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ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY 
 
 
 
Project Name & Limits: MD 4: From Patuxent Point Parkway to MD 235 
Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment 
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document): 
 
___ Federal Highway Administration        ___ Environmental Protection Agency      ___ MD Dept. of the Environment    
___ Corps of Engineers                            ___ US Coast Guard 
 

___ Concurs (without comments)     __ Concurs (w/ minor comments)     ___Does Not Concur 
 
Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: 
 
 
 
Note:  Do not provide “conditional” concurrence.  You should either concur with the information as provided 
(without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional information 
is provided. 
 
___ MD Historical Trust               ___ MD Department of Planning                 ___ Metropolitan Planning Organization 
___ Tri-County Council                ___St. Mary’s County                                  ___ Calvert County 
___ Critical Areas Commission   ___ Patuxent River Naval Air Station          ___ National Marine Fisheries Service   
___ Fish and Wildlife Service      _X_ MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
 

_X_ Provides Comments (below)      ___ Has No Comments 
 
Comments:  Further planning for the project should continue to give attention to 
protection measures for a variety of aquatic resources and other sensitive 
resources present in the vicinity.  DNR, in addition to other natural resources 
permitting and commenting agencies, will need to have direct input on detailed 
impact comparisons between Alternatives 3 and 4 bridge construction and 
possible demolition as this information is developed.  This includes, but is not 
limited to, project footprint, dredging, pile driving, and demolition activities.   
Agency comments should be thoroughly discussed, evaluated, and addressed 
prior to moving beyond the ARDS  review stage. 
 
 
Additional Information Needed: 
 
 
 

Signature: __________ __________________          Date: ______9/16/09_______ 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Interagency Review Meeting 

Meeting Summary 
July 18, 2007 

 
GENERAL 
 
Mr. John Wiser (G&O) welcomed everyone to the meeting and introductions were made.  
There were no agency requests for presentations. 
 
STATUS OF AGENCY CONCURRENCE/COMMENTS AND CALENDAR 
There were no outstanding concurrences noted, and no field review meetings scheduled 
at this time. 
 
OTHER 
Mr. Wiser gave a brief demonstration of ProjectWise, which will contain Interagency 
Review Meeting agendas, meeting minutes, handouts, a calendar, and concurrence forms, 
for agency representatives’ use. Mr. Wiser informed the agencies that they should have 
received an e-mail from SHA with information including a password on how to access 
the site. If any of the agencies have difficulty with accessing information or using 
ProjectWise, they can contact Julia Dietz, SHA at 410-545-8535. 
 
HANDOUTS 
The US 301: Mt Oaks Road to US 50 team distributed the Preferred Alternate/Conceptual 
Mitigation package. 
 
Mr. Alan Straus (SHA) of the University of Maryland Connector team handed out the 
Draft Purpose and Need.  Mr. Straus noted that the project was re-named as the UM 
Access Study. 
 
The MD 175 Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study package will be mailed. 
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PROJECT PRESENTATIONS 
 
US 1/MD 201 from Cherrywood Lane to Cherry Lane 
Prince George’s County, Maryland 
Project Number: PG949B11 
Presentation Focus: Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
Project Manager: Kameel Holmes (410-545-8542) 
Environmental Manager: Jennifer Rohrer (410-545-8509) 
 
Presentation Summary 
 
Ms. Kameel Holmes (SHA) introduced the project team, and Mr. Todd Lang (WBCM) 
began the presentation, stating that the purpose was to reintroduce the project to the 
agencies, and to present the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS). 
 
Mr. Lang reviewed the project history, stating that in 2003 there were approximately 15 
alternatives, which were confusing to follow.  At the time, the planning study was put on 
hold due to the ICC and I-95/Contee Road planning studies, and resumed in 2006.  When 
the project resumed the team, in conjunction with FHWA, reconfigured the alternatives to 
their current state. 
 
Mr. Lang described the 7-mile project corridor, and noted that the Konterra 
Development, which is currently underway, will add more traffic to the already congested 
corridor.  Mr. Lang then presented the Purpose and Need, which includes the following: 
 

• determine feasibility of congestion relief; 
• improve safety; 
• enhance mobility; 
• preserve unique community character and environmental features; and 
• support planned, orderly development. 

 
Mr. Lang also went over the project schedule, noting that the alternates he would be 
presenting today are the same as those presented at the May 2007 field review.  He also 
noted, before proceeding to the alternates, that Prince George’s County is updating the 
subregion’s Master Plan, including the alignment of US 1/MD 201.  As a result, the study 
team has also dropped the previous Master Plan alignment. 
 
Challenges that the planning team faces in the project corridor include coordinating their 
study with existing USDA improvements along MD 201 south of Sunnyside Avenue, 
coordination with the ICC and I-95/Contee Road projects, and avoiding and minimizing 
impacts to Indian Creek. 
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Ms. Allysha Nelson-Lorber (WBCM) presented environmental considerations which 
include: 
 

• Indian Creek and associated floodplains and wetlands; 
• woodlands, FIDS habitat, and rare, threatened and endangered species 

considerations; 
• developed properties throughout the US 1 corridor; 
• Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC); 
• Section 4(f) resources; 
• Environmental justice community in the Vansville area. 

 
After the environmental features were presented, Mr. Jim Wynn (WBCM) presented the 
proposed alternatives retained for detailed study (ARDS) and the typical roadway 
sections.  Alternatives under consideration are as follows: 
 

• Alternative 1 – No-Build Alternative  
• Alternative 2 – TSM Improvements would be a consistent 4-5 lane US 1, with US 

1 and MD 201 intersection improvements.  Alternative 2 improvements are 
common to all build alternatives. 

• Alternative 3 – US 1 widening to six lanes. 
• Alternative 4 East – MD 201 widening on new alignment to Old Baltimore Pike. 
• Alternative 4 West – MD 201 widening on new alignment and new connection 

across US 1 to western Laurel. 
• Alternative 5 East – US 1 widening to six lanes and MD 201 widening on new 

alignment to Old Baltimore Pike. 
• Alternative 5 West – US 1 widening to six lanes and MD 201 widening on new 

alignment and new connection across US 1 to western Laurel. 
 
Alternatives 5 East/West are combinations of Alternatives 3 and 4. 
 
Discussion 
Mr. Kiman Choi (MDP) asked that in consideration of the currently failing intersections, 
if access management will be incorporated into the design.  Mr. Lang replied that an 
access management study will take place, and Mr. Wynn added that in the TSM 
alternative, medians may be introduced where feasible, and that further details would be 
worked out upon ARDS concurrence and with coordination with local businesses 
regarding access and parking issues. 
 
Mr. Kevin Magerr (EPA) asked if there is any impairment to Indian Creek including 
impervious structures in the streambed, and whether the project was entirely within the 
Indian Creek watershed.  He also inquired about stormwater management plans.  Ms. 
Nelson-Lorber replied that the project was within the Indian Creek and Patuxent 
watersheds, and that a full stormwater management study would take place, including 
examining the potential for joint stormwater management with area developments.  Ms. 
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Nelson-Lorber also stated that Indian Creek does include potential restoration areas, and 
some of these areas may be available for improvement in conjunction with this project. 
 
Ms. Bill Schultz (USFWS) asked if it could be considered that the Alternative 4 West 
alignment be moved to the other side of the stream.  Mr. Lang stated that there is an 
existing junkyard encroaching onto the stream buffer.  He also stated that with more 
detailed study, it is possible that some alternatives may be rerouted to avoid stream 
impacts. 
 
Mr. Schultz also stated that he was not aware an ARDS concurrence package had been 
distributed, and Mr. Lang stated that copies were mailed within the last 2 weeks, and he 
would get Mr. Schultz a copy. 
 
Mr. Canfield (MDE) asked if the team could break down the wetlands of special state 
concern from the overall wetland impact table, and said an email with this information 
would suffice.  Ms. Nelson-Lorber said the information could be separated, and that they 
would send it to Mr. Canfield. 
 
Mr. Joe DaVia (USACE) asked about the connection of the ICC and US 1 in Alternative 
5, in the vicinity of an old brickyard.  Mr. Lang explained the location of the brickyard to 
the group, stated that it was now the location of a proposed development, and that the 
connection could help avoid impacts with some of the western options.  Mr. Wynn stated 
that this would be studied prior to the release of the environmental document. 
 
Mr. DaVia also asked how BARC was receiving the potential impacts to the property.  
Mr. Lang stated that they were receptive to the proposed alignments as there are no 
studies scheduled for the impacted areas of the property.  Mr. Lang also stated that it 
takes an act of Congress for approval on any right-of-way takes/impacts to BARC 
property, and that any improvements to MD 201 would impact the property.  Ms. Nelson-
Lorber stated that the team was looking into an easement, as was done for the US 1 
IKEA, but that the MD 201 improvements would impact a larger area, so they were not 
certain this would be feasible. 
 
Mr. DaVia also asked about the project area extension and the potential for additional 
wetland impacts in the Sunnyside area.  Ms. Nelson-Lorber confirmed that the project 
area had been extended, and that wetland delineations have been conducted, but a 
jurisdictional determination has not yet been made on those wetlands.  Mr. DaVia said 
that he will follow up on coordination regarding the additional wetlands in the study area. 
He noted that the USACE jurisdictional determination documentation requirements have 
changed and he would provide information to the project team. 
 
Mr. Schultz asked about the possibility of Alternative 4 East connections with the new 
Contee Road interchange and with the ICC.  The team was not clear on the locations the 
connections Mr. Schultz was proposing, and Mr. Schultz said he would provide them 
with a sketch. 
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Mr. Greg Golden (DNR) asked about the location of a new park surrounding an area 
where dinosaur bones have been identified.  Ms. Nelson-Lorber stated that M-NCPPC 
would be opening a park surrounding the boundary of the dinosaur bones, but mentioned 
that they are located outside of the impact area for the project. 
 
