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SUMMARY 

 

Administrative Action 

(   ) Environmental Impact Statement 

(X) Environmental Assessment 

(   ) Finding of No Significant Impact 

(X) Section 4(f) Evaluation 

 

Additional Information Concerning This Project May Be Obtained By Contacting 

 

Mr. Bruce M. Grey Mr. Ian Cavanaugh 
Deputy Director Area Engineer 
Office of Planning and Federal Highway Administration 
Preliminary Engineering City Crescent Building 
State Highway Administration 10 Sough Howard Street, Suite 2450 
707 North Calvert Street Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 Hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Mon.-Fri. 
Hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Phone: 410-962-4440 
Phone: 410-545-8500 
 
Description of Proposed Action/Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the MD 5 project, from MD 243 (Compton Road) to MD 245 (Hollywood Road), 

is to improve the vehicular safety and traffic operations along MD 5, while supporting existing 

and planned development in the area. Currently, MD 5 serves as the major gateway to 

Leonardtown, the St. Mary’s County Seat.  In addition, this project would also address pedestrian 

and bicycle safety and accommodate vehicular access to the residences, businesses, schools, the 

hospital and places of worship along MD 5.  The MD 5 study area is consistent with the 2007 

Highway Needs Inventory. 

 

Development of Preliminary Alternatives 

 

The following alternatives were presented to the public during the December 2007 Informational 

Open House as preliminary typical section concepts.  Subsequent to the meeting, three build 

alternatives and two avoidance options were developed, along with the no-build alternative.  
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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 the 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 intersections of roadway.  TSM improvements generally could be constructed 

with relatively low costs.  Examples of TSM improvements that may be considered for the 

MD 5 corridor include: 

 Provide a double left from MD 5 westbound to MD 243 southbound 

 Provide a double right from MD 243 northbound to MD 5 eastbound 

 Add an Exclusive right turn lane from MD 5 eastbound to MD 5 Business 

(Washington Avenue) southbound 

 Provide a double right from MD 245 southbound to MD 5 eastbound 

 

Alternative 3 – Five Lane Section 

Alternative 3 consists of the addition of a 13-foot-wide continuous turn lane to the median of 

MD 5 along with intersection improvements throughout the corridor.  A 12-foot-wide inside 

travel lane and 16-foot-wide outside travel lane to accommodate bicycle access as well as 

horse-drawn vehicles.  A five-foot sidewalk would be provided along both sides of MD 5 

throughout the entire corridor.  Raised medians for ADA compliance are proposed at the 

MD 243 and MD 245 intersections, new signalized intersections at MD 5 and Clark’s Rest 

Lane and Abell/Moakley Streets.  In addition, to include all of the improvements proposed 

under Alternative 2.   
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Alternative 4 – Four Lane Divided 

Alternative 4 proposes the addition of a continuous median for MD 5 with left-turn lanes 

provided at the major intersections.  A 12-foot-wide inside travel lane and 16-foot-wide 

outside travel lane to accommodate bicycle access as well as horse-drawn vehicles.  A five-

foot sidewalk would be provided along both sides of MD 5 throughout the entire corridor.  

The intersections at MD 243 and MD 245 includes the improvements proposed under 

Alternative 2. 

 

Options for Alternatives 3 and 4 

 Option 1 – 4(f) Minimization – This option deviates from the existing centerline to minimize 

impacts to historic or cultural resource properties (Section 4(f) impacts).  Impacts to the 

historic Drury-Saunders House at the MD 5 and MD 245 intersections were unavoidable by 

any of the build alternatives. 

 

 Option 2 – Stream Avoidance – This option deviates from the existing centerline to avoid the 

longitudinal stream impact and the historic site (Gough Farm) located on the north side of 

MD 5 between Abell/Moakley Streets and Clark’s Rest Lane. 

 

 Option 3 – Additional Intersection Improvements – This option expands the intersections 

along MD 5 beyond what is proposed in all of the build alternatives to accommodate 

additional left turning movements and storage capacity to achieve an improved level of 

service.  All of the approaches except for MD 5 westbound will have double left turning 

bays.  This option also includes a traffic signal at MD 245/Merchants Lane and a jug handle 

movement at the MD 5 at Abell/Moakley Streets to accommodate U-turning vehicles as part 

of Alternative 4. 
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Alternatives Recommended for Detailed Study 

 

The alternatives retained for detailed study are as follows: 

 

 Alternative 1 – No Build is recommended to be retained for detailed study as the basis for 

comparison. 

 Alternative 2 – TSM is recommended to be retained for detailed study because it would 

provide a low-cost interim improvement to the other build alternatives.  Elements of TSM are 

already included in the other build alternatives. 

 Alternative 3 – Five Lane Section is recommended to be retained for detailed study because 

it provides left turning bays for specific locations as a refuge for left-turning vehicles, 

increases capacity at the intersection, and addresses safety conditions for the Amish 

community and bicyclists, and provides a continuous sidewalk for all pedestrians. 

 Alternative 4 – Four Lane Divided is recommended to be retained for detailed study 

because it provides left turning bays for specific locations as a refuge for left-turning 

vehicles, increases capacity at the intersection, and addresses safety conditions for the Amish 

community and bicyclists, and provides a continuous sidewalk for all pedestrians. 

 Option 2 – Stream Avoidance is recommended to be retained for detailed study because it 

meets the purpose and need requirements and it avoids impacts to the unnamed tributary to 

McIntosh Run that was identified as a concern to the resource agencies. 

 Option 3 - Additional Intersection Improvements is recommended to be retained for 

detailed study because it meets the purpose and need requirements. 

 

Alternative Added for Detailed Study 

 

 Option 4 - Shopping Center Modified Access - Same improvements as Alternative 4 with the 

exception of the improvements for the MD 5/MD 243 Intersection.  The intersection of MD 5 

at MD 245 has the same lane configuration as Alternative 4.  At the MD 5 intersection with 

MD 243, the right turn movement from MD 243 onto Merchant's Lane and the left-out from 

Merchant's Lane are prohibited.  A double left-turn into the shopping plaza from north-bound 
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MD 5 has been added further west at the location of the existing right-in/right-out entrance 

with MD 5 northbound and the shopping plaza.  The restriction of movements onto 

Merchant's lane helps reduce the length of the left run bays for northbound MD 5 at MD 243.  

A traffic signal would be added. 

 

Alternatives Not Recommended for Detailed Study 

 

 Option 1 – Section 4(f) Minimization was not recommended for further study as a 

standalone option due to the magnitude of displacements associated with the option (i.e., 

Alternative 4 with Option 1 has a total of 22 displacements as compared to a maximum of 14 

with other alternatives/options being considered).  Efforts to avoid or minimize impacts to 

Section 4(f) resources are included in the other build alternatives.  Option 1 is evaluated only 

as a minimization option in the Section 4(f) Evaluation (Section IV). 

 

Summary of Impacts 

Impacts to the Natural Environment are shown on Table III-4. All alternatives impact the 100-

Year Floodplain (3.7-5.6 acres), streams (692-1,707 linear feet), and wetlands (0.45-1.17) as well 

as up to 0.5 acre of Wetlands of Special State Concern and its 100-foot buffer (1-6.63 acres). The 

proposed improvements would all impact less than one acre of Forest Interior Dwelling Species 

(FIDS) and forested wetlands.  Upland forest impacts would range between 3.14 acres to 7.5 

acres of impact while Green Infrastructure impacts range between 1-3 acres.  The project would 

impact approximately 4-10 acres of Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance.   
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED 

A. Project Location 

The project is located within the incorporated limits of the Town of Leonardtown in Saint 

Mary’s County, Maryland.  The study area extends from approximately 1,000 feet north of 

MD 243, Newtowne Neck Road, to approximately 1,000 feet south of MD 245, Hollywood 

Road, a distance of approximately two miles.  MD 5, Point Lookout Road, is classified as a 

Rural Minor Arterial and is an east-west route that extends from Point Lookout in southern St. 

Mary’s County west to MD 235.  It is on Maryland’s Secondary System and provides a parallel 

route to MD 235 which is classified as a Rural/Urban Other Principal Arterial on the National 

Highway System.  MD 5 provides the major gateway to Leonardtown as well as direct access to 

properties along the corridor and serves through traffic south to Point Lookout and north to 

Charles County. 

 

B. Project Background 

 

The MD 5 Project Planning study was initiated in January 2007, after the completion of a 

feasibility study in 2005, and will evaluate potential transportation and safety improvements.  

The MD 5 project is consistent with the goals and objectives of the State, regional, and local 

planning and include the following Master Plan documents: Maryland State Highway 

Administration’s (SHA’s) long range plan, the Highway Need’s Inventory (HNI) and St. Mary’s 

County 2006 Transportation Plan and Tri-County Council’s for Southern Maryland, FY 2007 

Regional Transportation Needs Inventory (as a County Project of Regional Importance).  

Support for the project is also noted in Leonardtown’s 2004 Comprehensive Land Use Plan.  

Additional support for this project is included in St. Mary’s County’s May 22, 2007 priority 

letter to the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT). 

 

C. Land Use and Planned Development 

The municipality of Leonardtown is a County designated Priority Funding Area (PFA) that 

includes a Neighborhood Revitalization Area in the older portion of the town (includes the 

Leonardtown Wharf “Priority Place” project).  The Leonardtown Development District includes 
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the town and an area that extends east and north of the town and is identified as a County 

Certified Priority Funding Compliance Area (St. Mary’s Comprehensive Plan, 2010).  The town 

has also been identified as a Target Investment Zone (TIZ), a specific priority area intended to 

attract private investment using incentives available through the Maryland Heritage Preservation 

and Tourism Areas Program.   

 

Over the past ten years the Leonardtown area has experienced an influx of economic, 

commercial, residential and institutional development.  The downtown area has seen a 

resurgence of new stores and restaurants.  The surrounding area has become an educational 

center for St. Mary’s County with a branch of the College of Southern Maryland Community 

College, Leonardtown High, Middle and Elementary Schools, St. Mary’s Ryken High School, 

Leonardtown Junior Naval Academy, Father Andrew White School, and the St. Mary’s 

Technical Center.  In 2004, St. Mary’s Hospital transformed itself with a major expansion and 

renovation.  The 216,859 square-foot complex employs a staff of over 1,000 individuals.  

Leonardtown also serves as the county seat housing the courthouse as well as municipal, county, 

state and federal agencies.  From 1996 through 2001, St. Mary’s County saw a 9.2 percent 

increase in population, well over the statewide average of 4.8 percent.  The County estimated its 

population would increase from 90,044 (per the 2000 census) to 100,800 by 2010.     

 

The entire project area falls within the town limits of Leonardtown and consists of mixed land 

use.  The St. Mary’s County branch of the College of Southern Maryland community college is 

located in the northeastern quadrant of the MD 5/MD 245 intersection.  The Father Andrew 

White School is located in the southeastern quadrant of the MD 5/MD 245 intersection.  

Commercial properties, a hospital, church, graveyard, and a few residential properties exist 

adjacent to the north side of MD 5, from MD 245 to Moakley Street.  The Estates at Singletree, a 

residential community consisting of 163 single family homes, parallels Moakley Street north of 

MD 5.  The primary access to and from the community is via Moakley Street to MD 5.  The area 

south of MD 5, from MD 245 to Abell Street, is primarily residential with a few commercial 

properties located in the southwestern quadrant of the MD 5/MD 245 intersection.  There is a 

short strip of commercial properties on the south side of MD 5 and an electrical power 

transformer unit on the north side of MD 5, both located mid-way between Abell Street and 
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MD 243.  The remaining properties on both the north and south sides of MD5 from Abell Street 

to MD 243 are currently undeveloped.   

 

Several mixed use and commercial developments are proposed along both sides of MD 5 

between Abell/Moakley Streets and MD 243, including Clark’s Rest, Tudor Hall, and the 

Macintosh Run Shopping Center.  Land use at the MD 5/MD 243 intersection is all commercial, 

supporting several fast food restaurants, a strip shopping center and gas station.  Several 

residential communities (Breton Bay, Breton Woods, and Compton) and the Breton Bay Country 

Club are located south of Leonardtown.  The only access to and from this area is via MD 243.  

The land use along MD 5 Bus. south of MD 5 is commercial. Over half of the land within 

Leonardtown is currently zoned as agricultural, consisting of farmland or woodland. A major 

goal of the Town’s proposed land use plan identified in the 2004 Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

is to promote the expansion of the Commercial Business District. As part of this plan, the 968 

acres of vacant land within the Town is envisioned to be zoned as Planned Unit Development-

Mixed Use, which would provide flexibility for future developments.  

 

The following is a list of proposed developments along MD 5 from MD 245 to MD 243. 

 

 McIntosh Run Shopping Center – A six acre mixed use project with a 47,000 sq. foot 

complex consisting of a small hotel, restaurant, office suites and retails shops.  It is a 

redevelopment of the Pennies Bar and ball field site.  The site is located on the western 

limits of the existing commercial strip which is midway between Abell Street and 

MD 243.  Although there has been no recent activity on the project, the owner is still 

actively pursuing development. 

 Clark’s Rest (Clark Farm) – A 178 acre mixed use project with concept approval for 212 

single family homes, 112 townhouses and 73,000 sq. feet of limited commercial/office 

space.  Twenty-six acres of the site have been dedicated to public use and a new 

elementary school. The town has requested the developer located the proposed entrance 

opposite the Tudor Hall Village entrance.  A signal is anticipated.  The town has also 

required the project to provide a connection to Leonard’s Grant development.  Part of the 

development will include a new elementary school.  The site is located on the north side 
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of MD 5 and extends from just west of Moakley Street to a point midway between 

Moakley Street and MD 243.  The developer is breaking ground in May 2012 for the first 

phase of the residential development. 

 Elementary School – This complex consists of a two story elementary school and athletic 

fields and is proposed as part of the Clark Farm site improvements.  The town has 

requested a separate entrance (possibly a right in and right out) from Clark’s Rest.  The 

site is located on the north side of MD 5 approximately midway between Moakley Street 

and MD 243. This school is no longer being proposed as part of the Clark’s Rest 

development. 

 Tudor Hall – A 390 acre mixed use project approved for 593 homes (single family, condo 

and townhouses), commercial and hotel/conference center.  A main spine road would be 

provided from MD 5 to the downtown.  The town has required the spinal road to be 

located opposite the entrance to Clark’s Rest.  A signal is anticipated.  The site is located 

on the south side of MD 5 midway between Abell Street and MD 243.  This development 

is not currently active. 

 Joe Stone Office Building – A proposed 8,000 square-foot two story office building that 

would replace the existing structure.  The proposed concept shows only a 36 foot setback 

versus the 50 foot setback required by the town.  Consequently any proposed widening 

(for the roadway and sidewalk) for the project would impact the proposed site.  The site 

is located on the south side of MD 5 on the eastern edge of the existing commercial strip 

which is located midway between Abell Street and MD 243.  This development is not 

currently active. 

 Leonard’s Grant – A 263 acre project consists of 325 single family residential units.  The 

primary access is off of MD 245 with a connecting road to MD 5 through the proposed 

Clark’s Rest development.  This development is currently approximately 50% complete. 

 Port of Leonardtown – This is a three acre site, owned by the town of Leonardtown,  

located near the MD 5/MD 243 intersection, immediately adjacent to the Taco Bell 

Property.  The project includes a winery and vineyard demonstration area, picnic area, 

and kayak launch into McIntosh Run.  One of the existing buildings on the site has been 

renovated to house a winery and tour headquarters.  Another building provides 
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concessions, restrooms, and storage.  The winery is complete and operational.  Some park 

improvements were completed in 2011 and other improvements are planned in 2012. 

 

D. Project Purpose 

The purpose of the MD 5 project is to improve the vehicular safety and traffic operations along 

MD 5 through Leonardtown, while supporting existing and planned development in the area.  

Currently, MD 5 serves as the major gateway to Leonardtown, the St. Mary’s County Seat.  In 

addition, this project would also address pedestrian and bicycle safety and accommodate 

vehicular access to the residences, businesses, schools, St. Mary’s Hospital and places of 

worship along MD 5.  The MD 5 study area is consistent with the 2007 SHA Highway Needs 

Inventory. 
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E. Need for the Project 

Improvements along the MD 5 corridor in Leonardtown are needed to improve vehicular and 

pedestrian mobility, address safety concerns and provide adequate intersection capacity and facilitate 

access for the existing traffic and planned development which will address projected traffic growth in 

the area.  The study will also evaluate necessary improvements to the intersection configurations along 

the MD 5 corridor to ensure sufficient capacity, along safety improvements for pedestrian and, bicycle 

traffic and accommodations for horse-and-buggy traffic associated with the Amish communities 

within the surrounding area. 

 

1. Traffic Volumes and Analysis 

The increasing growth and development within the MD 5 corridor and the surrounding area has 

greatly contributed to the increased travel demand and congestion on MD 5 through the 

Leonardtown area.  The Town of Leonardtown is also experiencing substantial redevelopment 

activity along MD 5.  Vehicular congestion and delays are expected to worsen with the continued 

growth projected in Leonardtown, St. Mary’s County and the Southern Maryland region. 

 

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. 

 

The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) for MD 5 is expected to increase due to the planned and 

proposed developments in the area.  The ADT along MD 5 is forecasted to increase by more than 

75% by the design year 2030 in the project area (see Table I-1).  For the section of MD 5 

between MD 243 and MD 245, the existing 2007 ADT is 28,750 vehicles per day (vpd) and is 

forecast to increase to 50,750 vpd by the design year 2030.  The ADT for MD 243 will increase 

from 8,000 vpd in 2007 to 14,125 vpd during that same period, also with a percent growth of 
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more than 75%.  The ADT for MD 245 and MD 5 Business are forecasted to increase 58% from 

12,050 vpd to 19,000 vpd, and from 7,975 vpd to 12,575 vpd, respectively. 

 
Table I-1 – Existing and Future Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 

 

Location 
2007 

Existing 
ADT 

2030 
No Build 

ADT 

Percent 
Growth 

MD 5 west/north of Maypole Rd./MD 243 23,475 41,425 76.46% 
MD 5 between MD 243 and MD 245/MD 5 Bus. 28,750 50,750 76.52% 
MD 5 east/south of MD 245/MD 5 Bus. 27,400 48,350 76.46% 
MD 243 south of MD 5 8,000 14,125 76.56% 
MD 245 north of MD 5 12,050 19,000 57.68% 
MD 5 Bus./Washington St. south of MD 5 7,975 12,575 57.68% 

 

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.   

 

Existing 2007 and design year 2030 No-Build AM/PM peak period Level of Service (LOS) 

projections were developed for MD 5 between MD 245 and MD 243.  For the MD 5 project, the 

analysis was completed using a traffic program called Synchro which uses control delay as its 

intersection measure of effectiveness.  Control delay is the average time a vehicle is waiting at a 

signalized intersection (sec/vehicle).  This type of delay includes deceleration delay, queue 

move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay.  The delay is first calculated by lane 

group, then by the delay for each approach, and then for the overall intersection delay.  Table I-2 

represents the LOS breakdown based on the Synchro analysis completed for this project. The 

Synchro analysis consists of modeling software for optimizing signal timing. 
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Table I-2 – Synchro Level of Service(LOS) Breakdown 
 

LOS Control Delay per Vehicle 
(seconds) 

A ≤ 10 
B > 10 and ≤ 20 
C > 20 and ≤ 35 
D > 35 and ≤ 55 
E > 55 and ≤ 80 
F > 80 

 
A summary of the LOS analysis of existing 2007 and the 2030 No-Build conditions, is provided 

in Table I-3. 

 
Table I-3 – Existing and 2030 No-Build Level of Service Analysis 

 

Location Level of Service (average delay) 
2007 Existing 2030 No Build 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
MD 5 at MD 243/Maypole B C F F 
MD 5 at Clarks Rest/Tudor Hall N/A N/A F F 
MD 5 at MD 245/MD 5 Bus. B C E F 

                                                       
Currently, all intersections operate at LOS ‘C’ or better.  However, under the 2030 no-build 

traffic conditions, all MD 5 intersections in the MD 5 project limits are predicted to operate at 

LOS ‘F’ during the PM peak hour.  During the AM peak hour, all intersections will operate at 

LOS ‘F’ with the MD 243/Maypole Road intersection with MD 5 at LOS ‘F’. 

 

2. Safety 

The study portion of MD 5 is a four-lane curbed urban section and presently has minimal or no 

shoulders.  Speeding vehicles, along with rear-end and angle crashes are areas of concern in the 

MD 5 corridor. Motorists have difficulty safely making left turns into and from driveways, side 

streets and commercial properties due to conflicts with opposing traffic and some with limited 

sight distance.  Recently, MD 5 was restriped to include a four-foot-wide striped median to help 

improve the safety along the corridor by narrowing the travel lanes to slow down speeds and 

providing a buffer between the different directions of traffic flow.   
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Crash summary information for MD 5 within the project area was collected for a three-year 

period between 2008 and 2010.  The intersection of MD 5 at MD 5 Business/MD 245 was 

identified in 2008 as a Primary Candidate Safety Improvement Intersection.  In addition, there 

were several high crash categories and the section of MD 5 analyzed has crash rates significantly 

higher than the statewide average rate for similarly designed roadways (see Table I-4).  On 

MD 5, between MD 243 and MD 245, there were 155 crashes; none fatal, 80 with personal 

injury, and 75 with property damage.  This translates to 371 crashes per 100 million vehicle 

miles of travel which is well over the statewide average of 177 for all similarly designed 

roadways under State maintenance.  Rear end, sideswipe, left turn, and angle crashes were all 

significantly higher than the statewide average. 

Table I-4 – MD 5 Crash History from 2008 to 2010 
 

Type/Year 2008 2009 2010 Total Study Rate Statewide 
Rate 

Summary 
Fatal 0 0 0 0 0.0 1.3 

No. Killed 0 0 0 0 - - 
Injury 28 26 26 80 191.5* 75.9 

No. Injured 58 45 35 138 - - 
Property Damage 30 25 20 75 197.5* 99.8 

Total 58 51 46 155 371.0* 177.0 
Crash Breakdown 

Opposite 
Direction 

3 1 1 5 12.0 9.6 

Read End 28 27 21 76 181.9* 62.0 
Sideswipe 4 6 4 14 33.5* 11.0 
Left Turn 11 7 5 23 55.0* 15.2 

Angle 8 10 9 27 64.6* 29.7 
Pedestrian 1 0 0 1 2.4 1.2 

Fixed Object 2 0 1 3 7.2 24.6 
Other 1 0 5 6 14.4 8.6 

U-Turn 0 0 1 1 - - 
Animal 0 0 2 2 - - 

Overturn 0 0 1 1 - - 
Truck Related 3 5 0 8 19.1 14.6 
*Significantly Higher than Statewide average Rates are per 100 mvm 
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MD 5 is designated by SHA as a bicycle route from Point Lookout north to MD 231 in 

Hughesville.  However, the lack of shoulders on MD 5 from MD 243 to MD 245 in Leonardtown 

and the lack of any parallel routes in the vicinity require bicyclists to share the existing travel 

lanes with motorized traffic.  The lack of sidewalks and/or shoulders on MD 5 from Abell/ 

Moakley streets west to MD 243 also requires pedestrians to walk in the existing travel lanes 

with motorized traffic.  While only one pedestrian-related crash has been reported along MD 5 in 

the study area from 2008 through 2010, the lack of bicycle and pedestrian facilities has been 

identified by the County as a safety concern from potential users and therefore acts as a deterrent 

to bicycling and walking along MD 5. 

 

St. Mary’s County is home to a significant Old Order Community (Amish and Mennonite) 

population, many of which use horse-and-buggies for transportation.  Amish church districts 

appear to be located in the more rural areas west and east of the project area; Old Order 

Mennonite communities appear to be located in the rural area north of the project area. The 

speed differential between motorized traffic and the relatively slow moving horse-and-buggies 

can be in conflict, particularly when the buggy drivers attempt to pull out onto the road and when 

they make left turns.  The roadway currently lacks shoulders to accommodate the width of the 

buggies, which in turn results in the drivers having to use parts of or the full width of a travel 

lane.  While no horse-and-buggy related crashes have been reported along MD 5 in the study 

area from 2008 through 2010, the lack of shoulders on MD 5 has been identified by the County 

and representatives of the Amish community as a safety concern. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ST. M
ARY’S

CALVERT
COUNTY

COUNTY

C
A

L
V

E
R

T

S
T
. M

A
R

Y
’S

COUNTY
COUNTY

LEONARDTOWN

ROAD

TOWN CREEK

INDIAN

 

 

ST. ANDREWS

ESTATES

MAPLE

RUN

ROAD

LAKE

OAKLEY

ABELL

HILL

BRETON

BAY

 
 

EYS

 

RO

CO
LT

O
N

 

CHURCH

LUSBY

CALVERT CLIFFS

NUCLEAR

POWER PLANT

BROOMES

ISLAND

P
A

T
U

X
E

N T

R
I

V
E

R

.

HOLLYWOOD

SHORES

C
R

E
E
K

ST.

C
R

E
E

K

L
E

O
N

A
R

D

PARK

A
L

LOVEVILLE

FORREST

HALL

HARPERS

CORNERS

ORAVILLE

ROAD

D

TCH

B
 A

 Y
B

R
E

T
O

N

S
T

. C
L

E
M

E
N

T
S

 B
A

Y

242

470

242

243

244

5

4

5

235

235

237

4

4

245 944
235

234

242
234

5

5

247

472

235

235

6

5

5

238

5

264
2

765

2

4

765

760

2

760

765

US NAVAL

STATION

PATUXENT

RIVER

ROAD

O

B
R

B
A

P
T
IS

T
C

H
U

R
C

H

R
O

A
D

M
E

C
H

A
N

IC
S
V

IL
L

E
 R

D

R
O

A
D

M
A

Y
P

O
L

E

BA
Y

SID
E

R
O

A
D

I
M

L
L

ID
G

E

R

A
DMORGANZA

HELEN

DYNARD

CLEMENTS

LAUREL GROVE

OAKVILLE

SANDGATES

HILLVILLE

MILESTOWN
COMPTON

SOCIETY

BRITTON
BEAUVUE

REDGATE

CHINGVILLE

WILDEWOOD

CALIFORNIA

HOLLYWOOD

SOTTERLEY

M
E
M

.
B
R
ID

G
E

T
H

O
M

A
S
 J
O

H
N

S
O

N

BU
D

D
S

CREEK
ROAD

C
H

A
PT

IC
O

A
RO

POINT

ROAD

PO
IN

T

AD

WALLVILLE

MACKALL

APPEAL

CHERRY HILL

JOHNSTOWN

ISLAND
SOLOMONS

OLIVET

ABELL

OAKLEY

RO
A

D

ROAD

N
E

W
T

O
W

N
E

N
E

C
K

R DOA

H
O

L
L
Y

W
O

O
D

M
EDL

N
E
C

K

P
O

IN
T

LOOKOUT ROAD

R
O

A
D

N
O

T
C

H

T
H

R
E
E

ROAD

NO

TH
REE

ROAD

LOVEVIL
LE

THREE
N

O
TCH

R
O

A
D

M
A

C
K

L

E

TH
RE

N
O

TC
H

D
R
O

A

R
O

A
D

ST. ANDREWS

BRIDGE

TINTOP
HILL

CAPT. WALTER FRANCIS DUKE

REGIONAL AIRPORT

GREENWELL

STATE

S
T
 T

H
O

M
A

S
  
 

CUCKOLD

C
R
E
E
K

LO
O

K
OUT

TOWN

CREEK

MANOR

A

C
H

E
S

P
E

A
E

K

BA
Y

TO
SH

M
C

IN

ST
   M

A
R

Y
S

N

JEFFERSON

PARK

PATTERSON

RIVER

ST. MARY’S RIVER

WATERSHED PARK

ST. MARY’S 

STATE PARK

JUDGE
P.H.DORSEY

MEMORIAL
PARK

CLIFFS

CALVERT

STATE

PARK

10000’ 10000’0 20000’
PROJECT PLANNING DIVISION

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MD 5 LEONARDTOWN

JULY 2007

VICINITY MAP

PROJECT AREA

5

JMartin2
Text Box

JMartin2
Typewritten Text
Figure I - 1

JMartin2
Typewritten Text



MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245          Environmental Assessment 
 

II-1 

II. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

A. Alternatives Presented at the Alternatives Public Workshop 

1. 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 (see Figure II-1).  

 

2. Alternative 2 - Transportation Systems Management (TSM)  

The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative consists of lower-cost 

improvements including minor construction and operational enhancements (see Figures II-2 

through II-4).  Under this alternative, improvements are included for the intersections of 

MD 243, MD 245 and Abell/Moakley streets with MD 5.  For the MD 243 and MD 245 

intersections, these improvements include the addition of additional turn lanes and/or exclusive 

right turns.  Major improvements included as part of Alternative 2 are:   

 

 Provide a double left from MD 5 westbound to MD 243 southbound. 

 Provide a double right from MD 243 northbound to MD 5 eastbound.  

 Add an exclusive right turn lane from MD 5 eastbound to MD 5 Business (Washington 

Avenue) southbound.  

 Provide a double right from MD 245 southbound to MD 5. 

  

Additional storage length and taper areas have been included where necessary as part of the 

intersection improvements.  A traffic signal is proposed at the intersection of MD 5 with 

Abell/Moakley Streets.  This improvement includes the formal striping of left turn lanes on 

MD 5 at the intersection.  At the MD 5 intersections with MD 243, MD 245 and Abell/Moakley 

Streets, new sidewalks are being added along MD 5 to improve pedestrian accessibility and 

safety, and will connect with the existing sidewalks where present.  Sixteen-foot-wide outside 

lanes are included on MD 5 at these intersections for on-road bicycle use and to improve safety 

for horse-drawn vehicles. 
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3. Alternative 3 – Five Lane Roadway 

Alternative 3 includes the addition of a 13-foot-wide continuous turn lane to the center of MD 5 

along with intersection improvements throughout the corridor.  A 12-foot-wide inside travel lane 

and 16-foot-wide outside travel lane in each direction would be provided.  This would require 

widening the existing roadway to one or both sides (varies along the corridor).  The 16-foot-wide 

outside lane has been provided to accommodate bicycle access along the corridor as well as 

horse-drawn vehicles (see Figure II-1).  In addition a continuous five-foot sidewalk would be 

provided along both sides of MD 5 throughout the entire project limits to improve pedestrian 

accessibility and safety.  The MD 5 intersections at MD 243 and MD 245 would include raised 

medians for American Disability Act (ADA) compliance, and include all improvements 

proposed under Alternative 2.  New signalized intersections would be provided at the MD 5 

intersections with Clark’s Rest Lane and Abell/Moakley Streets. 

 

4. Alternative 4 – Four Lane Divided Roadway 

This alternative proposes the addition of a continuous 18-foot-wide landscaped median for MD 5 

with 11-foot-wide left-turn lanes provided at major intersections.  A 12-foot inside travel lane 

and 16-foot outside travel lane will be provided in each direction.  This would require widening 

the existing roadway to one or both sides.  The 16-foot outside lane has been provided to 

accommodate bicycle access along the corridor along with horse-drawn vehicles (see Figure II-

1).  In addition, a continuous five-foot sidewalk has been provided along both sides of MD 5 

throughout the entire project limits to improve pedestrian accessibility and safety.  The MD 5 

intersections at MD 243 and MD 245 would include the same improvements proposed under 

Alternative 2. 

 

5. Options for Alternatives 3 and 4 

The four options under consideration for the MD 5 project planning study are briefly 

summarized as follows: 
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a) Option 1 – Section 4(f) Minimization  

Under this option, the baseline of the proposed roadway is deviated from the existing centerline 

to avoid and minimize impacts to historic properties.  Impacts to the historic Drury-Saunders 

House at the intersection of MD 5 and MD 245 were unable to be avoided by any of the build 

alternatives because this property and the St. Mary’s Academy lie on the northwest and northeast 

quadrants of the MD 5/MD 245 intersection, and any improvements to the intersection require 

some widening along MD 245 to accommodate an additional right turn lane. 

 

b) Option 2 – Stream Avoidance 

Under this option, the baseline of the proposed roadway is deviated from the existing centerline 

to avoid the longitudinal stream impact and historic site located on the north side of MD 5 

between Abell/Moakley Streets and Clark’s Rest Lane.  All widening to the MD 5 corridor 

would be done to the south side of the road.  The stream was identified as a resource of concern 

during the initial field review with environmental and regulatory agencies. 

