic district.  With the 
exception of the Jones House, these individual contributing structures are located some distance 
from the proposed alternatives.  The Odenton Bank was built in 1917 to serve area residents and 
Camp Meade soldiers.  The bank kept personal accounts and valuables and handled the Army’s 
payroll funds.  The Odenton Station originally opened in 1943 and was designed by Lester C. 
Tichy whose chief inspiration for the building was the architecture of Frank Lloyd Wright.  The 
Nathan P. Watts House also contained the Watts general store which opened in 1869 and at times 
contained the Odenton post office. 

Jones House 

The Jones House, located at 1401 Annapolis Road, was constructed circa 1870 and was 
substantially enlarged in 1901.  Sitting on a 1.4-acre parcel, the structure is located south of 
Lokus Road and MD 175 southbound and its front faces the CSX Railroad (Amtrak).  Access to 
the house is from a driveway off of MD 175 southbound.  Though now vacant, the house was 
occupied by three generations of the Jones family that built and operated the railroad in Odenton 
(White, 1991); therefore, this resource satisfies National Register Listing Criterion A and C, and 
is individually eligible for the NRHP.  As mentioned earlier, the Jones House is also a 
contributing element to the Odenton Historic District and impacts are shared between the 
resources.  It should be noted that the current owner has expressed interest in relocating the Jones 
House in order to allow for development of a portion of the Odenton Town Center on the 1.4-
acre parcel. 
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 3. Trusty Friend 
Trusty Friend is a single dwelling wood-frame house designed in the Italianate style and 
constructed circa 1870.  The property is located on a 3.3-acre parcel at 2839 Jessup Road, west 
of Sellner Road and the southwest quadrant of the MD 175/MD 295 interchange.  Access to the 
property is from a system of driveways off of MD 175 southbound and Sellner Road.  The 
structure is an excellent example of the Italianate style, including a cupola and second-story 
balustraded balcony and porch with Tuscan columns.  The Italianate style was popular during the 
mid-to late nineteenth century.  The site is qualified for eligibility for the NRHP under 
Criterion C, indicating that the building embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of a master.  This property is currently occupied 
by at least one and possible multiple families. 

 D. Impacts on the Section 4(f) Resources 
The proposed build alternatives for this project, the mainline widening and the interchange 
options, could impact the Section 4(f) resources.  The following is a description of the physical 
and functional impacts to the resources resulting from the MD 175 build alternatives.  Table IV-1 
provides a quantified breakdown of impacts to each of the resources. 

1.  Baltimore-Washington Parkway  
The Baltimore-Washington Parkway would be impacted by all of the proposed interchange 
options at MD 295.  Specifically, the proposed modifications to the MD 295 ramps south of 
MD 175 would cause impacts to existing parkland.  Interchange Options A2, E, and Max Blob’s 
Park Road Option A & B (MBPROA), as applied with the mainline alternatives, would have the 
greatest amount of impact.  The interchange Option F (1.5 acres of impact) does not present any 
impacts greater than those accounted for under Options A2 (3.9 acres), E (3.6 acres), and 
MBPROA (3.8 acres).  Interchange Option F proposes modifications to the existing ramps inside 
the park boundary (south side of MD 175) and can only be applied with Alternative 3.  Option F 
has the least amount of impact to the NPS property because it introduces minor widening and 
resurfacing of existing pavement and does not require as much grading work as the 
aforementioned options.  Impacts resulting from the proposed interchange options do not 
substantially change the functionality or characteristics that currently define the NPS property at 
this location (Figures IV-2 through IV-5).  The property currently accommodates an access 
controlled highway facility and has no other defined uses near the proposed improvements. 
Upgrades to the operations and safety of the existing access control point will not change the 
functionality or characteristics of the current land use.  None of the proposed alternative options 
would alter the criteria on which the Baltimore-Washington Parkway’s National Register status 
is based.  Consideration for how roadway lighting and traffic signals may affect the character of 
the park will be addressed through coordination with the NPS.  For the purposes of this analysis, 
the study team has assumed that portions of the existing ramps that would no longer serve a 
transportation purpose would revert back to parkland and are therefore not counted as parkland 
impacts. 

2.  Odenton Historic District  
The Odenton Historic District would be impacted by Alternative 2 (TSM) and both mainline 
Alternatives 3 and 6, which include improvements along MD 170 south of the                    
MD 175/MD 170 intersection.  The only contributing element to the Odenton Historic District 
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that would be directly impacted by any of the build alternatives is the Jones House property.  
None of the other contributing elements (i.e., Odenton Bank, Odenton Station, Nathan P. Watts 
House, and Odenton Survey District) are directly impacted and these will not sustain any lasting 
impairments that would detract from the Odenton Historic Districts NRHP eligibility.  The 
impacts to Odenton Historic District are discussed as follows: 

 Odenton Historic District impacts, outside of the Jones property, result from a proposed 
right turn intersection improvement to Morgan Road for Alternative 2 (TSM).  The 
impacts are caused by pavement widening and fill embankment to support the 
improvement.  These impacts do not affect any independently listed or eligible NRHP 
properties. 

 Proposed widening of MD 170, to accommodate two through lanes through the 
MD 175/MD 170 intersection would impact the frontage of commercial properties not 
independently registered or eligible for the NRHP. 

 Impacts result from Alternatives 3, 6 and 6A due to the proposed mainline widening from 
a four-lane to a six-lane section, the widening of the Morgan Road approach to MD 175 
and the shift in the alignment away from the Nichols-Bethel Methodist Church Cemetery 
(Figures IV-6 through IV-8).  It should be noted that the cemetery is not located within 
the Odenton Historic District and is not a historic resource.  The majority of these 
impacts affect the Jones House and no other independently registered or otherwise 
eligible NRHP properties. 

 Alternative 6A represents a shift in the Alternative 6 alignment in the vicinity of the 
Odenton Historic District to reduce impacts resulting from the proposed mainline 
MD 175 widening (Figures IV-6 through IV-8), but the Morgan Road and MD 170 
impacts would still remain.  Alternative 6A is discussed further in Section E. Measures to 
Minimize Harm.    

Jones House  

The Jones House property would be impacted and displaced by both mainline Alternatives 3 and 
6, but would not be displaced by Alternative 2 (TSM) or Alternative 6A.  Impacts to, and 
displacement of, the Jones House under Alternatives 3 and 6 result from the proposed widening 
to a six-lane section, as well as the alignment shift to avoid the Nichols-Bethel Methodist Church 
Cemetery.  Under Alternative 3, the southern roadway edge would shift approximately 30 feet 
from its current location to within 10 feet of the Jones House, and grading to support this shifted 
roadway edge would undermine the foundation of the house.  Under Alternative 6, the southern 
roadway edge would shift approximately 80 feet from its current location, which is beyond the 
front of the Jones House (Figures IV-6 and IV-7).  Alternative 6A would not introduce any 
impacts to the Jones House property beyond those incurred by the Morgan Road widening 
(Figure IV-7).  As shown in Table IV-1, the study team has identified only the portions of the 
Jones House property that is needed for each alternative under consideration.  The impacts to the 
Odenton Historic District outside of the Jones House property have been reported separately. 