Mr. DaVia complimented the project team on narrowing down the significant number of 
alternatives in 2003 to the current alternatives. 
 
Mr. Wiser then asked the agencies if they had any additional comments or would like to 
provide a verbal concurrence on the ARDS. 
 
Mr. Schultz said that he was concerned about the impacts of Alternative 4 West, stating 
that he believe it could be shifted.  Although this may cause further impacts, he said he 
believes it could improve pollution to Indian Creek.  He also stated that he would not 
concur on ARDS as they are currently. 
 
Mr. Canfield requested information on future improvements north of the study area, as 
discussed at the May 3 field review.  
 
Ms. Susan Hinton (NPS) stated that the NPS would support an expanded park boundary 
around the dinosaur bones as part of mitigation for the project. 
 
Mr. Golden stated that water quality was an issue in this area, and that he is aware of at 
least one rare plant species within the study area. 
 
Mr. DaVia asked if the Alternative 4 West alignment would fill the existing wetland at 
that location, or include a large structure to cross it.  Mr. Wynn said a large structure 
would be included.  A height of 26’ above the railroad tracks is required, and so the 
structure would be long as well. 
 
Mr. DaVia also said that if the study goes to PACM, he encourages the removal of 
concrete trapezoidal channels from the stream as mitigation for the project.  Mr. Schultz 
stated he would be concerned about damage to built areas if concrete was removed, and 
that some areas for concrete removal were considered for ICC mitigation. 
 
Mr. DaVia said the USACE would not want to reject improvements to the brickyard area. 
 
Ms. Denise King (FHWA) told the team to make sure they continue project coordination 
with the Vansville Environmental Justice community. 
 
Action Items 
Mr. DaVia will coordinate with project team on requirements for additional areas needing 
a wetland jurisdictional determination from the USACE. 
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Mr. Schultz will provide a sketch to the planning team with a proposed connection to the 
ICC and the new Contee Road under Alternative 4 East. 
 
Ms. Nelson-Lorber will provide impact areas to wetlands of special state concern to Mr. 
Canfield. 
 
The project team will provide Mr. Canfield with information on future improvements 
located north of the study area. 
 
MD 4 – Thomas Johnson Bridge Planning Study 
Calvert and St. Mary’s Counties, Maryland 
Project Number: SM351A11 
Presentation Focus: Purpose and Need 
Project Manager: Felicia Alexander (410-545-8511) 
Environmental Manager: Sheila Mahoney (410-545-8471) 
 
Presentation Summary 
Ms. Felicia Alexander (SHA) introduced the project, reviewing the project location in 
Calvert and St. Mary’s Counties, and the existing conditions of MD 4 within the study 
area.  Currently, MD 4 is a four-lane facility throughout most of Calvert County, and 
becomes a two-lane facility at the MD 2 junction, which is the northern limit of the 
project area.  MD 4 then remains two lanes until the MD 235 intersection at the southern 
limit of the project study area.  Ms. Alexander also presented typicals of the roadway and 
the Thomas Johnson Bridge.  The bridge is also a two-lane facility with 12-foot travels 
lanes and 2-foot shoulders.  The existing structure will not allow for widening. 
 
Ms. Alexander also reviewed the purpose of the project, which includes the following: 
 

• To improve existing capacity and traffic operations; 
• To increase vehicular and pedestrian safety; and 
• To support existing and planned development. 

 
The need for the project was also presented as follows. 
 

• Existing and projected traffic volumes generated by the rapid growth of the area 
due to 1990’s Base Realignment and Closure, which brought thousands of jobs to 
the Naval Air Station Patuxent River, located south of the project area on  
MD 235. 

• Thomas Johnson Bridge presently carries one lane in each direction and becomes 
a major bottleneck when maintenance or accidents occur. 

• The bridge has no pedestrian or bicycle lane. 
• Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes have increased from 12,900 in 1990 to 

27,000 at present. 
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Ms. Chanel Torsell (SHA) presented the traffic analysis, including the ADTs and the 
Level of Service on the mainline and intersections, pointing out that they are all at failing 
AM levels currently, and will be failing at AM and PM peak hours in 2030.  She also 
pointed out that crash rates for several types of crashes along the corridor were 
significantly above the statewide average for similar roadways, including a fatal injury in 
the last three years at the MD 2/MD 4 junction. 
 
Ms. Sheila Mahoney (SHA) presented land use, which is mostly residential with 
commercial use at the northern and southern ends of the project area.  The area has grown 
rapidly since the BRAC of the 1990’s. 
 
Environmental features in the study area include community recreational facilities, 
residences which would be impacted with any build alternatives, potential terrestrial and 
underwater archeology, a potential historic district at Solomons Island, tidal and forested 
wetlands, Chesapeake Critical Area, and the potential for breeding peregrine falcons 
(listed as In Need of Conservation in MD) under the bridge. 
 
Ms. Alexander presented related projects, including the Lusby Connector,  
MD 760/MD765, and MD 2 Solomon’s Museum Ramp in Calvert County, and MD 327 
from MD 235 to Pegg Road. 
 
Key issues that will be focused on during the planning study include the following: 
 

• minimization of residential impacts; 
• maintenance of traffic; 
• improving pedestrian/bicycle access; 
• natural environmental impacts; 
• minimizing noise; 
• Patuxent River is navigable water, bridge height being coordinated with U.S. 

Coast Guard. 
 
Ms. Alexander also reviewed the schedule, with Location/Design Approval anticipated in 
Winter 2011. 
 
Discussion 
Mr. Schultz asked for a review of major comments received from agencies at the July 
10th field review.  The team recounted the major comments focused on traffic, 
specifically whether there would be another influx of people to the area that would 
impact the accuracy of traffic projections, and minimization of residential impacts.  The 
team also pointed out that as far as current plans, only about 78 new jobs are expected at 
the Naval Air Station, and Calvert County is in the processes of slowing its growth rate. 
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Mr. Golden asked if the team knew the location of any oyster bars in the Patuxent River.  
Ms. Mahoney said the team is not to that point yet, and Mr. Golden offered to provide the 
information. 
 
Ms. King asked if the Coast Guard was asked to be invited as a Cooperating Agency, and 
Ms. Mahoney replied that they will be invited as a Cooperating Agency and the invitation 
letters are currently under review by FHWA.  
 
Action Items 
Ms. Mahoney will follow up with Mr. Golden to acquire the mapping of the oyster bars 
within the project area. 
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ATTENDANCE 
 
Agency Attendees Organization Phone Email 
    
Bill Schultz USFWS 410-573-4586 bill_schultz@fws.gov 
Denise King FHWA 410-779-7145 denise.king@fhwa.dot.gov 
Greg Golden MD DNR 410-260-8334 ggolden@dnr.state.md.us 
Kiman Choi MDP 410-767-8876 kchoi@mdp.state.md.us 
Joseph DaVia USACE 410-962-4527 joseph.davia@usace.army.mil 
Kevin Magerr EPA 215-814-5724 Magerr.kevin@epa.gov 
Steve Hurt MDE 410-662-7400 smhurt@mtmail.biz 
Susan Hinton NPS 202-619-7106 susan_hinton@nps.gov 
Phillip Bello FHWA 410-779-7156 phillip.bello@fhwa.dot.gov 
Donna Buscemi SHA-PPD 410-545-8558 dbuscemi@sha.state.md.us 
Sheila Mahoney SHA-PPD 410-545-8471 smahoney@sha.state.md.us 
Joe Kresslein SHA-PPD 410-545-8550 jkresslein@sha.state.md.us 
Eric Tombs SHA-PPD 410-545-8571 etombs@sha.state.md.us 
Harry Canfield MDE 410-316-2225 hcanfield@jmt.com 
Felicia Alexander SHA-PPD 410-545-8511 falexander@sha.state.md.us 
Todd Lang WBCM 410-512-4625 tlang@wbcm.com 
Sarah Sebald SHA-PPD 410-545-8519 ssebald@sha.state.md.us 
Bob Maimone MT 410-662-7400 rvmainome@mtmail.biz 
Erica McNeill WBCM 410-512-4574 emcneill@wbcm.com 
Jim Wynn WBCM 410-512-4556 jwynn@wbcm.com 
Janie Tiedeman URS 410-891-9287 Janie_tiedeman@urscorop.com 
Alan Straus SHA 410-545-8524 astraus@sha.state.md.us 
Lauren Bowman SHA 410-545-2879 lbowman@sha.state.md.us 
Kameel Holmes SHA-PPD 410-545-8542 kholmes@sha.state.md.us 
Dennis Atkins SHA-PPD 410-545-8520 datkins@sha.state.md.us 
Prakash Dave SHA-BDD 410-545-8355 pdave@sha.state.md.us 
Jennifer Rohrer SHA-PPD 410-545-8509 jrohrer@sha.state.md.us 
Chisa Winstead SHA 410-545-8546 cwinstead@sha.state.md.us 
Sandy Hertz SHA-EPD 410-545-8609 shertz@sha.state.md.us 
Veronica Piskor SHA-EPD 410-545-8631 vpiskor@sha.state.md.us 
Alli Townsend SHA-EPD 410-545-8593 atownsend@sha.state.md.us 
Mark Duvall SHA-EPD 410-545-8617  
Heather Murphy SHA 410-545-8537 hmurphy@sha.state.md.us 
John Wiser G&O 410-583-6700 jwiser@g-and-o.com 
Steve Swarr JMT  sswarr@jmt.com 
Natalie Latham JMT  nlatham@jmt.com 
Eric Harp JMT  eharp@jmt.com 
 
 

B-133



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Interagency Review Meeting 

Meeting Summary 
May 21, 2008 

 
 
GENERAL 
John Wiser (Greenhorne & O’Mara) opened the meeting and introductions were made.   
 