 

c) Option 3 – Additional Intersection Improvements 

This option expands the intersections along MD 5 beyond what is proposed in all build 

alternatives to accommodate additional left turning movements and storage capacity at the MD 5 

intersections with MD 243 and MD 245 to achieve a level of service of ‘E’ or better in 2030 at 

these two intersections.  All approaches to the intersection of MD 5 at MD 245 will have double 

left turning bays, except for MD 5 westbound.  This option extends the roadway reconstruction 

along MD 5 Business and MD 245.  This option also includes a traffic signal at 

MD 245/Merchants Lane to improve the operation and safety for vehicles exiting Merchants 

Lane.  In addition, a jug handle movement has been provided at the intersection of MD 5 at 

Abell/Moakley Streets to accommodate U-turning vehicles as part of Alternative 4. 

 

d) Option 4 – Shopping Center Modified Access 

This option was evaluated based on comments received at the December 2008 Public Workshop.  

It has the same improvements as Alternative 4 with the exception of the improvements for the 

MD 5/MD 243 intersection. At the MD 5 intersection with MD 243, the right turn movement 

from MD 243 onto Merchants Lane and the left-out from Merchants Lane are prohibited.  A 
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double left-turn into the shopping plaza from northbound MD 5 has been added further west at 

the location of the existing right-in/right-out entrance with MD 5 southbound and the shopping 

plaza.  The restriction of movements onto Merchants Lane helps reduce the length of the left turn 

bays for northbound MD 5 at MD 243.  A traffic signal will be added at the intersection of 

southbound MD 5 at the shopping center entrance. 

 

B. Alternatives Dropped From Consideration 

1. Option 1 – Section 4(f) Avoidance 

Option 1 is not recommended for further study as a standalone option due to the magnitude of 

displacements associated with the option.  Alternative 4 with Option 1 has a total of 22 

displacements as compared to a maximum of 14 with other alternatives/options being 

considered.  Efforts to avoid or minimize impacts to Section 4(f) resources will be included in 

the other build alternatives during the detailed engineering and environmental studies.  Option 1 

will be included as a minimization option in the Section 4(f) evaluation (see Section IV, Draft 

Section 4(f) Evaluation). 

 

C. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 

1. 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. 

 

2. Alternative 2-Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 

The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative consists of lower-cost 

improvements including minor construction and operational enhancements.  Under this 

alternative, improvements are included for the intersections of MD 243, MD 245 and 

Abell/Moakley streets with MD 5.  For the MD 243 and MD 245 intersections, these 

improvements include the addition of additional turn lanes and/or exclusive right turns (Figures 

II-2 through II-4).  Major improvements included as part of Alternative 2 are:   
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 Provide a double left from MD 5 westbound to MD 243 southbound. 

 Provide a double right from MD 243 northbound to MD 5 eastbound. 

 Add an exclusive right turn lane from MD 5 eastbound to MD 5 Business 

(Washington Avenue) southbound.  

 Provide a double right from MD 245 southbound to MD 5. 

  

Additional storage length and taper areas have been included where necessary as part of the 

intersection improvements.  A traffic signal has been added at the intersection of MD 5 with 

Abell/Moakley streets.  This improvement includes the formal striping of left turn lanes on MD 5 

at the intersection.  At the MD 5 intersections with MD 243, MD 245 and Abell/Moakley Streets, 

new sidewalks are being added along MD 5 only at the intersections to improve pedestrian 

accessibility and safety, and will connect with the existing sidewalks where present.  Wide 

outside lanes are included on MD 5 at these intersections for on-road bicycle use and to improve 

safety for horse-drawn vehicles.  

 

3. Alternative 3 – Five Lane Roadway 

Alternate 3 includes the addition of a 13-foot-wide continuous turn lane to the median of MD 5 

along with intersection improvements throughout the corridor.  A 12-foot-wide inside travel lane 

and 16-foot-wide outside travel lane would be provided.  This would require widening the 

existing roadway to one or both sides.  The 16-foot-wide outside lane has been provided to 

accommodate bicycle access along the corridor as well as horse-drawn vehicles.  In addition a 5-

foot sidewalk has been provided along both sides of MD 5 throughout the entire project limits to 

improve pedestrian accessibility and safety.  The MD 5 intersections at MD243 and MD 245 

would include raised medians for ADA compliance, and include all improvements proposed 

under Alternative 2.  New signalized intersections would be provided at the MD 5 intersections 

with Clark’s Rest Lane and Abell/Moakley Streets (Figures II-5 through II-8). 
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4. Alternative 4 – Four Lane Divided Roadway 

This alternative proposes the addition of a continuous median for MD 5 with left-turn lanes 

provided at major intersections.  A 12-foot inside travel lane and 16-foot outside travel lane will 

be provided.  This would require widening the existing roadway to one or both sides.  The 16-

foot outside lane has been provided to accommodate bicycle access along the corridor along with 

horse drawn vehicles.  In addition, a 5-foot sidewalk has been provided along both sides of MD 5 

throughout the entire project limits to improve pedestrian accessibility and safety.  The MD 5 

intersections at MD 243 and MD 245 would include the improvements proposed under 

Alternative 2 (Figures II-9 through II-12). 

 

5. Options for Alternatives 3 and 4 

The following options have been retained for detailed study as part of Alternatives 3 and 4: 

a) Option 2 – Stream Avoidance 

Under this option, the baseline of the proposed roadway is deviated from the existing centerline 

to avoid the longitudinal stream impact and historic site located on the north side of MD 5 

between Abell/Moakley streets and Clark’s Rest Lane.  The stream was identified as a resource 

of concern during the initial field review with the review and regulatory agencies (Figures II-13 

and II-14). 

 

b) Option 3 – Additional Intersection Improvements 

This option expands the intersections along MD 5 beyond what is proposed in all build 

alternatives to accommodate additional left turning movements and storage capacity at the MD 5 

intersections with MD 243 and MD 245 to achieve a level of service of ‘E’ or better in 2030at 

these two intersections.  All approaches to the intersection of MD 5 at MD 245 will have double 

left turning bays, except for MD 5 westbound.  This option extends the roadway reconstruction 

along MD 5 Business and MD 245.  This option also includes a traffic signal at 

MD 245/Merchants Lane to improve the operation and safety for vehicles exiting Merchants 

Lane.  In addition, a jug handle movement has been provided at the intersection of MD 5 at 

Abell/Moakley streets to accommodate U-turning vehicles as part of Alternative 4 (Figure II-6). 
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c) Option 4 – Shopping Center Modified Access 

This option has the same improvements as Alternative 4 with the exception of the improvements 

for the MD 5/MD 243 Intersection.  The intersection of MD 5 at MD 245 has the same lane 

configuration as Alternative 4.  At the MD 5 intersection with MD 243, the right turn movement 

from MD 243 onto Merchant's Lane and the left-out from Merchant's Lane are prohibited.  A 

double left-turn into the shopping plaza from north-bound MD 5 has been added further west at 

the location of the existing right-in/right-out entrance with MD 5 northbound and the shopping 

plaza.  The restriction of movements onto Merchant's lane helps reduce the length of the left run 

bays for northbound MD 5 at MD 243.  A traffic signal will be added (Figure II-17). 
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     MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245                  Environmental Assessment III-1 

III. EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

A. Social, Economic, and Land Use Considerations  

1. Social Environment 

a) Population  

 

U.S. Census data shows that the MD 5 project is located within census tracts 9954.00 BG 2, 

9954.00 BG 3, 9955.00 BG 2 and 9955.00 BG 3 (Figure III-1).  Table III-1 shows the upward 

trend in population and housing statistics for St. Mary’s County, and the project study area.     

 

Table III-1: Population and Housing Characteristics, 1990 to 2030 

 St Mary’s County Leonardtown 

 1990 2000 2030 1990 2000 2030 

Population 75,974 86,211 151,500 1,475 1,896 3,254* 

Population 

Growth Rates 
- 13.5% 75.7% - 28.5% 71.6% 

Housing Units 27,863 34,081 - 613 646 - 

Housing Units 

Growth Rates 
- 22.3% - - 5.4% - 

Source:  U.S. Census historic data (years 2005 and 2007 are estimates) and Maryland Department of Planning 
(MDP) projections (revised November 2010) 
* Population projections for Leonardtown do not reflect MDP’s revised (increased) projections for St. Mary’s 
County that were completed in 2010 U.S. Census Bureau 1990 and 2000.   
 
Ethnic characteristics for St. Mary’s County and the study area are depicted in Table III-2 which 

summarizes the available 2010 demographic data.  However, since 2010 data for public 

assistance, poverty, and Census tract block groups are not yet available, 2000 data are used.   The 

block groups in the study area range from 0 percent (BGs 2009, 3009, 3013) to 55 percent (BG 

3000) minority.  Census Tracts 7009.04 BG 1 and 7011.01 BG 5 have higher percentages of 

minorities than the study area as a whole (55.2%), with a 69.7 percent and 56.9 percent minority, 

respectively. 

 



 

 

Figure 10 
 
  

Figure III-1 
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Table III-2: Racial and Ethnic Characteristics of County and Study Area Block Groups  

CENSUS 
AREA 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

MINORITY 
POPULATION 2 
(% OF TOTAL) 

HISPANIC 
POPULATION 3 
(% OF TOTAL) 

TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 

HOUSEHOLDS 
RECEIVING 

PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE 

(% OF TOTAL) 

INDIVIDUALS 
BELOW 

POVERTY 
LEVEL 

(% OF TOTAL) 
(1999 INCOME 

DATA) 

Maryland 5,773,552 
(2010 Data) 

2,414,268 
(42%) 

(2010 Data) 

470,362 (8%) 
(2010 Data) 

2,378,814 
(2010 Data) 

47,643 (2%) 
(2000 Data) 438,676 (9%) 

St. Mary’s 
County 

105,151 
(2010 Data) 

16,691 (21%) 
(2010 Data) 

2483 (2%) 
(2010 Data) 

41,282 
(2010 Data) 

662 (2%) 
(2000 Data) 6,031 (7%) 

Leonardtown 
(Incorporated 
Place) 

2,930 
(2010 Data) 

675 (23%) 
(2010 Data) 

56 (2%) 
(2010 Data) 

1,067 
(2010 Data) 

29 (5%) 
(2000 Data) 330 (22%) 

BLOCK GROUP AND BLOCK DATA (CENSUS YEAR 2000 DATA) 

CT 9955, Block 
Group 001 2,605 390 (15%) 18 (1%) 897 18 (2%) 156 (6%) 

CT 9955, Block 
Group 002 814 186 (23%) 12 (2%) 165 2 (1%) 49 (6%) 

Block 2004 366  48 (13%) 3 (<1%) 69 --- --- 

Block 2008 50 24 (48%) 0 (0%) 3 --- --- 

Block 2009 13 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 9 --- --- 

Block 2010 75 4 (5%) 0 (0%) 32 --- --- 

Block 2012 Area of The College of Southern Maryland/Leonardtown Campus, which has no on-site student housing 

Block 2013 163 84 (52%) 7 (4%) 9 --- --- 

CT 9955, Block 
Group 003 761 151 (20%) 1 (<1%) 291 6 (2%) 162 (21%) 

Block 3009 7 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 --- --- 

Block 3011 154 53 (34%) 1 (<1%) 46 --- --- 

Block 3013 8 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 --- --- 

CT 9954, Block 
Group 001 1,541 103 (7%) 83 (5%) 568 7 (1%) 53 (3%) 

CT 9954, Block 
Group 002 1,245 120 (10%) 15 (1%) 485 25 (5%)  93 (8%) 

Block 2000 Commercial area at MD 5/MD 243 intersection with no households 

Block 2001 Commercial area (includes Leonardtown Centre) at MD 5/MD 243 intersection with no households 

CT 9954, Block 
Group 003 2,960 466 (16%) 44 (2%) 1,131 29 (3%) 230 (8%) 
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CENSUS 
AREA 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

MINORITY 
POPULATION 2 
(% OF TOTAL) 

HISPANIC 
POPULATION 3 
(% OF TOTAL) 

TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 

HOUSEHOLDS 
RECEIVING 

PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE 

(% OF TOTAL) 

INDIVIDUALS 
BELOW 

POVERTY 
LEVEL 

(% OF TOTAL) 
(1999 INCOME 

DATA) 

Block 3000 78 43 (55%) 0 (0%) 35 --- --- 

Block 3001 434 190 (44%) 2 (<1%) 190 --- --- 

Block 3002 Parkland area (Port of Leonardtown) with no households 
1 Shaded cells indicate percentages greater than the state and/or county percentages. 
2 Includes all persons who consider themselves a race other than “White only.” 
3 Hispanic populations are those persons who identify themselves as “Hispanic” or “Latino” on the Census 2010 

or American Community Survey questionnaire.  Origin can be viewed as the heritage, nationality group, lineage, 
or country of birth of the person or the person’s parents or ancestors before their arrival in the United States.  
People who identify themselves as “Hispanic” can be of any race. 

 
b) Environmental Justice 

 
Executive Order (EO) 12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and 

Low-Income Populations” was signed on February 11, 1994.  The EO requires the assessment of 

disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects on minority and 

low-income populations resulting from proposed federal actions.  The EO reaffirms the 

provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes, emphasizing the 

incorporation of those provisions with existing planning and environmental processes.  EO 

12898 mandates that low-income along with minority populations, should be investigated to 

ensure that they are not excluded from the benefits of the project, or subjected to discrimination 

caused by federal programs, policies and activities. 

 

Baseline demographic information at the Census block group level was obtained from the 2000 

U.S. Census to preliminarily identify the locations of minority and low-income populations.   

The block group data was compared to overall project area totals to identify concentrations of 

minority and low-income populations.   

 

According to SHA’s guidelines, minority means a person who is: 

 

 Black (a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa) 
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 Hispanic (a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or 

other Spanish culture origin, regardless of race) 

 Asian American (a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 

South East Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands) 

 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 persons whose median household income is at or below the 

Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) poverty guidelines for each given year.  For 

2006, the threshold is $9,800 for the first person per family unit, and $3,400 for each additional 

person.  The poverty guidelines issued by the DHHS are abstracted from the original poverty 

thresholds updated each year by the United States Census Bureau. 

 

U.S. Census data compiled for St. Mary’s County indicate that this rural county has substantially 

fewer minority populations when compared to statewide racial percentages.  The county also has 

slightly fewer persons and households living below the poverty level or receiving public 

assistance income.  This information does not indicate the presence of any county-wide regional 

EJ populations; however it does not preclude the presence of potential EJ populations within the 

project area as seen below from the data compiled at the block level. 

 

Data compiled for the Town of Leonardtown indicate that the town has a higher percentage of 

minorities than the county as a whole; but this percentage is less than the statewide percentage.  

The percentage of Hispanic persons in the town is less than both the county and state 

percentages.  Of important note, is the finding that the percentage of persons living below 

poverty and the percentage of households receiving public assistance are substantially greater for 

the town than the percentages for the county or the state.  This information indicates a potential 

for EJ concerns in Leonardtown, related to both minorities and low income/poverty populations. 

 



     MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245                  Environmental Assessment III-6 

Census Tract 9955.00 Block Group 3 

 

Census Tract 9955.00, Block Group 3 extends across the northern portion of the study area and 

extends across a small portion of the project area in the vicinity of the MD5/MD 243 

intersection.  Approximately less than one-tenth of the project area is located within this block 

group.  Two EJ population classifications are identified in this area and include minority persons 

and persons below the poverty level.  Poverty levels were identified to be significantly higher in 

this block group (21%) when compared to Maryland (9%) and St. Mary’s County (7%).  

Minority populations of 20% were also identified to be higher than the county average of 18%, 

but lower than the state at 36%.  The project area includes portions of three blocks within Block 

Group 3 (Blocks 3009, 3011, and 3013).  The more detailed block data were used in an attempt 

to further define potential EJ areas in (or immediately next to) the project area.  Blocks 3009 and 

3013 have total population counts that are exceptionally small (7 and 8, respectively), and 

collectively represent only 2% of the total block group population.  These blocks extend within 

areas of woodland and farmland to the east of MD 234 and there are no residences in these 

blocks in the portions that extend into or near the project area.  Block 3011 contains 53 minority 

persons or approximately 34% of the total population.  This is higher than St. Mary’s County 

(18%), but slightly lower than the minority population for the state (36%).  There are some 

residences in this block located near the project area; however, most of the population in this 

block is located along MD 243, east of the project area and along MD 5 north of the project area 

(there is only one residential property in Block 3011 located within the project area, in the 

northeast quadrant of the MD 5/MD 243 intersection).  Therefore the high percentages of 

minority people in this large rural block group do not represent an actual potential EJ population 

of concern within or near the MD 5 project area. 

 

Census Tract 9954.00, Block Group 2 is a large block group extending from the western edge of 

the study area (in the vicinity of the MD 5/MD 243 intersection) west to St. Clements Bay.  Less 

than one-tenth of the study project area extends into this block group and the primary 

development in this part of the study area is commercial, including the Leonardtown Centre 

shopping center.  The data indicate that there are two potential EJ population classifications 

identified in this block group, including relatively high rates of persons receiving public 
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assistance and persons below poverty.  Households receiving public assistance were identified to 

include 5% of the population.  This is slightly higher than Maryland’s and St. Mary’s County’s 

averages of 2%.  Individuals below poverty level were identified at 8% which is slightly higher 

than St. Mary’s County (7%), but lower than Maryland (9%).  Census blocks 2000 and 2001 are 

located within the western portion of the project area in the vicinity of the MD 5/MD 243 

intersection.  These blocks encompass the commercial development, including the establishment 

fronting the intersection and the Leonardtown Centre shopping center; therefore no population is 

identified in the census data base for the blocks as noted on Table 3. 

 

Census Tract 9955.00, Block Group 2 is located along the north and eastern sections of the study 

area, extending south to encompass the area surrounding the MD 5/MD 245 intersection as seen 

on Figures 10 and 11.  This encompasses approximately half of the MD 5 project area and much 

of this portion of the project area is commercial and institutional development fronting MD 5, 

including the St. Mary’s Hospital and Nursing Center.  The percentage of minorities for this 

block group is 23%, which is less than the percentage for Leonardtown and the state as a whole, 

but greater than the percentages for St. Mary’s County.  The project area extends over six census 

blocks within Block Group 2 – the following provides information for the various blocks: 

 

 Block 2004 encompasses the St. Mary’s Hospital, The Marcey House (halfway house for 

addiction), and The Estates at Singletree (a middle to upper middle class subdivision 

behind the hospital grounds.  No substantial EJ population has been identified for this 

block and the portion of this block fronting the MD 5 corridor and project area is 

undeveloped (slated for the approved Clarks Farm Development). 

 Block 2008 encompasses the St. Paul’s United Methodist Church and cemetery, the 

Breton Marketplace, and the St. Mary’s Nursing Home.  The population of people living 

in this area is primary residents within the group quarters of the Nursing Home.  It has a 

high minority rate (48%), accounting for 24 people out of a total 50. 

 Block 2009 extends along the western side of MD 245 in the vicinity of the MD 5 

intersection.  It includes a cluster of residents fronting Hollywood Drive that may be 
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affected by the proposed improvements; however, no minority or low income people are 

identified for this area. 

 Block 2010 does not include any residences for the portion of the block in and near the 

project area, but includes large areas of the Government Center Complex (including the 

St. Mary’s County Detention Center) for areas of the study area outside of the project 

area. 

 Block 2012 encompasses the College of Southern Maryland/Leonardtown Campus, 

which does not provide on-site student housing; therefore no population is identified as 

living in this block. 

Block 2013 has one of the highest rates (52%) of minority residents when compared to other 

project area blocks.  The data also identified a Hispanic population of 4% which is equal to 

Maryland’s percentage of 4%, but greater than St. Mary’s County at 2%.  Block 2013 extends 

along the southeastern edge of the Leonardtown’s older downtown area, which includes several 

small apartment buildings.  However the portion within the project area includes the Father 

Andrew White School, which does not include housing. 

 

Census Tract 9954.00, Block Group 3 is located along the southern portion of the Study Area, 

extending from the MD 5 corridor to Breton Bay, including the western portion of the older 

developed areas of Leonardtown as seen on Figures 10 and 11.  This section of the project area 

encompasses a little less than half the total project area and includes scattered commercial 

development fronting MD 5 at the more northern end of the project area, with residential 

development, mixed with commercial development and school facilities along MD 5 in the 

southern end.  Households receiving public assistance were identified to include 3% of the 

population.  This is slightly higher than Maryland’s and St. Mary’s County’s percentages of 2%.  

Individuals living below the poverty level were identified at 8% which is higher than the St. 

Mary’s County rate (7%), but lower than Maryland rate (9%).  The study area extends over three 

census blocks within Block Group 3 – the following provides information for the various blocks: 

 

 Block 3002 encompasses the small sliver of land along the bank of McIntosh Run that is 

parkland (Port of Leonardtown) and has no residents. 
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 Block 3000, which lies in the southwest quadrant of the MD 5/MD 245 intersection, has 

the highest rate (55%) of minority populations within the project area.  It includes 

multiple small apartment units that extend into the project area. 

 Block 3001 encompasses developed areas north and west of the town center, including 

the residential properties that front MD 5 in the project area.  It has a 44% minority 

population rate, which is higher than the rates for Maryland (36%) and St. Mary’s County 

(18%).  This block includes two apartment complexes, Leonard along the southern 

boundary the project area, extending own Village (35 units) and Leonard’s Freehold (34 

units), which are not immediately adjacent to MD 5 but have been identified by town 

officials as being home for multiple minority households.  In addition, the New Towne 

Village is located in this census block, which is an apartment complex of 35 units for 

adults 62+ years of age or disabled. 

Block 2013 has one of the highest rates (52%) of minority residents when compared to other 

project area blocks.  The data also identified a Hispanic population of 4% which is equal to 

Maryland’s percentage of 4%, but greater than St. Mary’s County at 2%.  Block 2013 extends 

along the southeastern edge of the Leonardtown’s older downtown area, which includes several 

small apartment buildings.  However the portion within the project area includes the Father 

Andrew White School, which does not include housing. 

 

Bureau of Census data are the most accurate data available to preliminary identify the presence 

of EJ populations, but this information does not necessarily locate specific geographic 

concentrations.  The block group boundaries for those block groups within the study area, cover 

large geographic areas outside of the study area, including the narrow project area.  In an effort 

to better identify the location of potential EJ populations in the study area and relatively small 

project area, individual block data were obtained and reviewed.  Block level data indicated the 

presence of minority populations within nearly half of the blocks located within the study area 

and project area.  Of particular importance is the high minority population rates identified within 

Census Tract 9954, Block Groups 3.  This preliminary assessment has identified potential areas 

of concern.  These areas include the residences extending from Abell Street and extending south 

along MD 5 to the MD 245 intersection.  The residential area immediately northwest of MD 326 
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(Washington Street)/Business 5 and west of MD 5 is also included as a potential concentration of 

an EJ population.   

 

During the Project Scoping Meeting (August 29, 2007), the Leonardtown representative 

indicated that there are no specific concentrations of low-income or minority populations in the 

project area.  Field investigations during the course of the environmental studies (including noise 

monitoring along the corridor) indicated that the residents living in the homes adjacent to the 

MD 5 roadway did not appear to be associated with any EJ population.  Additional coordination 

with local municipal officials indicated that some minority (non-white) residents lived in the 

upper middle-class community of Singletree, off of Moakley Road, which is north of the project 

area. Officials also identified the apartment complex of “Leonard’s Freehold” and “Leonardtown 

Village” off of Lawrence Road, past the elementary school, as an area of minority and lower-

income residents.  This complex is about 3 to 4 blocks south of the project area and includes 69 

dwelling units. 

 

c) Effects on Minorities, Low-Income, Handicapped, and Elderly Populations 

 
It has been determined that the proposed project improvements will have no disproportionate 

impact to persons of low income or minority populations.  The proposed build alternatives 

require only two to three residential displacements.  Two of the residential property displace-

ments are located in the area identified as an area with a potential environmental justice 

population and are common to all the alternatives under consideration.  The proposed 

displacements are unavoidable given that the proposed improvements involve on-alignment 

construction within an existing developed corridor.  In particular, all proposed residential 

displacements are located in the vicinity of existing intersections proposed for improvements (the 

MD 245 intersection and the Abell/Moakley Street intersection). 

None of the alternatives currently under consideration are expected to result in a negative impact 

to elderly or handicapped individuals.  All new sidewalks and pedestrian facilities will be 

designed in accordance with applicable American with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.  A 

Maintenance of Traffic plan will be developed that will include staging and phasing of the 

project to ensure appropriate access and circulation during construction. 
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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, religion, or physical or mental handicap in 

all SHA program projects funded in whole or in part by the 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 Ms. Jennifer Jenkins, Chief, Office of Equal Opportunity, 

707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore Maryland 21202. 

 

The SHA Equal Opportunity program also addresses Executive Order 13166 which is a 

presidential directive to federal agencies to ensure people who have Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) have meaningful access to programs, services and benefits.  Limited Access Proficiency is 

defined as one who does not speak English as a primary language and has limited ability to read, 

speak, write or understand English.  Originally issued on August 11, 2000, the goal of this 

Executive Order is to improve or provide meaningful access to federally conducted and federally 

assisted programs and activities for persons with LEP, as well as ensure LEP individuals receive 

appropriate language assistance services. No LEP populations have been identified in the study 

area. 

 

d) Public Involvement  

 

The SHA solicited the participation of the public, which included both minority and low-income 

populations, through informational mailings, workshops, and focus group meetings.  Public 

Notice for the project was initiated in April 2007 and invited comments and requests to be 

included on the project planning mailing list.  In November 2007, an elected officials briefing for 

the project was held with the Leonardtown Commissioners, the Town’s mayor and the St. 
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Mary’s County Commissioners.  A project newsletter with a survey was mailed in the fall of 

2007 to persons included on an extensive area wide mailing list in order to inform the public 

about the project’s Informational Open House, project background, project’s schedule and to 

solicit comments. 

 

On December 11, 2007, an Informational Open House meeting was held at the Leonardtown 

Middle School.  Approximately 70 members of the residential and business communities, as well 

as elected officials attended the Open House.  The purpose of the Open House was to inform the 

public of the project planning study and receive public comments regarding key issues and 

concerns.  In addition, self addressed comment cards were handed out at the meeting.  The most 

common comments that were received at the Open House were the difficulty in making left turns 

or crossing MD 5, speeding, traffic congestion and delays, the need for improved pedestrian 

access, and accommodating horse-drawn vehicles.  Approximately 300 survey cards from the 

project newsletter mailed prior to the Open House were received.  Comments generally mirrored 

the concerns raised at the Open House. 

 

A second Open House meeting was held on Wednesday December 10, 2008 at the Leonardtown 

Volunteer Fire Department Fire Hall.  The purpose of the meeting was to present the alternatives 

under consideration and gather public input.  Approximately 75 community members attended 

the meeting and provided comments about issues related to the project.  Major issues raised 

included the need for a traffic signal at the intersection of MD 5 with Abell/ Moakley Streets, the 

need to slow traffic through the corridor, the need to address safety at the various entrances along 

MD 5, desire to minimize impacts to residences along MD 5 and concern over maintaining safe 

left turns.  

 

In summary, as a result of the Informational and Alternative Public Workshops and Focus Group 

meetings, concerns of local citizens and business owners have been incorporated into the design 

of each build alternative.  Refer to Section V Comments and Coordination for further 

information. 
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e) Community Facilities and Services 

As the County Seat and the only incorporated municipality in the county, Leonardtown supports 

many community facilities and services, not just for local residents but for the county-wide 

region.  This includes government offices, medical services, and educational facilities.  

Community facilities and services were inventoried within one mile of the project limits (Figure 

III-2).  

 

As the county seat for St. Mary’s County, Leonardtown has many governmental, non-profit, and 

service organizations within its municipal boundaries and immediately adjacent to the town 

within the county-identified Leonardtown Development District.  These facilities include the 

County Courthouse, the County Commissioners Office, and most other local offices for state and 

federal government agencies.  In the late 1970s, the county gradually shifted government offices 

from the older Town Center of Leonardtown to the existing Government Center Complex along 

MD 245, northeast of the project area.  However, the county courts and town government offices 

have stayed in the downtown center, at "the Square," surrounding Washington and Fenwick 

Streets.  The Government Center Complex is a large complex that includes not only county 

government offices but also the St. Mary’s County Library, the St. Mary’s County Detention 

Center, and a the Leonard Hall Recreation Center, and Miedzinski Park. 

 

There are also multiple public, private, and specialty educational facilities in the study area.  The 

study area is entirely within the Leonardtown School District of the St. Mary’s County Public 

Schools.  The various educational facilities in or near the study area include: 

 

 Leonardtown Elementary School – a public school located immediately adjacent to the 

project area.   

 Leonard Hall Junior Naval Academy – private located next to the Government Center 

Complex off of MD 245. 

 Father Andrew White School – private school located at the intersection of MD 5 and 

MD 245. 

http://somd.com/leonardtown/
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 St. Mary’s Ryken High School – private school located just south of the town along MD 

5. 

 St. Mary’s County Home and Hospital School – located next to the St. Mary’s Hospital, 

along Moakley Street. 

 St. Mary’s County Evening High School and Junior College – located next to the St. 

Mary’s Hospital, along Moakley Street. 

 Sunshine Day Care – located off of Moakley Street. 

 College of Southern Maryland (CSM) – located in the southeast quadrant of the MD 

5/MD 245 intersection in the project area.  The Leonardtown campus was established in 

1997.  The college originally served as “community college”, however, in 2000, three 

campuses combined to form CSM as a regional college.  In 2003, the CSM Leonardtown 

campus was expanded and now encompasses a large area next to the MD 5/MD 245 

intersection. 

The St. Mary’s Hospital is a large complex next to the project area.  It is a private, not-for-profit, 

acute care, 108-bed hospital that has served the community since 1912.  The hospital completed 

major expansion projects from 2002 to 2004.  This complex includes the schools mentioned 

previously in addition to an Emergency Care Center, a Health Connections Center, a Laboratory, 

and The Marcey Halfway House (residence facility for treating addictions).  The St. Mary’s 

Nursing Home, established in 1965, is located next to the hospital.  The 212-bed center is a long-

term care and rehabilitation facility.  The main driveway access to the hospital is from MD 5, 

with additional access from Moakley Street and Hollywood Drive (MD 245).  Though 

immediately adjacent to MD 5, the nursing home is accessed from Hollywood Drive (MD 245) 

by way of Peabody Street. 

 

There are two major county recreational facilities located at the Government Complex Center 

along MD 245 just northeast of the project area.  Miedzinski Park, located immediately adjacent 

to MD 245, is a 5-acre “flexible use athletic area” that includes a playground, picnic tables, 

restrooms, one baseball/softball field, and one soccer field.  Leonard Hall Recreation Center is an 
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air-conditioned indoor athletic facility which hosts programs for indoor soccer, roller hockey, 

and basketball leagues. 

 

Leonardtown officials recently acquired the Old State Highway Administration Garages property 

along MD 5 for conversion to municipal parkland.  This is a 3-acre site located near the MD 243 

intersection, along McIntosh Run.  The property was identified as eligible for listing on the 

National Register of Historic Places and has two garage structures built in the 1930s.  Currently 

the site includes the garage buildings and a few amenities, including a picnic table.  The town 

has enhanced the recreational use of the park by creating the Port of Leonardtown which 

includes a winery and vineyard demonstration area, a picnic area, and a kayak launch into 

McIntosh Run.  One of the existing historic buildings on the site has been renovated to house the 

winery and tour headquarters.  The other building provides concessions, restrooms, and storage. 

  



     MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245                  Environmental Assessment III-16 

 
The emergency service providers in the study area include the following: 

 

 St. Mary’s County Sheriff – The office is based in the Government Center Complex 

along MD 245. 

 St. Mary’s Hospital Emergency Care Center – Access points for the hospital include the 

current main entrance at MD 5 in the project corridor and the entrance at MD 245 (this 

access point is proposed to become the main entrance under the hospital’s expansion 

plans). 

 St. Mary’s County Department of Public Safety – a multi-faceted agency located at the 

Government Center.  It provides 9-1-1 services through its Emergency Communications 

Division; disaster preparedness, response, mitigation and recovery services through its 

Emergency Management Division; and enforcement of animal regulations through the 

Animal Control Division.  The three divisions work with all county and state law 

enforcement agencies, St. Mary’s County Volunteer Fire and EMS department, as well as 

all local, state and federal government departments and agencies. 

 Leonardtown Volunteer Rescue Squad (Company 19) – located in the Town Center off of 

Lawrence Avenue. 