It is noteworthy that the current owner of the Jones House has expressed interest to relocate the 
structure further south of MD 175, but still within the Odenton Historic District, in order to free 
that land up for development.  If that occurs, it is assumed that the Jones House would not be 
impacted by any of the build alternatives.  The potential relocation of the Jones House by a 
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private owner could prompt the MHT to reconsider the boundary of the Odenton Historic 
District, which would reduce impacts to the district.  Any impacts incurred east of the Jones 
House along MD 170 are to a non-contributing portion of the district.    

3.  Trusty Friend  
The Trusty Friend property would be impacted by the widening proposed under the mainline 
Alternatives 2 (TSM), 4 and 5.  Specifically, the property would be affected by a one-lane 
widening, a four-lane divided or a five-lane undivided typical section proposed between Brock 
Bridge Road and MD 295.  The widening of MD 175 would result in the southern edge of 
pavement shifting as much as 50 feet to the south, into the Trusty Friend property and grading 
impacts to the frontage of the Trusty Friend property.  The house will remain set back over 300 
feet from the proposed edge of roadway and no impacts to access into the property are 
anticipated (Figures IV-9 and IV-10).     

Table IV-1: Section 4(f) Resource Impacts by Build Alternative (in acres) 
 NPS 

Property 

Odenton 
Historic 
District* 

The Jones 
House 

Trusty 
Friend 

Total Section 
4(f) Property 

Impacted 

Alternative 1 (No-Build) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Alternative 2 (TSM) 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.5 
Alternative 3 (MD 295 Option F) 1.4 1.5 0.6 0.4 3.3 
Alternative 4 (MD 295 Option F) 1.4 0.1-1.9** 0.1-0.9** 0.4 1.9-3.7 
Alternative 5 (MD 295 Option F) 1.4 0.1-1.9** 0.1-0.9** 0.3 1.8-3.6 
Alternative 6 (MD 295 Option A2) 3.9 1.9 0.9 0.4 6.2 
Alternative 6 (MD 295 MBPROA) 3.8 1.9 0.9 0.4 6.1 
Alternative 6 (MD 295 Option E) 3.6 1.9 0.9 0.4 5.9 
Alternative 6A (MD 295 Option A2) 3.9 0.9 0.1 0.4 5.2 

*These impact numbers include impacts to the Jones House (which is within the Odenton Historic District); 
therefore, the Jones House column is not included in the Total Section 4(f) Property Impacted acreages. 
**Alternatives 4 and 5 do not apply to the segment of MD 175 at the Odenton Historic District or Jones House. A 
range of impacts, based on impacts to Alternatives 2, 3 and 6, were applied in the Odenton Historic District and 
Jones House columns to determine Alternatives 4 and 5 totals. 

 
 E. Avoidance Alternatives 
In addition to the No-Build Alternative, which would have no impact on the Section 4(f) 
resources, avoidance measures were considered for each of the MD 175 build alternatives.  

The study team investigated relocating the proposed roadway alignments in order to fully avoid 
and/or minimize potential impacts.  The following describes the alignment avoidance measures 
and resultant impacts for each of the resources.  The levels of service for the build alternatives 
would not change as a result of the avoidance techniques.   

 1.  Baltimore-Washington Parkway  
Due to the nature of the interchange options at MD 295 and the location of the NPS boundary 
directly adjacent to MD 175, the only impact avoidance alternatives would be the No-Build and 
Alternative 2 (TSM).  Any alignment shift/modification combination would not sufficiently 
provide a complete impact avoidance measure to the resource.   
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Because the NPS property is currently used for highway access as part of the existing MD 295 
interchange, the proposed options do not affect the current function of the property.  The 
proposed options do address safety and operational concerns existing under the current 
conditions.    

2. Odenton Historic District 
Avoidance of the impacts was investigated for the Odenton Historic District.  Under Alternative 
6A, the proposed alignment would shift to the north, away from the Odenton Historic District to 
avoid the impacts incurred from the proposed MD 175 widening.  The alignment shift would 
displace the approximately 1.3-acre Nichols-Bethel Methodist Church Cemetery, along with four 
commercial properties (C&J Entertainment, G. Goodwin Dentistry, Sister Julia Palm Reading, 
and 1370 Arundel Crossing West).  The costs to displace the commercial properties are not 
known at this time and will be addressed as more detail studies are conducted.  

The alignment shift associated with Alternative 6A could also be applied with Alternative 3 to 
avoid impacts to the Odenton Historic District from mainline widening.     

Because Morgan Road falls within the Odenton Historic District boundary, the impacts to the 
Odenton Historic District are only completely avoidable by not making any improvements to 
Morgan Road.   

The widening improvements proposed along MD 170, south of the MD 175/MD 170 intersection 
introduce minor impacts to the Odenton Historic District (Figures IV-6 through IV-8).  
Alignment shifts to avoid impacts in this location are not considered reasonable due to resultant 
commercial property displacements (Academy Junction) along the northbound side of MD 170.   
The impacts to the Odenton Historic District are in the form of minor grading strips less than 10 
feet in width along the frontage of existing commercial properties in an area with no contributing 
elements to the Odenton Historic District.  This does not appear prudent since, without Morgan 
Road widening, failing levels of service would result at its intersection with MD 175 for all build 
alternatives.  The only avoidance of these impacts totaling 0.1 acre would be to not provide 
widening along MD 170, which would result in a failing level of service at the MD 175/MD 170 
intersection. 

Jones House 

For the Jones House property, Alternative 6A would avoid the impacts and displacement 
resulting from the proposed MD 175 widening.  However, as stated previously, the shift would 
require the relocation of the Nichols-Bethel Methodist Church Cemetery and displacement of 
four existing commercial properties and two residences on the northern side of MD 175.  The 
widening of Morgan Road, resulting in 0.1 acre of grading impact to the Jones House property, 
cannot be eliminated in a prudent fashion since doing so would result in failing levels of service 
at the MD 175/Morgan Road intersection. 

3. Trusty Friend 

The team investigated shifting the proposed alignment to the north, away from the Trusty Friend 
property to avoid the impacts incurred from the proposed MD 175 widening.  An alignment shift 
would displace six existing properties (two businesses and four residences).  The costs and 
coordination efforts to relocate the displaced properties are not known at this time; however, the 
highway costs to shift the alignment will cost approximately $800,000 more for construction, not 
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including right-of-way, than the proposed baseline widening.  In addition, this alignment shift 
requires a reverse curve, a design element that is not favorable due to safety concerns. 

 F.  Measures to Minimization Harm 
A series of minimization techniques have been evaluated for each of the MD 175 build 
alternatives and applied at each of the Section 4(f) resource sites.  The team investigated 
reducing right-of-way impacts to the resources through the use of retaining walls, introducing 
modified grading methods (such as 2:1 slopes instead of 4:1 slopes).    
 
 1.  Baltimore-Washington Parkway 
Because there are no impact avoidance measures other than the No-Build Alternative, the team 
has studied implementing retaining walls and steeper grading slopes to minimize the unavoidable 
park impacts associated with the proposed interchange options.  A combination of retaining 
walls, and 2:1 slopes will provide some relief in terms of overall property disturbances resulting 
from implementation.  Typically both 2:1 slopes and retaining walls require additional guardrail 
and/or barriers adjacent to the travel lane, which raises costs associated with construction and 
maintenance.   