There were no agency requests for project presentations.   
 
STATUS OF AGENCY CONCURRENCE/COMMENTS AND CALENDAR 
There were no outstanding agency concurrences. 
 
Field meetings scheduled: 

 I-70 Purpose and Need – May 30 
 MD 223 Purpose and Need – June dates being proposed 

 
HANDOUTS 
Ms. Sue Rajan distributed the MD 223: Steed Road to MD 5 Draft Purpose and Need. 
 
Ms. Sheila Mahoney (G&O) distributed the I-81 Selected Alternate/Conceptual 
Mitigation (SA/CM) concurrence package.  Mr. Wiser explained this was the final 
SA/CM package, which incorporated changes in response to NPS comments, and that 
SHA was seeking agency concurrences. 
 
PROJECT PRESENTATIONS 
 
MD 295: MD 100 to I-95 and Hanover Road 
Anne Arundel County, Maryland 
Project Number: AA372A11 
Presentation Focus: Recommended Alternative 
SHA Project Manager: Carmeletta Harris (410-545-8522 or charris@sha.state.md.us) 
SHA Environmental Manager: Theresa Christian (410-545-8697 or 
tchristian@sha.state.md.us) 
 
Presentation Summary 
Carmeletta Harris (SHA) introduced the project and team.  She stated that a 
Recommended Alternative has been selected, and was concurred upon by Raja 
Veeramachaneni, Director of the Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
(OPPE), in December 2007.  The Recommended Alternative will be presented to the 
Administrator on June 10 for approval.  Following, the public will be notified and the 
SA/CM will be prepared. 
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Brett Ripkin (Jacobs) then presented the alternatives that were presented at the Public 
Hearing in September.  The alternatives included: 

 MD 295 widening will be common to all alternatives – inside widening from 2 
lanes to 3 lanes throughout the corridor.   

 Hanover Road Interchange Options 
o Alternative 3 – Diamond interchange, Hanover Road remains on current 

alignment 
o Alternative 3a – Diamond interchange, Hanover Road shifted to the south 

to minimize environmental impacts 
o Alternative 4 – Single point urban interchange (SPUI) on current Hanover 

Road Alignment 
o Alternative – 4a – SPUI interchange, Hanover Road shifted to the south to 

minimize environmental impacts 
o Alternative 7 – Half diamond and loop interchange, Hanover Road shifted 

to the south to minimize environmental impacts 
o Alternative 8 – Divergent diamond interchange, Hanover Road shifted to 

the south to minimize environmental impacts 
 
Mr. Ripkin explained that when determining the Recommended Alternative, several 
factors were taken into consideration. Alternatives 3 and 4 did not shift the Hanover Road 
alignment to the south, and would result in a higher number of residential displacements 
and environmental impacts.  As a result, these alternatives were eliminated.  Alternatives 
4a and 8 were also eliminated due to driver expectation concerns.  Because the 
interchange is in close proximity to the Baltimore Washington International airport and 
several rental car facilities, a high number of drivers would be unfamiliar with the area 
and also unfamiliar with the SPUI and divergent diamond interchanges.   
 
After eliminating all but Alternatives 3 and 7, it was determined that the half diamond 
and loop interchange would provide better traffic movement, and Alternative 7 was 
selected as the Recommended Alternative. 
 
To date, Alternative 7 has been approved by Anne Arundel and Howard Counties, as well 
as Mr. Veeramachaneni. 
 
Theresa Christian (SHA) provided an environmental overview of the Recommended 
Alternative, which was summarized on a handout table.  Impacts associated with 
Alternative 7 would include: 

 3 residential displacements 
 4.12 acres of wetland impacts 
 14,436 linear feet of waterway impacts 
 34.47 acres of woodlands 
 2.90 acres of impacts to Patapsco Valley Park  
 0.15 acres of impacts to BWI trail 
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Ms. Christian stated that the mitigation site field review took place on March 12, and the 
PA/CM package will be handed out in July and presented in August. 
A meeting between SHA and DNR is scheduled in June.  Because the area impacted in 
Patapsco Valley Park is not used for recreation, SHA plans to request a finding of de 

minimus from FHWA following the DNR meeting.  Ms. Christian also noted that the 
impacts to the park have already been presented to public.  Lastly, Anne Arundel County 
has approved the temporary construction impacts to BWI trail.  The trail may be 
relocated 40 feet to the north during construction. 
 
Ms. Harris noted that public involvement conducted throughout the planning process 
included regular meetings with stakeholder groups.  She also confirmed that a public 
newsletter will be developed after a Preferred Alternative is selected. 
 
Discussion 

Steve Elinsky (USACE) asked what type of structure would cross Deep Run.  Mr. Ripkin 
responded that it would remain a bridge structure, which would likely be widened. 
 
Prakash Dave (SHA) asked who currently maintains the bridge over Deep Run.  Mr. 
Ripkin replied that Anne Arundel County currently maintains it, and Ms. Harris added 
that a decision on who will maintain the bridge after improvements will be made by 
upper management and coordination with the County. 
 
Mr. Elinsky also asked if utilities would be relocated, and have impacts due to utility 
relocation been considered.  Mr. Ripkin replied that there likely would be some utility 
relocation, and that he would follow up with Mr. Elinsky. 
 
Steve Hurt (MDE) stated that a Jurisdictional Determination (JD) agency field review 
will be required upon selection of the Preferred Alternative. Joe Kresslein (SHA) 
confirmed that a meeting will take place. 
 
Action Item 

SHA will follow up with Mr. Elinsky regarding potential impacts due to utilities 
relocation. 
 
MD 4: Thomas Johnson Bridge 
Calvert and St. Mary’s Counties, Maryland 
Project Number: SM351A11 
Presentation Focus: Alternatives Workshop 
SHA Project Manager: Mike Perrotta (410-545-8511 or mperrotta@sha.state.md.us) 
SHA Environmental Manager: Alexis Zimmerer (410-545-8471 or 
azimmerer@sha.state.md.us) 
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Presentation Summary 

Ms. Felicia Alexander (SHA) introduced the project and the purpose of the presentation, 
which was to review the alternatives which will be presented at the June Alternatives 
Public Workshops.  Ms. Alexander restated the Purpose and Need, which is to improve 
existing capacity and operations, improve vehicular and pedestrian safety, and to support 
existing and planned development in the area. 
 
MD 4 is currently a four lane roadway through Calvert County, and narrows to two lanes 
at the junction with MD 2.  It continues as a two-lane facility over the Thomas Johnson 
Memorial Bridge into St. Mary’s County and to the MD 235 intersection.  It is classified 
by SHA as a Rural Arterial road. 
 
Ms. Alexander then reviewed the mainline alternatives and the MD 4/MD 235 
alternatives that will be presented to the public in June.  The Mainline Alternatives 
include the following: 

 No-Build 
 Alternative 2 Transportation System Management/Travel Demand Management – 

would include low-cost improvements such as traffic signal and intersection 
improvements and minor roadway widening.  This alternative also includes 
improvements such as enhanced transit service, telecommuting and car-pooling 

 Alternative 3 Parallel Structure – would include converting the existing structure 
to a one-way 2-lane bridge.  The parallel structure would include a one-way, 2-
lane bridge with 10 and 2-foot shoulders and a 10 foot shared use path. 

 Alternative 4 Replacement Structure – would be a new 4-lane bridge (2 lanes in 
each direction) with 10-foot shoulders and a 10-foot shared use path.  The height 
of the bridge has not yet been determined.  Alternative 4 includes two alignment 
options: 

o Town Point Option – the replacement structure would be shifted slightly 
to the north of the existing structure. 

o Myrtle Point Option – MD 4 would follow an alignment through the Naval 
Recreation Center, and would cross the Patuxent River just south of 
Myrtle Point Park. (It was noted that this option was designed at the 
request of residents, particularly those who live in Town Point and would 
be the most effected by an additional or replacement span in their 
community.) 

 
Eric Harp (JMT) presented the four alternatives proposed for the MD 4/MD 235 
intersection, which include: 

 Continuous flow intersection 
 1-Directional flyover (It was noted that this is the preferred option of many 

residents, but that it would not address afternoon peak traffic conditions. 
 Partial cloverleaf (Mr. Harp noted that there is proposed development in the 

southwest quadrant of the intersection, but it is not clear what will be built there.) 
 SPUI – this option will decrease the footprint of the interchange. 
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Alexis Zimmerer (SHA) reviewed the environmental conditions taken into consideration 
while developing alternatives, and summarized the range of impacts for each alternative 
(an impact table was included in the presentation handout).  Environmental features in the 
study area include a free Calvert County operated boat ramp within the SHA right of 
way, residences, potential terrestrial and underwater archeology, a potential historic 
district at Solomon’s Island, tidal and forested wetlands, Chesapeake Critical Area, and 
the potential for breeding peregrine falcons (listed as In Need of Conservation in MD) 
under the bridge.  Ms. Zimmerer also stated that the boat ramp on SHA right of way was 
leased to DNR and subleased to Calvert County.  Impacts to the boat ramp are unknown 
at this time, but would potentially be mitigated. 
 
The Alternatives Public Workshops will be held on June 16 in Calvert County, and June 
17 in St. Mary’s County.  The Location/Design Public Hearing is scheduled for Fall 
2009, and Location/Design Approval in Winter 2010/2011. 
 
Discussion 

John Nichols (NMFS) asked if SHA had received the guidance package regarding 
essential fish habitat surveys.  Ms. Zimmerer acknowledged receipt of the package and 
stated that she would follow up with Mr. Nichols following the meeting. 
 
Mr. Nichols also noted that due to the known oyster bars in the Patuxent River, the 
NMFS would be on alert with any of the new structure alternatives. 
 