 Leonardtown Volunteer Fire Department (Company 1) – located in the Town Center off 

of Lawrence Avenue. 

The project improvements in the corridor are proposed to facilitate more efficient traffic 

movement in the corridor; in particular travel through the corridor and access to and from 

secondary connecting roads will be improved.  The goal will be to have consistent and safe 

conditions throughout the corridor.  These improvements are expected to facilitate the response 

time of local emergency service providers and the travel for both through-traffic and local traffic 

in the corridor. 

 

The SHA has solicited input from the local service providers (includes the Maryland State 

Police, St. Mary’s County Fire Board Association, St. Mary’s County Department of Public 
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Safety, St. Mary’s Hospital, and St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office) to obtain their feedback on 

the proposed changes to access and traffic circulation patterns in the corridor.  This effort 

includes identifying and addressing concerns related to service response times that may be 

caused by changes in traffic patterns and access during and after road construction.  In particular, 

SHA identified the following as areas of concern and asked the service providers to provide 

responses so SHA can investigate and address potential adverse impacts during the development 

of design plans and sequence of construction activities for the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 Proposed prohibition of the existing left turn from St. Mary’s Hospital entrance onto 

southbound MD 5 as part of Alternatives 3 and 4 (and the associated Options). 

 Prohibition of existing left turns from northbound MD 5 onto Lawrence Avenue and from 

Lawrence Avenue onto northbound MD5 as part of all Alternatives and Options. 

 Prohibition of the existing right turn from MD 243 onto Merchant’s Lane and the existing 

left turn from Merchant’s Lane onto MD 243 under Option 4. 

Coordination with these groups will continue.  However, at this time the impacts to the 

emergency services’ response times are considered negligible.  While the changes in access 

appear to adversely affect select traffic movements at key intersections in the MD 5 corridor, the 

roadway geometry of the proposed improvements would allow emergency vehicles to make all 

proposed restricted movements, if needed.  In addition, the proposed Alternatives 3 and 4 will 

include wider shoulders that can be used for the emergency vehicles if needed. 

Given that the proposed improvements would not add capacity, it was determined that the 

proposed improvements would not affect the current level of use of public facilities such as 

schools or the use of the parkland discussed above.  Private and other public land development 

activities proposed and on-going in the project corridor would have a relatively greater influence 

and effect on the level of use of local public facilities than the proposed road improvements.  In 

particular the proposed large mixed-use developments that include Clark’s Rest, Leonard’s 

Grant, and Tudor Hall Village (all with planned access to the MD 5 project corridor) would have 

far greater impact to the county and town public facilities than this improvement project that is 

primarily focused on intersection and access control improvements. 
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The proposed improvements will also affect vehicular access to and from adjacent properties.  It 

is proposed that some properties will have their access points consolidated and others will have 

redundant access points eliminated.  In particular, the residential parcels along the western side 

of MD 5 extending from Abell Road to the north side of the BP Station include 16 single-family 

residences with direct access to MD 5, 9 of which have semi-circular driveways with 2 points of 

entry.  Alternatives 3 and 4 (all options) will require reconfiguration of these driveways, 

including the possible elimination of one driveway point of entry for those properties with 2.  

This is also the case for a residential property on the east side of MD 5 just south of the St. 

Mary’s Nursing Center (Breton Professional Building), which would be affected by all 

alternatives.  The access management component of the proposed project improvements will 

continually be developed during the development of final design plans and right-of-way 

acquisitions.  SHA will coordinate with the property owners along MD 5 for those properties 

where a reconfiguration of access is proposed.  SHA will ensure that any change in access will 

provide sufficient space for turn-around movements to avoid the need to back-up onto MD 5.   

 

Any changes to school bus routes related to the change in traffic patterns is expected to be minor 

since access changes associated with the proposed improvements do not include any local road 

closures or rerouting of traffic in residential areas.  SHA will coordinate with the Leonardtown 

School District during final design to address maintenance of traffic concerns during project 

construction. 

 
f) Displacements and Property Effects 

 

The number of displaced businesses ranges from four (Alternatives 2 and 3) to 10 (Alternative 4 

– Option 2), although some of these include vacant commercial properties.  All alternatives 

would displace the following four businesses: The Sunoco Gas Station, The BP Gas Station, 

Medical Office Building (Dr. Boyd, Internal Medicine), and Shell Gas Station and Car Wash.  

Additional business impacts include the following: 

 

 



 

 

Figure 12 
  

Figure III-2 
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 Alternative 3 – one additional property that is currently vacant. Alternative 4 – three 

additional properties, two which are vacant and the third which is the Waring-Ahearn 

Insurance business. 

 Alternative 4, Option 2 – four additional properties, three which are vacant and the 

fourth which is the Waring-Ahearn Insurance business. 

 Alternative 4, Option 3 – four additional properties, two which are vacant, a third which 

is the Waring-Ahearn Insurance business, and the fourth which is identified as 2 units of 

commercial housing apartments. 

 Alternative 4, Option 4 – three additional properties, two which are vacant and the third 

which is the Waring-Ahearn Insurance business. 

Given that the proposed improvements are along an existing major collector road with 

development, particularly near the major intersections, it is not possible to completely avoid 

business displacements.  Also, as previously noted in the discussion for all potential 

displacements (Section V.A.1), the 2-mile MD 5 project corridor includes a large number of 

parcels that are targeted for future redevelopment and development.  In particular there are large 

areas zoned for PUD-M (Planned Unit Development-Mixed Use) on both sides of MD 5, which 

allows for mixed use residential and commercial development.  Therefore, it has been 

determined that there is ample opportunity for finding replacement properties within the project 

corridor for the displaced businesses.  It may also be possible to relocate some of the affected 

businesses on the same parcel, if the business owner choices to remain on the same parcel.  

Given that the businesses will have the opportunity to relocate nearby in the same MD 5 

corridor, the impacts to the Leonardtown community is expected to be negligible. 

 

Three of the four commercial establishments impacted by all alternatives are located in an area 

with a potential EJ population.  However two of these establishments are gas stations that can be 

easily relocated within the 2-mile project area of the MD 5 corridor without adversely affecting 

the residents' ability to access gas station service.  The third establishment is a Medical Office for 

Internal Medicine.  Given the availability of vacant property within the project area, this office 

should be able to be relocated within or near the community.  In addition, Leonardtown is home 
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to the St. Mary's Hospital, a full service community hospital, and is considered the health care 

center for the county.  The hospital (which is immediately across the road from the potential EJ 

population) is a non-profit facility, that promotes its dedication "to providing resources to the 

community that are not fully compensated." The residents within the potential EJ area of concern 

will continue to have easy access to full service medical care after the project is constructed. 

 

 The proposed improvements may also affect businesses that are not displaced, including the 

following impacts: 

 

 Parcel 0032-0016-0177:  Cedar Point Federal Credit Union – ATM is immediately 

adjacent to MD 5 and may require relocation for Alternatives 3 and 4 (all options). 

 Parcel 0126-0005-0090:  Mercantile Southern Maryland Bank – ATM is immediately 

adjacent to MD 5 and may require relocation for Alternatives 3 and 4 (all options). 

 Parcel 0127-0015-0077:  Breton Marketplace – Ledo Pizza is a separate structure from 

the main shopping center building and is adjacent to MD 5 and may require relocation or 

reconfiguration of entryway for Alternatives 3 and 4 (all options). 

 Alternative 4 is a divided highway proposal and would restrict most access along the MD 

5 project corridor to right-in and right-out movements.  To minimize the length of new 

traffic patterns, this alternative also includes a jughandle at a proposed new intersection 

located midway through the corridor to allow for U-turns (the new intersection is to 

accommodate traffic for new major proposed developments, Clark’s Rest and Tudor Hall 

Village). 

Table III-3 summarizes the impacts associated with the various alternatives.  (Also summarized 

in this section is a list of mitigation measures to be followed or considered.)  Options 2 and 3 of 

the full-corridor alternative, Alternatives 3 and 4, would result in higher impacts overall.  This is 

related to (1) the higher anticipated right-of-way requirements for the proposed improvements 

and (2) the associated impacts to developed parcels that include multiple commercial 

displacements.  However, both the Leonardtown Comprehensive Plan (2010) and the St. Mary’s 
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County Comprehensive Plan (2010) promote full-corridor improvements as proposed as part of 

Alternatives 3 and 4. 
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While residential and commercial displacements are unavoidable for the construction of 

improvements in an existing developed and developing corridor, SHA has attempted to align the 

proposed improvements to minimize the total number of displacements.  Relocation of 

individuals and families displaced by this project will be accomplished in accordance with the 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 as amended by Title 

IV of the Surface Transportation Policies Act of 1987, and will be executed in a timely and 

humane fashion (refer to Appendix C – Summary of the Relocation Assistance Program of the 

State Highway Administration of Maryland).  A right-of-way plan will be completed during final 

design and at that time, the local SHA District office will research and identify comparable 

available local replacement housing that displaced persons can consider when making a decision.  

Replacement housing must comply with the standards for decent, safe, and sanitary housing and 

be within the financial means of the displaced person.  If comparable replacement dwellings are 

not available within the usual monetary limits for owners and tenants, or if available replacement 

housing is beyond their financial means, “housing as a last resort” would be provided to assure 

that replacement housing would be available for displaced persons. 

 

It has been determined that there is opportunity for finding replacement properties within the 

immediate project area for the displaced residents.  There are also multiple vacant lots along the 

MD 5 project corridor that can accommodate the relocation of the displaced businesses. 

 

All right-of-way acquisitions would also be in accordance with the Uniform Act.  All property 

owners from whom fee simple and perpetual ROW easements would be obtained would be 

compensated according to the Uniform Act and paid fair value for the affected property.  A 

summary of the Relocation Assistance Program of the Maryland State Highway Administration 

is provided in Appendix A. 

 

g) Neighborhoods and Communities 

 

Transportation improvements can also affect community cohesion and interaction.  The impact 

evaluation to determine effects on community cohesion is to identify if the proposed 

transportation improvements will create a barrier to existing cohesion and interaction and 
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determine whether the number of displacements within a community or neighborhood will 

reduce the remaining residences to the point of isolation.  The potential number of residential 

displacements associated with all alternatives is not substantial (two to three single-family 

residences) and these displacements, which are located along MD 5, will not isolate the 

remaining residences along MD 5. 

 

This project involves improvements to an existing corridor and does not introduce a new 

roadway through the existing community.  However, MD 5 currently acts as a barrier for 

developments on either side of the four-lane roadway.  The operating travel speed and existing 

road geometry make crossing the roadway difficult not only for vehicles but also for bikers and 

pedestrians.  Currently there are two signalized intersections at the both ends of the project 

corridor at the intersections with MD 243 and MD 245.  The signals and crosswalks at these 

locations assist pedestrians to safely access residences and businesses on both sides of the road.  

The expansion of the existing sidewalks along both sides of the corridor between these signalized 

intersections is proposed as part of all the build alternatives and this will enhance community 

cohesion.  The addition of two traffic signals also proposed as part of Alternatives 3 and 4 at the 

intersection of MD 5 with Abell/Moakley Streets and at the intersection of MD 5 with the future 

Clark’s Rest/Tudor Hall development access points, along with crosswalks will further enhance 

the overall community cohesion within the project area and within Leonardtown as a whole. 

 

h) Effects on Aesthetics and Visual Quality 

 

SHA is currently completing the design activities for the MD 5 Business Streetscape project 

along MD 5 business south of the MD 245 intersection with Maryland 5.  The project is currently 

under construction and is schedule to be completed by fall of 2009.  Following completion of the 

project, MD 5 Business (Washington Avenue) will be turned over to the Town of Leonardtown 

for ownership.  SHA will coordinate with town officials during final design to assess which 

aesthetic treatments from this project can be carried into the MD 5 improvements.  Elements will 

be incorporated in to the study alternatives as applicable. 
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Alternative 2 consists of minor construction and operational enhancement and will not 

substantially alter the existing visual context of the corridor.  The proposed improvements 

associated with Alternatives 3 and 4 will include new sidewalks on both side of MD 5 and wider 

shoulders that will encourage pedestrian and bicycle traffic in the corridor in conformance with 

the Leonardtown Comprehensive Plan and the St. Mary’s County Transportation Plan 2010.  Of 

special note is the proposed Alternative 4 improvements – this alternative includes an 18-foot 

landscaped median. 

 

Aesthetically, these improvements, along with the town’s approved and proposed mixed-use 

development plans along the corridor, will facilitate the transformation of the existing road from 

the appearance of a rural collector to an urban collector within the town limits.  The intent of the 

new sidewalks, wider shoulders for bicycle (and Old Order community horse-and-buggies), 

along with the use of aesthetic treatments associated with the on-going streetscape project in the 

Town Center, is to enhance the town’s overall sense of place.  Streetscape projects are intended 

to provide a safe and beautiful public environment for the urban community and a visually 

appealing sense of place.  This includes landscaping features and lighting that is in character of 

the historic community while providing elements of safety.  

 

This corridor is also identified as part of the Religious Freedom Byway that extends from the 

intersection with MD 234 to Point Lookout State Park at the southern tip of the county.  

Currently St. Mary’s County is sponsoring the development of a Religious Freedom Byway 

Corridor Management Plan that is funded by the Federal Highway Administration through the 

National Scenic Byway Program.  SHA will coordinate with the County during final design to 

ensure that the proposed transportation improvements are compatible with the goals of the 

Management Plan. 

 
2. Economic Environment 

a) Local and Countywide Employment Characteristics 

 
 

The largest employer in St. Mary’s County is the Naval Air Station Patuxent River (NASPR) 

with approximately 22,400 employees (including contractors), with approximately two-thirds of 



     MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245                  Environmental Assessment III-26 

the workers having residence in the county.  The top three non-defense-related employers in the 

county are St. Mary’s County Public Schools, St. Mary’s Hospital (based in Leonardtown), and 

St. Mary’s County Government (based in Leonardtown).  Other large employers based in 

Leonardtown include the St. Mary’s Nursing Center and the College of Southern Maryland.  

Given the number of employers in the county, Leonardtown and county residents have enjoyed a 

relatively high employment rate.  Despite recent increases in unemployment nationwide, the 

county continues to maintain a lower than average unemployment rate. 

 

While the NASPR has been a major economic influence on both the county and Leonardtown, 

the continued growth of St. Mary’s Hospital, the development of the Leonardtown campus of the 

College of Southern Maryland, the refurbishment of the Leonardtown Town Square, the 

completion of the Leonardtown Wharf Waterfront Park project, and other focused town 

enhancements have led to an increasing rate of growth in Leonardtown in the last decade.  This 

growth has exceeded both the State and County’s growth rates.  

 

Impacts on business and employment associated with the proposed action can involve the 

displacement/relocation of or encroachment on business properties, access changes, and changes 

in business visibility.  These impacts could, in turn, affect the use and viability of a business.  

Short-term impacts associated with construction activities may also affect businesses.  These 

temporary activities could include detours that move traffic away from businesses, change to or 

loss of access for a business, and lane closings/traffic congestion in the vicinity of the business 

that could cause patrons to consider traveling to other businesses not in the construction zone.    

 

3. Land Use  

a) Existing Land Use 

 

The Town of Leonardtown recently updated its 2004 Leonardtown Comprehensive Land Use 

Plan.  The new 2010 Comprehensive Plan states that the purpose of Leonardtown’s 

Comprehensive Plan is “to protect and perpetuate the Town’s unique atmosphere and small town 

character while enhancing its role as the historic and governmental center of St. Mary’s County 

and as a vibrant residential and business center.” Town officials recognize that the town went 
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through a period of decline but state in the Plan that the town “has reasserted itself 

economically” and “the downtown area is rebounding with various shops and restaurants; the 

town is rapidly becoming the health center, educational center, and center of government for St. 

Mary’s County.” 

 

 Nearly half of the land within the town limits is currently farmland or woodland. The 

developed areas include the older historic areas of the Town Center, the mixed commercial and 

residential strip development along MD 5, and the large institutional development areas 

associated with the St. Mary’s Hospital/Nursing Center complex, the College of Southern 

Maryland, and the newer Government Center complex.  The main driveway access to the 

hospital is from MD 5, with additional access from Moakley Street and Hollywood Drive 

(MD 245).  Currently, MD SHA District 5 is conducting design as part of a Crash Safety 

Improvement Project for the Moakley Street intersection.  There are also two existing Planned 

Unit Development Neighborhoods within the town limits:  The Estates at Singletree, off 

Moakley Street behind the hospital complex; and Academy Hills, south of the project area on the 

east side of MD 5.  Leonardtown Landing is a new development of 26 townhouses overlooking 

Breton Bay next to the downtown area.  The 248-acre Leonard’s Grant Planned Unit 

Development Neighborhood is completing its final phase of construction.  This development of 

340 residential units currently relies on access from Leonard’s Grant Parkway to MD 245.  

Existing land use is illustrated on Figure III-3. 

 

The Smart Growth Initiative requires the State to direct funding for highways and economic 

development to areas that are designated as PFAs.  The project study area is within the PFA. 

 

b) Future Land Use 

 
As noted in the Leonardtown Comprehensive Plan (April 2010), the town officials face the 

challenge of deciding how the large areas of undeveloped land within the municipal boundaries 

will be developed.  The Goals and Policies set forth in the Plan follow Maryland’s Smart Growth 

principles and Maryland's Priority Funding Areas (PFA) law, which directs state funding to 

designated PFAs, including existing communities like Leonardtown, to target efforts that 

encourage and support economic development and new growth.  The Land Use Plan Goal in the 



     MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245                  Environmental Assessment III-28 

2010 Plan is to “Retain Leonardtown’s small town character and enhance the Town’s waterfront 

community identity.” To achieve the goal, the town has identified various objectives that address 

potential development activities, including the following specific to the MD 5 project corridor: 

 

 Protect the historic elements and economic vitality of the Town, by linking the Town 

Center (Downtown) to surrounding areas with an efficient system of roads, pedestrian 

walkways, community open space, and public utilities. 

 Enhance utilization of Town waterfront resources.  This includes enhancing public access 

to Breton Bay and McIntosh Run, with improvements to support boating activity, 

waterfront boardwalks or trails, passive recreation activities, and linkages between these 

waterfront assets and the Town Center (downtown) and other town neighborhoods, in the 

form of walkways, bikeways, road system connections, and parking. 

 Improve the cross-town and through-town transportation networks.  As growth areas 

within and around Leonardtown begin to develop, plan for and reserve lands for the 

establishment of collector roads that connect new subdivisions to the downtown area and 

Breton Bay waterfront assets. 

 Ensure that Leonardtown will continue to function as one of St. Mary’s County’s primary 

residential and economic development growth areas by planning for future land uses on 

adjacent unincorporated lands which will accommodate residential and business growth 

in appropriate locations. 

 Ensure that future land use patterns are supported by transportation networks, utility 

systems, open space, and community facilities. 



 

 

Figure 16 
 
 
 
  

Figure III-3 



 

 

Figure 17 
 
  

Figure III-4 
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c) Land Use Effects 

 
The proposed improvements to the MD 5 from MD 243 to MD 245 are consistent with the St. 

Mary’s County Comprehensive Master Plan (2010).  As previously described, potential business 

growth in the area and anticipated increase in traffic congestion is incorporated into the planning 

process.  All proposed improvements are consistent with local land use plans.   

 

4. Livability Principles and Sustainability 

 
As part of the 2009 HUD/DOT/EPA agreement and reinforced in its 2010-2011 Every Day 
Counts initiative, FHWA has established six principles of livability. State Departments of 
Transportation are encouraged to be mindful of and apply the following principles during project 
planning and conceptual design. 
 
 Provide more transportation choices to decrease household transportation costs, reduce 

our dependence on oil, improve air quality, and promote public health. 
 Expand location and energy-efficient housing choices for people of all ages, incomes, 

races, and ethnicities to increase mobility and lower the combined cost of housing and 
transportation. 

 Improve economic competitiveness of neighborhoods by giving people reliable access 
to employment centers, educational opportunities, services and other basic needs. 

 Target federal funding toward existing communities through transit-oriented and land 
recycling to revitalize communities, reduce public works costs, and safeguard rural 
landscapes. 

 Align federal policies and funding to remove barriers to collaboration, leverage funding 
and increase the effectiveness of programs to plan for future growth. 

 Enhance the unique characteristics of all communities by investing in healthy, safe, 
and walkable neighborhoods, whether rural, urban, or suburban. 

 
In early 2009, an intermodal working group was formed to start shaping the U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s (USDOT) vision of Livability. Initial steps included the identification of all 
existing programs and authorities within the USDOT that already supported Livability and 
drafting possible changes to these programs that would allow the USDOT to make Livability a 
priority and make real improvements in the lives of American citizens. 
 
In June 2009, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, USDOT, and the EPA 
united to form the Partnership for Sustainable Communities, an unprecedented agreement to 
coordinate federal housing, transportation, and environmental investments, protect public health 
and the environment, promote equitable development, and help address the challenges of climate 
change. The three agencies are working together to coordinate federal policies, programs, and 
resources to help urban, suburban, and rural areas and regions build more sustainable 
communities and make those communities the leading style of development in the United States. 
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The agencies are identifying opportunities to build more sustainable communities and to remove 
policy or other barriers that have kept Americans from doing so. 
 

 

B. Cultural Resources 

 
Identification and evaluation of historic architectural and archeological resources was conducted 

in accordance with federal and state laws, which protect cultural resources.  Federal and state 

mandates for cultural resources protection include: the U.S.DOT Act of 1966, as amended in 

1968; the NEPA of 1969; the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended; 36 CFR 

Part 800 Protection of Historic Properties (Final Rule December 12, 2000); Executive Order 

11593; the MHT Act of 1990 (Article 83B, Sections 5-619 of the Annotated Code of Maryland); 

and Article 83B, Sections 5-617 and 5-618 of the Annotated Code of Maryland. 

 

Architectural investigations completed by SHA determined that potentially significant 

architectural and archeological resources were both researched as part of the historic 

investigation instigated by the proposed improvements to MD 5.  The following historic 

properties have been identified by SHA with the concurrence of MHT within the Area of 

Potential Effect (APE) of the project: Old SHA Garages (MIHP No. SM-883); Gough Farm 

(MIHP No. SM-331); Buena Vista (listed in the National Register of Historic Places on August 

19, 1998 – MIHP No. SM-52); Drury-Saunders House (MIHP No. SM-540); and St. Mary’s 

Academy (MIHP No. SM-422). All of the alternatives, except for the No-Build alternative would 

require right-of-way takings from some or all of the five historic properties in order to widen 

MD 5. 

 

Section 4(f) resources under the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1988 (49 USC 

3030(c)). Section 4(f) permits the use of land from a significant publically-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, or local officials having jurisdiction over the 

resource), only if there is no feasible or prudent alternative to the use of such land and if the 

action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the protected property resulting from 

such use. A Section 4(f) “use” occurs when a property from a Section 4(f) resource is 
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permanently acquired and incorporated into a transportation project or when there is occupancy 

of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s preservationist purposes of maintaining the 

integrity of the resource, or when there is a constructive use of land. In some cases, the project 

proponent(s) and the reasonable official(s) with jurisdiction over the resource may agree that a 

particular use of Section 4(f) land would have no adverse affect on the protected resources, 

resulting in a de minimis impact finding.  

 

The FHWA “Guidance for Determining De Minimis Impacts to Section 4(f) Resources” indicates 

that the following criteria must be met in order to satisfy the requirements of a de minimis impact 

finding. 

 

1. The transportation use of the Section 4(f) resource, together with any impact avoidance, 

minimization, and mitigation or enhancement measures incorporated into the project, does not 

adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the resource for protection 

under Section 4(f). 

 

2. The official(s) with jurisdiction over the property are informed of FHWA’s intent to make 

the de minimis impact finding based on their written concurrence that the project will not 

adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the property for protection 

under Section 4(f). 

 

3. The public has been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects of the 

project on the protected activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f) resource. 

 

As previously mentioned, FHWA has established three main criteria to determine whether a 

project will have a de minimis impact on Section 4(f) resources. Upon selection of the preferred 

alternative, the SHA plans to seek FHWA’s concurrence on a de minimis finding for the 

proposed impacts to the Old SHA Garages, Gough Farm; Buena Vista; Drury-Saunders House 

(except for Alternative 4 Option 3); and St. Mary’s Academy. The SHA has determined that the 

proposed impacts meet the de minimis criteria for the following reasons. 
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1. The proposed improvements would impact only a small portion of the property which 

would not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the properties for 

protection under Section 4(f). 

 

2. SHA has determined that the Section 4(f) use of the Port of Leonardtown would not 

adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under 

Section 4(f) as a public park. 

 

3. In the February 29, 2012 letter to the Town of Leonardtown, SHA requested concurrence 

that the proposed improvements to the MD 5 at the Port of Leonardtown not require evaluation 

under Section 4(f).  The Town of Leonardtown concurred on March 8, 2012. 

 

4. The public will be offered the opportunity to review and comment on SHA’s intention to 

pursue a deminimis impact finding at the Public Hearing in the Spring of 2012. 

 

5. Based on coordination with the Town of Leonardtown and Maryland Historical Trust and in 

consideration of comments from the public, the FHWA will make a deminimis determination 

which will be reported in the final environmental document prepared for this project. 

  

Refer to Section IV – Section 4(f) for the completed Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation that was 

completed for the impacts to historic properties in the project area along MD 5 in Leonardtown.  

 

Alternatives 3 and 4 Option 3, Adding Intersection Improvements, has an adverse impact to the 

Drury –Saunders House (SM-540); and all other alternatives and options have no adverse impact 

to historic standing structures, however the overall project has an adverse impact to historic 

standing structures due to the determination regarding Option 3 under both Alternatives 3 and 4.  

Should either of these alternatives be selected, specific mitigation measures will be determined in 

consultation with the MHT and with consideration of the views of any other relevant consulting 

parties participating in the Section 106 process.  Therefore, specific mitigation is not identified in 

the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, Section IV, but it will be presented in the Final Section 4(f) 

Evaluation. 
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Phase I and Phase II investigations were conducted however portions of the resources lack 

sufficient integrity and information potential to be considered eligible for NRHP listing or did 

not meet any of the NHRP criteria of significance and is not eligible for listing. No archeological 

resources eligible for NRHP listing will be impacted by the MD 5 project. No further 

archeological investigations are warranted.  

 

The MHT concurred on April 18, 2012 that the undertaking would be an adverse impact to 

historic standing structures. 

 

The MHT concurred on April 18, 2012 that the undertaking would not impact archeological 

resources. 

 

C. Natural Environment 

The study area was investigated to identify presence of natural environmental resources.  The 

study area is located within a mixed residential, commercial, and agricultural land use area.   

 

1. 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 and ridge tops that allow animals and seeds to move 

between “hubs” and areas of disconnect between the “hubs” and “corridors”, or “gaps.” SHA, in 

coordination with County planners and the regulatory agencies, would continue to use green 

infrastructure data in the planning and design phases 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. 

 

The hub areas near the MD 5 study area contain large blocks of contiguous interior forest; 

important animal and plant habitats including rare, threatened, and endangered species locations; 

and a relatively pristine stream that supports freshwater mussels. The forested hub areas are 

primarily located in the Lower McIntosh Run watershed and the marsh hub areas are primarily in 

the Breton Bay Direct Drainage area at the downstream end of McIntosh Run. 

 

The maximum impacts associated with the MD 5 improvements are estimated to be 3 acres to 

forest hub area.  The MD 5 project will be required to comply with the Maryland Reforestation 

Law.  This will require the replacement of forest cleared for the project’s construction, which is 

generally accomplished on an acre-for-acre, one to one ratio on public lands.  The project’s 

forest mitigation plan can be consider reforesting areas contiguous to the existing hub, possibly 

in the vicinity of the new Port of Leonardtown Park. 

 

Since the proposed improvements are for an existing facility on existing alignment in a town, 

there would be minimal fragmentation or destruction of areas identified as Green Infrastructure.  

The nature of the improvements would only impact the outer edges of the existing Green 

Infrastructure areas, which are currently impacted by the existing roadway.  Given that the 

affected Green Infrastructure areas exist adjacent to the existing MD 5 roadway, the proposed 

improvements are not anticipated to induce additional impacts to these areas.  

2. Geology, Topography and Soils 

Topography within the study area influences the evaluation of the alternatives as it relates to 

stability of slopes, ease of excavation, and the cut and fill requirements associated with the 

roadway widening. 

 

Fifteen series of soil and 22 soil mapping units are mapped throughout the study corridor 

according to the United State Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS) Web site mapping.  Dominant soil associations within the project 
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area include Bibb, Croom, Elkton, Othello, Rumford, and Sassafras associations.  Six soil 

mapping units classified as Prime Farmland Soils and five soil mapping units classified as Soils 

of Statewide Importance occur within the project study corridor.  Approximately 11.8 acres of 

Prime Farmland Soils and 35.1 acres of Soils of Statewide have been identified throughout the 

study corridor. 

 

A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (FCIR) Form (FCIR; Form AD-1006) has been 

completed for the project.  The combined score of the relative value and the site assessment 

criteria must be less than 160 points for farmland to be given a minimal level of consideration for 

protection.  The Site Assessment score combined for a total less than 160.  No further measures 

to avoid or minimize impacts to Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) farmland soils are 

necessary based on the assessment results. 

 

The proposed improvements to the existing highway corridor are limited to widening of the 

existing roadway.  Limited cut/fill requirements anticipated as a result of the proposed roadway 

improvements.  The project study corridor is located in the Atlantic Coastal Plain Province and 

includes the Waldorf Upland Plain District along with the Potomac Estuary and Lowlands 

District.  Upland Deposits (Western Shore) exist within the project study corridor which consist 

of primarily gravel and sand.  No anticipated impacts to geology will result from the 

improvement activities.  Minor grading and fill localized to the roadway widening and structure 

modifications will be necessary.  Major topographic impacts are not anticipated as a result of this 

project. 

 

Indirect impacts resulting from the earthmoving requirements of the project may include small 

changes to drainage patterns inside and immediately outside the right-of-way (ROW) associated 

with redirected surface runoff.  Stormwater management facilities will be implemented and 

upgraded as necessary to collect and discharge surface water runoff associated with MD 5.  Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) will be used as described in the 2000 Maryland Stormwater 

Management Design Manual and the Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State 

and Federal Projects (April 15, 2010) to reduce the impacts from erosion and sedimentation to 
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wetlands and waterways.  The exact changes are not able to be assessed at this stage of the 

design and are expected to be minimal. 

 

3. Aquatic Resources 

Impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, from each of the build alternatives are 

anticipated.  Each of the Build alternatives would increase the impervious surfaces in the area, 

resulting in increased erosion and pollution discharge.  A stormwater management plan would be 

developed in accordance with Maryland Department of the Environment criteria to minimize 

adverse effects to aquatic resources.  Adverse impacts to aquatic resources during construction 

would be minimized through strict adherence to SHA erosion and sediment control procedures.   

 

McIntosh Run, Town Run and their tributaries are located within the study area.  McIntosh Run 

and Town Run are classified by the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) as Use I 

streams for the protection of water contact recreation and nontidal warm water aquatic life.  To 

protect these uses, MDE may restrict in-stream work from March 1st through June 15th inclusive, 

during any year.  All of the perennial and intermittent stream impacts associated with this project 

would occur within the McIntosh Run watershed, ranging from 692 to 1,707 linear feet.  

Alternative 2 would have the least amount of perennial and intermittent stream impacts 

throughout the study corridor with 692 linear feet.  Alternative 4 – Options 3 and 4 would result 

in the greatest amount of stream impacts with up to 1,707 linear feet of perennial and intermittent 

stream impact. Stormwater management and sediment and erosion control plans will be 

developed to minimize impacts to water quality and will be implemented in accordance with the 

MDE regulations.   

 

Jurisdictional wetland habitats and watercourses within the MD 5 project study corridor were 

delineated from May 5 to May 7, 2008.  A total of 19 jurisdictional wetland habitats and 10 

watercourse channels were identified within the study corridor.  Impacts to wetlands and waters 

of the U.S. were assessed based on the proposed final ROW for each alternative to provide an 

estimation of maximum disturbance during the planning phase.  Currently, wetland impacts 

range from 0.45 acre for Alternative 2 to 1.17 acres for Alternative 4 Option 3.  Forested wetland 

(PFO) impacts range from 0.34 for Alternative 2 to 0.83 acre for Alternative 4 Option 3.  
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Maryland Compensatory Mitigation Guidance and Maryland Department of the Environment 

(MDE) guidelines will be utilized for any wetland not considered a Nontidal Wetland of Special 

State Concern (NWSSC). 