The modified 2:1 grading slopes would provide an impact savings of approximately 1 acre for 
each of the proposed options out of the nearly 4 acres potentially impacted with the current 
proposed 4:1 grading slopes.  The cost of the modified grading slopes and associated guardrail 
would be approximately $250,000.  The implementation of retaining walls and separation 
barriers would increase the impact savings to roughly 2 to 2.5 acres but would also increase costs 
by $8 to $10 million. 

 2.  Odenton Historic District 
To minimize impacts to the Odenton Historic District, the team investigated the use of retaining 
walls and modified grading slopes of 2:1.  The steeper grading slopes would provide only 
marginal relief to impacts, a reduction of 0.1 acres out of the approximately 1.9 acres that are 
potentially impacted.  In addition, the team studied the possibility of using retaining walls to 
minimize impacts and found that a wall approximately 400 feet long and 10 feet high would be 
needed to provide an impact minimization of 0.2 acres at a cost of approximately $420,000. 

Likewise, the inclusion of a 190-foot long and five-foot high retaining wall along MD 170, south 
of the MD 175/MD 170 intersection could minimize impacts by approximately 0.05 acres at a 
cost of $100,000.  Retaining walls here would have to be designed with sidewalks, parking 
spaces, utility poles, and access points in mind, and would not fully avoid impacts to the 
Odenton Historic District.  

Jones House 

Due to the location of the Jones House relative to the existing MD 175 travel lanes (the edge of 
existing roadway is approximately 55 feet from the structure), and the extent of the widening 
proposed under Alternatives 3 and 6, there are no design techniques the team could recommend 
to minimize impacts (e.g., displacement of the structure).  The only way to avoid impacts and 
displacement of the Jones House is through the Alternative 6A  that would shift the alignment to 
the north as discussed previously.  The study team has assumed that since the Jones House is 
located within the Odenton Historic District that only the land needed for the roadway widening 
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would be “impacted”.  As discussed below in the mitigation section, the possibility of relocating 
the house further into the property and still within the historic district would have to be 
investigated in design. 

 3.  Trusty Friend 
The team has determined that using modified grading slopes at 2:1, would minimize impacts to 
the Trusty Friend site by almost 50%.  Impacts to the frontage of the property would be reduced 
from 0.4 acres to 0.18 acres and cost approximately $75,000 to implement.  The use of retaining 
walls was also analyzed and the team determined that implementing a wall approximately 360 
feet long and 10 feet high would  reduce impacts by 0.2 acres at a cost of $380,000. 

 4.  Conclusion 
The higher costs incurred to construct and maintain retaining walls do not, in most cases, warrant 
their use over modified grading slopes.  Likewise, steeper slopes at 2:1 can create some unique 
problems in terms of mowing maintenance and safety for vehicles.  Typically both 2:1 slopes and 
retaining walls require extensive use of guardrail and barriers adjacent to the travel lanes, which 
also raises costs to construct and maintain.   

 G. Consultation and Coordination 
Coordination with the NPS was initiated as part of the alternatives development process, and the 
NPS has concurred with the MD 295 interchange options retained for detailed study.  As part of 
their concurrence, the NPS noted their concerns with preservation or removal of the existing 
bridge, as well as with potential visual impacts of roadway lighting, guardrails, and traffic 
signals to the scenic corridor.  NPS also stated their objection to multi-lane ramps connecting to 
the parkway, and SHA has complied by proposing multi-lane ramps that merge to a single lane 
for ingress and egress prior to connecting to the parkway.  Additional coordination with the NPS 
will occur throughout the remaining phases of the planning study as well as during design and 
construction, if a build alternative is selected and funded.   

In addition to coordination with NPS, coordination with individual property owners, MHT and 
Anne Arundel County is on-going as well, and will continue through the design phase should 
impacts to the Section 4(f) resources be required.  Any adverse effects will require a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to be prepared with appropriate consulting parties to 
coordinate mitigation for significant resources impacted with or under the preferred alternative. 

Baltimore-Washington Parkway Mitigation Measures 

As part of the proposed options at MD 295, SHA is proposing to reconstruct the existing loop 
ramps currently located within the park boundary.  Through coordination with NPS, SHA may 
be able to transfer the deed of use for those loop ramps back to NPS.  As part of the transfer and 
reconstruction, SHA would provide reforestation and landscaping for the park where feasible.  If 
there is a net loss of parkland, NPS has noted they require comparable replacement land as 
mitigation.  At this time, only Alternative 3 with MD 295 Interchange Option F (0.2 acre) or with 
Max Blob Option A or B (0.35 acre) would result in a net loss of parkland. 

Odenton Historic District Mitigation Measures 

Appropriate mitigation for adverse effects is determined through a process of negotiation 
between the affected parties, which includes the MHT and the local historic preservation society 
in Odenton.  Mitigation for impacts to the Odenton Historic District would be developed through 
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coordination with these groups, and will be outlined through an MOA should the selected 
alternative result in an adverse effect.  Depending on the severity of the impact, mitigation can 
include creation of interpretive signs about the resource, preparation of historic brochures about 
the community, or providing funding to the local historical society for one of their projects.  If 
the impact is severe, such as destruction of the property, an archeological investigation, that is 
otherwise not required, or would be limited to the area of construction, could be a form of 
mitigation.  An expanded archeological study would include areas adjacent to the structure that 
would provide additional information about how the property was historically used.  

Jones House  

If Alternative 6A is not determined to be prudent due to the substantial impacts to the Nichols-
Bethel Methodist Church Cemetery, or other reasons, SHA will need to determine if relocation 
of the Jones House structure is reasonable (if the property has not already been relocated by 
others).  Relocation may be warranted since the Jones House structure is eligible under Criteria 
A and C as an excellent example of the cross-gable homes built in rural areas and small towns 
around the turn of the twentieth century.  Moving a structure is still considered an adverse effect, 
but can be considered mitigation when a total take of the property is unavoidable.  There exist a 
few locations, within the Odenton Historic District, where the Jones House could be relocated, in 
kind.   

If coordination with the MHT determines that the Jones House cannot be relocated and the 
property will be demolished, procedures are in place as the last means to preserve the property.  
The Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) and Historic American Engineering Record 
(HAER) are the national historical architectural and engineering documentation programs of the 
National Park Service that promote documentation incorporated into the HABS/HAER 
collections in the Library of Congress.  The HABS/HAER documentation usually consists of 
measured drawings, photographs and written data that provide a detailed record which reflects a 
property's significance.  When a property is to be demolished, the preparation of this 
documentation provides future researchers access to valuable information that otherwise would 
be lost. 

Trusty Friend Mitigation Measures 

The widening of MD 175, as proposed under Alternatives 2 (TSM), 4 and 5, would result in 
pavement and grading impacts to the frontage of the Trusty Friend property.  While no impacts 
to access to the property or the use of grounds throughout the property are anticipated, the MHT 
has determined that the alternatives will introduce visual and atmospheric elements into the 
property’s setting that will need to be minimized or mitigated.  Mitigation for impacts to the 
Trusty Friend would be coordinated with MHT and will be outlined through an MOA should the 
selected alternative result in an adverse effect to the property.  Potential mitigation could include 
landscaping and right-of-way reimbursement payment. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments and Coordination 
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V. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 
 
Coordination with cooperating agencies, environmental resource agencies, elected officials, 
community associations and the public has been conducted throughout the MD 175 Project.  This 
section summarizes the coordination efforts.  Copies of the correspondence noted below are 
contained in Appendix C. 