Dan Johnson (FHWA) asked the team to check on the Naval Recreational Center as a 
Section 4(f) resource.  Ms. Zimmerer stated that the facility is not open to the public; 
therefore SHA does not believe it is a 4(f) resource.  Mr. Johnson asked that SHA send 
FHWA a statement to that effect. 
 
Mr. Johnson also recommended that a simulation of the interchanges be available at the 
public meetings, as some of the less familiar configurations may be confusing to people.  
Mr. Harp stated that JMT is developing a simulation for use at the workshops. 
 
Mr. Nichols asked what would happen to the existing bridge if the Myrtle Point option is 
selected, and Mr. Harp replied that the existing structure would likely be demolished.  
Mr. Nichols stated that this would be a concern of the NMFS with regards to habitat, as 
would any pile driving associated with a new or parallel structure. 
 
Action Items 

Ms. Zimmerer will follow up with NMFS regarding the essential fish habitat survey. 
 
SHA will look into the Naval Recreational Center as a Section 4(f) resource, and will 
provide FHWA a statement of the findings. 
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MD 198: West of MD 295 to MD 32 
Anne Arundel County, Maryland 
Project Number: AA510M11 
Presentation Focus: Alternatives Workshop 
SHA Project Manager: Alvaro Sifuentes (410-837-5840 or 
alvaro.sifuentes@jacobs.com) 
SHA Environmental Manager: Elizabeth Habic (410-545-8697 or 
ehabic@sha.state.md.us) 
 

Presentation Summary 

Ms. Jennifer Ray (JMT) introduced the project and the purpose of the presentation, which 
was to provide a project update and to introduce the alternatives to the agencies prior to 
the June 24th Alternatives Public Workshop. 
 
The purpose and need of the project is to improve existing capacity and traffic operations, 
enhance access to Fort Meade, increase vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian safety, and to 
support existing and planned development in the area. 
 
The project area is approximately 3.5 miles long, located midway between Baltimore 
City and Washington, DC in northwestern Anne Arundel County. 
 
Current MD 198 in the study area is a two lane open section with ten-foot shoulders and 
no access control.  There is a partial interchange at MD 295 at the western limit, and a 
diamond interchange with roundabouts at MD 32 at the eastern limit.  The bridge over the 
Baltimore Washington Parkway is owned and maintained by the National Park Service 
(NPS). 
 
Ms. Ray then played a video of the drive from the western to eastern study area limits. 
 
The project is consistent with the Anne Arundel County General Development Plans and 
the local Small Area Plans, and is located entirely within a Priority Funding Area (PFA).   
Parks include the Baltimore Washington Parkway (NPS) and baseball field parking near 
the Patuxent Wildlife Research Center.  Although it did not show up as such on the 2000 
census data, the Welch’s Trailer Park will be treated as an environmental justice 
community.  There are wetlands, waters of the US and forested areas within the project 
limits.  There are known occurrences of the state threatened glassy darter in the Little 
Patuxent River, as well as anadromous fish species (white perch and herring). 
 
There is also a fish ladder at the Patuxent River crossing, and the bridge is also tied into a 
dam.  The bridge will need to be rebuilt under any action alternatives, and so a hydrology 
and hydraulics study will take place and be presented following the upcoming public 
workshop. 
 
Ms. Ray presented the following main line alternatives, which will be presented to the 
public at the workshop: 
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 Alternative 1: No Build 
 Alternative 2: Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 
 Alternative 3: Divided Roadway with Off-Road Shared-Use Facility 
 Alternative 4: Divided Roadway with Off-Road Shared-Use Facility and a 

Sidewalk 
 
In addition to the mainline alternatives, there are several Options proposed for the 
interchange with MD 32 at Fort Meade: 

 Option A: Flyover Ramp – this improves access to Patuxent Wildlife Research 
Center and improves parking at the ball fields.  It would also raise the bridge out 
of the floodplain, and take into consideration Fort Meade security requirements, 
i.e., keeping truck traffic separate from other vehicles at the entrance. 

 Option B: Loop Ramp 
 Option C: Diamond Interchange at Existing Bridge – this option would remove 

the roundabouts.  Would require a triple left turn lane, and the bridge would  
 Option D: Two Bridges – one bridge would travel to MD 32 and one to Fort 

Meade 
 Option E: Diamond Interchange with New Bridge – would travel straight into Fort 

Meade, but would also provide a circuitous queue (which is consistent with 
current security measures) after the Fort Meade entrance. 

 
Discussion 
Mr. Elinsky expressed concerns that SHA recently built the bridge and roundabouts at 
MD 198/MD 32 interchange, and the USACE authorized impacts to wetlands as part of 
that project.  He cited examples where roundabouts are failing at other locations, and 
discouraged their use.  He stated that SHA would have to provide good justification to 
support changing the new improvements for the USACE to authorize additional wetland 
impacts as part of this project.  He recommended that SHA hold off on going to the 
public with alternatives.  He also asked what has changed since the planning of the  
MD 32 interchange. 
 
Mr. Kresslein said that as a result of recent Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
activities, Fort Meade is now gaining employees.  The traffic projections made during the 
initial MD 198/MD 32 planning study did not include increases due to BRAC because at 
the time SHA was not aware that BRAC would occur at Fort Meade. 
 
Ms. Alexander said that while she understands Mr. Elinsky’s concern, all reasonable 
alternatives must be presented to the public. 
 
Mr. Kresslein also stated that at this point, SHA would present all reasonable alternatives 
and gauge the public reaction.  Perhaps the public would be opposed to the alternatives 
and options.  He also stated that SHA was in a reactive mode due to the recent BRAC 
activities that have occurred since the last planning study. 
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Mr. Hurt asked how Option A would improve access to Fort Meade.  Ms. Ray said that it 
would improve movement for vehicles traveling to Laurel, which currently are blocked 
by vehicles entering Fort Meade.  She stated that Option B provide the same 
improvement of movement. 
 
Action Items 

There were no action items associated with this presentation. 
 
Mr. John Wiser thanked everyone for their attendance and closed the meeting.   
 
 
 
ATTENDANCE  
 
Attendees Organization Phone Email 
Alexis Zimmerer SHA 410-545-8471 azimmerer@sha.state.md.us 
Andre Alleyne USACE 410-320-9413 Andre.v.alleyne@usace.army.mil 
Barbara Allera-Bohlen SHA 410-545-8633 ballerabohlen@sha.state.md.us 
Barbara Rudnick EPA 215-814-3322 rudnick.barbara@epa.gov 
Brett Ripkin SHA 410-545-8557 bripkin@sha.state.md.us 
Carmeletta Harris SHA 410-545-8522 charriss@sha.state.md.us 
Dan Johnson FHWA 410-779-7154 danw.johnson@fhwa.dot.gov 
Danielle Edmonds SHA 410-545-8516 dedmonds@sha.state.md.us 
Danielle Lange MDE 410-462-9127 dlange@rkk.com 
Donna Buscemi SHA 410-545-8558 dbuscemi@sha.state.md.us 
Doug Litchfield SHA 410-545-8545 dlitchfield@sha.state.md.us 
Eric Harp JMT 410-316-2289 eharp@jmt.com 
Eric Tombs SHA 410-545-8571 etombs@sha.state.md.us 
Eunice Ogallo SHA 410-545-4018 eogallo@sha.state.md.us 
Felicia Alexander SHA 410-545-8530 falexander@sha.state.md.us 
Jack Dinne USACE 410-962-6005 john.j.dinne@usace.army.mil 
Jennifer Hannum MDE 410-6627400 jjhannum@mtmail.biz 
Jennifer Ray JMT 410-316-2231 jray@jmt.com 
Jitesh Parikh FHWA 410-779-7136 Jitesh.parikh@fhwa.dot.gov 
Jody McCullogh BMC 410-732-0500X1049 jmccullough@baltometro.org 
Joe Kresslein SHA-PPD 410-545-8550 jkresslein@sha.state.md.us 
John Nichols NMFS 410-267-5675 john.nicholls@NOAA.gov 
John Wiser G&O 410-583-6700 jwiser@g-and-o.com 
Kate Ellis SHA 410-545-5663 kellis@sha.state.md.us 
Mark Duvall SHA 410-545-8611 mduvall@sha.state.md.us 
Prakash Dave SHA 410-545-8355 pdave@sha.state.md.us 
Sarah Sebald SHA 410-545-8519 ssebald@sha.state.md.us 
Shareema Houston USACE 410-320-9413 Shareema.houston@usace.army.mil 
Sheila Mahoney G&O 410-583-6700 smahoney@g-and-o.com 
Steve Elinsky USACE 410-962-4503 steve.elinsky@usace.army.mil 
Steve Hurt MDE 410-662-7400 smhurt@mtmail.biz 
Sue Rajan SHA 410-545-8514 srajan@sha.state.md.us 
Tim Tamburrino MHT 410-514-7637 ttamburrino@mdp.state.md.us 
Theresa Christian SHA 410-545-8697 tchristian@sha.state.md.us 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Interagency Review Meeting 

Meeting Summary 
May 20, 2009 

 
 
GENERAL 
John Wiser (G&O) opened the meeting and introductions were made.  There were no 
agency requests for project presentations.   
 
STATUS OF AGENCY CONCURRENCE/COMMENTS AND CALENDAR 
Agency concurrence is due on the following projects: 

 The MD 3: from US 50 to MD 32 SACM was recently distributed to the agencies.  
MDP and FHWA have submitted concurrence. 

 
HANDOUTS 
The MD 295 PACM package will be mailed to the agencies.   
 
OTHER 
Dennis Atkins (SHA-EPLD) updated the group about the upcoming Interagency 
Manager’s Meeting, currently schedule on June 2.  The USACE may not be able to 
attend, and the meeting may be rescheduled.  The scheduling will be worked out with the 
USACE and an agenda will be sent out shortly.  He asked the agencies to hold the date. 
 