 

Several wetlands were designated/mapped NWSSC within the Upper McIntosh Run watershed 

by MDE and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources during the course of this study and 

are known to support the state rare deciduous holly (Ilex decidua).  Impacts to NWSSC range 

from 0.07 acre for Alternative 2 to 0.42 acre for Alternative 4. 

 
4. Floodplains 

The project study corridor lies within the McIntosh Run and Town Run drainage areas.  All 

improvements would include upgrades to the existing crossing or roadways in proximity to 

McIntosh Run.  There are no active improvements to any crossing or culverts associated with 

Town Run.  FEMA-designated 100-year floodplains occurring within the study area are 

associated with the McIntosh Run drainage basin.  This floodplain lies on both sides of MD 

Route 5 and ranges from approximately 1,400 feet wide at the MD 5 bridge, its narrowest point, 

to approximately 2,500 feet at its widest within the study corridor.  Impacts to the designated 

100-year floodplain range from 3.68 to 5.55 acres for Alternatives 2 and 4 – Option 3, 

respectively. 

 

5. Vegetation and Wildlife 

Terrestrial habitat within the study area influences the evaluation of alternatives as it relates to 

forest interior dwelling species (FIDS), large and significant trees, and other vegetation valuable 

for habitat purposes.  Existing forested habitat identified within the project study corridor is 

largely mixed broadleaf deciduous and evergreen forest.  Impacts to existing forest would be 

limited to the edge along existing MD 5 and range from 3.14 to 7.52 acres for Alternative 2 and 

Alternative 4 – Option 3, respectively (Table III-4).  Minimal fragmentation or destruction of 

large forested tracts, green infrastructure, or FIDS and terrestrial wildlife is expected as a result 

of this project. 
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6. Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species 

Both plants and animals with a state ranking (S1, S2, and S3) or status of threatened or 

endangered have been identified in proximity to the project study corridor.  Correspondence 

from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) dated March 8, 2008, identified 

select habitats within McIntosh Run documented to support significant populations of the state 

and federally endangered dwarf wedge mussel (Alasmidonta heterodon).  The response letter 

states that “Except for occasional transient individuals, no other federally proposed or listed 

endangered or threatened species are known to occur in the area.”  According to coordination 

with MD DNR, these known habitats occur at locations well upstream of the project study 

corridor outside of potential influence from the proposed activities.  Follow-up coordination with 

USFWS and MD DNR was conducted in April 2008, and it was determined that there would be 

no need for SHA to conduct a mussel survey for the project. 

 

Coordination with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources and the United States Fish 

and Wildlife Service indicated that the McIntosh Run watershed supports habitat for the state-

listed Threatened Red Turtlehead (Chelone obliqua) and populations of the state Rare Deciduous 

Holly (Ilex decidua).”  Field investigations for both plant species were conducted in May 2008 

for Ilex decidua and again in August 2008 for Chelone obliqua.  Suitable habitat was identified 

for both species.  There were numerous individuals of Ilex decidua identified throughout the 

study corridor.  No specimens of Chelone obliqua were identified within the study corridor 

during the field investigations. 

  



Table III-3: Community Impacts by Alternative 
 

FEATURE ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3 ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVE 4 
OPTION 2 

ALTERNATIVE 4 
OPTION 3 

ALTERNATIVE 4 
OPTION 4 

NUMBER OF DISPLACEMENTS 

Residential Properties 2 2 2 2 3  2 

Commercial Properties 4 5  7  10 9 7  

Businesses 4 4 5 10 6 + 2 apartment structures 5 

Other  --- Relocate 2 ATMs Relocate 2 ATMs Relocate 2 ATMs Relocate 2 ATMs Relocate 2 ATMs 

--- Reconfigure Ledo Pizza 
entrance 

Reconfigure Ledo Pizza entrance Reconfigure Ledo Pizza entrance Reconfigure Ledo Pizza entrance Reconfigure Ledo Pizza entrance 

--- Relocate McIntosh Lift Station 
(sewer) 

Relocate McIntosh Lift Station 
(sewer) 

Relocate McIntosh Lift Station 
(sewer) 

Relocate McIntosh Lift Station 
(sewer) 

Relocate McIntosh Lift Station (sewer) 

Total 6 7 9 12 12 9 

RIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIRED (ACRES) 

Residential 4.4 9.7 9.9 8.3 10.5 9.7 

Commercial* 9.2 14.7 15.2 16.5 17.2 14.8 

Agricultural 1.3 2.0 2.1 1.5 2.1 2.1 

Total 14.9 26.4 27.2 26.3 29.8 26.6 

NUMBER OF PROPERTIES IMPACTED 

Residential 23 34 34 34 35 34 

Commercial* 37 48 48 48 52 47 

Agricultural 2 3 3 3 3 3 

Total 62 85 85 85 90 84 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL TAX REVENUE LOSSES (% OF TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUE) 

Leonardtown $4,725 (1.1%) $11,886 (2.7%) $12,613 (2.8%) $14,778 (3.3%) $14,177 (3.2%) $12,521 (2.8%) 

St. Mary’s County $32,212 (<0.1%) $81,033 (<0.1%) $85,994 (<0.1%) $100,754 (<0.1%) $96,654 (<0.1%) $85,365 (<0.1%) 

Maryland $4,210 (<0.1%) $10,590 (<0.1%) $11,238 (<0.1%) $13,167 (<0.1%) $12,632 (<0.1%) $11,156 (<0.1%) 

TOTAL $41,147 $103,509 $109,845 $128,699 $123,463 $109,042 

FUTURE LAND USE IMPACTS IN ACRES (TYPES ARE A COMPOSITE OF LAND USE CATEGORIES) 

Commercial (C-B, C-H, and C-O) 5.8 8.5 8.7 9.3 9.8 8.2 

I-O Institutional Office 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.1 

PUD-M Planned Dev. Mixed Use 3.4 9.5 9.9 10.2 9.9 9.9 

Residential (R-MF and R-SF) 4.3 7.0 7.2 5.3 8.4 7.2 

R/P Recreation & Park 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 

TOTAL 14.9 26.4 27.2 26.3 29.7 26.6 



FEATURE ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3 ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVE 4 
OPTION 2 

ALTERNATIVE 4 
OPTION 3 

ALTERNATIVE 4 
OPTION 4 

ACCESS CHANGES 

Parcels identified for future 
development (Clarks Rest Tudor Hall 
Developments) 

--- New MD 5 signalized 
intersection proposed  

New MD 5 signalized intersection 
proposed  

New MD 5 signalized intersection 
proposed  

New MD 5 signalized intersection 
proposed  

New MD 5 signalized intersection 
proposed  

MD 5 and Abell/Moakley Streets 
Intersection 

--- Signal proposed for the 
existing intersection  

Signal proposed for the existing 
intersection  

Signal proposed for the existing 
intersection  

Signal proposed for the existing 
intersection  

Signal proposed for the existing 
intersection  

St. Mary’s Hospital Entrance Eliminate existing left turn 
onto southbound MD 5 

Eliminate existing left turn 
onto southbound MD 5 

Eliminate existing left turn onto 
southbound MD 5 

Eliminate existing left turn onto 
southbound MD 5 

Eliminate existing left turn onto 
southbound MD 5 

Eliminate existing left turn onto 
southbound MD 5 

MD 5 and Lawrence Avenue 
Intersection 

Eliminate existing left turns 
from northbound MD 5 and 
from Lawrence Avenue 

Eliminate existing left turns 
from northbound MD 5 and 
from Lawrence Avenue 

Eliminate existing left turns from 
northbound MD 5 and from 
Lawrence Avenue 

Eliminate existing left turns from 
northbound MD 5 and from 
Lawrence Avenue 

Eliminate existing left turns from 
northbound MD 5 and from 
Lawrence Avenue 

Eliminate existing left turns from 
northbound MD 5 and from Lawrence 
Avenue 

MD 243 and Merchants Lane 
Intersection 

--- --- --- --- Signal proposed for the existing 
intersection 

Eliminate existing right turn from MD 243 
and existing left turn from Merchant’s 
Lane (double left-turn bays into 
Leonardtown Centre added farther north 
from MD 5 at existing right-in/right-out 
MD 5 entrance) 

Properties adjacent to MD 5 --- New continuous turn lane in 
median to facilitate turns 

Restricted to right-in and right-out – 
Jughandle included for U-turns 

Restricted to right-in and right-out – 
Jughandle included for U-turns 

Restricted to right-in and right-out – 
Jughandle included for U-turns 

Restricted to right-in and right-out – 
Jughandle included for U-turns 

* Exempt commercial properties are included within the total commercial required right-of-way and commercial properties impacted. 
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Table III-4: 
Natural 

Environment 
Summary of 

Impacts Affected 
FEATURES 

ALTERNATIVE 
2 

ALTERNATIVE 
3 

ALTERNATIVE 
4 

ALTERNATIVE 4 

OPTION 2 OPTION 3 OPTION 4 

100-Year Floodplains 
(acres) 3.68 4.73 4.72 4.74 5.55 4.54 

Streams (linear feet) 692 1,635 1,669 922 1,707 1,686 

Wetlands (acres) 0.45 0.78 0.81 0.70 1.17 0.86 

NWSSC (acres) 0.07 0.39 0.42 0.40 0.42 0.41 

NWSSC 100-foot Buffer  
(acres) 1.06 6.63 6.50 6.18 6.51 6.16 

Potential FIDS Habitat 
(acres) 1 0.67 0.72 0.73 0.77 0.92 0.75 

Forestland Mixed Upland 
(acres) 3.14 6.96 7.35 7.17 7.52 7.10 

Forested Wetland 2 
(acres) 0.34 0.47 0.48 0.46 0.83 0.52 

Prime Farmland Soils 
(acres) 4.08 6.22 6.31 6.30 6.58 6.40 

Soils of Statewide 
Importance (acres) 6.01 10.37 10.59 9.63 10.66 10.21 

Green Infrastructure 
(acres) 0.88 2.67 2.75 2.69 2.93 2.67 

1 The nature of the widening and improvement activities would impact the outer edges of the existing FIDS 
habitat areas, most of which are currently impacted by the existing roadway and infrastructure.  Core interior 
areas would remain intact and unfragmented and unaffected by any of the project alternatives. 

2 Forested Wetland totals are included in the “Wetlands” total above. 
 

D. Air Quality 

To determine if this transportation improvement project meets the requirements for the Federal 

Clean Air Act (CAA), an air quality analysis was conducted and a technical report prepared in 

accordance with EPA, FHWA and SHA guidelines.  The Transportation Conformity section of 

the CAA requires that long range transportation plans and shorter-range Transportation 

Improvement Programs (TIP) conform to the approved State Implementation Plan (SIP), the plan 

for managing regional and local air quality conditions.  This linkage ensures that Federal 

approval or funding of transportation plans, programs, and projects are compatible and consistent 

with the goals and objectives of the CAA.  The project is located in St. Mary’s County which is 

identified within a region of Maryland designated as being in attainment for all of the S/NAAQS.  
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Therefore, US EPA and FHWA transportation conformity requirements are not applicable 

(regional modeling to demonstrate conformity with SIP as well as PM2.5 hot-spot analyses 

requirements).   

 

CO Analysis 

The two signalized intersections with the highest traffic volumes were analyzed within the study 

area:  the intersections of MD 5/MD 243 and MD 5/MD 245.  Sidewalks are provided adjacent to 

the signalized intersections and pedestrian traffic is present.  Crosswalks and countdown signals 

are provided at adjacent intersections. Air quality receptors are generally assessed where the 

general public has access.  Approximately 73 air quality receptors locations were modeled 

adjacent to the two intersections, representing sidewalk areas.  Receptors were modeled at 

approximately 10m intervals along each leg of the intersection where vehicles queue (approach 

links).  A receptor height of 1.8m was used to represent the average height of inhalation for a 

human.  

 
The air quality analysis indicates that the carbon monoxide (CO) emissions resulting from the 

implementation of the No-Build or any build alternative would not result in a violation of the 

NAAQS’s for the 1-hour CO concentration of 35 ppm or for the 8-hour CO concentration of 9 

ppm at any air quality receptor locations in either analysis year. The results of the design year 

projections for both intersections indicate none of the alternatives would cause the CO 

concentrations to exceed the NAAQS of 35 ppm (1-hour) or 9 ppm (8-hour) (Table III-5).   

 

MSAT Analysis 

FHWA’s Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents requires analysis of 

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) under specific conditions.  The US EPA has designated six 

prioritized MSATs (Benzene, Acrolein, Formaldehyde, 1,3-Butadiene, Acetaldehyde, and Diesel 

Exhaust) which are probable carcinogens or can cause chronic respiratory effects.  Per SHA 

traffic analysis, the Build traffic volumes (ADT) and truck percentages are equal to the No-Build 

traffic volumes (ADT) and truck percentages.  Also, traffic volumes are less that 140,000 Annual 

Average Daily Traffic (AADT).  Therefore, this would be categorized as a “minor widening 

project(s) and new interchange(s, such as those) that replace(s) a signalized intersection on a 
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surface street”…“that serves to improve operations of highway…without adding substantial new 

capacity or creating a facility that is likely to meaningfully increase emissions.”  The MD 5 

project would be considered a Project with Low Potential MSAT’s effects. Because SHA 

traffic analysis demonstrates that the Build traffic volumes (ADT) and truck percentages are 

equal to the No-Build traffic volumes (ADT) and truck percentages, the MD 5 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 CAA criteria pollutants and has not been linked to 

any special MSATs concerns. Section 176(c) of the CAA and the federal conformity rule require 

that transportation plans and programs conform to the intent of the State Implementation Plan 

(SIP) through a regional analysis in PM2.5 non-attainment areas.  The MD 5 project is located in 

St. Mary’s County and is not designated as non-attainment for PM2.5. 

 

Conclusions 
From the results of the air quality analyses, it has been determined that construction and use of 

any of the proposed alternatives will not exceed the NAAQS for CO, and an improvement in the 

air quality is predicted at all of the modeled intersections for the Build alternatives. The MD 5 

project will not result in any adverse impact to air quality.  
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Table III-5 MD 5/MD 243 Intersection Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 
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Table III-6 MD 5/MD 245 Intersection Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 
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E. Noise Conditions 

In order to best analyze the study area, a total of 9 noise sensitive areas (NSA) were identified.  

The NSA’s were developed to best represent the various land-uses along MD 5 between logical 

physical features or changes to land-use within the corridor.   

 

A highway noise analysis was conducted to identify the existing and future sound levels as they 

relate to the MD 5 study area.  To determine the extent that the area is impacted by highway 

traffic noise a Traffic Noise Model was developed using the latest version of FHWA’s Traffic 

Noise Model (TNM 2.5).  Ambient sound level measurements were taken on May 28 & 29, 

2008, however   the highway noise analysis was completed in accordance with the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA) Noise Impact Criteria and the Maryland State Highway 

Administration (SHA) Noise Policy (July 2011). Fourteen (14) locations for the measurements 

were identified and approved by SHA prior to the field work.  A total of thirteen (13) 

measurements were conducted, including two 24-hour measurements and eleven 20-minute 

short-term measurements.  One of the approved short-term measurement locations was not used 

due to construction activities occurring during the measurement period.  The 20-minute short-

term measurements were conducted as close to the PM peak-traffic period as reasonable.    All of 

the 20-minute sessions coincided with 20-minute traffic monitoring sessions.   

 

Upon completion of the sound measurements and traffic counts, a traffic noise model was 

developed for the study area, inputting all pertinent roadways, terrain and shielding elements that 

characterize the study area's noise environment.  Each ambient sound measurement location was 

represented in the model by a TNM modeled receiver. 

 

Using the validated TNM model as a base, existing 2007 traffic volumes were input into TNM to 

establish the existing noise levels for MD 5.  Additional modeled receivers were placed to 

determine the 66 dBA impact limits for each alternative.   

 

A separate TNM model was developed for each of the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study.  

The TNM models were built from the TNM Validation Model as the base condition for MD 5.  
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Roadways, terrain lines, ground cover, and other components of the TNM model were updated 

accordingly for each Alternative.  Based on the TNM Model, sound levels at the modeled and 

monitored receiver locations were identified.  Environmental Traffic provided by the SHA 

Travel Forecasting and Analysis Division was used in modeling the peak traffic sound levels for 

this study.  Level-of-Service D traffic volumes and associated operating speeds for the future no-

build condition and build alternatives were used, unless the future LOS was C or better. 

 

1. Noise Effects 

The results of the analysis show that the first row receivers along MD 5 experience decibel levels 

of 66 dBA or greater under existing conditions.  By the year 2030 the noise levels are predicted 

to increase between 0 and 3 dBA due to traffic growth. 

 

A total of nine (9) NSAs were identified and evaluated for each of the Alternatives Retained for 

Detailed Study for the MD 5 study area.  Each of the alternatives was analyzed to determine the 

change in the noise environment, between the 2030 No-Build (Alternative 1) noise levels and the 

2030 Build Alternatives (Table III-7).   

 

In areas where the noise abatement criteria was reached or exceeded, noise abatement measures 

were considered.  Due to the multiple driveways, business access, pedestrian issues, or proximity 

to intersections, none of the noise abatement measures for the impacted NSA’s were found to 

meet the reasonableness or feasibility criteria to warrant further consideration.  Therefore, noise 

mitigation is not recommended for further consideration as part of the MD 5 Leonardtown 

Project Planning Study. 
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Table III-7: Noise Analysis Summary 
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R-01 57 59 59 60 60 60 61 61 E 

R-02 65 68 68 68 68 68 69 69 E 

R-03 62 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 G 

R-04 69 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 G 

R-05* 52 54 54 54 54 55 55 55 B 

R-06* 53 56 56 56 56 56 56 57 B 

R-07 61 63 63 63 63 63 64 64 G 

R-08* 61 63 63 64 64 64 64 64 B 

R-09 69 72 72 72 72 72 73 73 E 

R-10 61 63 63 64 64 64 64 64 E 

R-11 73 74 76 76 76 76 76 76 E 

N
S

A
 2

 

R-12* 57 59 58 59 59 59 59 59 E 

R-13 67 69 69 69 69 69 70 70 E 

R-14* 57 59 59 59 59 59 60 59 E 

R-15 68 71 71 71 71 71 71 71 E 

R-16* 63 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 E 

R-17* 67 69 70 70 70 70 70 70 E 

N
S

A
 3

 

R-18 70 72 73 73 73 73 73 73 E 

R-19 65 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 E 

R-20 62 64 65 65 65 65 65 65 E 

R-21 72 74 74 75 75 75 75 75 E 

R-22 60 61 62 63 63 63 63 63 C 

M-15 67 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 C 

R-23 58 59 60 61 61 61 61 61 C 

R-24 71 72 71 72 72 72 72 72 E 

R-25 66 67 67 68 68 68 68 69 E 

* Second Row Receptor  
** Under Option 2 these receivers were invalidated by the MD 5 horizontal alignment shift  
*** Invalidated due to right-turn lane at MD 245 
Bold number represents sound levels ≥ 72 dBA 
Shaded- meets or exceeds noise impact criteria based on land use.  
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R-26 59 60 61 62 61 61 63 63 G 
R-27 61 62 62 63 62 62 64 64 G 
R-28 69 70 70 71 71 70 71 70 G 
R-29 67 68 68 69 69 68 69 69 G 
R-30* 50 51 52 53 53 52 53 53 G 
R-31 64 65 65 66 66 65 68 68 E 
R-32 74 74 74 75 75 74 75 75 E 
R-33 63 64 65 66 65 64 66 66 E 
R-34* 52 53 53 54 53 53 54 54 B 
R-35* 53 54 55 56 55 55 56 56 B 
R-36 71 72 72 73 73 72 73 73 E 
R-37* 56 57 57 58 58 57 59 59 B 
R-38 72 73 73 73 73 72 73 73 E 
R-39* 61 63 62 63 63 62 64 64 E 
R-40* 49 50 50 51 51 50 51 51 B 
R-41 61 62 62 63 63 62 63 63 B 
R-42 69 70 70 69 69 68 69 69 B 
R-43* 52 53 53 53 53 53 54 54 B 
R-44* 51 52 52 53 53 52 54 54 B 
R-45 59 59 59 60 60 59 61 61 B 
R-46 65 65 66 66 66 66 66 66 B 
R-47 72 72 73 73 73 71 73 73 B 
R-48 64 64 65 65 65 65 66 66 B 

M-01 61 62 61 62 62 62 62 62 B 

N
S

A
 5

 

R-49 68 68 69 69 69 70 70 70 G 
R-50 75 75 76 77 77 N/A** 77 77 G 
R-51 60 61 63 63 63 63 63 63 G 
R-52 74 76 76 75 77 N/A** 77 77 E 
R-53 68 69 69 67 70 70 70 70 E 
R-54 59 61 62 62 62 62 62 62 E 
R-55 73 75 75 74 74 76 74 74 E 
R-56 74 75 75 75 75 N/A** 75 75 E 
R-57 68 69 69 69 69 70 69 69 G 
R-58 71 72 72 73 73 75 73 73 G 
R-59 61 62 63 64 64 64 65 65 G 
R-60 74 74 74 74 74 N/A** 74 74 G 
R-61 63 64 64 64 64 67 65 65 G 
R-62 72 72 72 72 72 73 72 72 G 

* Second Row Receptor  
** Under Option 2 these receivers were invalidated by the MD 5 horizontal alignment shift  
*** Invalidated due to right-turn lane at MD 245 
Bold number represents sound levels ≥ 72 dBA 
Shaded- meets or exceeds noise impact criteria based on land use.  
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R-63* 63 63 63 64 64 63 64 64 B 

R-64* 58 59 59 60 60 60 60 60 B 

M-02 73 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 B 

M-03* 58 59 60 61 61 61 61 61 B 

R-65 73 73 73 74 74 73 74 74 B 

R-66 65 66 65 67 67 67 68 68 B 

R-67* 58 59 61 62 61 61 62 62 B 

M-05* 59 60 62 62 62 61 62 62 B 

R-68 64 65 65 66 65 65 66 66 B 

M-04 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 B 

R-69* 58 59 61 61 60 60 60 61 B 

R-70 62 63 64 64 63 63 64 64 B 

M-06 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 B 

R-71* 57 58 60 60 59 59 60 60 B 

M-07* 60 60 62 62 61 61 62 62 B 

R-72* 57 58 60 60 59 58 59 59 B 

R-73 73 74 74 74 75 74 75 75 B 

R-74 63 63 64 63 63 63 63 63 B 

R-75* 53 54 56 56 55 55 56 55 C 

M-08 70 71 71 71 70 71 71 71 E 

R-76 57 57 59 58 58 58 59 59 E 

R-77* 56 57 58 58 58 58 58 58 C 

R-78* 63 54 56 56 55 56 56 55 C 

R-79 73 74 74 74 74 74 75 74 E 

R-80* 60 61 62 62 61 62 62 61 E 

R-81 64 65 65 66 66 66 66 66 E 

R-82* 58 59 60 60 60 60 60 60 E 

R-83* 59 61 61 62 61 61 61 62 E 

R-84 73 74 74 74 74 74 N/A*** 74 E 

R-85* 68 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 E 

* Second Row Receptor  
** Under Option 2 these receivers were invalidated by the MD 5 horizontal alignment shift  
*** Invalidated due to right-turn lane at MD 245 
Bold number represents sound levels ≥ 72 dBA 
Shaded- meets or exceeds noise impact criteria based on land use.   
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R-86 72 73 73 73 73 74 73 73 C 

M-10 70 71 71 72 72 72 72 72 B 

R-87 62 63 63 63 63 64 64 64 B 

R-88 68 69 69 69 69 69 70 70 B 

M-11* 59 60 61 61 61 61 61 62 B 

R-89 72 73 74 74 74 74 74 74 E 

R-90 62 63 64 64 64 64 65 65 B 

R-91 73 74 75 75 75 75 75 75 B 

M-13 69 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 B 

R-92* 59 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 B 

R-93* 60 62 62 63 63 65 66 63 B 

R-94* 65 66 67 67 67 67 67 67 B 

R-95 66 68 68 68 68 67 69 68 B 

R-96 72 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 B 

N
S

A
 8

 

R-97 67 70 69 69 70 69 70 70 C 

R-98 69 71 71 71 71 70 72 72 C 

R-99 69 72 72 72 72 72 71 72 G 

R-100 60 63 62 63 63 63 64 64 G 

M-12 66 68 68 68 68 68 67 68 G 

N
S

A
 9

 

R-101* 62 65 65 65 65 66 67 65 C 

R-102 63 65 65 65 65 63 66 65 C 

R-103 67 70 70 70 70 69 71 70 C 

M-14 69 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 C 

R-104* 57 58 59 59 59 58 59 59 C 

R-105 70 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 C 

R-106* 53 55 55 56 55 55 56 56 C 

R-107 56 59 59 59 59 59 60 60 C 

R-108 63 66 66 66 66 66 67 67 C 

R-109 68 71 71 71 71 71 71 71 C 

* Second Row Receptor  
** Under Option 2 these receivers were invalidated by the MD 5 horizontal alignment shift  
*** Invalidated due to right-turn lane at MD 245 
Bold number represents sound levels ≥ 72 dBA 
Shaded- meets or exceeds noise impact criteria based on land use.  
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F. Hazardous Materials 

 

A hazardous substance is defined as any material that poses a threat to human health and/or the 

environment.  These materials are by-products that can pose a substantial or potential hazard to 

human health or the environment when improperly managed.  To identify and account for the 

municipal, industrial, and residual waste materials within the study area, an Initial Site 

Assessment (ISA) was conducted in 2009 and updated with a state agency record review and 

another site reconnaissance of the project area to note changes or evidence of poor management 

in 2011. 

 

Thirty sites within the project limits were reviewed for potential hazardous waste management 

concerns using SHA’s Project Impact Ranking Criteria (PIRC).  These sites were placed into one 

of five categories, from a “low” impact potential of 5 to a “high” impact potential of 1.  Fifteen 

sites, shown in Table III-8 should be investigated further.   

 

Roadway improvements will involve “sliver” takes and displacements at several properties 

within the corridor.  If designs are modified to include additional portions of the properties, then 

these additional areas may require further evaluation.  Therefore, based on the information 

obtained to date and the latest engineering designs, the potential concerns and recommendations 

for further studies to prove contamination at each site are described in Table III-9. 

 

Should the required ROW impact/displace any structures, a hazardous materials survey should 

be completed to determine if there are mercury containing thermostats, switches, and florescent 

lights and PCB containing ballasts in the buildings.  Asbestos inspections are also recommended 

to determine if asbestos-containing building materials are present in any structures that will be 

acquired as part of this roadway project. 

 

Impacts were evaluated through a review of Preliminary Engineering Design drawings dated 

January 2009.  This information is summarized in Table III-9. 
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Table III-8: Hazardous Waste Sites within the Study Area  

SHA 
RANKING SITE REC PSI RECOMMENDATIONS 

High – 
1 

Site #2 – 
Dash In Foods, 
Inc. 

 Four previous USTs removed and 
contaminated soils and groundwater 
documented 

 Previous automobile service activities 
involved the use of hazardous 
materials 

 Six existing USTs  

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis within the proposed ROW 

 If the existing tanks will be impacted 
by this project, then the tank(s) 
should be removed in accordance 
with appropriate MDE requirements 

High – 
1 

Site #3 – 
Former State 
Roads 
Commission 
Garage 

 Historical LUST site with 7 previous 
USTs reportedly removed 

 Piping observed  
 Previous automobile service activities 

involved the use of hazardous 
materials 

 Additional research to obtain UST 
closure documentation and then soil 
borings and soil sampling and 
analysis within the proposed ROW 

High – 
1 

Site #4 – 
Antiques and 
Gifts 

 A previous UST removed  around 
1989 

 Previous drycleaning operations 
involved the use of hazardous 
materials 

 500-gallon diesel AST associated with 
the pumping station 

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis within the proposed ROW 

High – 
1 

Site #6 – 
Sunoco Gas 
Station 

 Five previous USTs with documented 
soil and groundwater contamination. 
Case closed by MDE in 2009 

 Three existing USTs 
 Two existing ASTs 
 Monitoring wells observed 
 Improper waste disposal observed  

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis or Special Provisions to 
address potential groundwater 
contamination if groundwater is 
encountered during construction  

 If existing tanks will be impacted, 
then the tanks should be removed in 
accordance with appropriate MDE 
requirements 

High – 
1 

Site #7 – 
Vacant Wooded 
Property  Vent pipe  

 Geophysical survey to evaluate 
subsurface conditions.  If USTs are 
identified, then the tank should be 
removed in accordance with 
appropriate MDE requirements 

Listed Site – 
2 

Site #10 – 
Vacant 
Commercial 
Property 

 Two previous USTs, one with 
documented soil and groundwater 
contamination 

 Possible fill/vent pipe  
 Stockpiled materials (sand/sandy soils 

and asphalt) 

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis within the proposed ROW 

 Building interior should be inspected 
to evaluate if the fill/vent pipe 
observed along the eastern exterior 
wall is associated with an AST 

 If the stockpiled materials will be 
impacted, then a clean fill 
determination is recommended 
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SHA 
RANKING SITE REC PSI RECOMMENDATIONS 

High – 
1 

Site #11 – 
Vacant Gas 
Station 

 Four previous USTs removed and 
MDE considers the case closed 

 Previous automobile service activities 
involved the use of hazardous 
materials 

 Three UST vent pipes and remnants of 
fuel island  

 Geophysical survey to evaluate 
subsurface conditions.  If USTs are 
identified, then these tanks should be 
removed in accordance with 
appropriate MDE requirements. 

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis within proposed ROW 

Listed Site – 
2 

Site #12 – 
Waring-Ahern 
Insurance 

 Two previous USTs with documented 
soil contamination and MDE considers 
the case closed 

 Former bulk AST 
 Previous operations included an oil 

supply business and service station 

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis within proposed ROW 

Listed Site – 
2 

Site #13 – 
Guy Distributing 
and Trucking 

 Two previous USTs with documented 
soil and groundwater contamination 
and MDE considers the case closed 

 Three existing ASTs 

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis within proposed ROW or 
Special Provisions should be 
prepared to address potential 
groundwater contamination if 
groundwater is encountered during 
construction activities 

High – 
1 

Site #15 – 
St. Paul’s 
Cemetery 

 Potential for groundwater and soil 
contamination (formaldehyde, arsenic) 
at grave sites from former embalming 
activities 

 Soil characterization for suspected 
contaminants in the vicinity of the 
grave sites or prepare Special 
Provisions to address potential 
impact if encountered during 
construction activities 

High – 
1 

Site #20 – 
St. Mary’s 
Nursing Center  Existing UST  

 Existing AST 
 Two unknown pipes 

 Geophysical survey to evaluate 
subsurface conditions.  If USTs are 
identified, then tanks should be 
removed in accordance with 
appropriate MDE requirements 

 Additional research to evaluate use of 
the monitoring well  

High – 
1 

Site #22 – 
Leonardtown 
Service Center  Nine previous USTs and one oil water 

separator tank with documented soil 
and groundwater contamination and 
MDE considers the case closed 

 Two existing ASTs 
 Current operations use hazardous 

materials 

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis or Special Provisions should 
be prepared to address potential 
groundwater contamination if 
groundwater is encountered during 
construction activities 

 If existing tanks will be impacted, 
then the tank(s) should be removed in 
accordance with appropriate MDE 
requirements 
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SHA 
RANKING SITE REC PSI RECOMMENDATIONS 

High – 
1 

Site #25 – 
Shell Gas 
Station and 
Car Wash 

 Six previous USTs with documented 
soil and groundwater contamination 
and MDE considers the case closed 

 One heating oil UST removed in April 
2010 though no confirmatory soil 
sampling analytical results available 

 Five existing USTs 
 Previous service stations activities 

involved the use of hazardous 
materials 

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis  

 If existing tanks will be impacted, 
then the tank(s) should be removed in 
accordance with appropriate MDE 
requirements 

High – 
1 

Site #26 – 
Former 
Mattingly’s 
Texaco 

 Eight previous USTs with documented 
groundwater and soil contamination 
and MDE considers the case closed 

 Previous service stations activities 
involved the use of hazardous 
materials 

 Soil borings and soil sampling and 
analysis within proposed ROW 

Listed Site – 
2 

Site #28 – 
Winegardner Motors 

 Two existing ASTs 
 Potential UST located approximately 

150 feet west of MD 326/Washington 
Street 

 None at this time 

AST =  Aboveground Storage Tank 
LUST =  Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
MDE =  Maryland Department of the Environment 
ROW =  Right-of-Way 
UST =  Underground Storage Tank 
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Table III-9: Hazardous Waste Site Impacts by Alternative 
 

SITE 
ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS 

ALT 2 ALT 3 ALT 4 ALT 4 
OPTION 2 

ALT 4 
OPTION 3 

ALT 4 
OPTION 4 

Site #2 – Dash In Foods, Inc. X X X X X X 
Site #3 – Former State Roads Commission 
Garage X X X X X X 

Site #4 – Antiques and Gifts X X X X X X 
Site #6 – Sunoco Gas Station D D D D D D 
Site #7 – Vacant Wooded Property X X X X X X 
Site #10 – Vacant Commercial Property  D D D D D  
Site #11 – Vacant Gas Station  D D D D D 
Site #12 – Waring-Ahern Insurance, Inc.  D D D D D 
Site #13 – Guy Distributing and Trucking  D D D D D 
Site #15 – St. Paul’s Cemetery X X X X X X 
Site #20 – St. Mary’s Nursing Center X X X X X X 
Site #22 – Leonardtown Service Station D D D D D D 
Site #25 – Shell Gas Station and Car Wash D D D D D D 
Site #26 – Former Mattingly’s Texaco X X X X X X 
Site #28 – Winegardner Motors       

 
X – Site impacted by alternative 
D – Site impacted by alternative with structure displacements 
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Figure III-9 

Figure III-9: Map of Hazardous Waste Sites within the Study Area
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G. Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis (ICE) 

1. Scoping 

The ICE was conducted in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1508.25(c)) and Maryland State 

Highway Administration (MD SHA) guidelines.  The ICE is required to investigate all past, 

present and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  Secondary impacts are those reasonably 

foreseeable impacts occurring after the construction of the project, due to development that is 

dependent upon the project’s alternatives.  Cumulative effects are those incremental impacts on 

the environment, which result from the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertake 

such actions.  ICE Scoping involved identifying environmental resources in the project area and 

ICE issues for consideration, such as data availability, geographic boundaries and time frames 

for analysis.  The following sections have been prepared from the MD 5 ICE Technical Report. 