 A. Agency Correspondence  
Additional agency correspondence and coordination is summarized in Table V-1. 

Table V-1. Agency Correspondence 
From To Correspondence Date 

MD DNR SHA Environmental Review Response December 14, 2005
USFWS SHA Environmental Review Response January 10, 2006
MD DNR SHA Environmental Review Response February 24, 2006
SHA - SHA Memo Re: July 13, 2006 

Purpose and Need Agency Field 
Review 

August 11, 2006

SHA - SHA Summary Re: Purpose and 
Need Interagency Review Meeting 

August 16, 2006

SHA MHT NRHP Eligibility Status March 28, 2007
AA County Office of 
Planning & Zoning 

SHA Design Issues Request July 5, 2007

SHA AA County 
Office of 
Planning and 
Zoning 

Response to Design Issue Request July 25, 2007

SHA - SHA Summary Re: ARDS 
Interagency Review Meeting 

August 15, 2007

SHA - SHA Memo Re: September 11, 2006 
BMC Technical Committee Meeting 

October 3, 2007

SHA Directorate 
of 
Emergency 
Services 

 January 4, 2008

SHA Fort Meade 
Fire 
Department 
Chief 

 January 4, 2008

Anne Arundel 
County Deputy Fire 
Chief 

SHA  January 9, 2008

Odenton Volunteer 
Fire Company 

SHA Effects on Emergency Services January 20, 2008

Maryland State 
Police 

SHA  January 23, 2008

SHA AA County 
Deputy Fire 
Chief 
 

Response to Emergency Services 
Comments 

February 8, 2008
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SHA  SHA Memo Re: Meeting with AA 
County Fire Dept. and Odenton 
Volunteer Fire Co. 

February 19, 2008

National Park 
Service 

SHA SHA Memo Re: NPS Meeting April 21, 2008

SHA MHT MHT Effects Letter April 22, 2008
Anne Arundel 
County Office of 
Environmental and 
Cultural Resources 

SHA Comments on Section 106 letter April 30, 2008

 

B. Streamline Regulatory Agency Coordination 

  1. Purpose and Need 
The Purpose and Need Statement for the MD 175 Project Planning Study was presented to the 
reviewing agencies in August 2006.  Table V-2 summarizes the agency correspondence for the 
Purpose and Need Statement. 

 

Table V-2.  Purpose and Need Coordination 
Agency Correspondence Date 

FHWA Purpose and Need Concurrence October 16, 2006
EPA Purpose and Need Concurrence November 9, 2006
COE Purpose and Need Concurrence July 19, 2006
USFWS Purpose and Need Concurrence October 12, 2006
NPS Purpose and Need – No Comments December 15, 2006
MD DNR Purpose and Need Comments November 15, 2006
MDE Purpose and Need – No Comments March 23, 2007
MDP Purpose and Need Comments October 4, 2006
MHT Purpose and Need – No Comments October 16, 2006
MPO Purpose and Need – No Comments November 27, 2006
Fort Meade Purpose and Need – No Comments October 6, 2006

 
  

 2. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study  
The Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) were presented to the reviewing agencies 
in August 2007.  Table V-3 summarizes the agency correspondence for the ARDS. 
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Table V-3.  Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study Coordination 
Agency Correspondence Date 

FHWA ARDS October 18, 2007
EPA ARDS Concurrence with Comments December 4, 2007
COE ARDS Concurrence with Comments February 29, 2008
USFWS ARDS Concurrence October 7, 2007
NPS ARDS Concurrence with Comments February 22, 2008
MD DNR ARDS Concurrence February 25, 2008
MDE ARDS November 13, 2007
MDP ARDS Comments October 29, 2007
MHT ARDS – No Comments October 19, 2007
MPO ARDS Comments October 31, 2007
Fort Meade ARDS Comments February 5, 2008

  

C.   Elected Officials Correspondence 
 
Correspondence and coordination with elected officials is summarized in Table V-4. 

 

Table V-4. Elected Officials Correspondence 
From To Correspondence Date 

MDOT AA County 
Executive John 
Leopold 

Response to MD 175 Project 
Comments 

April 4, 2007

West 
County 
Chamber 

AA County 
Executive John 
Leopold, cc: 
MDOT 

MD 175 Project Comments July 10, 2007

SHA Theodore J. 
Sophocleus, MD 
House of Delegates 

Response to letter Re: Jessup 
Improvement Association 
Comments with Attachment: 
June 28, 2007 SHA Response 
to Jessup Improvement 
Association 

July 18, 2007

SHA Pamela G. Beidle, 
MD House of 
Delegates 

Response to letter Re: Jessup 
Improvement Association 
Comments 

July 18, 2007

Pamela G. 
Beidle, MD 
House of 
Delegates 
 

MDOT MD 175 Project Comments August 22, 2007
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MDOT Pamela G. Beidle, 
MD House of 
Delegates 

Response to MD 175 Project 
Comments 

September 10, 2007

SHA John C. Astle, 
Chairman AA 
County Senate 
Delegation 

Project Information Letter September 18, 2007

SHA John R. Leopold, 
AA County 
Executive 

Project Information Letter September 18, 2007

SHA Mary Ann Love, 
Chairperson AA 
County House 
Delegation 

Project Information Letter September 18, 2007

SHA Ronald C. Dillon, 
Jr. Chairman AA 
County Council 

Project Information Letter September 18, 2007

SHA  Barbara A. Frush, 
MD House of 
Delegates 

Response to MD 175 Project 
Comments 

September 20, 2007

  
 D.  Community Meetings and Public Correspondence  
 
 1.  Public Workshop 
 
The SHA’s Project Planning Division conducted an Alternates Public Workshop on March 28, 
2007 at Meade High School in Fort Meade, Maryland.  As an effort to reach potential 
Environmental Justice populations and communities, fliers were mailed out in English, Spanish 
and Korean (See Appendix C for fliers).  Approximately 402 people attended, including local 
residents, community leaders, elected officials, and County representatives.  The majority of 
comments concerned traffic congestion and safety, in particular the safety of pedestrians and 
bicyclists.  The comments also noted that the public is in support of a build alternative, with the 
majority of respondents voting against the No-Build Alternative.  The following is a summary of 
the comments received during the Workshop, followed by the tallied responses returned by the 
public from the comment card included with the Brochure: 

 Citizens asked why the project study area was not extended to I-95 to the northwest. 
 Citizens asked if SHA looked at other intersections along MD 170. 
 Is SHA taking property on the corners of MD 170? 
 What will the Internal roadway for the Odenton Station (MARC) look like? 
 Citizens stated they were in favor of the six-lane roadway and want it build immediately. 
 Is SHA considering parking along the frontage of existing businesses along MD 175? 
 SHA was asked to utilize as much Fort Meade property as possible to avoid business 

displacements. 
 Citizens voiced their concerns over the lack of transit options. 
 Citizens were interested in discussing the developments proposed for the study area. 
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 Most citizens seemed in favor of the project’s purpose and need. 
 People seemed concerned about the impact of the project on MD 295. 
 There were concerns raised about shifting the project away from businesses. 
 It was noted that many people do not obey the yield signs off of MD 295, creating a very 

dangerous situation. 
 Some people were very excited about the economic opportunities this would bring to the 

area. 
 Many people were interested in what the next steps were to get construction underway. 
 Citizens noted that there is a need to widen MD 175 to I-95 due to the considerable 

amount of truck traffic on MD 295 that uses MD 175 westbound to the truck stops in 
Howard County. 