PROJECT PRESENTATIONS 
 
US 50: Bridge Over Sinepuxent Bay 
Worcester County, Maryland 
Project Number: WO419A11 
Presentation Focus: Mitigation Strategy Follow-Up  
SHA Project Manager: Jamaica Kennon (410-545-8512 or jkennon@sha.state.md.us) 
SHA Environmental Manager: Elizabeth Habic (410-545-8563 or 
ehabic@sha.state.md.us) or Heather Lowe (410-545-8526 or hlowe@sha.state.md.us) 
 
Presentation Summary 
Mike Mussomeli (SHA Environmental Programs Division) presented the US 50 
conceptual wetland mitigation.  SHA has identified partnerships to help meet mitigation 
goals.  The DNR Coastal Wetland Initiative (CWI) goal is to plug grid-ditch wetlands 
that were Depression-era projects intended for mosquito control.  An SHA collaboration 
with NPS-Assateague National Seashore and the CWI program would help to reestablish 
hydrology to altered salt marshes, stabilize water levels for aquatic biota, increase 
quantity and quality of food sources for water dependent birds, and control phragmites.  
A number of CWI and NPS example projects with these intended outcomes were cited. 
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The SHA contribution to the CWI Program would be based on in-lieu fee, or cost to 
restore a specified number of acres dependent on impact of the preferred alternative.  A 
4:1 wetland mitigation ratio was proposed. 
 
Mr. Mussomeli handed out a summary of the proposed marsh restoration monitoring 
program, and asked if the agencies found the conceptual mitigation acceptable. 
 
Discussion 

Jennifer Ottenburg (MDE) said that the MDE reviewer requested to see the monitoring 
plan, which Mr. Mussomeli had just handed out to the agencies. 
 
Barbara Rudnick (EPA) said that she was okay with the concept, and that USACE and 
USFWS would need to review. 
 
Mary Frazier (USACE) said Jack Dinne (USACE, not present) would need to review the 
wetland mitigation concept.  Joe Kresslein (SHA) asked Mr. Mussomeli to provide a 
copy to Mr. Dinne. 
 
Action Items 

 SHA will send a copy of the monitoring plan to the MDE reviewer, and/or follow 
up with Ms. Ottenburg. 

 SHA will send a copy of the mitigation/monitoring plan to Jack Dinne (USACE). 
 
MD 4: from Patuxent Point Parkway to MD 235 
St. Mary’s and Calvert Counties, Maryland 
Project Number: SM351B11 
Presentation Focus: Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
SHA Project Manager: Russell Anderson (410-545-8839 or randerson2@sha.state.md.us) 
SHA Environmental Manager: Alexis Zimmerer (410-545-8471 or 
azimmerer@sha.state.md.us) 
 

Presentation Summary 
Russ Anderson (SHA Project Manager) stated the purpose of the presentation is to 
summarize the results of the ARDS analysis and recommended alternatives, as well as 
discuss potential impacts of the proposed improvements to MD 4.  He reviewed the 
project area and existing conditions.  The existing MD 4 consists of two 12-foot lanes 
with 10-foot shoulders, and the Thomas Johnson Bridge consists of two 12-foot lanes 
with 2-foot shoulders.  The bridge has a vertical clearance of 140 feet at its highest point, 
and a bridge structure rating in the “satisfactory” range.  A new bridge survey is 
scheduled to be conducted this fall.   
 
The purpose of the study is to improve existing capacity and traffic operations, increase 
vehicular and pedestrian safety, and support existing and planned development in St. 
Mary’s and Calvert Counties.  The project is needed because of current and future 
congestion problems generated by recent and planned growth, bottleneck conditions 
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when crashes or maintenance occurs, and the absence of a pedestrian/bicycle lane on the 
bridge.  Traffic volumes across the bridge were 12,900 ADT in 1990, and 27,000 ADT in 
2007.  Throughout the study area, traffic volumes are anticipated to further increase by 
9% - 22% by Design Year 2030.  Current AM and PM peak hour traffic operates at 
Levels of Service E and F.  By 2030 it is projected that traffic will operate at LOS F in 
both the AM and PM peak hours with extended delays.  
 
Crash data collected from 2003-2007 indicate that several types of crashes in the study 
area are higher to significantly higher than the statewide average. 
 
Alternates Public Workshops were held in June of 2008, one in Calvert County and one 
in St. Mary’s County.  A total of 343 people attended the meetings.  A summary of 
comments was provided to the agencies.  Of the preliminary alternatives presented, 
comments received most favored Alternative 4 and Option D (see below for 
descriptions).  Alternative 5 was the least favored.   
 
Following the public workshops, these preliminary alternatives were not recommended 
by the project team for detailed study for the following reasons: 
Patuxent River Crossings (MD 4 Build Alternatives) 

 Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Myrtle Point Crossing: lack of support from public and 
elected officials, costs, environmental impacts 

MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Options 

 Option C – Partial Cloverleaf Interchange: this option would impact a proposed 
development, and St. Mary’s County requested it be dropped 

 
Alternatives recommended for detailed study include the following: 

 Alternative 1 – No Build: does not address Purpose and Need, but serves as a 
baseline for comparison. 

 Alternative 2 – Transportation System Management/Transportation Demand 
Management (TSM/TDM): also does not meet the Purpose and Need as a stand-
alone alternative, but several short-term improvements that are favored by the 
Counties could be constructed at a relatively low cost. 

Patuxent River Crossings (MD 4 Build Alternatives) 

 Alternative 3 – Two-Lane Parallel Span: New span will be built and used for 
northbound traffic and the existing bridge will be converted to southbound traffic.  
Pedestrian/bicycle access will be provided.  The new span will be located from 25 
- 75 feet away from the existing bridge, but may be built with a lower vertical 
clearance.  

 Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Parallel Span: The new, 2-directional bridge would be 
built and the existing bridge removed.  Pedestrian/bicycle access will be provided.  
The new span will be located from 25 - 75 feet away from the existing bridge.  
Proposed vertical clearance is 75 feet, but final height would be determined in 
coordination with the US Navy, Coast Guard, and upstream marinas.  
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MD 4 Mainline Widening Alternative 

 4-lane Section with open median 
MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Options 

 Option A – Continuous Flow Intersection (CFI): Allows traffic to move through 
intersection without conflicts with turning movements, traffic would be dispersed 
with 5 traffic signals. 

 Option B – At-Grade Intersection with One-Directional Flyover: From 
southbound MD 4 to southbound MD 235, traffic signal would remain for all 
other movements.   

 Option D – Single Pont Urban Interchange (SPUI): A grade separated 
interchange.  Through traffic would continue without signals on MD 235, left 
turns will be directed with signals. 

 
Based on feedback following the public workshops, a few other options for MD 235/MD 
4 intersection will also be evaluated: 

 Option A: two legs on CFI instead of four  
 Option B: flyover tying into median 
 Option C: MD 4 crosses under MD 235 

 
Alexis Zimmerer (SHA) presented the environmental overview and potential impacts of 
the alternatives recommended for detailed study: 
Land Use/Socio-Economic 

 Up to 22 acres of ROW impacts 
 4-7 commercial displacements 
 Up to 3 residential displacements 
 Temporary impacts to a public boat ramp located under the bridge 

Cultural Resources 
 No direct impacts to standing structures 
 SHA in coordination with MHT to determine if Solomon’s Island is eligible as a 

historic district 
 A Phase I archeological survey is being conducted for terrestrial and submerged 

resources 
Natural Resources 

 4,000-6,000 linear feet of stream impacts 
 Up to 3 acres of 100-year floodplain 
 1-2 acres of wetland impacts 
 Up to 23 acres of woodland impacts 
 40-47 acres of Critical Area impacts with Alternatives 3 and 4 
 DNR coordination will occur regarding a pair of Peregrine falcons known to have 

nested on the bridge in 2005.  Construction restrictions will be in effect if the pair 
returns. 

 An essential fish habitat assessment will be conducted during Stage II of the 
planning study  
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Mr. Anderson reviewed the schedule.  The Environmental Assessment is anticipated to be 
complete in October 2009, with Location/Design Approval in March 2011. 
 
Discussion 

Bethaney Bacher-Gresock (FHWA) asked if the new Executive Order (EO) regarding the 
Chesapeake Bay would have any effect on the Critical Area impacts.  Ms. Alexander said 
she believed the new EO mostly addressed Bay cleanup, and Mitch Keiler (USFWS) 
agreed.  He further stated that the EO essentially encourages the existing coordination 
and assessment efforts already in effect for Bay cleanup. 
 
Bihui Xu (MDP) asked about the TSM/TDM alternative, and what systems currently 
exist for the Naval Air Station.  Mr. Anderson said that a shuttle currently provides 
service from existing Park & Ride facilities to the Naval Air Station, and the TDM/TSM 
Alternative will accommodate that.  In addition, the Naval Air Station already 
incorporates staggered work hours, and telecommuting options. 
 
Ms. Xu also asked about the complexity of some of the MD 4/MD 235 interchange 
options for bicycles and pedestrians.  Mr. Anderson agreed that Option B would work 
best to safely accommodate bicycle and pedestrians, and agreed that C and D would be 
complicated for bicycles and pedestrians.  Ms. Xu commented that it would not make 
sense to provide bicycle and pedestrian access over the bridge, just to have to stop at the 
interchange.  Mr. Anderson agreed, and said more options for the safest access will be 
studied in the detailed engineering stage. 
  