 

a) Resources 

In order to determine which environmental resources should be considered in the ICE analysis, 

the resources that would be directly impacted by the project’s proposed improvement alternatives 

were identified.  The resources directly impacted by the project form the basis for resources that 

are examined in the ICE analysis.  In addition, the availability of the data (and the quality of the 

available data) to quantify and characterize the resources was evaluated. 

 

The proposed project improvements involve improvements along the existing road alignment, 

primarily safety and operation improvements at existing intersections.  Therefore, the MD 5 

direct impact area (limits of disturbance) used in the ICE analysis was defined as the outermost 

boundary of the area defined by overlaying the individual limits of disturbance associated with 

each proposed alternative.  This composite area is defined as the “Maximum Proposed Level of 

Disturbance” for the MD 5 Project (Figure III-12) and the direct impacts associated with this 

area represent the potential maximum direct impacts associated with the proposed MD 5 project.  
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The resources directly impacted within the MD 5 project’s Maximum Proposed Level of 

Disturbance were identified as listed in Table III-10.  The data for these resources have been 

determined to be available and relatively easy to access, based on the efforts conducted for the 

project’s EAF document.  Table III-10 also identifies representative sub-boundaries for each 

resource.  The corresponding sub-boundaries used to represent the resources and to form the 

overall ICE geographic boundary. 
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Table III-10: ICE Analysis Resources and Effects 
 

POTENTIAL RESOURCES INCORPORATION 
INTO ICE 

RATIONALE 
FOR INCLUSION REPRESENTATIVE SUB-BOUNDARY USED 

SOCIOECONOMIC 

Communities  Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects, 
including 
displacements, new 
development, and 
community 
cohesion impacts 

Leonardtown municipal boundary, Planning Areas 
(zoning districts for residential/commercial 
development, Leonardtown Development District, 
Priority Funding Areas), Water and Sewer Service 
Areas 
[Census tract/block boundaries were determined too 
large to be effective for the rural area and no traffic 
areas of influence have been identifies outside of the 
defined project limits so these boundaries were 
determined not applicable for the ICE Analysis] 

Park and Recreation Facilities Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects 

Same as sub-boundaries used for community 
resources [no regional park district exists in the vicinity 
and boundaries for these resources/facilities are 
scattered throughout the project area and the 
surrounding region so these boundaries were 
determined not applicable for the ICE Analysis] 

CULTURAL 

Historic Sites and Structures 
listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) 

Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects 

Same as sub-boundaries used for community 
resources [no historic district exists in the vicinity and 
boundaries for these resources are scattered 
throughout the project area and the surrounding region 
so these boundaries were determined not applicable 
for the ICE Analysis] 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

Floodplains Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects 

McIntosh Run and Town Run subwatersheds 

Surface Water Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects 

McIntosh Run and Town Run subwatersheds 

Wetlands/Non-Tidal Wetlands of 
Special State Concern (WSSC)  

Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects 

McIntosh Run and Town Run subwatersheds 

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area  Yes Indirect Effects McIntosh Run and Town Run subwatersheds 

Terrestrial Habitat/Forest 
Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) Habitat 

Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects 

McIntosh Run and Town Run subwatersheds 

Agricultural Lands/Farmland 
Soils 

Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects 

McIntosh Run and Town Run subwatersheds 

Forest lands and Green 
Infrastructure 

Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects 

McIntosh Run and Town Run subwatersheds 

100-foot Buffer for Rare, 
Threatened, or Endangered 
(RTE) Species (buffer area 
around wetlands that support 
RTE Species) 

Yes Direct and/or 
Indirect Effects 

McIntosh Run and Town Run subwatersheds 

 
 
b) ICE Time Frames 

Past and future ICE time frames were established to determine the appropriate “temporal 

boundary” in which to conduct the ICE analysis.  For the MD 5 Leonardtown Project Planning 

Study, the years 1990 to 2030 are defined as the ICE temporal boundary as described below. 
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The past time frame determination was based on data that include events in the historic context 

of the study area that may have influenced population and land use changes.   
 
Figure III-10:  Percent Population Change from Previous Decade shows the rate of growth within 

each decade for Maryland, St. Mary’s County, and Leonardtown.  While the rate of population 

change for the state has been fairly stable and always positive, indicating steady growth, in the 

mid-1940s the population in both the county and town made significant increases – far greater 

than the state’s growth.  This rapid regional and local growth can be directly attributed to the 

construction and development of the Naval Air Station – Paxtuent River (NASPR).  Growth 

continued to occur after this time, albeit at a smaller rate, as the NASPR complex grew.  The 

growth rate for Leonardtown was particularly slower than the county growth rate from 1970 to 

Figure III-10:Percent Population Change from Previous Decade 1 

1 Sources for demographic information include: 
 Leonardtown Comprehensive Land Use Plan (2004) and Comprehensive Plan (2010) 
 Leonardtown Water and Sewer Master Plan (2003) 
 Maryland Department of Planning State Data Center (revised November 2010 Projections) 
 St. Mary’s County Comprehensive Water and Sewerage Plan (2003) 
 Quality Of Life In St. Mary's County – A Strategy For The 21st Century (Comprehensive Plan, amended 2003, revised 

and adopted March 2010) 
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1990 due in part to the gradual shift of government offices from downtown Leonardtown to a 

complex outside of town that affected the overall development in the downtown business center.  

However, with the major expansions of the NASPR complex associated with the BRAC in the 

mid-1990s, the development of the Leonardtown campus of the College of Southern Maryland, 

the refurbishment of the two town squares and other focused public land enhancements, along 

with the construction of large residential developments, the rate of growth in Leonardtown has 

picked-up in the last two decades and has exceeded both the state’s and county’s growth rates. 

 

Table III-11 summarizes the 10-year growth rate in employment for the state and the county 

(similar data for the Town of Leonardtown, the Leonardtown Development District, the Priority 

Funding Areas, and the ICE area are not readily available).  While the labor force growth rate for 

the state was high from 1970 to 1990; it increased at approximately half the rate experienced in 

the county that saw growth ranging from 48.8% to 49.9%.  The labor force grew at a much 

slower rate from 1990 to 2000 in the county and at an even slower rate statewide.  Projections 

indicate slightly increased labor force growth rates after the year 2000 which again include 

higher rates for the county than projected for the state as a whole.  The table also includes the 

number of jobs by place of work for the county that some believe is a better indicator of 

economic conditions.  It is not unexpected that the growth rates for the county labor force and 

jobs would exceed the statewide rate given the rural nature of the area and the relatively low 

population where any growth in the county’s labor force or jobs by work place would appear to 

be a large increase over the lower existing estimates.  In addition, the county is home to the large 

NASPR that has been attracting many high tech industries while also offering a relatively good 

quality of life with many opportunities for recreation along the large shoreline. 
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Table III-11: Employment Trends, 1970 – 2040 
 

YEAR 
MARYLAND’S 

LABOR 
FORCE 

10-YEAR 
RATE OF 
CHANGE 

ST. MARY’S 
COUNTY 
LABOR 
FORCE 

10-YEAR 
RATE OF 
CHANGE 

ST. MARY’S 
COUNTY 
JOBS BY 

PLACE OF 
WORK 

10-YEAR 
RATE OF 
CHANGE 

HISTORICAL 

1970 1,655,695 --- 18,404 --- 19,164 --- 

1980 2,108,296 27.3% 27,376 48.8% 21,211 10.7% 

1990 2,639,896 25.2% 41,046 49.9% 35,990 69.7% 

2000 2,769,525 4.9% 46,032 12.1% 48,952 36.0% 

PROJECTED 

2010 3,123,710 12.8% 54,370 18.1% 63,200 29.1% 

2020 3,323,360 10.4% 64,410 18.5% 72,000 13.9% 

2030 3,435,090 3.4% 73,420 14.0% 77,900 8.2% 

2040 3,579,310 4.2% 80,770 10.0% 83,100 6.7% 
 

 Sources:  “Labor Force” – Demographic and Socio-economic Outlook (MDP 2012 – projections prepared November 2010) 
and “Jobs by Place of Work” – Total Full and Part-time Jobs by Industry (MDP 2012 – projections prepared June 2011) 

 “Labor Force” refers to the total number of persons, 16 years of age and older, classified as "employed" or "unemployed” 
counted by place of residence. 

 “Jobs by Place of Work” refers to number of persons on individual employer payrolls, counted by place of work 
 
Based on the past events and comparatively large increases in population within Leonardtown 

when compared to St. Mary’s County as a whole, the year 1990 is defined as the past ICE time 

frame for the project.  The two decades between 1990 and 2010 mark a period of various 

changes that had and will continue to have major long-term effects on the Leonardtown area and 

reverse the slow economic decline and stagnation of population that was experienced by the 

town through the 1970s and 1980s.  These include:  construction of the MD 5 Bypass (1990), 

major expansion of the NASPR complex (late 1990s), establishment of the College of Southern 

Maryland Leonardtown campus (1997), identification of Leonardtown as a Priority Funding 

Area (1998), refurbishment of the town squares (1998), development of public park and 

waterfront lands (2008 to 2010), and construction of large residential developments (on-going). 

 

The future time frame was determined using the project’s design year, 2030.  Population 

projections for the Town of Leonardtown are available for this period (see Table III-12) but they 

have not been updated using current (2010) U.S. Census data and do not reflect the revised 
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(increased) projections made by the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) for St. Mary’s 

County.  The year 2030 represents the outer future limit for reasonably foreseeable future 

actions.  The ICE analysis is based on future population and land use management assumptions 

in addition to planned transportation improvements and land development activities.   

 

c) ICE Geographic Boundary 

Using the environmental resources that would be affected by direct and indirect impacts of 

project as a guide, multiple resource boundaries were reviewed to determine appropriate ICE 

sub-boundaries that would be used to create a single ICE Boundary.  The initial sub-boundaries 

considered included watersheds, census tracts, area of traffic influence, state and local planning 

areas (including zoning, Priority Funding Areas, and county-designated Development District), 

and water/sewer service areas.  The applicable sub-boundaries were identified and overlaid with 

each other using GIS analytical tools.  This allowed the boundaries to be joined to create a single 

ICE boundary in which all indirect and cumulative effects were analyzed, see Figure III-11. 

 

(1) Watershed Boundaries 
Watershed or subwatershed boundaries were used in the ICE analysis to assess impacts to natural 

resources such as floodplains, streams, wetlands, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area, forest lands, 

wildlife habitat, species of concern (buffer areas), and farmland soils.  The subwatershed 

boundaries were established by identifying the Maryland Department of Natural Resources’ 8-

digit subwatersheds completely or partially within the MD 5 project limits. 

 

The MD 5 project area is in the Breton Bay watershed (02140104) of the Lower Potomac River 

watershed.  Specifically, the ICE project area is encompassed by the Lower McIntosh Run 

subwatershed (includes bottomland drainage area and the tributaries of Nelson Run, Miski Run, 

and Greenhill Run), the Town Run subwatershed, portions of the Glebe Run and McIntosh Run 

headwaters subwatersheds, and portions of the shoreline direct drainage to Breton Bay.  These 

subwatershed areas drain to the northern section of the bay at the southern border of the Town of 

Leonardtown and they make up over a quarter of the bay’s total watershed.  Table III-13 

summarizes the land areas making up the bay’s watershed and those drainage areas 

(subwatersheds) of the bay’s watershed which encompass the MD 5 project area.  The natural 

resources represented by watershed boundaries include the following: 
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 100-Year Floodplains – areas defined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) mapping. 

 Wetlands – areas identified for the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) and MDNR GIS 

data base, along with wetland areas delineated as part of the MD 5 project studies.  

Includes wetlands identified as “Nontidal Wetlands of Special State Concern,” by the 

MDE and MDNR. 

 Chesapeake Bay Critical Area – land within 1,000 feet of the bay’s shoreline as defined 

by the Chesapeake Bay Protection Act of 1984 (amended 2002) which requires counties 

and municipalities to implement a land use and resource management program designed 

to mitigate water pollution impacts and loss of natural habitat, while accommodating 

development. 

 Potential Habitat for Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species (FIDS) – areas identified by 

the MDNR Landscape and Watershed Division and Natural Heritage Program 

(conservation of habitat is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area including 

incorporating avoidance/minimization efforts into development plans and considering 

mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts in accordance with “A Guide to the 

Conservation of Forest Interior Dwelling Birds in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.”) 

(2) Buffered Areas for Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Habitat – areas identified by the 

MDNR, Wildlife and Heritage Service (Sensitive Species Project Review Areas that generally 

include, but do not specifically delineate, such regulated areas as Natural Heritage Areas, 

Wetlands of Special State Concern, Colonial Waterbird Colonies, and Habitat Protection Areas). 

 
Census tract boundaries are recommended under SHA guidelines to define boundaries 

representing socio-economic resources and communities affected by the project.  The 

Leonardtown area is rural and the census tracts and block groups for this area are large, 

extending over large swaths of undeveloped lands beyond the municipal and planning area 

borders.  The rural nature of these large tracts and block groups limits the ability to identify the 

geographical location of population growth within the project’s potential ICE area.  Therefore, it 

was determined that the municipal boundary would be a more appropriate ICE sub-boundary for 

socioeconomic and community resources than the large census tracts and block groups. 
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(3) Area of Traffic Influence 

The Area of Traffic Influence (ATI) is the geographic extent to which the project will affect 

traffic levels on nearby roadways.  Typically Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) delineated 

by state and/or local transportation officials for tabulating traffic-related data (e.g., journey-to-

work and place-of-work statistics) are used to create the ATI for a project.  The Metropolitan 

Washington Council of Governments has developed TAZs for the Washington Metropolitan area 

that extends into St. Mary’s County.  Given the rural nature of the county, three large TAZ’s 

(1178, 1179, and 1182) encompass the project area and they extend well beyond the municipal 

and planning area boundaries of Leonardtown.   

 

It has also been determined that the MD 5 project will not have any immediate or long term 

effect on traffic levels on nearby roads.  The project is not increasing the overall capacity of the 

roadway and there are no nearby parallel routes to MD 5 that would be affected by the diversion 

of traffic to a new improved MD 5.  The project is a proposed on-line improvement project in 

response to ongoing and anticipated growth that would occur with or without the proposed 

improvements and it is not expected to affect traffic on the existing connecting routes.  However, 

the installation of any new traffic signals along the new improved section of roadway may 

encourage travelers accessing (or exiting) the MD 5 corridor to use the new signalized 

intersections.  Therefore, the connecting roads at any future signalized intersections would need 

to be evaluated to assess changes in traffic volumes on these roads.  The Leonardtown 

Transportation Plan (2004) proposed two new signals in this section of the MD 5 corridor:  one 

at the entrance to the proposed Clark Farm Residential Subdivision (where the proposed Tudor 

Farm entrance is also recommended – see Figure III-16:  Proposed Local Development and 

Transportation Improvements) and one at the existing intersection of MD 5 and Abell and 

Moakley Streets. 

 

(4) State and Local Planning Areas 
Planning areas can be used to define boundaries representing socio-economic resources and 

communities affected by the project.  St. Mary’s County is located at the southern end of a 

peninsula, southeast of Washington D.C.  With Calvert and Charles Counties, the three counties 

make up the region referred to as the Tri-County area or Southern Maryland.  The county is 
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home to the NASPR and to over 200 high-tech defense contractors.  These facilities are primarily 

in the county-defined Lexington Park Development District, approximately 12 miles east of 

Leonardtown by way of MD 5, MD 4, and MD 235.  It is assumed that for the foreseeable future 

the high tech economic development occurring within the county’s two development districts, 

Lexington Park and Leonardtown, will be the primary influence on growth and development in 

the county.  Given this, the special land planning areas that may guide and influence future land 

development in the vicinity of the MD 5 project area are those primarily within the central 

portion of St. Mary’s County.  These areas include the following. 

 

 Priority Funding Areas (PFA) – PFAs are existing communities and places where local 

governments want state investment to support future growth (as per the Smart Growth 

Priority Funding Areas Act of 1997).  The Leonardtown PFA includes a Municipality 

PFA, a County Certified PFA, and a PFA Comment Area.  The MD 5 project area is 

located within the Leonardtown PFA.  This PFA also includes a Designated 

Neighborhood Revitalization Area in the older portion of the town. 

 Target Investment Zone (TIZ) – TIZs are specific priority areas intended to attract private 

investment using incentives available through the Maryland Heritage Preservation and 

Tourism Areas Program.  A portion of Leonardtown includes a TIZ that is identified for 

additional planned downtown development/redevelopment.  It is located southwest of 

MD 5 and the project area and extends from McIntosh Run to just east of the downtown 

area.  An associated project includes the recently completed Leonardtown Streetscape.  

This project included improvements to MD 5 Business from the MD 5/MD 245 

intersection east to where the roadway intersects MD 5 again near the St. Mary’s Ryken 

High School. 

 Development District - Development Districts are designated by St. Mary’s County in the 

Comprehensive Plan (2003/2010) as areas where the county will direct and encourage 

development as part of its growth management strategy.  Leonardtown District is one of 

two districts in the county (Lexington Park is the second and larger District).  The 

Leonardtown Development District includes the area east of the municipal limits and 

extends to Cedar Lane Road, including portions of the county certified Priority Funding 

Compliance Area. 



 

MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245              Environmental Assessment III-74 

The state and local planning areas that encompass the Town of Leonardtown are surrounded by 

large rural areas that are not targeted for development.  An important principle of the county’s 

new (2010) comprehensive land use plan is the need to focus new development in designated 

growth areas, such as Leonardtown.  The county asserts that this can only be accomplished if 

areas targeted for development are supported by the necessary infrastructure and the extension of 

infrastructure into rural areas (e.g., the extension of public water and sewer service except to 

correct health hazards) is prohibited.  The county plan also notes that maintenance of the rural 

character of the county and protection of sensitive areas and natural resources must be a priority.  

To that end, both the Leonardtown and the county have established zoning districts to implement 

the visions of their respective and compatible land use plans and to adhere to the “Smart, Green 

and Growing” visions of state statutes.  

 

Local zoning districts can be used to represent planning areas and to help define the ICE 

geographic boundary.  In particular, those zoning districts that accommodate residential, 

commercial, and industrial development should be included and those defined as rural 

preservation areas should be excluded.  A large portion of the undeveloped western half of 

Leonardtown is zoned as PUD-M (Planned Unit Development – Mixed Use).  PUD districts 

include a mix of both residential and nonresidential uses and are intended to create unique and 

cohesive communities within the built environment.  Fully developed and maturing cities often 

use PUD for small infill and refill sites.  Large areas surrounding the town have been zoned RPD 

(Rural Preservation District) with the intent to foster agricultural, forestry, mineral resource 

extraction, and aquacultural uses and to protect the land base necessary to support these 

activities. 

 

(5) Sewer/Water Service Areas 

Sewer and water service areas are boundaries identified for existing and future public service and 

can be used as a resource sub-boundary to represent socioeconomic and community resources 

affected by the project.  The current St. Mary’s County Comprehensive Water and Sewerage 

Plan (revised and adopted in January 15, 2008) was developed to implement the growth 

management concepts of the county’s 2002 Comprehensive Plan.  The plan includes various 

service area designations that indicate the status of existing and planned service for all parts of 

the county.  Planned service areas include areas planned for service in the near future (within 
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three to five years) and areas with potential (anticipated development that does not have concept 

approval).  The remaining areas have been identified as “No Planned Service” areas for which no 

community water or sewerage service is planned within ten years. 

 

The town owns and operates a wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), a wastewater collection 

system and a water production and distribution system.  Sewer service is allocated from the 

Leonardtown WWTP plant in accordance with an Inter-jurisdictional Agreement that was signed 

by the town and the Metropolitan Commission on April 25, 1980, to divide the plant’s capacity 

between areas within and beyond town limits.  The Metropolitan Commission’s capacity under 

the agreement for use beyond town limits was fully allocated as of June 2001.  Therefore, no 

further allocations may be made outside town limits until the Leonardtown wastewater treatment 

system is expanded and a separate agreement is executed.  The WWTP capacity is 0.68 mgd and 

it is currently operating at 0.423 mgd (2009).  The town is considering a proposed expansion of 

the plant’s capacity to 0.95 mgd to accommodate planned development, including areas within 

the town’s newly expanded corporate limits.  The town’s longer range plan is to increase the 

plant’s capacity to treat 1.2 mgd with enhanced nutrient removal (ENR) technology. 

 

The town owns and operates a municipal water system consisting of four wells, three elevated 

storage tanks, and a distribution system.  The system’s capacity is rated at 0.750 mgd and the 

2006 demand was 0.420 mgd.  As of December 2006, the town served 1,655 Equivalent 

Dwelling Units (EDU’s) with its water system – 105 of those EDU’s are outside town limits.  

However, the town’s current policy limits new connections to residents and commercial 

establishments located within the corporate limits.  Recently efforts have been initiated to annex 

the Hayden Farm property that is planned to be the site for the new County School Campus.  

These efforts include changing the parcel’s water service category from W-6D (service in six to 

10 years, developer financed) to W-3D (service in three to five years, developer financed).  

Based on projected growth, the town has previously determined that their water system’s present 

permit and well pumping capabilities can support projected growth into the year 2025 but will 

reach capacity before 2030. 
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(6) Overall ICE Geographic Boundary 

The overall MD 5 ICE geographic boundary was established by evaluating and synthesizing the 

appropriate sub-boundaries as shown on Figure III-11.  The ICE analysis involves natural 

environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural resources; however much of the focus in the MD 5 

project area is on the natural environmental resources based on the rural nature of the region.  

Therefore, the subwatershed boundaries form much of the overall ICE Geographic Boundary, 

particularly along the western and northern boundary limits that are encompassed by the Lower 

McIntosh Run subwatershed. 

 

 



 

 

FIGURE ES-2 
 
  

Figure III-11 March 2012 
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The MD 5 ICE geographic boundary also accounts for existing communities (primarily the Town of 

Leonardtown) and future development using municipal boundaries, public water/sewer service areas, 

zoning districts (for residential/commercial development), and state and local planning area designations 

(Priority Funding Areas and Leonardtown Development Districts).  In the vicinity of the Towne Run 

subwatershed there are small portions of planning areas and public water/sewer service areas that extend 

slightly beyond the subwatershed boundaries and the boundaries of these areas are used to define the 

eastern limits of the ICE boundary to ensure all parts of the community and all planned and ongoing land 

development projects are accounted for in the ICE analysis.  It should be noted that the overlays for the 

various types of planning areas, residential/commercial zoning districts, public water/sewer service areas, 

and the municipal boundaries of Leonardtown have relatively similar physical limits, in part due to the 

coordinated efforts of state and local officials as part of the governments’ commitments to Maryland’s 

Smart Growth initiatives.  These planning initiatives are intended to focus public infrastructure funds and 

encourage private investments in areas that support development within the existing town’s corporate and 

public infrastructure limits. 

 

Lastly, the Leonardtown municipal boundary is used to complete and define the southern portion of the 

ICE boundary.  This part of the ICE geographic boundary includes the large Breton Bay Direct Drainage 

subwatershed area that extends along the entire perimeter of the bay outside of the MD 5 project’s 

indirect impact area of influence.  The municipal boundary was determined to be a reasonable limit, given 

the scope of the proposed transportation improvements of MD 5 are within the town’s municipal limits. 

 

d)  INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS AND MITIGATION 

 The following summarizes the approach used for the ICE analysis: 

 

 Trends Analysis:  Trend analysis was used to identify effects overtime, primarily for natural 

resources in the rural project area.  This effort also helped to project future trends and provided 

context to characterize the severity of potential indirect impacts to resources that may already be 

under stress related to past and ongoing actions. 

 Interviews:  Information was gathered from county and town officials (in addition, to information 

in current planning documents) regarding proposed future development within the ICE boundary.  

This information was used to project the location and timing of future development activities that 

could be indirectly influenced by the proposed MD 5 transportation improvements or developed 

concurrently and resulting in cumulative effects on resources. 
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 Overlays:  Overlays off future land development plans were used to identify and quantify 

potential effects on resources in the future. 

e) Background Information 
2. Land Use 

Three land use scenarios (past, existing, and future) were assessed using state and county historic land use 

data and maps to identify trends in the land use and land cover from the past to present time frame for the 

area within the ICE Geographic Boundary.  In addition, land potentially available for development in the 

future was identified by overlaying existing land cover/uses mapping with mapping of proposed local 

development and transportation improvements within the ICE boundary. 

 

a) Past and Present Land Use 
As illustrated in Table III-12 the county overall experienced a sizeable increase in residential areas and a 

steady decline in resource lands (with the exception of barren land) in the 18 years before 1990.  

However, during the 20 years after 1990, the county saw a slowdown in the rate of land development 

even as the population increased. 

 

The MD Department of Planning provides map coverages of the land use/land cover for the years 1973, 

2002, and 2010 as shown on Figure III-12:  Past Land Use/Land Cover.  This figure illustrates the spatial 

distribution of developed and undeveloped areas in the vicinity of the project area and shows the increase 

in development, particularly residential development that was fairly rapid in the last 30+ years but more 

focused to existing urban and town centers like Leonardtown since the 1990’s.  New 

residential/commercial areas are also shown occurring as roadside development along major roadways; 

MD 5, MD 4, and MD 245.  In addition, there was large residential development activity southwest of the 

town just outside of the town limits and along Breton Bay.  This area most likely developed just prior to 

the implementation of state and county growth management initiatives in the later 1990’s because this 

area is outside of targeted growth areas defined by state Priority Funding Areas and county Development 

Districts.  Both forest lands and agricultural lands have reduced through the years but preservation efforts 

for natural areas has slowed the lost for forest lands, particularly in the McIntosh Run watershed.  

Agricultural lands continue to decline in particular in the areas within PFA’s and development districts 

such as those within the Leonardtown area. 
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Table III-12: Historic Land Use/Land Cover Changes in St. Mary’s County 
 

LAND USE 
TYPE 

LAND USE IN ACRES (% OF COUNTY TOTAL) AVERAGE ANNUAL 
% CHANGE  

1973 1990 1997 2002 2010 1973-1990 1990-2010 

Residential 9,390 (4%) 26,494 (11%) 27,194 (12%) 37,588 (16%) 40,059 (17%) +11 +3% 

Non-Residential 7,022 (3%) 8, 540 (4%) 9,795 (4%) 10,655 (5%) 11,587 (5%) +1% +2% 

Total 
Development 

16,411 (7%) 35,034 (15%) 36,989 (16%) 48,242 (21%) 51,647 (22%) +7% +2% 

Agriculture 72,311 (31%) 67,415 (29%) 64,703 (28%) 60,308 (26%) 54,837 (24%) <-1% -1% 

Forest 139,794 (60%) 125,463 (54%) 125,706 (54%) 118,504 (51%) 120,908 (52%) -1% <-1% 

Barren Land 125 (<0.5%) 491 (<0.5%) 839 (<0.5%) 862 (<0.5%) 793 (<0.05%) +17% +3% 

Wetland 2,548 (1%) 2,877 (1%) 2,552 (1%) 2,887 (1%) 2,725 (1%) +1% <-1% 

Total 
Resource Lands 

214,778 (93%) 196,246 (85%) 193,800 (84%) 182,561 (79%) 179.263 (78%) -1% <-1% 

 
Figure III-12 and Figure III-13 illustrate existing land cover and existing land use, respectively.  Table III-

14 summarizes and compares the existing land covers and natural resources within the total Breton Bay 

watershed and the MD 5 ICE geographic area.  Over half of the land within Leonardtown’s municipal 

boundaries is currently farmland or woodland, including a large portion of the western half of town.  Most 

of the undeveloped portions of Leonardtown are within the McIntosh Run drainage area.  Forest lands in 

the Breton Bay watershed, in particular the McIntosh Run watershed, have been identified as important 

natural resource and habitat area by two different programs:  DNR’s Green Infrastructure model and The 

Nature Conservancy's ecoregion-based planning process.  However the McIntosh Run watershed is not a 

state-designated Natural Heritage Area.  
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Figure III-12 
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Figure III-14 
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Table III-13: Existing Land Cover and Resources In ICE Geographic Boundary 
 

LAND COVER/RESOURCE BRETON BAY 
AREA (% OF TOTAL) 

MD 5 ICE  
AREA (% OF TOTAL) 

Total Area, acres 35,265 acres  10,010 acres 

EXISTING LAND USE 

Forest Cover, acres (% of total) 21,760 acres (62%) 1 
24,083 acres (68%) 2 

4,913 acres (49%) 1 
5,478 acres (55%) 2  

Agriculture, acres (% of total) 5,980 acres (17%) 2,210 acres (22%) 

Wetlands, acres (% of total) 2,636 acres (7%) 1 
313 acres (1%) 2 

661 acres (7%) 1 
96 acres (1%) 2  

Urban/Developed, acres (% of total) 4,818 acres (14%) 2,206 acres (22%) 

Other (% of total area) 71 acres (<1%) 20 acres (<1%) 

RESOURCES 

100-Year Floodplain, acres 2,382 acres (7%) 823 acres (8%) 

Surface Water, linear feet 762,576 linear feet 239,372 linear feet 

Non-tidal Wetlands of Special State Concern, acres 142 acres (<1%) 142 acres (1%) 

100-foot buffer for RTE Species, acres 105 acres (<1%) 105 acres (1%) 

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area, acres 2,874 acres (8%) 548 acres (5%) 

Potential FIDS Habitat, acres 14,723 acres(42%) 
(68% of forest cover) 

3,852 acres (38%) 
(70% of forest cover) 

Prime Farmland Soils, acres 4,423 acres (13%) 969 acres (10%) 

Soils of Statewide Importance, acres 13,905 acres (43%) 4,835 acres (48%) 

Green Infrastructure, acres 24,499 acres (69%) 3,239 aces (32%) 
Hub/Corridor Forest 24,400 acres (69%) 3,208 acres (32%) 
Hub/Corridor Marsh 99 acres (<1%) 31 acres (<1%) 

 
1 These numbers exclude forested wetlands in the forest cover acreage and include them in the wetland acreage. 
2 These numbers include forested wetlands in the forest cover acreage and exclude them in the wetland acreage. 
 