 Members of the Jessup Improvement Association voiced their concerns regarding 
impacts to the St. Lawrence Catholic Church, and would like to have the church made 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
Summary of MD 175 Alternates Public Workshop Comment Cards (160 cards received) 

Question Highest 
Response

 Percentage 
of Total 

Question 1: Where do you live? (see map) 57 F-Outside of the Study Area 36% 
Question 2: What alternative do you like the 
most? 

54 Alternative 6 34% 

Question 3: What alternative do you like the 
least? 

50 Alternative 1 31% 

Question 4: Do you currently walk or bike 
along MD 175? 

121 No 76% 

Question 5: When using MD 175 where are you 
traveling? 

88 Columbia 61% 

 
 2.  Other Outreach 
Meetings that were held with concerned citizen groups are summarized below.  More detailed 
minutes of these meetings, including responses to comments that were voiced, are contained in 
Appendix C.   

Odenton Town Center Oversight Committee – August 29, 2006 

A meeting of the Odenton Town Center Oversight Committee (approximately 20 members) was 
held on August 29, 2006.  A summary of the comments and/or concerns heard at the meeting is 
as follows: 

• Winmeyer Avenue’s high ADT is questionable. 

• The MD 32/MD 198 interchange should be studied. 

• SHA should look at regional traffic concerns. 

• The effect of the MARC station on MD 175 traffic was asked. 

• The general impression was that cars are bypassing the BWI MARC station to park at the 
Odenton station because BWI parking is paid and Odenton is free. 

• The availability of the license plate study of the Odenton station was questioned. 
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Fort Meade Transportation Alliance  – September 29, 2006  

The MD 175 Study Team provided a presentation to the Fort Meade Alliance Transportation 
Committee on September 29, 2006 at the Anne Arundel County Western District Police Station.  
There were approximately 25 to 30 attendees.  Project Manager Nicole Washington presented the 
Purpose and Need, project background and information on related studies.  Comments and/or 
concerns received are summarized as follows: 

• What is the project schedule for completion of planning and design and when is the 
beginning of construction? 

• Disbelief was expressed over the 2030 ADT figures, particularly for Winmeyer Avenue. 

• Will the Extended Use Lease (EUL) development will improve any infrastructure? 

• What is the project timeline for the EUL development? 

North Odenton Business Association – February 21, 2007 

A meeting between the SHA and approximately 50 members of the North Odenton Business 
Association (NOB) was held on Wednesday, February 21, 2007 at the West County Library in 
Odenton.  The project team presented an overview of the Purpose and Need, project background 
and preliminary alternatives under consideration.  Comments and/or concerns received are 
summarized as follows: 

• A representative from Senator DeGrange’s office noted that the Senator has been 
actively seeking funding for the MD 175 project. 

• The Fort Meade representative noted that the Fort will only provide land for the project 
after a formal request is made that includes a final design for the proposed highway. 

• It was explained that during the design and right-of-way acquisition processes, SHA 
would meet with individual property owners/business operators to address any concerns. 

• It was explained that SHA tries to avoid the use of “eminent domain” at all costs. 

• The question was raised if SHA is considering any mainline alternatives that shift to the 
non-Fort Meade side of MD 175. 

• SHA noted that they have been coordinating with Fort Meade over access (gate) issues 
and the traffic levels that will result with BRAC. 

• SHA noted that MD 175 is not the only project in the area being considered as the 
BRAC process commences. 

• A property owner expressed his concerns that the County’s Master Plan was not being 
followed. 

 

Greater Odenton Improvement Association – February 21, 2007 

A meeting between the SHA and 25 members of the Greater Odenton Improvement Association 
(GOIA) was held on Wednesday, February 21, 2007 at the Odenton Volunteer Fire Department 
in Odenton.  The project team presented an overview of the Purpose and Need, project 
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background and preliminary alternatives under consideration.  Comments and/or concerns 
received are summarized as follows: 

• The question was raised why SHA is no longer considering service roads along MD 175. 

• The timeframe for project construction was asked. 

• The question was raised how a six-lane section will fit through the existing area. 

• The comment was made that a parking structure will be needed at the MARC station 
within five or six years. 

• SHA was requested to consider the entire region, not just MD 175. 

• The question was raised if there are any plans along MD 170. 

• The question was raised, “How will the proposed median effect emergency vehicle 
access?” 

• It was asked how pedestrian facilities are going to be provided. 

• The question was raised if a four-lane section would work. 

• SHA was asked why the planning process will take three years to complete. 

• The question was raised if decorative lights will be installed on the CSX bridge. 

 

Jessup Improvement Association – October 3, 3007 

A meeting between the SHA and the Jessup Improvement Association (JIA) was held on October 
3, 2007 at the Jessup Maryland Community Hall.  About 22 people attended the meeting.  The 
purpose of the meeting was to discuss issues and concerns the members of the JIA Board had 
regarding the MD 175 Project Planning Study.  Comments and/or concerns received are 
summarized as follows: 

• Concerns were expressed about the geometry of the proposed build-out alternative, the 
project limits and Fort Meade’s usage of the gate off of MD 32. 

• Association members felt that Alternative 6 is the SHA Preferred Alternative and that 
SHA had not demonstrated the need for a six-lane alternative as the best solution to 
address existing operational deficiencies. 

• Additional concern over Alternative 6 was expressed concerning the transition of six 
lanes of traffic to the existing two-lane roadway west of MD 295. 

• It was recommended that SHA look into a potential roundabout at Sellner/Reece Road. 

• The statement was made that there is no logic to improve MD 175 only from MD 295 to 
MD 179 as the existing operational deficiencies extend beyond the current project limits. 

 

In addition, as stated earlier in the text, throughout April 2008, the SHA held a series of five 
meetings with business owners along the MD 175 project corridor.  A total of 32 business 
owners/operators representing 49 businesses were in attendance.  The meetings afforded business 
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owners the opportunity to get an overview of the project, evaluate preliminary impacts to their 
business, review large scale mapping of each of the alternatives and provide comments.  
Representatives from SHA’s Office of Real Estate and District 5 Right-of-Way were also in 
attendance to assist business owners with any questions they had about the property acquisition 
process and relocation assistance program.  The SHA is compiling all the business owner’s 
comments and will continue to work with the business owners throughout project development 
to limit business impacts to the extent possible. 
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Appendix B:  Uniform Relocation Assistance Act 

 



Uniform Relocation Assistance Act 

Revised: June 10, 2005 
State Highway Administration – Office of Real Estate 

 
 

SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 
MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

 
 

 All State Highway Administration projects utilizing Federal funds must comply with the 
provisions of the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
USC 4601) as amended by Title IV of the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), Public Law 105-117 in 1997, and Title 49 CFR 
Part 24 in 2005.  State-funded projects must comply with Sections 12-112 and Subtitle 2, 
Sections 12-201 to 12-212, of the Real Property Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland. 
 
 The State Highway Administration’s Office of Real Estate administers the Relocation 
Assistance Program for the Maryland Department of Transportation. 
 