I-270/US 15/CCT Multi Modal Corridor Study 
Frederick County, Maryland 
Project Number: FR192B11 
Presentation Focus: Project Update – Pre-EA Distribution 
SHA Project Manager: Russell Anderson (410-545-8839 or randerson2@sha.state.md.us) 
SHA Environmental Manager: Anne Elrays (410-545-8562 or aelrays@sha.state.md.us) 
 
Presentation Summary 
Mr. Anderson (SHA) reviewed the presentation agenda, followed by a study area 
overview.  The project is a multi-modal study by SHA and MTA for MDOT, with the 
Counties and Cities on the team.  It includes 31 miles of limited access highway, 1.5 
miles of new alignment highway (MD 75) and 14 miles of Corridor Cities Transitway. 
 
In June 2002, a Location/Design Public Hearings were held.  In 2003, MDOT requested 
managed lanes evaluation, and Express Toll Lanes (ETLs) have since been studied.  A 
Public Hearing on the present Alternatives Analysis/Environmental Assessment (AA/EA) 
will be held in June. 
 
In addition to the evaluation of ETLs, FHWA/FTA also recommended adding an 
Alternatives Analysis, and a change in the NEPA documentation level.  A number of 
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changes were also made to the alternatives themselves.  Impact analysis for the AA/EA 
includes: air; noise; communities; cultural resources; natural resources; traffic; and CCT 
operations and maintenance sites. 
 
The purpose of the EA is to compliment the DEIS, and introduce the effects of 
Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B.  It also updates corridor changes since the DEIS, and 
includes the AA for a range of transit alternatives. 
 
After the agencies’ initial review of the AA/EA document, changes were incorporated; 
the revised version will be distributed on May 29th.  
 
Mr. Anderson presented the alternatives as analyzed in the 2002 DEIS, followed by the 
managed lanes alternatives analyzed in the EA.   The I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Study 
and ETL alternatives are part of a current and planned managed lanes network including 
the Virginia HOT Lanes (under construction), the West Side Mobility Study (feasibility 
study), and the ICC (under construction).  Details of the access to and from the ETL lanes 
at the northern and southern termini of the project were discussed. 
 
Rick Kiegel (MTA) presented an overview of the AA, which was prepared in accordance 
with FTA requirements. The proposed CCT alignment is located entirely within 
Montgomery County.  The transitway has one proposed alignment, and compliments a 
large bus network proposed within the study area.  Stations will include Crown Farm, 
Shady Grove Life Sciences Center/Belward Farm, and Kentlands. 
 
AA Alternatives include:  

 Alternative 1: No-Build 
 Alternative 6.1: No-Build Transit (The highway would be built with no transit 

improvements.) 
 Alternative 6.2: Transit TSM 
 Alternative 6A/B: Master Plan ETL with Light Rail Transit (LRT) or Bus Rapid 

Transit (BRT) 
 Alternative 7A/B: Enhanced Master Plan with LRT or BRT 

 
Montgomery County and the City of Gaithersburg requested a side study to look into 
options to better serve the planned redevelopment in Kentlands.  The results of these 
separate studies could be folded into the existing document AA/EA at a later date. 
 
Mr. Anderson reviewed the environmental impacts table and then discussed the Section 
106 and Section 4(f) Coordination.  Five consulting party meetings have been held since 
July 2008.  The Department of Energy has been added as a consulting party since 2002.  
Mitigation meetings will continue with MHT, property owners, and consulting parties, 
and will be finalized in the FEIS.   
A cost comparison was presented and the differences are the result of transit. 
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Public Hearings will be held on June 16th and 18th.  The Locally Preferred Alternative 
will be selected in late 2009.  Public outreach is ongoing.  The communities within the 
study area are well organized, and individual meetings will be held prior to the Public 
Hearings, including EJ and non-English speaking communities.  
 
Discussion 

 
Mr. Keiler asked if the agency comments had been incorporated into the AA/EA 
document.  Mr. Anderson affirmed that they had been included in the document to be 
distributed on May 29th. 
 
 
Mr. Wiser thanked everyone for their attendance and adjourned the meeting.   
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ATTENDANCE  
 
Attendees Organization Phone Email 
Alexis Zimmerer SHA 410-545-8471 azimmerer@sha.state.md.us 
Amber Widmayer CAC 410-260-3460 awidmayer@dnr.state.md.us 
Anne Elrays SHA 410-545-8562 aelrays@sha.state.md.us 
Barbara Allera-Bohlen SHA 410-545-8633 ballerabohlen@sha.state.md.us 
Barbara Rudnick EPA 215-814-3322 Rudnick.barbara@epamail.gov 
Bethaney Bacher-Gresock FHWA 202-366-4196 Bethaney.bacher-gresock@ dot.gov 
Bihui Xu MDP 410-767-4567 bxu@mdp.state.md.us 
Dan Johnson FHWA 410-962-0702 Danw.johnson@dot.gov 
Dennis Atkins SHA-EPLD 410-545-8520 datkins@sha.state.md.us 
Felicia Alexander SHA 410-545-8530 falexander@sha.state.md.us 
Glen Helms SHA 410-545-8396 ghelms@sha.state.md.us 
Heather Lowe SHA 410-545-8526 hlowe@sha.state.md.us 
Jeffrey Knaub SHA 410-545-8355 jknaub@sha.state.md.us 
Jennifer Ottenberg MDE 410-462-9131 Jottenberg@rkk.com 
Jody McCullough BMC 410-732-0500 jmccullough@baltometro.org 
Joe Kresslein SHA-EPLD 410-545-8550 jkresslein@sha.state.md.us 
John Wiser G&O 410-583-6700 jwiser@g-and-o.com 
Karen Arnold SHA-EPLD 410-545-8510 Karnold@sha.state.md.us 
Keith Gray FHWA 302-734-1657 Keith.gray@dot.gov 
Mark Smith SHA 410-545-8632 Msmith5@sha.state.md.us 
Mary Frazier USACE 410-962-5079 Mary.a.frazier@usace.army.mil 
Mike Cunningham MDE 410-462-9346 Mcunningham@rkk.com 
Mike Mussomeli SHA 410-545-8508 mmussomeli@sha.state.md.us 
Mitch Keiler USFWS 410-573-4554 mitch_keiler@fws.gov 
Prakash Dave SHA 410-545-8355 pdave@sha.state.md.us 
Rick Kiegel MTA 410-767-1380 rkiegel@mtamaryland.com 
Sheila Mahoney G&O 410-583-6700 smahoney@g-and-o.com 
Stephanie Pratt FHWA  410-779-7160 Stephanie.pratt@fhwa.dot.gov 
Steve Hurt MDE 410-662-7400 smhurt@mccormicktaylor.com 
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The following is a list of stakeholders identified for the MD 4 – Thomas Johnson Bridge Planning Study who 
were sent the public involvement letter on July 31, 2007.    
 

LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS 

OWNER'S NAME OWNER'S ADDRESS CITY STATE 
ZIP 

CODE 

ANNMARIE GARDEN P.O. BOX 99 DOWELL MD 20629 
CARMEN'S GALLERY, LTD P.O. BOX 466 SOLOMON'S MD 20699 
CALVERT CO. CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 

P.O. BOX 99 
PRINCE 
FREDERICK 

MD 20678 

BUNCKY'S CHARTER BOATS P.O. BOX 379 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
HOSPITAL HARBOR MARINA 205 HOLIDAY SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
BAILEYWICK SAILBOAT CHARTERS P.O. BOX 710 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
SAIL SOLOMONS P.O. BOX 441 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
BOOMERANGS 13820 SOLOMON'S ISLAND RD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
CD CAFÉ’ 14350 SOLOMON'S ISLAND S. RD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
DIGIOVANNI'S DOCK OF THE BAY 14556 SOLOMON'S ISLAND ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
KIM'S KEY LIME PIES 14618 SOLOMON'S ISLAND S. RD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
LIGHTHOUSE INN 14636 SOLOMON'S ISLAND S. RD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
NAUGHTY GULL 450 LORE ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
STONEY'S KINGFISHERS 14442 SOLOMON'S ISLAND S. RD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
THE CAPTAINS TABLE 275 LORE ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
VINCENZO'S MEDITERRANEAN GRILL 14415 DOWELL ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20629 
ZAHNISER'S DRY DOCK 
RESTAURANT 

251 C STREET SOLOMON'S MD 20688 

CHESAPEAKE BIOLOGICAL 
LABORATORY 

P.O. BOX 38 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 

SOLOMONS MEDICAL CENTER 14090 H. G. TRUEMAN ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
HEARING PROFESSIONALS 14090 H. G. TRUEMAN ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
BACK CREEK INN 210 ALEXANDER LANE SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
BLUE HERON BED & BREAKFAST 14614 SLOMON'S ISLAND ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
HOLIDAY INN SELECT SOLOMONS P.O. BOX 1099 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
SOLOMONS VICTORIAN INN 125 CHARLES STREET SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
RIKER'S CUSTOM MARINE, INC 620 ROLLING HILLS ROAD DOWELL MD 20629 
SOLOMONS YACHTING CENTER 255 ALEXANDER LANE SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
SPRING COVE MARINA P.O. BOX 160 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
TOW BOAT US SOLOMONS 546 MARYLAND AVENUE LUSBY MD 20657 
ZAHNISER'S YACHTING CENTER P.O. BOX 760 SOLOMON'S MD 20657 
CALVERT MARINE MUSEUM P.O. BOX 97 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
CENTURY 21 NEW MILLENNIUM 13350 H. G. TRUEMAN ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
LAURA ZURL - CENTURY 21 13351 H. G. TRUEMAN ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
THE MCNELIS GROUP 14532 SOLOMONS ISLAND RD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
O'BRIAN REALTY COMMERCIAL 
DIVISION 