While the majority of the Breton Bay watershed is undeveloped and forested, less than 1% of the 

watershed is currently protected for natural resources.  (The Breton Bay Watershed Restoration 

Action Strategy, July 2003).  Agricultural easements and agricultural districts preserved as part 

of the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (MALPF) program together account 

for a few hundred acres of land in the watershed.  No DNR land or Federal land and no 

easements by the Maryland Environmental Trust or private conservation organizations have been 

identified in the bay’s watershed.  However, St. Mary’s County does include some small areas 

identified as forest conservation easements.  The Town of Leonardtown recently established two 

small municipal parks, The Port of Leonardtown at the former SHA property located in the 

McIntosh Run floodplain immediately adjacent to MD 5 and the Wharf Waterfront Park along 
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Breton Bay at the southern tip of Washington Street.  In addition, a county recreational property, 

Miedzinski Park, is located along Hollywood Road at the County Government Complex. 

 

b) Future Land Use and Development Activities 

The continued growth of the PRNAS (and the associated defense contractor industry) is 

anticipated to affect development in the county and Leonardtown for the foreseeable future.  In 

addition, the recreational opportunities associated with 400 miles of shoreline, are expected to 

grow and serve not only the new residential growth in the county but also the nearby urban areas 

of Washington D.C. and Baltimore.  The information on population projections provided in 

Table III-12, indicate continued rapid growth for the county in the coming decades.  The 

projections for Leonardtown are more modest than those for the county, but the town’s 

projections do not reflect the updated (2010) and increased projections provided by the Maryland 

Planning Department for the county (this updated information is not available at the Census 

“place” level).   

 

St. Mary’s County 2010 comprehensive plan includes a Land Use and Growth Management 

Element.  The county’s approach to growth management is to target areas planned for growth to 

receive a majority of residential, commercial and industrial development.  These areas are served 

or proposed to be served with public water and sewer and other infrastructure to meet the needs 

of current and future residents.  Infill development is encouraged, as are compatible design 

criteria and efficient transportation networks to ensure efficient use of land in all growth areas.  

The county plan has defined the Leonardtown Development District to protect the watershed of 

McIntosh Run.  Pockets of development along Point Lookout Road (MD 5) north and west of 

Leonardtown, including Loveville, are recognized by the county for their history and 

contribution to the local economy, but these areas are not intended to expand or intensify or to be 

integrated into the development district.  As defined by the county’s plan, Village Centers such 

as Loveville are intended to serve as the focus for rural community facilities, services and 

activities.  Figure III-15 illustrates the county’s “concept land use plan” for the Leonardtown 

Development District and the Loveville Village Center as presented in the county’s 2010 

comprehensive plan. 
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The anticipated continued growth and revitalization of Leonardtown is demonstrated in the 

various recent and planned development activities shown on Figure III-16 and listed in Table III-

14.  It should be noted, the implementation and construction of the planned development projects 

are not dependent on the completion of the proposed MD 5 project improvements.  These project 

areas have existing access to MD 5 or other connecting roads in the local road network; however, 

the proposed MD 5 transportation improvements are intended to consider and accommodate the 

land development activities, particularly those with planned direct access to MD 5 in the project 

corridor. 

 

Figure III-16 also includes the outer boundary of the Maximum MD 5 LOD which represents a 

worse case LOD to quantify the MD 5 project’s potential maximum direct impacts assessed as 

part of the cumulative effects analysis.  The planned development also includes proposed 

transportation improvements that are described in Section 5 of the Leonardtown Comprehensive 

Plan (April 2010) and Chapter 11 of the St. Mary’s County Comprehensive Plan (March 2010) 

for alleviating congestion along MD 5 and MD 245, improving access to the Government 

Centers and Hospital, and enhancing mobility throughout Leonardtown.  These proposed 

transportation improvements shown on Figure III-16 and listed in Table III-14 are the only major 

transportation improvements planned or proposed within the larger ICE boundary and time 

frame.  The locations shown on Figure III-16 for the recent and proposed local development 

projects within the Leonardtown area correspond to the county’s concept land use plan for the 

Leonardtown Development District shown on Figure III-15. 
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Table III-14: Recent and Proposed Local Development In MD 5 ICE Geographic Boundary 
 

MAP 
ID # 

PROJECT 
NAME PROJECT DESCRIPTION SIZE RESIDENTIAL UNITS/ 

COMMERCIAL AREA POTENTIAL IMPACTS PROJECT LOCATION 
(SEE FIGURE ES-7) 

1 

Leonardtown 
Wharf 
Waterfront Park  

Part of a state “Priority Place” redevelopment project for offices, 
shops, a restaurant, loft apartments and a public park on Breton Bay 
to create a waterfront destination.  Public park portion opened May 
2008 and work for other parts will be planned as land is acquired. 

5.5 acres None – public park  Not included in the quantification of 
cumulative impacts because of the 
relatively small project area and because 
it involved redevelopment of disturbed 
areas. 

Southern end of Leonardtown at 
Breton Bay 

2 

Port of 
Leonardtown 
Community 
Center Project  

Municipal park (cooperative effort between the town and the 
Southern Maryland Wine Growers Cooperative) includes passive 
recreation facilities and a launch point for a nearly 3-mile 
canoe/kayak trail that extends to the new Leonardtown Wharf 
Waterfront Park.  Winery opened and other public park 
improvements on-going. 

3 acres None – public park Not included in the quantification of 
cumulative impacts because of the 
relatively small project area and because 
it involved redevelopment of disturbed 
areas. 

MD 5/MD 243 intersection in the 
vicinity of McIntosh Run (site of 
former State Roads Commission 
Garage complex) 

3 

Leonardtown 
Streetscape – 
Completed 2011 

MD 5 Business (Washington and Fenwick Streets) streetscape 
improvements including drainage, sidewalks, lighting, and aesthetics. 

1 mile None – existing street right-of-way Not included in the quantification of 
cumulative impacts because of the 
relatively small project area and because 
it involved redevelopment of disturbed 
areas. 

MD 5 Bus from MD 245 
intersection to where roadway 
intersects MD 5 again near St. 
Mary’s Ryken High School 

4 

McIntosh Run 
Shopping Center 
- Proposed 

Mixed use redevelopment project with complex consisting of a small 
hotel, restaurant, office suites, and retails shops. 

6 acres 47,000 square feet Not included in the quantification of 
cumulative impacts because of the 
relatively small project area and because 
it involves redevelopment of disturbed 
areas. 

Midway between Abell Street and 
MD 243, on west side of MD 5 
(redevelopment of the Pennies Bar 
and ball field site) 

5 

Clark’s Rest 
(Clark Farm) – 
Approved but 
currently no 
sewer capacity 
allocated 

Mixed use project.  Town requested developer to locate proposed MD 
5 entrance opposite Tudor Hall Farm project’s proposed entrance and 
a signal is anticipated.  Town also required project to provide a 
connection to Leonard’s Grant development.  Open space and 
protection of sensitive resources proposed for 80 acres. 

178 acres 300 residential units and 15 to 20 acres 
commercial/business park 

See Table III-16. East side of MD 5, extending from 
just west of Moakley Street to a 
point midway between Moakley 
Street and MD 243 

6 

Tudor Hall 
Farm – No 
current concept 
plan is place 

Mixed use project.  A main spine road would be provided from MD 5 
to the downtown.  Town has required the spinal road to be located 
opposite the proposed MD 5 entrance to Clark’s Rest project and a 
signal is anticipated.  Various development proposals have been 
submitted for consideration over the past 10 years.  At this time, the 
project is on hold due to current economic concerns, market 
feasibility, and submission of proposed concepts that fail to mesh 
with town objectives for portions of the site that are owned by the 
town and committed to recreation or open space uses.   

390 to 404 
acres 

400 to 500 residential units and 
100,000 to 150,000 square feet of 
commercial retail or office space. 
Proposed uses have also included a 
golf course community, conference 
center/hotel facilities, waterfront 
recreation/trail uses, and marina/public 
boardwalk along Breton Bay. 

See Table III-16.. West side of MD 5 midway 
between Abell Street and MD 243 

7 

Leonard’s Grant 
– Final 4th 
phase under 
construction 

Residential project.  Primary access is off of MD 245 with a 
connecting road to MD 5 through the proposed Clark’s Rest 
development.  Village greens and preserved wooded areas that 
contain sensitive environmental features, represent approximately 
40% of the site. 

248 acres 325 single-family units See Table III-16. East side of MD 5 



 

 MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245                   Environmental Assessment 
 

III-92 

MAP 
ID # 

PROJECT 
NAME PROJECT DESCRIPTION SIZE RESIDENTIAL UNITS/ 

COMMERCIAL AREA POTENTIAL IMPACTS PROJECT LOCATION 
(SEE FIGURE ES-7) 

8 

St. Mary’s 
County Public 
School Hayden 
Property - 
Proposed 

St. Mary’s County Campus project to include educational facilities to 
be shared with the Department of Recreation and Parks.  Town is 
proceeding with annexation process and changing the parcel’s water 
service category from W-6D (service in 6 to 10 years, developer 
financed) to W-3D (service in 3 to 5 years, developer financed).   

95 acres of 
a 180-acre 
parcel 

646-capacity elementary school, 700-
capacity middle school, library, and 
community use space 

See Table III-16. West of MD 245 

9 

Miles/Mattingly 
Farm Site 

Parcel identified by the town as an area with potential for future 
development.   

172 acres No concept plans in process. 
 

Not included in the quantification of 
cumulative impacts because it has only 
recently been identified as an opportunity 
for development and no concept plan 
exists. 

North side of MD 5 adjacent to 
McIntosh Run – area of multiple 
sensitive natural resources 

10 

Russell Farm Parcel identified by the town as an area with potential for future 
development.   

61.5 acres No concept plans in process. 
 

Not included in the quantification of 
cumulative impacts because it has only 
recently been identified as an opportunity 
for development and no concept plan 
exists. 

Eastside of MD 245, north of 
Government Center Complex 

-- 

Cross-Town 
Connector 

Proposed loop road system that would be completed as part of the 
development of Clark’s Rest and Tudor Hall Farm sites.  Town 
officials believe this connection would aid circulation and remove 
some local traffic from MD 5.  (Note - state environmental agencies 
have previously prohibited development in the western corner of 
Tudor Hall Farms where this connection is proposed.) 

--- --- Not assessed as a separate project in the 
ICE analysis, since impacts associated 
with its development are already 
accounted for in the major private land 
development projects included in the 
analysis. 

From downtown area via an 
extension of Fenwick Street to a 
new intersection at MD 5 
(entrances of Clark Rest and Tudor 
Hall Farm developments when the 
sites are developed). 

-- 

External 
Loop/Northern 
Bypass 

Leonardtown 2010 Comprehensive Plan notes that past plans 
included a loop road proposal extending across the north side of the 
town to create a northern bypass to MD 5.  2010 plan states that the 
external loop road cannot be justified at this time but proposes that a 
corridor for a future road be designated for when the land through 
which the corridor would pass is developed.  Developers could be 
required to build sections as part of their projects with some links 
constructed by the county or town if these lands are annexed in the 
future.  Previous county transportation plan included a proposal for a 
Leonardtown bypass similar to the proposed external loop (also 
referred to as a “ring road”); however, county’s current plan (2010) 
no longer supports a version of the external loop. 

28 acres 
(The limit 
of dis-
turbance is 
based on a 
60-foot 
cross-
section) 

--- See Table III-16.  External loop road would begin at 
an upgraded Maypole Road and tie 
into Cemetery Road before 
intersecting with MD 245.  It 
would continue to meet an 
improved Cedar Lane to enhance 
access to the employment center 
developing in the California- 
Hollywood area. 

-- 
Route 5 
Gateway 
Upgrade 

Proposed in Leonardtown’s current comprehensive/ transportation 
plan and is described as an upgrade to MD 5 to a 4-lane boulevard 
with raised planted median and turn lanes. 

Unknown --- Not assessed as a separate project 
because it includes the entire limits of the 
current MD 5 project and is not included 
on the county or state plans. 

The extent of this upgrade includes 
the MD 5 project limits and 
continues south pass the St. 
Mary’s Ryken High School. 
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(2) Natural Resources 
Breton Bay does not currently support the state-designated uses designated for it in state 

regulation (water contact recreation and shellfish harvesting) due to problems with fecal coliform 

bacteria, nutrients and sediment.  The bay is currently on the 303(d) list for nutrients and excess 

nutrient loads have contributed to algae blooms and low dissolved oxygen in upper Breton Bay 

in late summer.  However, nutrient loads and yields within the Breton Bay watershed are 

generally low compared to other watersheds around the state.  The northern and western sections 

of the ICE Boundary are within the McIntosh Run watershed which is considered one of the 

most ecologically intact watersheds remaining in Maryland.  It is also the largest tributary stream 

to Breton Bay.  Water quality sampling conducted by MD DNR indicates that the aquatic 

resources in McIntosh Run are of reputable quality and supporting a variety of 

macroinvertebrate, amphibian, and fish species.  Select habitat in the McIntosh Run’s watershed, 

primarily areas upstream of the proposed MD 5 project area, also supports significant 

populations of the state and federally endangered dwarf wedge mussel.  The remaining portion of 

the ICE Boundary is primarily within the Town Run watershed and direct (shoreline) drainage 

areas of the bay.  (Very small eastern sections of the ICE Boundary also extend into the Glebe 

Run watershed.) Both McIntosh Run and Town Run are classified as Use 1 streams for the 

protection of water contact recreation and protection of non-tidal warm water aquatic life and are 

not considered impaired.  Water quality sampling conducted as part of the MD 5 project studies 

resulted in findings that indicate good water quality for the project area streams (MD 5 Natural 

Environmental Technical Report, 2011).   

 

Steps to improve water quality in the bay are underway.  The Leonardtown Wastewater 

Treatment Plant, which discharges to Town Run about 5.0 river miles from the mouth, is the 

only permitted surface water discharge contributing nutrients to Breton Bay.  The town is 

planning for a future upgrade of the plant using Enhanced Nutrient Removal (ENR) technology.  

However, since the town is also proposing to expand the plant’s capacity, sustaining state 

established nutrient caps will present challenges.  Even with plans to improve treatment using 

ENR technology, the town will need to work with state agencies to explore nutrient trading, land 

application, wastewater reuse or other options to exceed its Tributary Strategy point source cap.  

The town and the county are currently cooperating in reviewing potential sites and identifying 

funding sources for land-based application of treated water from the treatment facility. 
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Erosion has also been identified as a problem for various streams draining into the bay.  Breton 

Bay’s soil erodibility has been determined to be moderate, although its ranking among all 

watersheds in the state has been fairly high.  During the development of the Breton Bay 

Watershed Restoration Action Strategy (July 2003) and based on the findings from The 

Maryland DNR Stream Corridor Assessment (January 2003), multiple problem area have been 

identified by the agency as Priority Implementation Areas in need of restoration/stabilization and 

wetland and stream restoration/stabilization activities have been proposed. 

 

3. Historic Properties  

Background research was conducted of the pertinent structure inventories and survey reports 

maintained by the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT).  The information revealed that there are 13 

historic properties in the ICE area that are either listed or eligible for listing on the National 

Register of Historic Places as listed in Table III-15.  As illustrated on Figure III-18, most of the 

properties are within the municipal boundaries of Leonardtown, though there is no defined 

historic district in the town limits.  While the local officials promote the historic resources within 

the town, there are no special ordinance requirements in place for historic preservation. 

 
Table III-15: Historic Properties Within the ICE Geographic Boundary 

 

MAP 
ID # HISTORIC PROPERTY NAME 

NATIONAL 
REGISTER 

STATUS 

MARYLAND 
HISTORIC 

INVENTORY 
ID 

1 Tudor Hall America Felix Secundus Listed NR-160 

2 Buena Vista Listed NR-1202 

3 Abell house (Jager House) Listed NR-1373 

4 St. Peter's Episcopal Chapel Eligible SM-275 

5 Eldon (Wentworth House, Part of Darley) Eligible SM-338 

6 St. Mary's Academy (Ford's Enclosure, Rose Hill) Eligible SM-422 

7 Longmore's Subdivision - Lot #1 Eligible SM-552 

8 Sterling House (Ford House) Eligible SM-343 

9 Union Hotel (Fenwick Hotel, Hotel Lawrence) Eligible SM-545 

10 Ellenborough Eligible SM-68 



Table III-15:(continued) 
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MAP 
ID # HISTORIC PROPERTY NAME 

NATIONAL 
REGISTER 

STATUS 

MARYLAND 
HISTORIC 

INVENTORY 
ID 

11 Drury-Saunders House Eligible SM-540 

12 Gough Farm Eligible SM-331 

13 Old State Highway Authority Garages Eligible SM-883 

 
4. Analysis 

This section summarizes the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed MD 5 

project for various resources.  The analysis used the MD 5 “Maximum Proposed Limit of 

Disturbance” to consider the worst case scenario for implementing the project.  Development 

plans in the corridor have been on-going even without any major road or intersection 

improvements in-place.  Because of the designation of the Leonardtown area as a state PFA and 

county Development District, various institutional and economic incentives are in-place to focus 

residential and commercial development within the incorporated limits of Leonardtown.  The 

construction of any of the proposed transportation improvement alternatives will accommodate 

the on-going and planned land development.  However, none of the on-going or planned 

development projects by others are dependent on the completion of the proposed MD 5 project 

improvements.  All planned projects have existing access to MD 5 or other connecting roads in 

the network. 

 

Since the MD 5 transportation improvements will maintain existing property access and are not 

increasing capacity, none of the project alternatives will cause growth inducing effects nor other 

effects related to induced changes in the current and planned pattern of land use, population 

density or growth rate and related effects on the environment in the corridor or region.  The 

pattern of land development and growth in the region and in the corridor is guided by the 

planning and growth management initiatives undertaken by the town, county, and state and not 

by the proposed improvements to the existing MD 5 corridor.  Given the large volume of on-

going and planned development within the ICE geographic boundary and within the ICE time 

frame, cumulative effects by others, with minimal project contribution, on natural resources, and 
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cultural resources to a lesser degree are expected.  Table III-16 is a summary of the potential 

direct and cumulative impacts associated with the proposed MD 5 project and the large land 

development projects.  Figures III-17 through III-20 illustrates the various resources assessed as 

part of the ICE analysis.  The limits of the on-going and planned land development activities are 

also delineated along with the “Maximum Proposed Limit of Disturbance” associated with the 

MD 5 project.   

 

Two sites listed in Table III-14 and depicted on Figure III-16, the Miles/Mattingly Farm (172 

acres) and the Russell Farm (61.5 acres), are sites identified as having future opportunities for 

growth.  Unlike the other land development actions discussed, no development concepts have 

been initiated for these sites, therefore they were not included in the ICE Analysis as reasonably 

foreseeable actions.  The sites are identified on the appropriate maps for reference only.  In 

addition, for the purposes of the ICE analysis, the Port of Leonardtown project, the Leonardtown 

Wharf Water Front Park project, and the proposed McIntosh Run Shopping Center project (to 

redevelop 6 acres of the Pennies Bar and ball field site for commercial use on the southwest side 

of MD 5) were not included in the cumulative impacts assessments.  These projects are not only 

small in comparison to the MD 5 project and other on-going and planned land development 

projects but they are also all redevelopment projects of areas that have been previously disturbed.  

There would be no anticipated adverse impacts to resources of concern associated with these 

redevelopment projects. 

 

Both the Leonardtown Comprehensive Plan (2010) and St. Mary’s County Transportation Plan 

(2006) discuss multiple road improvement projects in the study area as depicted on Figure III-16.  

These include proposals for an internal loop road that would be a “cross-town connector” 

completed as part of the construction of development plans for Clark’s Rest and the Tudor Hall 

Farm sites.  This loop would connect the downtown area via an extension of Fenwick Street to a 

new intersection at MD 5, where the entrances of the Clark Farm and Tudor Hall Farm 

developments would be aligned when these sites are developed.  This transportation project was 

not considered as a separate project for the ICE analysis but rather it is assumed that the impacts 

associated with the associated large land developments account for this transportation project’s 

impacts.  The town’s current plan notes that past plans also included a loop road proposal that 
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would extend across the north side of the town to create a northern bypass to MD 5.  This 

external loop road would begin at an upgraded Maypole Road and tie into Cemetery Road before 

intersecting with MD 245.  It would continue to meet an improved Cedar Lane to enhance access 

to the employment center developing in the California- Hollywood area.  The town’s plan states 

that the external loop road cannot be justified at this time but proposes that a corridor for a future 

road be designated when the land through which the corridor would pass is developed.  

Developers could then be required to build sections as part of their construction with some links 

constructed by the county or town if these lands are annexed in the future.  Previous county 

transportation plans included a proposal for a Leonardtown bypass similar to the proposed 

external loop (also referred to as a “ring road”); however, the county’s current plan no longer 

supports a version of the external loop.  The external loop proposal is not on the state’s 

Transportation Improvement Program and the planning process has not been initiated.  However, 

given that the town has delineated a corridor for the Proposed External Loop/Northern Bypass, 

its impacts are included as the impacts associated with the “Roadway Improvement Projects”. 
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Table III-16: Summary of Direct and Cumulative Impacts 
 

AFFECTED FEATURES 

DIRECT IMPACTS 
TOTAL 

CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS 

(% OF TOTAL ICE 
BOUNDARY) 

MD 5 
PROJECT 

MAXIMUM 
PROPSED LOD 

(1) 

CLARKS REST 
DEVELOPMENT 

(MAP ID #5) 

LEONARD’S 
GRANT 

DEVELOPMENT 
(MAP ID #7) 

TUDOR 
HALL FARM 

DEVELOPMENT 
(MAP ID #6) 

HAYDEN 
PROPERTY 

DEVELOPMENT 
(MAP ID #8) 

ROADWAY 
IMPROVEMENT 

PROJECTS (2) 

Limits of Disturbance 52 acres (3) 178 acres 248 acres 404 acres 95 acres(3) 28 acres 1,005 acres (4) (10%)  

Community Displace 5 
residential units 

and 11 
businesses (19 

acres)  

Construct 300 
residential units and 15 

to 20 acres 
commercial/business 

park  

Construct 325 
residential units 

Construct 400 to 500 
residential units and 100, 

000 to 150,000 square feet 
of commercial retail/office 

space 

Construct 646-
capacity elementary 

school, 700-capacity 
middle school, and 

library  

0 Net gain of over 1,000 residential 
units, breakeven for 

commercial/business area, 2 new 
schools, and new library. 

Parks, recreational lands, preservation 
areas 

0.40 acres Preserve 80 acres of 
Open Space/sensitive 

resource area  

Preserve 100 acres as 
Village Greens/wooded 

area 

Extend waterfront 
recreational trail system 

Provide community 
use recreational 

space 

0 Net gain of 180 acres preserved 
land, recreational space, and trail 

system  

Historic Properties (#) 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 (43%) 

100-Year Floodplains  6 acres 1 acres 63 acres 137 acres 0 acres 5 acre 212 acres (26%) 

Surface Water (linear feet) 1, 758 LF 1,987 LF  5,553 LF 23, 013 LF 2, 158 LF 460 LF 34,929 LF (15%) 

Wetlands  1.2 acres 9.0 acres 61.0 acres 79.0 acres 3.2 acres 3.5 acre 156.9 acres (24%) 

Non-Tidal Wetlands of Special State 
Concern  

0.4 acres 1.5 acres 2.2 acres 19.0 acres 0 acres 1.9 acre 25.1 acres (18%) 

100-foot Buffer for RTE Species (5) 6.2 acres 7.2 acres 3.4 acres 26.0 acres 0 acres 5.9 acre 48.7 acres (46%) 

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 222 acres 0 acres 0 acre 222 acres (41%) 

Potential FIDS Habitat  1 acres <0.5 acres 66 acres 85 acres 0 acres 11 acres 163 acre s (4%) 

Forestland 8 acres 54 acres 64 acres 109 acres 3 acres 15 acres 254 acres (5%) 

Agricultural Lands 5.6 acres 98 acres 78 acres 100 acres 47 acres 3.6 acres 332.2 acres (15%) 

Prime Farmland Soils  10 acres 53 acres 19 acres 110 acres 9 acres 5 acre 206 acres (21%) 

Soils of Statewide Importance 17 acres 64 acres 77 acres 109 acres 48 acres 13 acres 328 acres (7%) 

Green Infrastructure        
Hub/Corridor Forest 3 acres 54 acres 64 acres 109 acres 0 acres 18 acre 248 acres (8%) 
Hub/Corridor Marsh 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 24 acres 0 acres 0 acre 24 acres (77%) 

(1) Maximum Proposed LOD is composite of proposed limits of disturbances for each alternative and represents a worse case LOD estimate for MD 5 project direct impacts. 
(2) Includes impacts associated with proposed External Loop/Northern Bypass using a limit of disturbance based on a 60-foot cross-section. 
(3) Limits of Disturbance acreage for the MD 5 Project include existing roadway and acreage for Hayden Property include new school dirt only. 
(4) Total ICE Study Area = 10,010 acres 
(5) Estimates only include the buffer areas around wetlands that support Rare, Threatened, and Endangered (RTE) Species and do not include the wetland acreage. 



 

 

(1) Figure ES-8 
 
  

Figure III-17 



 

 

 
(2) Figure ES-9 

 
  

Figure III-18 



 

 

 
(3) Figure ES-10 

 
  

Figure III-19 



 

 

 
 

(4) figure ES-11 
 
  

Figure III-20 
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5.  100-Year Floodplains 

The floodplains along the streams in the ICE area as depicted on Figure III-17 have experienced 

minimal direct encroachments.  In addition, flooding events within the developed areas of 

Leonardtown and surrounding areas have been limited primarily to infrequent tropical storm and 

hurricane events with high waters in the area of the existing MD 5 bridge over McIntosh Run 

and other roadway crossings over streams.  Consequently, the ICE area floodplains retain vital 

functions such as flood storage, pollutant attenuation, wildlife habitat, and recreational 

opportunities.   

 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

 

Figure III-17 and Table III-16 illustrate the location and extent of floodplain areas that would be 

potentially impacted by the MD 5 project and other planned land development actions.  The 

maximum direct impact associated with the MD 5 improvements is estimated to be 6 acres in the 

vicinity of the McIntosh Run Bridge that would be replaced.  Final design for the MD 5 project 

will include a hydrologic and hydraulic analysis for proposed structures crossing streams and 

encroaching into regulated floodplains.  In addition, a waterway permit from the MDE will be 

required to address encroachments to the 100-year floodplain.  As part of the permit application, 

the SHA will present the potential impacts for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year floods and 

demonstrate that flood levels upstream and downstream of proposed crossings and 

encroachments will not be adversely impacted.  

 

Indirect impacts caused by any permanent encroachments into the floodplains associated with the 

construction of the MD 5 project will be offset by the construction of new stormwater 

management facilities, including stormwater basins designed to manage storm runoff volumes.  

The existing MD 5 roadway does not include stormwater management facilities, therefore the 

proposed stormwater management facilities will be designed to not only manage runoff from 

new additional impervious areas but also the runoff from existing roadway impervious areas that 

were previously not controlled. 
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Direct impacts associated with the planned land development projects include 63 acres 

associated with Leonard’s Grant Development and 137 acres associated with the Tudor Hall 

Farm Development.  These large impacts would be associated with encroachments into the 

forested floodplains along the east side of McIntosh Run.  As currently designed and under 

development, Leonard’s Grant Development includes approximately 100 acres of “village greens 

and preserved wooded areas” that encompass the wooded floodplain area of concern; therefore 

the potential impacts would be avoided.  There is no current site development concept for the 

Tudor Hall Farm Development but when a site development is eventually developed, it is 

anticipated that the forested floodplain area of concern will be preserved and impacts avoided.  

These floodplains are also encompassed with the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area that would 

provide extra protection at the time the project site plans are developed and approved.  Both of 

these development projects have existing access to the local roadway network and their 

development schedules and approvals are not connected to the proposed MD 5 improvements; 

therefore, their potential direct impacts would not contribute to indirect impacts associated with 

the MD 5 project. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

 

Cumulatively, there is the potential for 26% (212 acres) of the 823 acres of floodplain in the ICE 

geographic boundary to be encroached.  The MD 5 floodplain impacts would make up 3% of the 

total cumulative impacts; whereas the impacts associated with the proposed Tudor Hall Farm 

Development would be 65% of the cumulative impacts to the floodplain area.  As noted above, 

the MD 5 floodplain impacts would be minimized during the development of final design plans, 

particularly the structure design plans for a new bridge over McIntosh Run.  The impacts 

associated with the Leonard’s Gant Development are being avoided through preservation of 

sensitive areas and the impacts associated with Tudor Hall Farm Development are also expected 

to be avoided or minimized through careful site design and designation of areas to be preserved. 

 

Floodplains are identified as a sensitive area needing protection in both the St. Mary’s County 

Comprehensive Plan (2010) and the Leonardtown Comprehensive Plan (2010) as required by the 
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Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Act of 1992.  Floodplains are shown on 

the Leonardtown Critical Areas Program maps and the county has included preservation of 

floodplains and a surrounding 50-foot buffer as a goal.  As such, future development in 

floodplains is highly regulated through local, state, and federal laws and ordinances and it is 

anticipated the potential encroachments associated with the future land developments, including 

the Tudor Hall Farm Development will be avoided or minimized to eliminate any potential 

significant adverse impact to the floodplains.  

 

6. Surface Waters and Wetlands 

Much of the natural water resources in the ICE geographic boundary are of good quality and the 

total acreage of wetland resources in the county has changed little since 1990 and makes up 1% 

of the land cover.  In particular, McIntosh Run and Town Run in the MD 5 project area are 

currently not considered to be impaired streams.  Efforts are underway to continue to protect the 

waterways and wetlands of the region given the more recent higher levels of land development 

activities and to slow down if not stop the encroachments associated with the development on 

these areas, particularly those areas outside of the state-defined PFAs and county-defined 

development districts.  Erosion has also been identified as a problem for various streams draining 

into Breton Bay, including streams within the MD 5 ICE boundary.  Two areas of concern have 

been identified by MD DNR within the ICE boundary.  One includes Town Run where a 

significant sandbar has formed at the mouth of stream as it enters Breton Bay.  This sandbar and 

channel erosion along the stream’s entire length has been observed as growing at an accelerated 

rate.  The other area of concern is an unnamed tributary to McIntosh Run that flows east to west 

and enters the lower portion of the stream near MD 5 immediately upstream of the project area.  

This tributary extends through the northern section of the town and forms part of the town’s 

northeast border.  The tributary was identified by MD DNR as experiencing severe or very 

severe channel erosion in three locations and has had several large slope failures along the 

stream valley.  
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Direct and Indirect Effects 

 

Figure III-16 and Table III-16 illustrate the location and extent of streams and wetland areas that 

would be potentially impacted by the MD 5 project and other planned land development actions.  

The maximum impacts associated with the MD 5 improvements are estimated to be 1,758 linear 

feet of stream encroachments and 1.2 acres of wetlands disturbances, including 0.4 acres of Non-

Tidal Wetlands of Special State Concern (WSSC).  A waterway permit from the MDE will be 

required to address encroachments associated with the McIntosh Run crossing and culvert 

extensions, in addition to encroachments associated with a wider typical section at various 

locations.  As part of the permit application, the SHA will demonstrate the avoidance and 

minimization efforts for protected waterways and wetlands and will develop a stream and 

wetland mitigation plan for unavoidable impacts.  

 

All of the perennial and intermittent stream impacts associated with the MD 5 project would 

occur within McIntosh Run watershed.  As previously noted the existing streams are good 

quality even though the existing MD 5 roadway does not include stormwater management 

facilities.  New stormwater management facilities, including stormwater basins and grass swales 

designed to manage storm runoff volumes and quality, are proposed as part of the MD 5 project 

and they will be designed to not only manage runoff from new additional impervious areas but 

also the runoff from existing roadway impervious areas that were previously not controlled.  As 

proposed, the indirect impact on streams and wetlands associated with the MD 5 project will be 

positive because the new stormwater management facilities will provide water quality treatment 

that does not currently exist. 

 

Direct impacts associated with the planned land development projects include a range of stream 

encroachments from 1,987 linear feet associated with the Clarks Rest Development to 23,013 

linear feet associated with the Tudor Hal Farm Development.  Potential wetland impacts are 

particularly large for wetlands and include 61 acres of wetlands (includes 2.2 acres of WSSC) 

associated with Leonard’s Grant Development and 79 acres (includes 10 acres of WSSC) 

associated with the Tudor Hall Farm Development.  These large impacts would be associated 
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with encroachments into the forested areas along the east side of McIntosh Run in addition to 

wetlands in the direct drainage area to the bay within the Tudor Hall Farm site.  As currently 

designed and under development, Leonard’s Grant Development includes approximately 100 

acres of “village greens and preserved wooded areas” that encompass the wetland areas of 

concern; therefore the potential impacts would be avoided.  There is no current site development 

concept for the Tudor Hall Farm Development but when a site development is eventually 

developed, it is anticipated that the wetland areas of concern will be preserved and impacts 

avoided.  These wetlands are also encompassed with the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area that 

would provide extra protection at the time the project site plans are developed and approved.  