 The aforementioned Federal and State laws require that the State Highway 
Administration provide relocation assistance payments and advisory services to eligible persons 
who are displaced by a public project.  There are two categories of residential occupants:  180-
day owner-occupants and 90-day tenants and short-term owner-occupants.  Non-residential 
occupants may be businesses, farms or no-profit organizations. 
 
 A displaced person that has owned and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 180 days 
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement housing 
payment of up to $22,500.  The replacement housing payment is composed of three parts: a 
purchase price differential; an increased mortgage interest differential; and reimbursement for 
incidental settlement expenses. 
 
 The purchase price differential is the difference between the value paid by the State 
Highway Administration for the existing dwelling and the cost to the displaced owner of a 
comparable replacement dwelling, as determined by the State’s replacement housing study. 
 
 The increased mortgage interest differential is a payment made to the owner at the time o 
settlement on the replacement dwelling to negate the effects of less favorable financing in the 
new situation.  The payment is calculated by use of the “buy-down” mortgage method. 
 
 Reimbursable incidental expenses are necessary and reasonable incidental costs that are 
incurred by the displaced person in purchasing a replacement dwelling, excluding pre-paid 
expenses such as real estate taxes and insurance.  The maximum reimbursable amount for these 
incidental expenses is based upon the cost of the comparable selected in the replacement housing 
study. 
 
 A displaced person who has leased and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 90 days 
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement rental housing 
payment of up to $5,250.  The replacement rental housing payment is the difference between the  
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monthly cost of housing for the subject dwelling, plus utilities, and the monthly cost of housing 
for a comparable replacement rental unit, plus utilities, over a period of 42 months.  Owner-
occupants of 90-179 days prior to the initiation of negotiations for the subject dwelling are 
eligible for the same replacement rental housing payments as tenants. 
 
 As an alternative to renting, a displaced tenant-occupant may elect to apply the rental 
replacement housing eligibility amount toward the down payment needed to purchase a 
replacement dwelling. 
 
 The comparable properties used in calculating any replacement housing payment 
eligibility must comply with all local standards for decent, safe and sanitary (DS&S) housing and 
be within the financial means of the displaced person. 
 
 If affordable, comparable DS&S replacement housing cannot be provided within the 
statutory maximums of $22,500 for 180-day owner-occupants or $5,250 for 90-day tenants or 
short-term owners, the maximums may be exceeded on a case-by-case basis.  This may only be 
done after the completion and approval of a detailed study that documents the housing problem, 
explores the available replacement options and selects the most feasible and cost-effective 
alternative for implementation. 
 
 In addition, eligible displaced residential occupants may be reimbursed for the expense of 
moving personal property up to a maximum distance of fifty (50) miles, using either an actual 
cost or fixed schedule method.  
 
 Actual cost moves are based upon the lower of at least two commercial moving estimates 
and must be documented with receipted bills or invoices.  Other incidental moving expenses, 
such as utility reconnection charges, may also be paid in the same manner. 
 
 Non-residential displaced persons such as businesses, farms or non-profit organizations 
may also receive reimbursement for the expense of relocating and re-establishing operations at a 
replacement site on either an actual cost or fixed payment basis. 
 

Under the actual cost method, a non-residential displaced person may receive 
reimbursement for necessary and reasonable expenses for moving its personal property, the loss 
of tangible personal property that is not moved, the cost of searching for a replacement site and a 
re-establishment allowance of up to $10,000. 

 
The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move y a commercial mover or 

for a self-move.  Payments for the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50-mile radius 
unless the State determines a longer distance is necessary.  The expenses claimed for actual cost 
moves must be supported by firm bids and receipted bills.  An inventory of the items to be 
moved must be prepared in all cases.  In self-moves, the State will negotiate an amount for 
payment, usually lower than the lowest acceptable bid.  The allowable expenses of a self-move 
may include amounts paid for equipment hired, the cost of using the business vehicles or 
equipment, wages paid to persons who participate in the move, the cost of actual supervision of 
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the move, replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of licenses or permits 
required and other related expenses. 

 
 In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the displaced business is 
entitled to receive a payment for the actual direct losses of tangible personal property that the 
business is entitled to relocated but elects not to move.  These payments may only be made after 
an effort by the owner to sell the personal property involved.  The costs of the sale are also 
reimbursable moving expenses. 
 
 If the business elects not to move or to discontinue the use of an item, the payment shall 
consist of the lesser of:  the fair market value of the item for continued use at the displacement 
site, less the proceeds from its sale; or the estimated cost of moving the item. 
 
 If an item of personal property which is used as part of a business or farm operation is not 
moved and is promptly replaced with a substitute item that performs a comparable function at the 
replacement site, payment shall be the lesser of:  the cost of the substitute item, including 
installation costs at the replacement site, minus any proceeds from the sale or trade-in of the 
replaced item; or the estimated cost of moving and reinstalling the replaced item. 
 
 In addition to the moving payments described above, a business may be eligible for a 
payment up to $10,000 for the actual reasonable and necessary expenses of re-establishing at the 
replacement site.  Generally, re-establishment expenses include certain repairs and improvements 
to the replacement site, increased operating costs, exterior signing, advertising the replacement 
location, and other feed paid to re-establish.  Receipted bills and other evidence o these expenses 
are required or payment.  The total maximum re-establishment payment eligibility is $10,000. 
 
 In lieu of all moving payments described above, a business may elect to receive a fixed 
payment equal to the average annual net earnings of the business.  This payment shall not be less 
than $1,000 nor more than $20,000.  In order to be entitled to this payment, the State must 
determine that the business cannot b relocated without a substantial loss of its existing patronage; 
the business is not part of a commercial enterprise having more than three other establishments 
in the same or similar business that are not being acquire; and the business contributes materially 
to the income of a displaced owner during the two taxable years prior to the year of the 
displacement.  A business operated at the displacement site solely for the purpose of renting to 
others is not eligible.  Considerations in the State’s determination of loss of existing patronage 
are the type of business conducted by the displaced business and the nature of the clientele.  The 
relative importance of the present and proposed locations to the displaced business and the 
availability of suitable replacement sties are also factors. 
 
 In order to determine the amount of the “in lieu of” moving expense payment, the 
average annual net earnings of the business is to be one-half of the net earnings before taxes 
during the two taxable years immediately preceding the taxable year in which the business is 
relocated.  If the two taxable years are not representative, the State may use another two-year 
period that would be more representative.   Average annual net earnings include any 
compensation paid by the business to the owner, owner’s spouse, or dependents during the 
period.  Should a business be in operation less than two years, the owner of the business may still 

MD 175 (Annapolis Road) from MD 295 to MD 170                                                            Environmental Assessment 
 

B-iii 



Uniform Relocation Assistance Act 

MD 175 (Annapolis Road) from MD 295 to MD 170                                                            Environmental Assessment 
 

B-iv 

be eligible to receive the “in lieu of” payment.  In all cases, the owner of the business must 
provide information to support its net earnings, such as income tax returns, or certified financial 
statements, for the tax years in question. 
 