13970 H. G. TRUEMAN ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 

ASBURY SOLOMONS ISLAND 11100 ASBURY CIRCLE SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
BEACHCOMBER'S GIFTS 14538 S. SOLOMONS ISLAND RD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
BEAR BY THE BAY 14560 SOLOMONS ISLAND SOUTH SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
EMBROID ME 13338 H. G. TRUEMAN ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
GRANDMOTHER'S STORE 14538 S. SOLOMONS ISLAND RD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
GRANDMOTHER'S TOO 13892 DOWELL ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20629 
ISLAND TRADER ANTIQUES 225 LORE ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
MAERTENS FINE JEWELRY & GIFTS 13342 H. G. TRUEMAN ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
PORT OF CALL LIQUORS 14090 H. G. TRUEMAN ROAD SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
SEA GULL COVE GIFTS P.O. BOX 656 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
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SOLOMONS TRUE VALUE 20 CRESTON LANE SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
ISLAND TIME RENTAL 10 CHARLES STREET SOLOMON'S MD 20688 

PATUXENT ADVENTURE CENTER 
13860 S. SOLOMONS ISLAND 
ROAD 

SOLOMON'S MD 20688 

CALVERT COUNTY VISITOR CENTER 14175 S. SOLOMONS ISLAND RD  SOLOMON'S MD 20688 

ST. MARY'S COUNTY WASTEWATER 
PUMPING STATION 

43990 COMMERCE AVENUE HOLLYWOOD 
MD 20636 

SAINT ANDREWS LANDFILL AND 
TRANSFER STATION 

P.O. BOX 508 CALIFORNIA 
MD 20619 

COVE POINT LNG 175 MAIN STREET 
PRINCE 
FREDERICK 

MD 20678 

CALVERT CLIFF NUCLEAR POWER  1650 CALVERT CLIFF PARKWAY LUSBY MD 20657 
MYRTLE POINT PARK P.O. BOX 653 LEONARDTOWN MD 20650 
PATUXENT VELO 21029 WEAVER’S COURT LEONARDTOWN MD 20650 
PATUXENT HIGH SCHOOL 12485 ROUSBY HALL ROAD LUSBY MD 20657 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND CENTER P.O. BOX 38 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
OUR LADY STAR OF SEA CHURCH 50 ALEXANDER LANE SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
OUR LADY STAR - THE SEA SCHOOL 90 ALEXANDER LANE SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
HONEY MAC CALLUM CHRISTIAN 23421 KINGSTON CREEK RD CALIFORNIA MD 20619 
JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY 44427 AIRPORT ROAD CALIFORNIA MD 20619 
OAKVILLE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 44345 JOY CHAPEL ROAD HOLLYWOOD MD 20636 
SOUTHERN MARYLAND HIGHER 
EDUCATION 

44219 AIRPORT ROAD CALIFORNIA MD 20619 

STARMAKER LEARNING CENTER 23443 COTTOWOOD PARKWAY CALIFORNIA MD 20619 

SAINT ANDREW PRE-SCHOOL 
44078 SAINT ANDREW CHURCH 
RD 

CALIFORNIA MD 20619 

SOLOMONS ISLAND 14544 SOLOMONS ISLAND RD S SOLOMON'S MD 20685 
OLIVET UNITED METHODIST 
CHURCH 

13570 OLIVET ROAD LUSBY MD 20657 

PATUXENT PRESBBYTERIAN 
CHURCH 

23421 KINGSTON CREEK ROAD CALIFORNIA MD 20619 

PATUXENT FRIENDS MEETING 12220 H. G. TRUEMAN ROAD LUSBY MD 20657 
CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LDS 22747 OLD ROLLING ROAD CALIFORNIA MD 20619 
ST. MARY'S COUNTY CHURCH – 
CHRIST 

44850 ST ANDREWS CHURCH RD CALIFORNIA MD 20619 

CALVERT COUNTY BAPTIST CHURCH 230 W. DARES BEACH ROAD 
PRINCE 
FREDERICK 

MD 20678 

TIKI BAR, INC 85 CHARLES STREET SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
SOLOMONS MARYLAND SAILING 
ASSOC. 

P.O. BOX 262 SOLOMON'S MD 20688 
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Summary of MD 4-TJ Bridge Alternates Public Workshops (6/16/08, 6/17/08) 
 
Overall, the citizens were pleased at the amount of effort going into the study.  We also 
talked to many who said the info was detailed and clear.  
 
A total of 343 citizens attended [164 on Monday (Calvert), 179 on Tuesday (St. Mary’s)]  

 
Citizen concerns though verbal discussion:  
 

TJ Bridge / Patuxent River Crossing 
• More citizens were if favor of removing the existing bridge IF the height of 

the new bridge could be lower, otherwise – Alt. 3 (new parallel span) seemed 
the most popular 

• Several citizens were aware of the 65-foot Intercoastal Waterway clearance 
height requirement, and suggested SHA use this as the height. 

• Consider expanding the existing footings to accommodate more lanes on the 
existing bridge 

• The off-ramp at the end of the bridge in Calvert County causes traffic to slow 
down.  Closing this ramp in the short term will improve traffic flow 
considerably.   

• Why aren’t you considering a drawbridge?  
• How close does the bridge need to be to a home before you will purchase it?   
• What happens if you crack the foundations or cause damage to homes during 

construction?  How do you document any damages?  Is it up to the 
homeowner to protect themselves?   

• How will you handle the noise as a result of the additional traffic on the 
bridge?  Can something be done about trucks using “jake” brakes?   

• Have you coordinated with the Navy about the Alternate 5 alignment?  Raja 
suggestion:  coordinate with cultural resources staff regarding features on 
Naval Rec. Center.   

• What is the expected life span of the existing bridge?  
• What is the average BSR for structures in the state?    
• What BSR do bridges typically start at?    
• How can we use the current BSR to determine when the bridge will reach a 

BSR of 50?   Do you know when you expect the bridge to reach a BSR of 50?    
• What is the annual suicide rate?    
• Instead of  building an entirely new bridge to the south for the four lane 

option, can you build the two lane structure shown in Alternate 3, demolish 
the bridge, and then re-build the new bridge on the existing alignment… 
similar to the Wilson Bridge?   

• Allow for lanes to be converted to all one-way for emergency evacuation 
• Why the existing bridge has to be demolished if Alt. 4 (4-lane replacement) is 

constructed?  Citizens felt it should remain to allow for up to 6 travel lanes for 
evacuation or remain solely as a bike/ped facility 
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• Consider constructing the new bridge on the north side to avoid impacts on 
the Calvert Co. side, and so that the bridge could be placed within the shadow 
of the existing bridge, especially during the winter time. 

• A tunnel option was dismissed too soon.  Why not consider a tunnel a few 
miles north, where the depths are shallower. (There were a few vocal citizens 
with this concern, both citing their relationship with Senator Dyson as well) 

• One citizen opposed Alternative 5 (Myrtle Point) because they stated that the 
water depth near the St. Mary’s County side is nearly 190-feet deep, the 
largest river depth in North America. 

 
Mainline MD 4 - Prelim. Engr. 

• Where are the signals going to be located along this corridor?  Will any be 
added in the short term?   

• At least a dozen residents along Patuxent Blvd and near Myrtle Point Park 
expressed their opposition to Alt. 5 (Myrtle Point Option), primarily based on 
noise and property home value concerns 

• Are you impacting the church on the corner of Kingston?   
• What is the dashed line outside of the roadway?   
• For Alternate 2, will the signalized intersections look like the ones on MD 4 in 

Calvert County?  (Modified T’s)   
• Will the additional traffic create more noise?  What are you going to do about 

it?   
• Can you reconnect Sandy Hill Road to the new MD 4?   

 
MD 4 / MD 235 Interchange - Prelim. Engr. 

• Several of the business owners near the MD 4/MD 235 Intersection were 
present and expressed concern regarding the potential displacements, 
suggesting choosing the options that avoid them or suggesting the fly-over 
ramp option tie-down in the median instead to minimize impacts to the 
businesses south of MD 4 

• We met with the representative (Eric Markowski) from the proposed 
redevelopment in the northwest corner of the MD 4/MD 235 intersection (St. 
Mary’s Marketplace), who expressed desire to meet with SHA and expressed 
his displeasure to see Option B (partial cloverleaf), which impacts their site 
plan the most.      

• Desire to further develop an access mgmt plan to try and save some 
businesses from being displaced from the MD 235 interchange options.  

• Would it be more beneficial to put MD 235 over MD 4 for Options C and D?       
• The continuous flow intersection looks very confusing and unsafe for 

pedestrians.   
• How are properties along MD 4 and MD 235 accessed using the continuous 

flow intersection?   
• Can the CFI be reduced to two legs of the intersection only?     
• Which alternate works best for snow removal?      
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• Will the flyover ramp be subject to icing in the winter?  (Requestor referenced 
the mixing bowl in Virginia) 

 
Utilities 

• SMECO’s Public and Media Relations Director spoke in length about their 
plans for a 230kv crossing by 2015, and expressed a desire to work with SHA 
to look at utilizing our structure, or to at least coordinate regarding potential 
impacts for each party. 

 
Environmental 

• Concern towards potential impacts to Myrtle Point Park since the alignment 
will be adjacent to the south of it. 

• Many concerns were expressed for the Myrtle Point Crossing and it’s notably 
higher impact figures. 

• Many citizens asked where the idea of the Myrtle Point Crossing came from, 
one cited developer interest in the area. 

• Citizens commented on the presence of submerged marine vessels in the 
project vicinity. 

• One citizen asked if the impacts to the Naval Recreation Facility would be 
considered a 4(f) impact. 

 
Misc. 

• Complaints about the mailing list, as several homeowners did not receive 
brochures and notifications while their neighbors did, especially near the 
Myrtle Point area 

• How much Federal funding will be used for construction? 
• Could you explain TSM / TDM better?   