Also, MDE waterway permits will be required for any potential stream crossings and wetland 

encroachments.  Both of these development projects have existing access to the local roadway 

network and their development schedules and approvals are not connected to the proposed MD 5 

improvements; therefore, their potential direct impacts would not contribute to indirect impacts 

associated with the MD 5 project. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulatively, there is the potential for 15% of the 239,372 linear feet of surface waters 

(streams), 24% of the 661 acres of wetlands, and 18% of the 142 acres of WSSC in the ICE 

geographic boundary to be encroached.  The impacts of the proposed MD 5 improvements would 

make up 5% (1,758 linear feet) of the cumulative impacts to streams, less than 1 % (1.2 acres) of 

the cumulative impacts to wetlands, and 2% (0.4 acres) of the cumulative impacts to wetlands 

identified as WSSC.  The impacts associated with the proposed Tudor Hall Farm Development 

would make up most of the cumulative impacts including 66% of the cumulative impacts to 

streams, 50% of the cumulative impacts to wetlands, and 76% of the cumulative impact to 

WSSC.  The Leonard’s Grant Development appears to also have the potential to impact 9% of 

the wetlands (39% of the cumulative impacts to wetlands); however, as previously noted, the 

development as currently being constructed preserves approximately 100 acres of the site 

including the areas with “sensitive environmental features” such as the wetlands areas along 

McIntosh Run.  The MD 5 floodplain impacts would be minimized during the development of 

final design plans, particularly the structure design plans for a new bridge over McIntosh Run.  
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The impacts associated with the Tudor Hall Farm Development are also expected to be avoided 

or minimized through careful site design and designation of areas to be preserved.  All potential 

impacts to water resources are associated with the McIntosh Run watershed.  There are no active 

or planned improvements to any stream crossings or culverts associated with Town Run. 

 

During the development of the Breton Bay Watershed Restoration Action Strategy (July 2003) 

and based on public input and the findings from The Maryland DNR Stream Corridor 

Assessment (January 2003), two erosion problem areas (the entire stretch of Town Run and the 

unnamed tributary to McIntosh Run just upstream of the MD 5 project area) were identified as 

Priority Implementation Areas in need of restoration/stabilization.  Both of these streams were 

identified as candidates for restoration/stabilization activities to help reduce the sediment load to 

Breton Bay.  While there are other locations in the Breton Bay watershed experiencing channel 

erosion, these two streams of concern are located in areas targeted for future growth and land 

development (i.e., the Leonardtown Development District and PFAs) that could result in 

increases in stormwater runoff, and this runoff may exacerbate current channel erosion.  In order 

to protect the mainstem of McIntosh Run, MD DNR proposes wetland and stream restoration/

stabilization activities in the subwatershed.  

 

The proposed new developments in the vicinity of the erosion areas of concern include the 

Leonard’s Grant Development under construction, the approved Clark’s Rest Development, and 

the proposed St. Mary’s County School Complex at the Hayden Property.  There are no major 

planned or approved land development projects in the Town Run portion of the MD 5 watershed 

area; however it is anticipated that areas in the Town Run watershed will be targeted for 

development sometime in the future given its proximity to MD 245 and its location within the 

Leonardtown PFA and Development District.  Much of the land development that has occurred 

in this subwatershed predates state stormwater management requirements.  Stream 

restoration/stabilization activities along Town Run and stormwater retrofit activities (including 

the Government Center) in the subwatershed are proposed by MD DNR to minimize current and 

future impacts on Breton Bay. 
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Leonardtown’s 2010 Comprehensive Plan notes that the “ultimate form of the Town of 

Leonardtown at build-out will likely be largely defined by McIntosh Run, Town Run and Breton 

Bay as its western, eastern and southern edges respectively.” The plan’s “Sensitive Areas 

Element” and “Water Resources Element” identify these water resources as sensitive areas with 

the intent to ensure that land adjacent to these bodies of water are buffered to minimize the 

impact of land development disturbances and activity on water quality and wildlife habitat.  The 

town’s goal is to preserve and enhance its streams and buffers in addition to improving 

stormwater management in developed areas, including the use of retrofit to address existing 

problem areas, and providing incentives for developers constructing new stormwater 

management structures to address areas that currently do not have such structures.  In addition, to 

the local subdivision and land development ordinances, streams and wetlands are protected at 

both state and federal law and encroachments require permits that in turn require impacts to 

waterways to be avoided and minimized where possible and there are specific mitigation 

measures to be undertaken for unavoidable impacts to ensure the impacts will not be significant. 

 

7. Wildlife Habitat 

Much of the natural resources in the ICE geographic boundary are of good quality and efforts are 

underway to protect the forest lands, waterways, and wetlands of the region and slow down if not 

stop the encroachments of development on these areas, particularly those areas outside of the 

state-defined PFAs and county-defined development districts.  Wildlife habitat has been assessed 

in the MD 5 ICE analysis by evaluating potential impacts to various features used to define 

wildlife habitat, particularly habitat used by state and federal threatened and endangered species.  

These features include:  Rare, Threatened, and Endangered (RTE) Species Buffer areas; the 

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area; Forest Lands; and Habitat for Forest Interior Dwelling Species 

(FIDS).  The RTE Species Buffer areas in the MD ICE boundary extend primarily throughout the 

entire Lower McIntosh Run subwatershed portion of the area, whereas the Chesapeake Bay 

Critical Area extends only along the southern portion where Leonardtown extends along the 

bay’s shoreline.  Forest land and the smaller areas of FIDS habitat extend along the less 

developed areas in the western portion of the Lower McIntosh Run subwatershed and the eastern 

portion of the Town Run subwatershed.  Since the 1990’s the wetlands areas in the county have 
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remained relatively unchanged, however, forested lands have reduced from 60% of the total land 

cover to 52%.  Most of the lost in the ICE boundary area appears to have occurred within the 

state-defined PFAs and county-defined development districts, where development is focused to 

help preserve the more rural areas of the county and ICE area.  However, only two small areas 

(making up 17 acres) have been identified in the ICE boundary as being preserved as forest 

conservation areas (see Figure III-20). 

 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Figures III-17 and III-18, along with Table III-16, illustrate the location and extent of various 

resources associated with terrestrial wildlife habitat that would be potentially impacted by the 

MD 5 project and other planned land development actions.  The maximum impacts associated 

with the MD 5 improvements are estimated to be 6.2 acres of the area that makes up the 100-foot 

buffer around wetlands that support Rare, Threatened, and Endangered (RTE) species, 1 acre of 

forest land designated as potential habitat for Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS), and 8 

acres of general forestland.  The MD 5 project will be required to comply with the Maryland 

Reforestation Law.  This will require the replacement of forest cleared for the project’s 

construction, which is generally accomplished on an acre-for-acre, one to one ratio on public 

lands.  If replacement lands are not readily available, the SHA may consider contributing to the 

Reforestation Fund that is used to plant replacement trees on public lands such as schools and 

parks. 

 

Since the proposed improvements are for an existing facility on existing alignment in a town, 

there would be minimal fragmentation or destruction of large forested tracts, FIDS, and 

terrestrial wildlife.  The nature of the improvements would only impact the outer edges of the 

existing FIDS habitat areas, most of which are currently impacted by the existing roadway and 

other infrastructure.  Given that the affected wildlife habitat exists adjacent to the existing MD 5 

roadway, the proposed improvements are not anticipated to induce fragmentation of wildlife 

habitat or increase animal collision encounters with vehicles, therefore indirect impacts to 

wildlife habitat are not expected.  
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Direct impacts associated with the planned land development projects include a range of greater 

impacts as listed in Table III-16.  The Tudor Hall Farm development site, in particular, has the 

potential for multiple large adverse impacts, including 26 acres to the 100-fooot buffer area for 

RTE species, 85 acres to potential FIDS habitat, and 109 acres to forestland.  In addition, this site 

is the only proposed development site to encroach into the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (222 

acres).  The Maryland Reforestation Law does not apply to private developers; however, given 

that large parts of the forested areas are along stream channels and include forested wetlands, 

impacts to the areas can be minimized through the preservation efforts untaken for compliance 

with waterway permits provisions.  Also, as currently designed and under development, 

Leonard’s Grant Development and the Clarks Rest Development include approximately 100 

acres of “village greens and preserved wooded areas” and 80 acres of “open space/sensitive 

resource area”, respectively, that encompass the forested areas of concern; therefore the potential 

impacts to terrestrial wildlife habitat would be avoided or minimized.  There is no current site 

development concept for the Tudor Hall Farm Development but when a site development is 

eventually developed, it is anticipated that the forested areas of concern will be preserved and 

impacts avoided.  Large portions of these forestlands are encompassed by the Chesapeake Bay 

Critical Area that would provide extra protection at the time the project site plans are developed 

and approved.  All three of these development projects have existing access to the local roadway 

network and their development schedules and approvals are not connected to the proposed MD 5 

improvements; therefore, their potential direct impacts would not contribute to indirect impacts 

associated with the MD 5 project.  Note, the proposed MD 5 improvements would have no direct 

impacts to the critical area; however, this resource was included in the analysis to determine if 

there would be potential indirect impacts associated with the MD 5 project since the Tudor Hall 

Farm site includes large portions of the critical area.  As described, the development of the Tudor 

Hall Farm site would not be induced by the construction of the MD 5 project and the designation 

of the critical area within the land development site is anticipated to be a means to protect natural 

resources when the site is developed. 

 



 

    MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245                  Environmental Assessment III-112 

Cumulative Effects 

 

Cumulatively, there is the potential for 46% of the 105 acres of 100-foot buffer for RTE species 

and 41% of the 548 acres of Chesapeake Bay Critical Area in the ICE geographic boundary 

(includes existing developed areas in the older section of the Town of Leonardtown) to be 

encroached.  The impacts of the proposed MD 5 improvements would make up 13% of the 

cumulative impacts to RTE buffer area.  The MD 5 project would have no impact to the Critical 

Area.  The impacts associated with the proposed Tudor Hall Farm Development impacts would 

potentially make up 53% of the cumulative impacts to the RTE buffer area and 100% of the 

cumulative impacts to the Critical Area. 

 

Cumulatively, there is potential for 5% of the 5,478 acres of forest land and 4% of the 3,852 

acres of FIDS habitat to be impacted in the ICE geographic boundary.  The impacts of the 

proposed MD 5 improvements would make up 3% of the cumulative impacts to forest land and 

less than 1% of the cumulative impacts to FIDS habitat.  The impacts associated with the 

proposed Tudor Hall Farm Development impacts would potentially make up 43% of the 

cumulative impacts to the forest land and 52% of the cumulative impacts to FIDS habitat.  The 

impacts associated with the Leonard’s Grant Development appear to also have the potential to 

make up 25% of the cumulative impacts to forest land and 40% of the cumulative impacts to 

FIDS habitat; however, the development as currently being constructed preserves approximately 

100 acres of the site including the areas with “sensitive environmental features” such as the 

forest lands and FIDS habitat areas along McIntosh Run.  The impacts associated with the 

proposed Clarks Rest Development also has the potential to make up 21% of the cumulative 

impacts to forest land; however, the current plan includes the dedication of 80 acres of the 178-

acres site to the town or committed to open space and protection to sensitive resources.  This 

could include forested areas and the stream corridor along the tributary to McIntosh Run. 

 

While the proposed land development is within the state-defined PFAs and county-defined 

development districts, where development is focused to help preserve the more rural areas of the 

county, habitats of threatened and endangered species are still identified as a sensitive area in the 



 

    MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245                  Environmental Assessment III-113 

Leonardtown Comprehensive Plan (2010) as required by the Economic Growth, Resource 

Protection, and Planning Act of 1992, and are shown on the Leonardtown Critical Areas Program 

maps.  The habitat shown on the town’s maps include wetland areas and FIDS habitat areas.  As 

such, development in these areas is specifically regulated through the Leonardtown Critical Area 

Ordinances Provisions in addition to state and federal laws, including the MD Chesapeake Bay 

Critical Area Law and implementing regulations.  

 

8. Green Infrastructure 

MDNR has defined the large forested areas along McIntosh Run and its tributaries as part of 

Maryland's Green Infrastructure.  The ICE geographic boundary includes areas identified as part 

of a designated green infrastructure “hub” (as opposed to a “corridor”) which typically consists 

of large contiguous areas, separated by major roads and/or human land uses.  The hub areas 

within the MD 5 ICE boundary contain large blocks of contiguous interior forest; important 

animal and plant habitats including rare, threatened, and endangered species locations; and a 

relatively pristine stream that supports freshwater mussels. The forested hub areas are primarily 

located in the Lower McIntosh Run watershed in the western portion of the ICE area and the 

marsh hub areas are primarily in the Breton Bay Direct Drainage area at the downstream end of 

McIntosh Run. 

 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Figure III-19 and Table III-16 illustrate the location and extent of the Green Infrastructure areas 

that would be potentially impacted by the MD 5 project and other planned land development 

actions.  The maximum impacts associated with the MD 5 improvements are estimated to be 3 

acres to forest hub area.  The MD 5 project will be required to comply with the Maryland 

Reforestation Law.  This will require the replacement of forest cleared for the project’s 

construction, which is generally accomplished on an acre-for-acre, one to one ratio on public 

lands.  The project’s forest mitigation plan can be consider reforesting areas contiguous to the 

existing hub, possibly in the vicinity of the new Port of Leonardtown Park. 
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Since the proposed improvements are for an existing facility on existing alignment in a town, 

there would be minimal fragmentation or destruction of areas identified as Green Infrastructure.  

The nature of the improvements would only impact the outer edges of the existing Green 

Infrastructure areas, which are currently impacted by the existing roadway.  Given that the 

affected Green Infrastructure areas exist adjacent to the existing MD 5 roadway, the proposed 

improvements are not anticipated to induce additional impacts to these areas; therefore indirect 

impacts to the areas are not expected.  

 

Direct impacts associated with the planned land development projects include a range of greater 

impacts as listed in Table III-16.  The Tudor Hall Farm development site has the potential for 

impacts to 109 acres of forest hub and 24 acres of marsh hub.  The Clarks Rest Development and 

Leonard’s Grant Development would potentially impact 54 acres and 64 acres, respectively, of 

forest hub area.  The Maryland Reforestation Law does not apply to private developers; however, 

given that large parts of the forested areas are along stream channels and include forested 

wetlands, impacts to the areas can be minimized through the preservation efforts untaken for 

compliance with waterway permits provisions.  Also, as currently designed and under 

development, Leonard’s Grant Development and the Clarks Rest Development include 

approximately 100 acres of “village greens and preserved wooded areas” and 80 acres of “open 

space/sensitive resource area”, respectively, that encompass the forested areas of concern; 

therefore the potential impacts to the green infrastructure would be avoided or minimized.  There 

is no current site development concept for the Tudor Hall Farm Development but when a site 

development is eventually developed, it is anticipated that the forested areas of concern will be 

preserved and impacts avoided.  Large portions of these forestlands are encompassed by the 

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area that would provide extra protection at the time the project site 

plans are developed and approved.  All three of these development projects have existing access 

to the local roadway network and their development schedules and approvals are not connected 

to the proposed MD 5 improvements; therefore, their potential direct impacts would not 

contribute to indirect impacts associated with the MD 5 project. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Cumulatively, there is the potential for 8% of the forest component of the infrastructure and 77% 

of the marsh infrastructure in the ICE area to be encroached.  The impacts associated with the 

MD 5 improvements would be 1% of the cumulative impacts to the forest component of the 

green infrastructure.  The MD 5 project would have no impacts on the marsh component.  The 

impacts associated with the proposed Tudor Hall Farm Development impacts would potentially 

be 40% of the cumulative impacts to the forest component and 100% of the cumulative impacts 

to the marsh component.  The impacts associated with the Leonard’s Grant Development appear 

to also have the potential to make up 26% of the cumulative impacts to the forest component; 

however, the development as currently being constructed preserves approximately 100 acres of 

the site including the areas with “sensitive environmental features” such as the forest lands along 

McIntosh Run.  The impacts associated with the proposed Clarks Rest Development also has the 

potential to make up 22% of the cumulative impacts to the forest component; however, the 

current plan includes the dedication of 80 acres to the town or committed to open space and 

protection to sensitive resources.  This could include forested areas and the stream corridor along 

the tributary to McIntosh Run. 

 

St. Mary’s County officials use the MDNR’s Green Infrastructure assessment in their efforts to 

reach the county’s natural resource protection goals.  The assessment is cited in the county’s 

zoning ordinance (Article 7, Section 71.8 4.d (8)) in reference to preserving forest interior 

dwelling species (FIDS) habitat.  While these efforts by the county will protect the large portions 

of Green Infrastructure outside the Leonardtown PFA and Development District, the smaller 

areas along the western end of the town and its PFA and Development District within and 

immediately adjacent to the McIntosh Run channel, will be vulnerable. 

 

9. Agricultural Land and Farmland Soils 

Since the 1990’s agricultural lands in the county have reduced from 31% of the total land cover 

to 24%.  Most of the lost within the vicinity of the MD 5 ICE boundary appears to have occurred 

within the state-defined PFAs and county-defined development districts, where development is 

focused to help preserve the more rural areas of the county.  Within the MD 5 ICE boundary, 
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much of the agricultural land in production is scattered between the forested areas of the western 

parts of the Lower McIntosh Run subwatershed and the eastern parts of the Town Run 

subwatershed which are outside of the state-defined PFAs and county-defined development 

districts.  Large swaths of Farm Soils of Statewide Importance extend throughout the ICE 

boundary whereas Prime Farmland Soils extend primarily along the valley of the main stem of 

the McIntosh Run and in areas of Leonardtown already developed or slated for development.  

 

St. Mary’s County’s 2010 comprehensive plan includes a Priority Preservation Areas (PPA) 

Element certified by the Maryland Department of Planning and the Maryland Agricultural Land 

Preservation Foundation (MALPF) to support the county’s agricultural land preservation 

program and to retain eligibility for maximum state funding for the program.  A PPA is an area 

defined where agriculture is to be the focus of long-term efforts and investment by the County to 

ensure the ongoing retention of agricultural land uses and profitability of agricultural activities.  

Large areas surrounding Leonardtown and its PFA and Development District within the MD 5 

ICE boundary have been designated as part of the county’s PPA lands and are the focus for 

permanent land preservation.  In addition, approximately 331 acres of land within ICE boundary 

have been permanently preserved as MALPF agriculture easements and conservation districts. 

 

The Leonardtown Comprehensive Plan (2010) views the preservation of agricultural land and the 

agriculture economy in the region as “a means of framing the town’s identity within the larger 

rural County context” and supports the creation of a greenbelt to distinguish itself in the larger 

County landscape.  The plan states that the greenbelt could be accomplished through the use of 

agricultural easements that restrict future development and changes in land use in areas outside 

of Leonardtown.  However, the plan also notes that the town should work with the county 

cooperatively to assure that future lands placed under easement or the formation of Agricultural 

Preservation Districts that may lead to MALPF easements in the future, do not pre-empt 

opportunities for expansion of the town in targeted areas (such as the Leonardtown Development 

District and PFAs).  This coordination is necessary to ensure sustainable town growth that would 

reduce pressures for growth in other less appropriate locations in the county that in turn would be 

detrimental to current county planning policy.  The town’s plan also states that the greenbelt 
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could be further supported by the town through open space development design in the outer 

edges of future areas that may be annexed to prevent development using dedication of open 

space, dedicated easements or other land conservation techniques.  

 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Figures III-18 and III-20, along with Table III-16, illustrate the location and extent of the 

agricultural lands and farmland soils that would be potentially impacted by the MD 5 project and 

other planned land development actions.  The maximum impacts to agricultural lands associated 

with the MD 5 improvements are estimated to be 5.6 acres.  Impacts to prime farmland soils and 

soils of statewide importance would be 10 acres and 17 acres, respectively.  The MD 5 project 

would only impact strips of agricultural lands and soils and would not adversely affect any active 

farm operation.  Since the proposed improvements are for an existing facility on existing 

alignment in a town, there would be no fragmentation of farm fields and no adverse impact to the 

operations or viability of an active farm operation; therefore indirect impacts to farm land and 

farm operations are not expected. 

 

Direct impacts associated with the planned land development projects include a range of greater 

impacts as listed in Table III-16.  These large developments are sited on parcels within the town 

limits that were previously active farms surrounding the older portion of Leonardtown.  The 

parcels no longer support viable farm operations.  In addition, the two other sites depicted on the 

figures, the Miles/Mattingly Farm and the Russell Farm, were also once active farms and are 

now within the town limits and have been identified as areas providing opportunities for future 

growth within the designated Development District and PFA.  The Tudor Hall Farm 

development site has the potential for impacts to 100 acres of land designated as agricultural 

land, 110 acres of prime agricultural soils, and 109 acres of soils of statewide importance.  The 

Clarks Rest Development would result in impacts to 98 acres of agricultural lands, 53 acres of 

prime farmland soils, and 64 acres of soils of statewide importance.  Both Leonard’s Grant 

Development and the Hayden Property would impact slightly less acres, including 78 acres and 

47 acres, respectively of agricultural lands.  All four of these development projects have existing 

access to the local roadway network and their development schedules and approvals are not 
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connected to the proposed MD 5 improvements; therefore, their potential direct impacts would 

not contribute to indirect impacts associated with the MD 5 project. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

 

Cumulatively, there is the potential for 9% of the prime farmland soils and soils of statewide 

importance in the ICE geographic boundary to be encroached.  The impacts associated with the 

MD 5 improvements would be 5% of the cumulative impact to these farmland soils.  The 

impacts associated with the proposed Tudor Hall Farm Development, Clarks Rest Development, 

and Leonard’s Grant Development would potentially be 41%, 22%, and18%, respectively, of the 

cumulative impacts to farmland soils. 

 

Since the proposed land development is within the state-defined PFAs and county-defined 

development districts, the conversion of farm soils to residential and commercial uses is not 

considered a significant impact to the resource since focusing the development in these planning 

areas helps to preserve the more rural areas of the county outside of the Leonardtown area.  The 

county zoning surrounding Leonardtown and its associated PFAs and Development District is 

primarily established as a Rural Preservation District and this designation, along with its active 

agricultural land preservation efforts, will help ensure the preservation of productive farmlands 

and farmland soils.  In addition, the town’s comprehensive plan promotes the establishment of a 

greenbelt using easements and land preservation tools to focus sustainable town growth that 

would reduce pressures for growth in other less appropriate locations in the county thereby 

protecting the county’s agricultural lands and the conversion of farmland soils in those areas 

outside of targeted growth areas. 

 

10. Historic Properties 

Leonardtown is the oldest town in the state that has been incorporated.  However, there is no 

historic district within the ICE geographic area.  Based on a review of the MD Inventory of 

Historic Properties, 13 individual historic properties have been identified in the ICE boundary as 

being either listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  
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Approximately half of them are clustered in the old section of Leonardtown south of MD 5.  

Much of the historic character of Leonardtown remains, particularly in the old downtown section 

around the county Court House.  In this part of town multiple structures with historical 

significance have been adaptively reused and new structures have been built to fit the historical 

context of the community.  The stated purpose of Leonardtown’s Comprehensive Plan (2010) is 

to protect and perpetuate the town’s “unique atmosphere and small town character while 

enhancing its role as the historic and governmental center of St. Mary’s County and as a vibrant 

residential and business center.” One of the key elements of the Town’s vision listed in the plan 

is “(a) sustained appreciation and commitment to protection of the Town’s historic resources.” 

However, while the local officials promote the reuse of historic structures and the protection of 

those listed on the National Register, there are no special ordinance requirements in place for 

historic preservation.  

 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Figure III-18 and Table III-16, illustrate the location and extent of the historic properties that 

would be potentially impacted by the MD 5 project and other planned land development actions.  

There is the potential for the propose MD 5 improvements to encroach upon 6 properties, 

including a potential structure displacement.  These properties include one listed property and 5 

properties eligible for listing on the NRHP. It is anticipated that there would be only minimal 

indirect impacts associated with the MD 5 project.  In addition, there are no direct impacts to 

historic properties associated with the planned land development projects as listed in Table 

ES-10 (three potentially historic properties associated with the Clark’s Rest Development were 

surveyed as part of the MD 5 project and determined to be not eligible for listing on the NRHP).  

Since there is minimal potential for adverse effects on historic properties associated with the land 

development projects and these projects have existing access to the local roadway network and 

their development schedules and approvals are not connected to the proposed MD 5 

improvements; there are only minimal indirect impacts as a result of projects by others. 
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Cumulative Effects 

All potential encroachments on historic properties are associated with the MD 5 project.  No 

potential encroachments on historic properties have been identified for any of the other proposed 

land development actions.  The potential encroachment upon 6 properties is a worse case 

assessment based on the MD 5 project’s Maximum Proposed Limits of Disturbance.  While it is 

anticipated that this potential impact will be greatly reduced for the preferred improvement 

alternative, the MD 5 project does contribute to cumulative impacts within the ICE boundary as a 

result of this potential displacement.  

 

11. Community Resources 

The major community within the ICE boundary is the Town of Leonardtown, which is the oldest 

town in the state that has been incorporated.  Other developed areas within the ICE boundary 

include non-incorporated areas of residential and commercial development, such as Loveville, 

located primarily along MD 5, north of the town.  The proposed MD 5 project is entirely within 

the town’s corporate limits.  Over the past twenty years, the Leonardtown area has experienced 

an influx of economic, commercial, residential, and institutional development.  The older 

downtown area has seen a resurgence of new stores and restaurants and the town has become an 

educational center with a branch of the College of Southern Maryland, Leonard Hill High, 

Middle and Elementary Schools, St. Mary’s Ryken High School, Leonard Hall Junior Naval 

Academy, and the St. Mary’s Technical Center.  In 2004, St. Mary’s Hospital transformed itself 

with a major expansion and renovation.  Leonardtown also serves as the County Seat housing the 

courthouse as well as municipal, county, state, and federal agencies.   

 

The town recently established two small municipal parks, The Port of Leonardtown at the former 

SHA property located in the McIntosh Run floodplain immediately adjacent to MD 5 and the 

Wharf Waterfront Park along Breton Bay at the southern tip of Washington Street.  In addition, a 

public recreational property, Miedzinski Park, is located along Hollywood Road at the County 

Government Complex.  It includes outdoor ball fields and the Leonard Hall Recreation Center, 

an indoor athletic facility managed by the St. Mary’s County Parks and Recreation Department.  
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Direct and Indirect Effects 

 

Figure III-18 and Table III-17 illustrate the location of existing developed areas and their 

proximity to the MD 5 project and other planned land development actions.  The MD 5 

improvements would result in a maximum of 5 residential displacements and 11 business 

displacements.  A small sliver section (0.4 acre) of the Port of Leonardtown Park fronting MD 5 

would be encroached.  No other community facilities or services are anticipated to be directly 

impacted by the proposed roadway and intersection improvements.  Given that the proposed 

improvements are primarily widening in an existing corridor extending through the town, 

impacts to adjacent developed properties are unavoidable.  Efforts will be made to avoid and 

minimize displacements during the development of final design plans.  

 

Since the proposed improvements are for an existing facility on existing alignment in a town and 

all the affected properties are immediately adjacent to the existing road, it is anticipated that 

there would be only minimal indirect impacts associated with the MD 5 project.  The number of 

potential residential and commercial displacements is not substantial and no remaining 

residences will be isolated from the community.  In addition, no community facilities will be 

affected.  Therefore there will be no direct and no indirect impact to community cohesion.  Some 

of the potential residential and commercial displacements will occur in an area identified as a 

potential environmental justice area along the south side of the existing MD 5 roadway, but there 

is no singular environmental justice community being impacted.  Given that the project involves 

improvements to an existing roadway and there is development along both sides of the corridor 

being impacted, impacts to residences and commercial properties within a potential 

environmental justice area is unavoidable.  In addition, adverse impact to the Leonardtown 

community will be offset by the construction of new sidewalks, including areas currently without 

sidewalks and wider shoulders to accommodate bicycles and horse-and-buggy travel.  Lastly, 

given the available land in the corridor and the proposed large land development projects in the 

town, residences and commercial properties within the potential environmental justice area can 

be easily relocated within a one to two-mile area and residents within the community will 

continue to have easy and full access to community facilities, including schools and health care.  
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Lastly, the proposed project includes the consolidation of some access points, including the 

elimination of redundant access points for single properties.  This effort will be an overall 

improvement for safety in the corridor and for emergency vehicle response times.  It is 

anticipated that there will be only minor changes to traffic patterns and no road closures or 

rerouting of traffic through residential neighborhoods is proposed. 

 

It is anticipated that the proposed MD 5 improvements will initially have minor direct impacts to 

local tax revenues and overall aesthetics.  Since the proposed improvements will improve safety 

and mobility in the corridor for motorized vehicles, bicycles, horse-and-buggies, and pedestrians, 

it is anticipated that it will enhance the vitality of the overall Leonardtown community that 

would result in indirect positive impacts to local tax revenues.  The project will include 

consideration of some components of streetscaping to enhance the overall aesthetics.  The project 

is consistent with all local plans including the Leonardtown Comprehensive Plan (April 2010), 

the Leonardtown Water and Sewer Master Plan (2003), the St. Mary’s Comprehensive Plan:  

Quality Of Life In St. Mary's County – A Strategy For The 21st Century (revised and adopted 

March 23, 2010), the St. Mary’s County Land Preservation, Parks, and Recreation Plan (adopted 

December 2005), the St. Mary’s County Comprehensive Water and Sewerage Plan (revised and 

adopted January 15, 2008), and the St. Mary’s County’s Educational Facilities Master Plan (July 

2011). 

 

Direct impacts to the community associated with the planned land development projects are 

listed in Table III-16.  The proposed new developments will provide a large number of new 

residential units and commercial space within the town limits, including areas adjacent to the 

affected MD 5 corridor.  In addition, the various land development projects include preservation 

of open space and development of public recreational areas and trails.  This would be a positive 

benefit to the community not only because it would contribute to the vitality of the town but also 

adheres to the local and state planning initiatives that focus development in existing communities 

to facilitate the preservation of the outlying rural farmland and forested areas.  
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All ongoing and future land development projects have existing access to the local roadway 

network and their development schedules and approvals are not connected to the proposed MD 5 

improvements; therefore, their potential direct impacts would not contribute to indirect impacts 

associated with the MD 5 project. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

The potential residential and commercial displacements associated with the MD 5 improvements 

would be offset by the proposed new residential and commercial developments proposed as part 

of the large land development projects within the town limits.  Table III-16 indicates that the 

number of new residences, commercial land, and community recreational and preserved lands 

would be a net gain for the Leonardtown area.  

 

Given the large scale of the proposed mixed-use residential developments – Clark Farm, 

Leonard’s Grant, and Tudor Hall Farm – county and local officials have identified concerns 

related to the town’s sewage treatment capacity and local school facility capacity.  All three 

developments were previously restricted to a 10-year build-out limit and a development rate of 

35 units per year.  Maryland’s Adequate Public Facilities (APF) laws are a means to control 

development until facilities can be made adequate.  Development approvals under APF are based 

on specifically defined public facility capacity standards as outlined in the county’s zoning 

ordinance.  They are designed to curtail development in areas where public facilities are 

inadequate, and to delay development in planned growth areas until adequate facility capacity 

standards are in place or reasonably assured.  St. Mary’s County APF regulations are addressed 

in Chapter 70 of the St. Mary’s County Zoning Ordinance.  

 

Related to the existing limitations of sewage treatment capacity, the town has plans to expand the 

Leonardtown Wastewater Treatment Plant’s existing 0.68 million gallons/day (mgd) capacity to 

0.95 mgd to accommodate planned development.  In addition, the town is planning for an 

eventually upgrade of the plant using Enhanced Nutrient Removal (ENR) technology and for a 

capacity of 1.2 mgd.  Using a phased approach for large developments as mandated by APF laws 

and regulations will provide the county and Leonardtown the time to cost-effectively expand and 
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upgrade wastewater collection and treatment facilities to meet the needs of new development 

without adverse impacts to the environment or undue burden to the existing community 

residents. 