 Displaced farms and non-profit organizations are also eligible for actual reasonable 
moving costs up to 50 miles, actual direct losses of tangible personal property, search costs up to 
$2,500 and re-establishment expenses up to $10,000 or a fixed payment “in lieu of” actual 
moving expenses of $1,000 to $20,000.  The State may determine that a displaced farm may be 
paid a minimum of $1,000 to a maximum of $20,000 based upon the net income of the farm, 
provided that the farm has been relocated or the partial acquisition caused a substantial change in 
the nature of the farm.  In some cases, payments “in lieu of” actual moving costs may be made to 
farm operations that are affected by a partial acquisition.  A non-profit organization is eligible to 
receive a fixed payment or an “in lieu of” actual moving cost payment, in the amount of $1,000 
to $20,000 based on gross annual revenues less administrative expenses. 
 
 A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments available to displaced persons, 
businesses, farms and non-profit organizations is available in the brochure entitle, “Relocation 
Assistance – Your Rights and Benefits,” that will be distributed at the public hearing for this 
project and be given to all displaced persons. 
 
 Federal and State laws require that the State Highway Administration shall not proceed 
with any phase of a project which will cause the relocation of any persons, or proceed with any 
construction project, until it has furnished satisfactory assurances that the above payments will 
be provided, and that all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent, 
safe and sanitary housing within their financial means, or that such housing is in place and has 
been made available to the displaced persons. 
 
 In addition, the requirements of Public Law 105-117 provides that a person who is an 
alien and is not lawfully present in the United States shall not be eligible for relocation payments 
or other assistance under the Uniform Act.  It also directed all State displacing agencies that 
utilize Federal funds in their projects to implement procedures for compliance with this law in 
order to safeguard that funding.  To this end, displaced persons will be asked to certify to their 
citizenship or alien status prior to receiving payments or other benefits under the Relocation 
Assistance Program. 
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Appendix D:  Noise Sensitive Areas and Receptor Locations 

 
 






















	MD 175 (Annapolis Road) PROJECT PLANNING STUDY
	 Cooperating Agencies:    ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
	    FORT GEORGE G. MEADE
	Alternative 2 – Transportation Systems Management (TSM) (Appendix A:  Figures A2-1 to A2-7)

	Each of the MD 175 mainline build alternatives includes widening MD 175, MD 175/MD 295 interchange modifications and Fort Meade access improvement options.
	Alternative 3 – Six-Lane Roadway on Existing Centerline (Figure II-2 and Appendix A: Figures A3-1 to A3-7)
	Alternative 4 Modified – Four-Lane Divided Roadway West of Reece Road (Figure II-3 and Appendix A: Figures A4/3-1 to A4/3-4)
	Alternative 5 – Five-Lane Roadway w/Center Turn Lane West of Reece Road (Figure II-3 and Appendix A: Figures A5/3-1 to A5/3-4)
	Alternative 6 – Six-Lane Roadway on Shifted Centerline (Figure II-3 and Appendix A: Figures A6-1 to A6-7)
	Option: 21 ½ Street Shift – Four, Five or Six-Lane Roadway on Shifted Centerline (Figure II-3 and Appendix A: Figures A6-3a to A6-4a)
	Alternative 6A – Resource Minimization Alignment - (Appendix A: Figures A6-6a to A6-7a) 
	Option A2 (Appendix A:  Figure A6-1a)
	Option E (Appendix A:  Figure A6-1)
	Option F (Appendix A:  Figure A3-1)
	Max Blobs Option A (Appendix A:  Figure A6-1b)
	Max Blobs Option B (Appendix A:  Figure A6-1b)
	General Fort Meade Access Option A (Appendix A)
	General Fort Meade Access Option B (Appendix A:  Figures A6-4b and A6-5a)
	Mapes Road Option B (Appendix A:  Figure A6-5b)
	Reece Road Option B Modified (Appendix A:  Figure A6-4c)
	ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
	See Section III.E.3
	2030 No-Build Conditions
	Table I-1.  2004 Existing Level of Service 
	Safety


	Alternative 1 - No-Build

	Alternative 2 - Transportation Systems Management (TSM)

	MD 175 MAINLINE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
	Alternative 3 – Six-Lane Roadway on Existing Centerline

	MD 175/MD 295 INTERCHANGE OPTIONS
	Option B
	General Fort Meade Access Option A 
	This option consists of at-grade intersection widening at MD 713 (Rockenbach Road),     MD 174 (Reece Road), Mapes Road, and Llewellyn Avenue. This option would not significantly change the way vehicles enter and exit Fort Meade onto MD 175, but would increase the capacity of the subject intersections by adding left turn lanes, right turn lanes and/or through lanes at each intersection.
	Mapes Road Intersection Options 
	Reece Road Intersection Options 
	 B. Alternatives Developed Subsequent to the Alternates Public Workshop


	MD 175 MAINLINE 
	MD 175/MD 295 INTERCHANGE OPTIONS/MODIFICATIONS
	FORT MEADE ACCESS OPTIONS
	 C. Alternatives Not Recommended for Detailed Study

	MD 175 MAINLINE WIDENING
	Alternative 4 – Four-Lane west of Reece Road was dropped from further consideration due to the safety issues of not having a median to divide two-way traffic and allow for pedestrian refuge.
	MD 175/MD 295 INTERCHANGE OPTIONS/MODIFICATIONS
	Alternative 2 – Transportation Systems Management (TSM) (Appendix A: Figures A2-1 to A2-7)



	Each of the MD 175 mainline build alternatives includes widening MD 175, MD 175/MD 295 Interchange modifications and Fort Meade access improvement options.
	Alternative 3 – Six-Lane Roadway on Existing Centerline (Figure II-2 and Appendix A: Figures A3-1 to A3-7)
	III. EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACTS
	Table III-1. Population Characteristics:  2000
	Characteristic

	White
	Source:  U.S. Census Bureau

	Table III-2. County and Study Area Households Characteristics
	Source U.S. Census Bureau
	1Projection prepared by MDP

	Table III-4. Census Tract Block Groups Potentially 
	Containing a Minority/Low-Income Population

	Census Tract-Block Group
	The following information is condensed from the MD 175 Community Effects Assessment (SHA 2008).
	The top industries within the State of Maryland, Anne Arundel County, and Howard County are: health care and social assistance; retail trade; public administration; professional, scientific, and technical services; and accommodation and food services.  Table III-5 summarizes employment characteristics.
	 C. Land Use
	 D. Cultural Resources
	 E. Natural Environment
	 a. Groundwater and Hydrogeology
	  3. Floodplains 


	Common Name
	Scientific Name
	 F. Air Quality
	Table III-15: Monitored Noise Levels
	Table III-17. NSA 4 – Barrier Analysis Summary
	Table III-18. NSA 12 – Barrier Analysis Summary


	 H. Hazardous Materials
	Sources: 
	Anne Arundel County, Office of Planning and Zoning, Development Division 
	USFWS National Wetlands Inventory
	 e. Transportation Projects
	Mitigation


	 A. Introduction
	 B. Project Action
	The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) is considering various roadway improvement options for MD 175 near the Fort George G. Meade Military Reservation in Odenton, Maryland.  The alternatives being considered include various options to widen the two-lane roadway, as well as intersection and interchange options.  Please see Section I of this report for a description of the project Purpose and Need, and Section II of this report for descriptions of the alternatives considered.