 
 
Potential Solutions to these issues are currently being drafted by the team 
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Project Status
The MD 4 – Thomas Johnson Memorial Bridge Planning 
Study is partially funded for Project Planning only. It is not 
yet funded for Design, Right-of-Way, or Construction.  The 
Project Planning phase includes the review of all reasonable 
alternatives, including the No-Build Alternative; the collection 
and evaluation of social, economic, and natural environmental 
factors, as well as agency and public involvement. Citizen 
involvement in the planning process is encouraged.

Project Schedule  

• Purpose and Need  - Summer 2007

• Open House Workshop - Fall 2007

• Alternates Public Workshop - Summer 2008

• Location/Design Public Hearing - Fall 2009

• Location/Design Approval - Winter 2011

Public Input is Important
We want to hear from you! Here’s how you can get involved 
in the study and stay updated as we move forward:

• Fill out and mail the attached postage-paid survey.

• Get on the project mailing list.  Add your name and   
 address to the bottom of the attached survey to receive  
 future project updates and announcements.

• Come to our public meetings!
 We will send you announcements and advertise in    
 newspapers.  Refer to the  project schedule in this 
 newsletter for general timeframes for upcoming 
 meetings.

• Log on to our Project Web Page at:  
 www.marylandroads.com 

•  Submit written comments/requests to:
   Ms. Felicia Alexander, Project Manager
   State Highway Administration
   P.O. Box 717, Mail Stop C-301
   Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

To speak with members of the Project Team, please call toll 
free 1-800-548-5026 or email falexander@sha.state.md.us

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
P.O. Box 717, Mail Stop C-301
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

P R O J E C T  N E W S L E T T E R  •  F A L L  2 0 0 7

Martin O’Malley, Governor
Anthony Brown, Lieutenant Governor
John D. Porcari, Secretary
Neil J. Pedersen, Administrator

ATTN: Felicia Alexander,
SHA Project Manager

BOX 717
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-0717

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING
MS C-301

FOLD HERE

SHA Launches MD 4 - Thomas Johnson 
Bridge Planning Study

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a project 
planning study to investigate transportation improvements to  
MD 4 from MD 2 at Solomons Island in Calvert County to  
MD 235 in St. Mary’s County, Maryland.

The study will focus on how best to ease growing congestion 
on the existing roadway network, while considering the needs 
of local communities and minimizing the project’s impacts as 
much as possible.  

Tear H
ere

Tear H
ere

MD 4 - Thomas Johnson 
Bridge Planning Study

 
Meetings Scheduled 

WHAT: Two Informational Open House sessions—one will be 
 held in Calvert County and one in St. Mary’s County. 
WHY:  These meetings will enable the public to learn more  
 about the study.
WHERE: Dowell Elementary School (Calvert County) and  
 Town Creek Elementary School (St. Mary’s County).
WHEN: Calvert County– October 2, 2007    
 St. Mary’s County– October 9, 2007 - 5:00 PM - 8:00 PM.

4
MARYLAND

B-400



Purpose & Need Preparation
At the start of any planning study, SHA 
develops a draft Purpose and Need 
Statement that is used as the foundation 
for all of the engineering and environmental 
studies that follow.  The Purpose and Need 
Statement is a summary of the study area’s 
needs in terms of traffic mobility, land use, 
and pedestrian and bicycle use.  It is crucial 
to the success of this planning study that 
SHA’s Purpose and Need Statement has 
a strong foundation based on input from 
residents, business owners, and other 
stakeholders of the MD 4 project area.  
Please review this summary and provide 
your input by completing the survey included 
in this newsletter, calling the study team, or 
sending written comments to SHA.   The 
draft Purpose and Need Statement can be 
obtained by contacting the Project Manager 
at the address below.

Project Description
The MD 4 - Thomas Johnson Bridge 
Planning Study corridor is a 2.9-mile Rural 
Arterial Roadway extending from the  
MD 2/MD 4 split at Solomons Island in 
Calvert County to MD 235 in St. Mary’s 
County, Maryland.  The existing MD 4 
corridor consists of a two-lane roadway with  
10-foot shoulders from MD 235 to the Thomas 
Johnson Bridge.  The bridge typical section 
is two 12-foot lanes with two-foot shoulders.  
Once across the bridge, MD 4 becomes a 
two-lane facility with 10-foot shoulders to the  
MD 2/MD 4 split.  Potential alternatives 
include dualizing MD 4 within the study limits, 
adding a parallel span to the existing bridge, 
and providing intersection improvements at 
MD 235.  Improvements to MD 4 within the 
project area are included in SHA’s long-
range plan, the Highway Need Inventory 
(HNI), the 2004 Comprehensive Plan for 
Calvert County, the St. Mary’s Growth 
Management Plan, and the 2006 St. Mary’s 
County Transportation Plan.

Purpose & Need Overview
The purpose of this project is to improve 
existing capacity and traffic operations  
as well as vehicle and pedestrian safety 
along MD 4, while supporting existing and 
planned development in the area.  Existing 
and projected traffic volumes generated 
by rapid growth will result in additional 
congestion.  Currently, the MD 4/MD 235 
intersection has operational problems, and 
the bridge becomes a major bottleneck 
when crashes occur or maintenance is 
required on or near it.  

Growth and Development
The growth of numerous business and 
residential properties has already occurred 
within the vicinity of MD 4, yielding high 
traffic volumes and congestion, especially 
during peak periods. Current travel demand 
is already causing operational failure under 
existing roadway conditions as a result of the 
high traffic volumes generated by existing 
developments. Existing levels of congestion 
along the corridor will be exacerbated 
by planned developments, including St. 
Mary’s Crossing and Wildewood Condos 
in St. Mary’s County, and Lusby Commons, 
Lusby Hill, and the shopping center on 
the northwest corner of  
MD 760 at MD 765 in 
Calvert County. 

Traffic
Annual Average Daily 
Traffic (AADT) AM and 
PM peak hour volumes 
were developed for  
the MD 4 study limits. 
Table 1 shows 2007 
Existing and Projected 
2030 No-Build AADT.  

Levels of Service
Planners often use a 
simple grading system, 
much like the one 
used in grade school, to characterize 
the operations at intersections. A grade  
or Level of Service (LOS) of “A” means 
there is no delay or congestion, while 
LOS “F” means the intersection is failing,  
with long delays and high levels of 
congestion. Table 2 shows examples of 
intersections within the study area.  Several 
intersections are experiencing failing 
conditions and will continue to fail through 
traffic forecast year 2030. 

Safety
A total of 123 crashes occurred between 2003 
and 2005 along the project corridor.  Of these, 56 
were injury crashes, 66 were property damage 
crashes, and one was a fatal crash.  These 
crashes, which fluctuate between sideswipe 
angles, fixed-object crashes, and rear-end 
crashes, were significantly greater than the 
statewide average for similar roadways.  From 
2003 to 2004, the total number of crashes in 
the study area increased by 67 percent.

Please assist the Project Team by answering the following questions.  To return the survey, simply detach and 
fold before dropping it in the mail. All postage will be paid by the State Highway Administration.

1. What are the top three transportation issues in the project area? (Circle three)
 A. Too much traffic on MD 4      E. Speeding
 B.  Traffic safety       F. Delays across Thomas Johnson Bridge
 C. Delays at MD 235       G. Bicycle and pedestrian safety 
 D. Delays at unsignalized intersections    H. Other:_____________________________

2. When is the most difficult time to travel in the project area? (Circle one)
 A. Morning rush hour            
 B. Evening rush hour
 C. Weekends
 D. All of the above 

3. What improvements do you think would help most? (Circle one) 
 A.  Intersection/traffic signal improvements     D. Do Nothing
 B. Widening of Thomas Johnson Memorial Bridge    E.  Other :        _________________________
 C. Reconstruction of certain segments of MD 4 
  
4. What types of “impacts” concern you most? (Circle one)
 A. Impacts to homes and businesses     D. Noise
 B. Impacts to the natural environment     E. Other :         ____________________________
 C. Impacts during construction

5.  Please provide your comments on the Purpose and Need Overview:
 ________________________________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________________________
 
6.  Please provide additional information about the study area (attach additional sheets(s) if needed):
 ________________________________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________________________

Project Mailing List - Please provide your name and address if you would like to be placed on the project mailing list 
for updates and announcements. *If you prefer to receive these items by email, please provide that address, instead.

NAME:           _______________________________________________________________________________________

ADDRESS:    ____________________________________________________________________________________

EMAIL:    ____________________________________________________________________________________
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Limits
2007 LOS     2030 LOS

AM PM AM PM 

MD 4 Mainline (MD 235 to MD 2) F F F F

MD 4/MD 235 Intersection F E F F 

MD 4/Patuxent Boulevard 
Intersection to Kingston Creek 

Road
F E F F 

MD 4/Kingston Creek Road 
Intersection F E F F

Limits
2007 

Volume
2030 

 Volume
Percent 
Growth

Average Daily Traffic (Vehicles/Day)

MD 235 (north of MD 4) 40,300 N/A N/A

MD 235 (south of MD 4) 55,800 N/A N/A

South of MD 235 17,000 18,600 9%

MD 235 to Patuxent 
Boulevard 28,300 35,200 24%

Patuxent Boulevard to 
Kingston Creek Road 27,900 33,600 20%

Kingston Creek Road 
to MD 2 27,000 32,500 20%

To Learn More - For more information 
on this project, please visit the Maryland 
State Highway Administration’s website 
at:  www.marylandroads.com

Written comments/requests may be 
submitted to:
Ms. Felicia Alexander, Project Manager
State Highway Administration
P.O. Box 717, Mailstop C-301
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

To speak with members of the  
Project Team, please call toll free  
1-800-548-5026 or email 
falexander@sha.state.md.us 
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Table 2

MD 4 - Thomas Johnson 
Bridge Planning Study 4
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