	 C. Section 4(f) Properties
	 1. Baltimore-Washington Parkway 
	2. Odenton Historic District 
	Jones House
	 3. Trusty Friend

	 D. Impacts on the Section 4(f) Resources
	NPS Property
	Odenton Historic District*
	The Jones House
	Trusty Friend

	 E. Avoidance Alternatives
	 F.  Measures to Minimization Harm

	 G. Consultation and Coordination
	Baltimore-Washington Parkway Mitigation Measures
	Odenton Historic District Mitigation Measures
	Trusty Friend Mitigation Measures
	V. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION


	Table V-1. Agency Correspondence
	B. Streamline Regulatory Agency Coordination
	Table V-2.  Purpose and Need Coordination
	Table V-3.  Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study Coordination
	C.   Elected Officials Correspondence

	Table V-4. Elected Officials Correspondence
	 D.  Community Meetings and Public Correspondence 
	Odenton Town Center Oversight Committee – August 29, 2006


	Final EA Figures for Text.pdf
	FigS-1_RegionalMap
	Page 1

	FigI-1_LocMap
	Page 1

	FigII-1_TypExisting
	FigII-2_Typ3-6-6a
	FigII-3_Typ4-5
	Section III FIGURES
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	Page 1

	FigIII-5_FutureLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	FigIII-6_PriorityFundingArea
	ONLY Figs III-7A to 7G
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	pHD-phase2-env-01_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-02_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-03_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-04_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-05_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-06_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-07_EA
	FigIII-8
	Page 1

	FigIII-10_ICE_BoundaryEA1
	FigIII-11_1973landuseEA1
	FigIII-12_2002LanduseEA1
	FigIII-13_FutreDevlpmtEA1

	FigIII-8_GreenInfrastructure
	Page 1

	Fig III-10 ICE bndry
	Fig III-11 1973 Landuse
	Fig III-12 2002 Landuse
	Fig III-13 Future Dev
	Fig III-14 Parks

	Fig IV-1 to IV-10

	Final EA Figures for Text.pdf
	FigS-1_RegionalMap
	Page 1

	FigI-1_LocMap
	Page 1

	FigII-1_TypExisting
	FigII-2_Typ3-6-6a
	FigII-3_Typ4-5
	Section III FIGURES
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	Page 1

	FigIII-5_FutureLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	FigIII-6_PriorityFundingArea
	ONLY Figs III-7A to 7G
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	pHD-phase2-env-01_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-02_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-03_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-04_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-05_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-06_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-07_EA
	FigIII-8
	Page 1

	FigIII-10_ICE_BoundaryEA1
	FigIII-11_1973landuseEA1
	FigIII-12_2002LanduseEA1
	FigIII-13_FutreDevlpmtEA1

	FigIII-8_GreenInfrastructure
	Page 1

	Fig III-10 ICE bndry
	Fig III-11 1973 Landuse
	Fig III-12 2002 Landuse
	Fig III-13 Future Dev
	Fig III-14 Parks

	Fig IV-1 to IV-10

	Figure III-1.pdf
	FigS-1_RegionalMap
	Page 1

	FigI-1_LocMap
	Page 1

	FigII-1_TypExisting
	FigII-2_Typ3-6-6a
	FigII-3_Typ4-5
	Section III FIGURES
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	Page 1

	FigIII-5_FutureLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	FigIII-6_PriorityFundingArea
	ONLY Figs III-7A to 7G
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	pHD-phase2-env-01_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-02_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-03_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-04_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-05_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-06_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-07_EA
	FigIII-8
	Page 1

	FigIII-10_ICE_BoundaryEA1
	FigIII-11_1973landuseEA1
	FigIII-12_2002LanduseEA1
	FigIII-13_FutreDevlpmtEA1

	FigIII-8_GreenInfrastructure
	Page 1

	Fig III-10 ICE bndry
	Fig III-11 1973 Landuse
	Fig III-12 2002 Landuse
	Fig III-13 Future Dev
	Fig III-14 Parks

	Fig IV-1 to IV-10

	Figures III-2 to III-3b.pdf
	FigS-1_RegionalMap
	Page 1

	FigI-1_LocMap
	Page 1

	FigII-1_TypExisting
	FigII-2_Typ3-6-6a
	FigII-3_Typ4-5
	Section III FIGURES
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	Page 1

	FigIII-5_FutureLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	FigIII-6_PriorityFundingArea
	ONLY Figs III-7A to 7G
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	pHD-phase2-env-01_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-02_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-03_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-04_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-05_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-06_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-07_EA
	FigIII-8
	Page 1

	FigIII-10_ICE_BoundaryEA1
	FigIII-11_1973landuseEA1
	FigIII-12_2002LanduseEA1
	FigIII-13_FutreDevlpmtEA1

	FigIII-8_GreenInfrastructure
	Page 1

	Fig III-10 ICE bndry
	Fig III-11 1973 Landuse
	Fig III-12 2002 Landuse
	Fig III-13 Future Dev
	Fig III-14 Parks

	Fig IV-1 to IV-10

	ADP373.tmp
	Sheet 1 & 2

	Figure III-4.pdf
	FigS-1_RegionalMap
	Page 1

	FigI-1_LocMap
	Page 1

	FigII-1_TypExisting
	FigII-2_Typ3-6-6a
	FigII-3_Typ4-5
	Section III FIGURES
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	Page 1

	FigIII-5_FutureLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	FigIII-6_PriorityFundingArea
	ONLY Figs III-7A to 7G
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	pHD-phase2-env-01_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-02_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-03_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-04_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-05_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-06_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-07_EA
	FigIII-8
	Page 1

	FigIII-10_ICE_BoundaryEA1
	FigIII-11_1973landuseEA1
	FigIII-12_2002LanduseEA1
	FigIII-13_FutreDevlpmtEA1

	FigIII-8_GreenInfrastructure
	Page 1

	Fig III-10 ICE bndry
	Fig III-11 1973 Landuse
	Fig III-12 2002 Landuse
	Fig III-13 Future Dev
	Fig III-14 Parks

	Fig IV-1 to IV-10

	Figures IV-9 to IV-10.pdf
	FigS-1_RegionalMap
	Page 1

	FigI-1_LocMap
	Page 1

	FigII-1_TypExisting
	FigII-2_Typ3-6-6a
	FigII-3_Typ4-5
	Section III FIGURES
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	Page 1

	FigIII-5_FutureLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	FigIII-6_PriorityFundingArea
	ONLY Figs III-7A to 7G
	FigIII-1_Census
	Page 1

	FigIII-2_PlanningAreas
	FigIII-3A
	Page 1

	FigIII-3b
	Page 1

	FigIII-4_ExLandUse
	FigIII-5A
	Page 1

	pHD-phase2-env-01_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-02_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-03_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-04_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-05_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-06_EA
	pHD-phase2-env-07_EA
	FigIII-8
	Page 1

	FigIII-10_ICE_BoundaryEA1
	FigIII-11_1973landuseEA1
	FigIII-12_2002LanduseEA1
	FigIII-13_FutreDevlpmtEA1

	FigIII-8_GreenInfrastructure
	Page 1

	Fig III-10 ICE bndry
	Fig III-11 1973 Landuse
	Fig III-12 2002 Landuse
	Fig III-13 Future Dev
	Fig III-14 Parks

	Fig IV-1 to IV-10

	ADP379.tmp
	         Appendix C: Comments and Coordination Correspondence 