 

Concerning the proposed large number of residential units that could stress existing public 

education facilities in the Leonardtown School District, the St. Mary’s County’s current 

Educational Facilities Master Plan (July 2011) notes that the county has been concerned with the 

capacity of public school facilities since the 1990s given the effects of on-going growth within 

the county.  St. Mary’s County acquired (May 2009) the ±180-acre parcel from the Hayden 

family.  The primary purpose for the land acquisition is to provide sites for a new (second) 

elementary school, a future middle school, and community recreation facilities in the 

Leonardtown School District.  These other facilities could include the Leonardtown Library, an 

all-weather stadium, environmental study areas, joint recreational field usage, and a trail system.  

The total property is roughly bounded by Cemetery Road to the north, McIntosh Run to the 

northwest and the Leonard’s Grant development to the west.  The east property line for the 

property is approximately 850 feet west of Hollywood Road, MD 245.  While the property is 

outside of the town limits, the portion of the property proposed for the school sites is in the 

Leonardtown Development District and the town is proceeding with steps to annex the property.  

Planning approval for the new elementary school was obtained in January 2011 as part of the 

FY2012 capital improvement program.  The construction of this facility should not only relieve 

current capacity issues but also provide for future growth in student enrollment associated with 

the proposed residential developments in the Leonardtown area. 

 

H. CONCLUSION AND MITIGATION 

MD 5 will have direct impacts to natural, cultural, agricultural, and the community resources 

(includes potential displacements of existing residential units and commercial establishments in 

addition to a sliver take of the Port of Leonardtown Park and a potential take of a significant 

historic resource).  These impacts are considered overall minor.  The construction of any of the 

proposed MD 5 improvement alternatives will accommodate the planned land development 

activities.  However, none of the planned development projects is dependent on the completion 
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of the proposed MD 5 project improvements.  The transportation improvements will not increase 

the overall capacity of the roadway and will not provide new or improved access to previously 

isolated parcels of undeveloped land.  The improvements are not expected to cause or induce 

new unplanned development that would affect changes in the current and planned pattern of land 

use, population density or growth rate.  Therefore, the MD 5 improvement alternatives are 

expected to result in only minimal indirect effects on natural, cultural, agricultural, or community 

resources.  The MD 5 project is compatible with all state, county, and local plans as are all the 

major land development activities within the MD 5 ICE geographic boundary.  The indirect and 

cumulative impacts for all resources assessed in the MD 5 ICE analysis are not significant when 

considering:  (1) the existing good conditions of the resources evaluated and (2) the planning and 

resource protection efforts undertaken by both government agencies and private developers.   

 

Based on the ICE analysis, the proposed MD 5 project impacts would have a minimal overall 

contribution to the cumulative impacts associated with approved and proposed land development 

activities within the ICE geographic boundaries.  The potential take of a significant historic 

resource under the MD 5 project is, however, a contribution to cumulative effects for historic 

resources.  For those resources that could be exposed to relatively high cumulative impacts by 

others within the ICE geographic boundary (including the 100-year floodplain, wetlands, WSSC, 

RTE species buffer areas, Chesapeake Critical Area, agricultural lands, prime farmland soils, and 

the Green Infrastructure), the proposed Tudor Hall Farm development is the proposed action that 

would be the major or sole contributor to the cumulative impacts.  Most of the sensitive 

resources are primarily associated with McIntosh Run.  The resources within the McIntosh Run 

are of good quality and efforts are underway to maintain and improve the resources as part of the 

Breton Bay Breton Bay Watershed Restoration Action Strategy (2003) prepared for St. Mary’s 

County and the Town of Leonardtown. 

 

Impacts to other resources assessed in the ICE analysis such as forestlands (including land 

identified as part of the Green Infrastructure), FIDS, agricultural land, and farmland soils of 

statewide importance, are not significant when considering the total land area affected in the ICE 

geographic area.  The areas immediately adjacent to and surrounding the Leonardtown PFA and 
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Development District are primarily zoned as part of the Rural Preservation District and public 

water and sewer service are restricted in these areas.  The ongoing and future collaborative 

efforts of the town and county will ensure that development is properly directed to the parcels 

within the boundaries of the PFA and Development District.  Focusing development in the 

Development District and PFA minimizes the impacts to forestland and agricultural lands 

associated with large land development activities.  Therefore the cumulative impacts associated 

with the MD 5 project and other land development projects in the ICE boundary will not be a 

significant cumulative impact for the region, nor for the county. 

 

MD 5 project-specific mitigation is proposed to minimize or compensate for unavoidable 

cumulative impacts associated with the MD 5 project and can be found in other sections of the 

document.  It is expected that the current statutes and regulations protecting various sensitive 

resources will ensure that the site plans for proposed development projects is designed to avoid 

and minimize significant adverse impacts.  In addition, the county recently designated a 28,800-

acre natural resources conservation focus area in the north central part of the county that includes 

the Breton Bay watershed.  This area surrounds the Leonardtown PFA and Development District 

and is anchored by the existing Huntersville Rural Legacy area to the north and the St. Mary’s 

River Wildland to the south (St. Mary’s County 2005 Land Preservation, Parks, and Recreation 

Plan and 2010 Comprehensive Plan).  The county has identified this conservation area to focus 

conservation, enhancement, preservation, and best management efforts and monies to provide 

additional protection to the natural resources surrounding the PFA and Development District. 

 

A potential major issue for the area encompassed by the ICE geographic boundary is the 

potential cumulative impact to the large forested areas and wetlands within the McIntosh Run 

drainage area.  These lands have been identified by the MDNR as part of Maryland's Green 

Infrastructure.  St. Mary’s County officials use the MDNR’s Green Infrastructure assessment in 

their efforts to reach the county’s natural resource protection goals.  The assessment is cited in 

the county’s zoning ordinance (Article 7, Section 71.8 4.d (8)) in reference to preserving forest 

interior dwelling species (FIDS) habitat.  While these efforts by the county will protect the large 

portions of Green Infrastructure outside the Leonardtown PFA and Development District, the 
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smaller areas along the western end of the town and its PFA and Development District within 

and immediately adjacent to the McIntosh Run channel, will be vulnerable. 
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IV. DRAFT SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION 

A. Introduction 

Section 4(f) as amended and codified in the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 

1966, 49 U.S.C 303 (c), states that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) “may 

not approve the use of land from a significant publicly owned public park, recreation 

area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless a 

determination is made that:  1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 

land from the property and 2) the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm 

to the property resulting from such use” [23 CFR 774.3(a)]. 

This Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared in accordance with 23 CFR 774 and 

49 USC 303 to assess the likely effects of the proposed action upon Section 4(f) 

resources and evaluate options that avoid or minimize impacts to those resources caused 

by the build alternatives.  The final Section 4(f) evaluation will provide a determination 

on whether feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives to the use exist, and whether all 

possible planning to minimize harm to the resources has been performed. 

B. Purpose and Need 

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) is conducting a project planning 

study along MD 5 in Leonardtown, Maryland.  The project is located along MD 5 from 

MD 243 to MD 245 (Figure IV-1).  The purpose of the study is to improve vehicular 

safety and traffic operations along MD 5, while supporting existing and planned 

development in the area.  Currently, MD 5 serves as the major gateway to Leonardtown, 

the county seat of St. Mary’s County, Maryland.   

Improvements along the MD 5 corridor in Leonardtown are needed to increase vehicular 

and pedestrian mobility, address safety concerns and provide adequate intersection 

capacity and improved access for the existing traffic and planned development which will 

generate extensive additional traffic in the area.  The study will also evaluate necessary 

improvements to the intersection configurations along the MD 5 corridor to ensure 

sufficient capacity, along with safe pedestrian, bicycle and horse-and-buggy 
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compatibility, and improved vehicular access to St. Mary’s Hospital as well as 

residences, businesses, schools, and places of worship along MD 5, while ensuring 

adequate accommodations are provided for the Amish and elderly communities within 

the area.  The MD 5 study area is consistent with the 2007 Highway Needs Inventory. 

C. Proposed Action 

In addition to the No Build Alternative, SHA is evaluating three build alternatives as part 

of this study.  In addition, three options that may be applied to Alternatives 3 and 4 are 

currently under consideration.  These alternatives and options are described below and 

are shown in detail in Section II of this EA. 



 

 

 

FIGURE IV-1 
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Alternative 1:  No-Build 

No major improvements are proposed with Alternative 1, the No-Build Alternative.  The 

existing MD 5 roadway consists of four 12-foot travel lanes (two in each direction) and a 

four-foot painted median.  A five foot sidewalk exists along both side of MD 5 with no 

buffer between the travel lanes and sidewalk.  Minor short-term improvements would 

occur as part of normal maintenance and safety projects but the number and width of the 

lanes would not change.  This alternative does not address the Purpose and Need for the 

project.  Rather, it serves as a baseline for comparing the impacts and benefits of other 

proposed alternatives. 

Alternative 2:  Transportation Systems Management 

The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative consists of lower-cost 

improvements including minor construction and operational enhancements.  Under this 

alternative, no through capacity would be added to MD 5.  As depicted on Figures II-2 

through II-4 in Section II, improvements proposed for the MD 5 intersections of MD 

243, MD 245 and, Abell/Moakley streets include:   

 Provide a double left from MD 5 westbound to MD 243 southbound 

 Provide a double right from MD 243 northbound to MD 5 eastbound 

 Add an exclusive right turn lane from MD 5 eastbound to MD 5 Business 

(Washington Avenue) southbound 

 Provide a double right from MD 245 southbound to MD 5 

Additional storage length and taper areas are included where necessary as part of the 

intersection improvements.  Alternative 2 also includes the formal striping of left turn 

lanes on MD 5 at its intersection with Abell/Moakley Street.  New sidewalks would be 

added along MD 5 at the intersections to improve pedestrian accessibility and safety by 

connecting with the existing sidewalks where present.  Wide outside lanes are included 

on MD 5 at these intersections for on-road bicycle use and to improve safety for horse-

drawn vehicles.  



 

MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245          Environmental Assessment 
 

IV-5 
 
 

Alternative 3:  Five Lane Roadway 

Alternative 3 includes the widening of MD 5 to accommodate the addition of a 13-foot-

wide continuous center turn lane that would replace the existing four-foot painted median 

on MD 5 (see Figures II-1 and II-5 through II-8 in Section II).  Alternative 3 also 

proposes intersection improvements throughout the corridor.  A 12-foot-wide inside 

travel lane and 16-foot-wide outside travel lane would be provided.  This would require 

widening the existing roadway to one or both sides.  The 16-foot-wide outside lane would 

be provided to accommodate bicycle access along the corridor as well as horse-drawn 

vehicles.  In addition a 5-foot sidewalk would be provided along both sides of MD 5 

throughout the entire project limits to improve pedestrian accessibility and safety.  The 

MD 5 intersections at MD 243 and MD 245 would include raised medians for ADA 

compliance, and include all improvements proposed under Alternative 2.  New signalized 

intersections would be provided at the MD 5 intersections with Clark’s Rest Lane and 

Abell/Moakley Streets. 

Alternative 4:  Four Lane Divided Roadway 

Alternative 4 proposes the addition of a continuous 18-foot median for MD 5 with left-

turn lanes provided at major intersections (see Figures II-1 and II-9 through II-12 in 

Section II).  A  

12-foot inside travel lane and 16-foot outside travel lane will be provided.  This would 

require widening the existing roadway to one or both sides.  The 16-foot outside lane 

would be provided to accommodate bicycle access along the corridor along with horse 

drawn vehicles.  In addition, a 5-foot sidewalk would be provided along both sides of 

MD 5 throughout the entire project limits to improve pedestrian accessibility and safety.  

The MD 5 intersections at MD 243 and MD 245 would include the improvements 

proposed under Alternative 2. 

Option 2:  Stream Avoidance 

Under this option, the baseline of the proposed roadway would deviate approximately 40 

feet to the south of the existing centerline to avoid the longitudinal stream impact and a 
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historic site (Gough Farm) located on the north side of MD 5 between Abell/Moakley 

streets and Clark’s Rest Lane (see Figures II-13 and II-14 in Section II).  The stream 

was identified as a resource of concern during the initial field review with the review and 

regulatory agencies. 

Option 3:  Additional Intersection Improvements 

Option 3 would expand the intersections along MD 5 beyond what is proposed in all 

build alternatives to accommodate additional left turning movements and storage capacity 

at the MD 5 intersections with MD 243 and MD 245(see Figures II-15 and II-16 in 

Section II).  The goal of these additional intersection improvements beyond those 

proposed under Alternatives 3 and 4 is to achieve a level of service of ‘E’ or better in 

2030 at these two intersections.  Both intersections would operate at level of service 'F' 

under future  

No-Build conditions.  Under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the MD 5/MD 243 intersection 

would operate at level of service 'E' in the design year and the MD 5/MD 245 intersection 

would operate at level of service 'F'.  All approaches to the intersection of MD 5 at  

MD 245 will have double left turning bays, except for MD 5 westbound.  This option 

extends the roadway reconstruction along MD 5 Business and MD 245.  This option also 

includes a traffic signal at MD 245/Merchants Lane to improve the operation and safety 

for vehicles exiting Merchants Lane.  In addition, a jug handle movement has been 

provided at the intersection of MD 5 at Abell/Moakley streets to accommodate U-turning 

vehicles as part of Alternative 4. 

Option 4:  Shopping Center Modified Access 

Option 4 proposes the same improvements as Alternative 4 with the exception of the 

improvements for the MD 5/MD 243 intersection.  Under Option 4, the intersection of 

MD 5 at MD 245 would have the same lane configuration as Alternative 4 (see Figure 

II-17 in Section II).  At the MD 5 intersection with MD 243, the right-turn movement 

from MD 243 onto Merchant's Lane and the left-turn movement from Merchant's Lane 

onto MD 243 would be prohibited.  A double left-turn into the shopping plaza from 

north-bound MD 5 would be added further west at the location of the existing right-
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in/right-out entrance with MD 5 northbound and the shopping plaza.  The restriction of 

movements onto Merchant's lane helps reduce the length of the left turn bays for 

northbound MD 5 at MD 243. 

D. Section 4(f) Properties 

Five Section 4(f) properties were identified within the study area (Figure IV-2).  These 

include the Port of Leonardtown (SM-833), Buena Vista (SM-52), Gough Farm  

(SM-331), Drury-Saunders House (SM-540), and St. Mary's Academy (SM-422).  Each 

of these properties is described below. 

Port of Leonardtown (Old State Highway Administration Garages) (SM-833) 

The Port of Leonardtown is a publicly-owned park facility that occupies the site of the 

Old State Highway Administration Garages, which is also eligible for listing in the 

National Register of Historic Places under Criteria A and C.  Thus, this property qualifies 

for protection under Section 4(f) as both a park and a historic site.  The property is 

approximately three acres in size and is located along southbound MD 5, just east of 

MD 243.  The property extends in the southwest direction from MD 5 to the east side of 

MD 243 and is accessed by a driveway along MD 243.  The historic boundary comprises 

the majority of the parcel and encompasses the area around the garage buildings and the 

driveway.  Only a narrow strip of land along the eastern side of the property lies outside 

the historic boundary (see Figure IV-2).  Leonardtown officials recently acquired the 

property for conversion to municipal parkland.   

Currently the site includes two masonry garage structures built in the 1930s.  The 

northernmost SHA Garage is located approximately forty feet from the current alignment 

of MD 5.  The SHA garage was associated with road maintenance in St. Mary’s County 

from c. 1928; therefore, its proximity to the road is consistent with the history of the 

structure.  The northern building has been gutted in preparation for its re-use as a 

commercial winery and tour headquarters.  The other building will provide concessions, 

restrooms, and storage. 
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The property currently includes few other amenities such as a picnic table; however, the 

town has plans to enhance the recreational use of the park (see Appendix B).  The town 

refers to its proposed project as the Port of Leonardtown and the plans include a winery 

and vineyard demonstration area, a picnic area, and a kayak launch into McIntosh Run. 

Gough Farm (SM-331) 

The Gough Farm is located along northbound MD 5 approximately 600 feet west of 

Moakley Street and is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under 

Criteria A and C.  The property is approximately 6.9 acres in size and is accessed via a 

narrow driveway over a stream along northbound MD 5.  The majority of the area within 

the historic boundary is set back approximately 300 feet from MD 5 and encompasses the 

northwestern corner of the property, but the narrow driveway that extends to MD 5 is also 

included within the historic boundary (see Figure IV-2). 

The property includes an American four-square house with Colonial Revival-style details 

as well as several outbuildings.  The farm buildings of the Gough Farm are located 

approximately 500 feet from MD 5.  The entry drive is protected by a guard rail and 

identified with newer signage and, thus, does not contribute to the character of the 

historic resource. 

Buena Vista (SM-52) 

Buena Vista is a National Register-listed historic property located along northbound 

MD 5, approximately 1,000 feet east of Moakley Street.  The site is listed under Criteria 

B and C.  The property is approximately 1.6 acres in size and extends north from MD 5 to 

just south of St. Mary's Hospital.  The c. 1840 Greek Revival House is set approximately 

350 feet back from MD 5 and is accessed via a narrow driveway from MD 5.  The 

historic boundary includes the area around the house and the driveway and comprises the 

western half of the parcel (see Figure IV-2).  There are three contributing elements to 

Buena Vista property including the main house, a meat house, and a storage shed.  The 

entrance to the driveway is defined by two brick piers with concrete caps incised with the 

words “Buena” and “Vista,” which are approximately 20 feet from the road with a great 



 

MD 5 Leonardtown: MD 243 to MD 245          Environmental Assessment 
 

IV-10 
 
 

deal of vegetation between the road and brick piers.  The nomination form for Buena 

Vista defines the period of significance of the property from c. 1840s to 1888.  These 

piers are not contributing elements as they date from the twentieth century. 

Drury-Saunders House (SM-540) 

The Drury-Saunders House, a c. 1900 Queen Anne style frame house, is located at the 

northwest corner of the MD 5/MD 245 intersection.  The property is approximately 1.6 

acres in size and is accessed from both MD 5 and MD 245 via a driveway that extends in 

an L-shape around the house between the two roadways.  The historic boundary for the 

house includes the house footprint, immediate vegetation and sidewalk leading to 

MD 245, but does not include the entire lot (see Figure IV-2).  The property has been 

determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under Criteria A 

and C. 

St. Mary's Academy (SM-422) 

The Saint Mary’s Academy, now Building A of the College of Southern Maryland, 

Leonardtown Campus, is located along northbound MD 5 approximately 700 feet east of 

MD 245.  The building is a 1930s period academy building with Art Deco details/school 

architecture.  The property has been determined eligible for listing in the National 

Register of Historic Places under Criteria A and C.  The historic boundary for this 

resource encompasses approximately five acres including the Academy School and the 

lawn which extends from the school building to MD 245 (see Figure IV-2).  The 

property is accessed via a driveway along northbound MD 5 that leads to the parking lot 

for the building.  Neither the driveway nor the parking lot is included within the historic 

boundary. 

E. Section 4(f) Uses 

Each of the five Section 4(f) properties in the study area would incur a Section 4(f) use as 

a result of one or more of the build alternatives proposed for the MD 5 from MD 243 to 

MD 245 project planning study.  Alternative 1, the No-Build Alternative, would 

completely avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties.  Relocating the roadway to either the 
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north or south to avoid the use of all Section 4(f) properties would not be feasible and 

prudent since MD 5 is an established transportation corridor with residential and 

commercial development along both sides of the roadway.  A relocation of MD 5 would 

not support the existing development along the roadway and, thus, would not meet the 

project's purpose and need. 

The Section 4(f) uses of each property and the total Section 4(f) use for each alternative 

are summarized in Table IV-1. 

Table IV-1:  Summary of Section 4(f) Uses 

Property 

Section 4(f) Use (acres) 

Alt. 2 
Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Alt. 3 Opt. 2 Opt. 3 Opt. 4 Alt. 4 Opt. 2 Opt. 3 Opt. 4 

Port of 
Leonardtown 

0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 

Gough Farm 0 0.02 0 0.02 0.02 0.02 0 0.02 0.02 
Buena Vista 0 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Drury-
Saunders 
House 

0.03 0.03 0.03 0.131 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.131 0.03 

St. Mary's 
Academy 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.19 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.19 0.11 

Total 0.22 0.32 0.30 0.50 0.32 0.33 0.31 0.51 0.33 
Section 106 
Effect 
Determination 

NAE2 NAE2 NAE2 AE3 NAE2 NAE2 NAE2 AE3 NAE2 

1  Section 4(f) use of Drury-Saunders House under Option 3 includes the displacement of the historic building. 
2  NAE - No Adverse Effect 
3  AE - Adverse Effect 

 

Port of Leonardtown 

The Section 4(f) use of the Port of Leonardtown would be identical for Alternatives 2, 3, 

and 4 as well as for Options 2, 3, and 4.  Under each of these alternatives and options, a 

Section 4(f) use of approximately 0.08 acre would occur (Figure IV-3).  The affected 

property is a strip of land that is approximately 150 feet wide and ranges from 

approximately 20 to 40 feet wide and is located immediately adjacent to southbound 
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MD 5along the north edge of the Port of Leonardtown property This land is currently 

comprised of an asphalt driveway that surrounds the northernmost building on the site 

and a small amount of grassy open space.  The Section 4(f) use of this property would 

result from roadside grading and the placement of a retaining wall, which encroaches 

within the historic boundary but minimizes the grading necessary.  No buildings on the 

site would be directly impacted and access to the property would not change.   

Each of the build alternatives would result in a physical use of the property and that was 

determined to have no adverse effect on the Port of Leonardtown under Section 106.  In 

addition, SHA has determined that the Section 4(f) use of the Port of Leonardtown would 

not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the resource for 

protection under Section 4(f) as a public park.  Written concurrence of SHA's 

determination was requested from the officials with jurisdiction (the Town of 

Leonardtown) in a letter dated February 29, 2012 (Appendix B).  Therefore, SHA will 

seek a de minimis impact determination for this resource. 

Drury-Saunders House 

A Section 4(f) use of approximately 0.03 acre would occur at the Drury-Saunders House 

under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, as well as under Options 2 and 4 (Figure IV-4).  The 

impacted land is a narrow band located along the south and east edges of the property 

adjacent to the northbound MD 5 and southbound MD 245, respectively.  The affected 

area is approximately 70 feet long and ranges from 10 to 20 feet wide along the east side 

of the historic boundary and is approximately 50 feet long and ranges from 10 to twenty 

feet wide along the southern edge.  The affected property is part of the front and side yard 

of the house and contains several trees, a sidewalk that connects the house to the sidewalk 

along MD 245, and the tie-ins of the two ends of the asphalt driveway that provides 

access to the property.  The Section 4(f) use would result from roadside grading 

associated with the improvements to the MD 5/MD 245 intersection.  Some of the trees 

would be removed, the eastern end of the sidewalk would be reconstructed, and the 

driveway tie-ins would be reconstructed.  Access to the property would be maintained; 

however, traffic would be brought within closer proximity to the house.  Each of these 
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alternatives and options was determined to have no adverse effect on the Drury-Saunders 

House under Section 106.  Since there would be a physical use of this historic property 

and that use was determined to result in no adverse effect to the resource, the Section 4(f) 

use would have a de minimis impact. 

Option 3 would result in a Section 4(f) use of approximately 0.13 acre from the Drury-

Saunders House (Figure IV-4).  The affected property is located along both MD 5 and 

MD 245 and is approximately 70 feet long and 40 to 50 feet wide along the eastern side 

of the historic boundary and approximately 50 feet long and 10 to twenty feet wide along 

the southern edge. It contains portions of the front and side yards, part of the house, the 

sidewalk connecting the house to the sidewalk along MD 245 and the two ends of the 

driveway along MD 5 and MD 245.  The Drury-Saunders House would be displaced by 

Option 3.  In addition, trees existing within the yard would be removed.  The impacts to 

the property would be the result of the construction of additional turning lanes at the 

MD 5/MD 245 intersection and the associated roadside grading.  Option 3 was 

determined to have an adverse effect on the Drury-Saunders House under Section 106 

due to the demolition of the house. 

St. Mary’s Academy 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 as well as Options 2 and 4 would result in a Section 4(f) use of 

approximately 0.11 acre from St. Mary’s Academy (Figure IV-4).  The affected land is 

located along the west side of the property along northbound MD 245 and is 

approximately 240 feet long and twenty feet wide.  It consists of open, grassy area with a 

few sparsely located trees.  No existing man-made features would be impacted, but 

several trees may be removed.  The use of this property would be the result of roadside 

grading associated with the improvements to the MD 5/MD 245 intersection.  Each of 

these alternatives and options was determined to have no adverse effect on St. Mary's 

Academy under Section 106.  Since there would be a physical use of this historic 

property and that use was determined to result in no adverse effect to the resource, the 

Section 4(f) use would have a de minimis impact. 
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The Section 4(f) use of St. Mary’s Academy resulting from Option 3 would be similar to 

that described for the remaining alternatives and options (Figure IV-4).  However, since 

the proposed intersection improvements would result in a wider roadway section in the 

vicinity of this property, the affected area would amount to approximately 0.19 acre.  The 

affected area would be approximately 240 feet long and 40 feet wide.  The proposed 

intersection improvements would require roadside grading that would encroach onto the 

western side of the property.  The impacted land is currently an open, grassy area with a 

few sparsely located trees.  A few trees may be removed, but no other features would be 

impacted and access to the property would be maintained.  Option 3 was determined to 

have no adverse effect on St. Mary's Academy under Section 106.  Since there would be 

a physical use of this historic property and that use was determined to result in no adverse 

effect to the resource, the Section 4(f) use would have a de minimis impact. 

Gough Farm 

Under Alternative 3, as well as when Options 3 and 4 are applied to Alternative 3, a 

Section 4(f) use of approximately 0.02 acre would result the proposed widening of MD 5 

(Figure IV-5).  The affected area is approximately 25 feet long and 35 feet wide and is 

located immediately adjacent to northbound MD 5 at the end of the driveway to the 

Gough Farm property.  The grading required as part of the roadway improvements would 

truncate the driveway and require its tie-in to MD 5 to be reconstructed.  The impacted 

area also includes a small stream that runs parallel to northbound MD 5 and passes 

beneath the property’s driveway.  Alternative 3, Alternative 3 with Option 3, and 

Alternative 3 with Option 4 were determined to have no adverse effect on the Gough 

Farm under Section 106.  Since there would be a physical use of this historic property 

and that use was determined to result in no adverse effect to the resource, the Section 4(f) 

use would have a de minimis impact. 

The size (0.02 acre) and nature of the direct impact to Gough Farm that would result from 

Alternative 4, as well as when Options 3 and 4 are applied to Alternative 4, would be 

nearly identical to that described for Alternative 3; however, the four-lane divided 

roadway section proposed under Alternative 4 would have a slightly smaller physical use 
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of the property (less than 0.01 acre) and would encompass an area that is approximately 

25 feet long and 30 feet wide.  Under these alternatives and options, access to the 

property from MD 5 would also be limited to right-in/right-out only (Figure IV-5).  

Alternative 4, Alternative 4 with Option 3, and Alternative 4 with Option 4 were 

determined to have no adverse effect on the Gough Farm under Section 106.  Since there 

would be a physical use of this historic property and that use was determined to result in 

no adverse effect to the resource, the Section 4(f) use would have a de minimis impact. 

Buena Vista 

Approximately 0.08 acre of land would be used from Buena Vista under Alternative 3.  

The affected area is approximately 80 feet long and 35 to 45 feet wide.  This Section 4(f) 

use would be identical when Alternative 3 includes Option 2, Option 3, and with Option 

4 (Figure IV-6).  The impacted land is located at the end of the property’s driveway 

immediately adjacent to northbound MD 5 and contains the driveway and several trees on 

either side of the driveway.  The affected area also contains two brick piers with concrete 

caps incised with the words “Buena” and “Vista,” which would be removed as a result of 

the proposed improvements.  The use of this land is due to the grading required as part of 

the roadway widening.  The driveway would be shortened and its tie-in to MD 5 would 

be reconstructed but access to the property would be maintained.  Alternative 3 (alone or 

with all three options) was determined to have no adverse effect on Buena Vista under 

Section 106.  Since there would be a physical use of this historic property and that use 

was determined to result in no adverse effect to the resource, the Section 4(f) use would 

have a de minimis impact. 

The Section 4(f) use of Buena Vista under Alternative 4, Alternative 4 with Option 2, 

Alternative 4 with Option 3, and Alternative 4 with Option 4 would be nearly identical to 

that of Alternative 3 (Figure IV-6).  Minor differences in the proposed improvements 

along MD 5 in the vicinity of the property due to the inclusion of a median instead of a 

center turn lane result in a slightly greater encroachment onto Buena Vista totaling 

approximately 0.09 acre.  The affected area would be approximately 80 feet long and 40 

to 50 feet wide.  The direct impacts to the driveway, vegetation, and brick piers would be 
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the same as those described under Alternative 3; however, Alternative 4 (alone or with all 

three options) would result in the restriction of access to the property from MD 5 to right-

in/right-out only.  Alternative 4, Alternative 4 with Option 2, Alternative 4 with Option 3, 

and Alternative 4 with Option 4 were determined to have no adverse effect on Buena 

Vista under Section 106.  Since there would be a physical use of this historic property 

and that use was determined to result in no adverse effect to the resource, the Section 4(f) 

use would have a de minimis impact. 

F. Avoidance Analysis 

Avoidance alternative are those that avoid all Section 4(f) uses within the corridor.  An 

analysis of alternatives that avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties is required when 

Section 4(f) uses that do not have de minimis impacts are present.  Such an analysis was 

undertaken for Section 4(f) use of the Drury-Saunders House associated with Option 3 of 

this project.  Three avoidance alternatives were identified.  These include the No-Build 

alternative, Relocation of MD 5, and Realignment of MD 5 Within the Existing Corridor.  

Each of these avoidance alternatives was evaluated to determine if it would be a feasible 

and prudent avoidance alternative as defined in 23 CFR 774.17. 

Alternative 1:  No-Build - Alternative 1, the No-Build Alternative would completely 

avoid all Section 4(f) properties.  At the MD 5/MD 245 intersection (in the vicinity of the 

Drury-Saunders House), the No-Build Alternative would not meet the project's need to 

provide adequate intersection capacity.  As such, Alternative 1 (No-Build) would not be 

feasible and prudent because it would compromise the project to a degree that it is 

unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of its stated purpose and need.  

Therefore, Alternative 1 (No-Build) was eliminated because it "causes other severe 

problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the importance of protecting the 

Section 4(f) property." 

Relocation of MD 5 - Avoidance of the Section 4(f) use of the Drury-Saunders House 

could be achieved by relocating MD 5 on a new alignment to the north or south of its 

current location.  However, based on the location of the Drury-Saunders property and the 

St. Mary's Academy, relocation of the roadway by over 400 feet to the north would be 
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necessary to achieve complete avoidance.  A shift of this magnitude would require a 

deviation from the existing baseline of MD 5 that would extend a considerable distance to 

both the east and the west and would place a new roadway on land that is currently not in 

transportation use.   

A preliminary investigation of the surrounding land uses shows that this deviation would 

require impacts to undeveloped and agricultural properties in the western and central 

portions of the study area and would impact several commercial and institutional 

properties in the eastern portion of the study area.  Possible impacts of this type of 

relocation would include the acquisition of new right-of-way and the bisection of 

properties and could also potentially include impacts to existing parking lots and 

commercial displacements. 

For these reasons, Relocation of MD 5 would not be feasible and prudent because it 

would compromise the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the 

project in light of its stated purpose and need and would also cause severe social, 

economic or environmental impacts.  Therefore, Relocation of MD 5 to a New Alignment 

was eliminated because it "causes other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially 

outweighs the importance of protecting the Section 4(f) property." 

Realignment of MD 5 Within the Existing Corridor - This avoidance alternative is 

partially based on a similar option (Option 1) that was considered in the preliminary 

stages of the project and eliminated due to the large number of displacements it would 

require.  Option 1 proposed avoiding the Section 4(f) uses along the entire corridor by 

realigning the baseline of MD 5 to shift the roadway away from the various Section 4(f) 

properties.  Option 1, as presented early in the project, did not propose avoidance of the 

Drury-Saunders House because avoidance of this resource would preclude the addition of 

a right-turn lane along MD 245 that is needed to improve the operation of the 

intersection.  Without the addition of the right turn lane, the intersection would continue 

to operate at a level of service 'F'. 

The Realignment of MD 5 Within the Existing Corridor alternative considered in this 

Section 4(f) evaluation proposes avoiding the Drury Saunders House by realigning the 
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baseline of MD 5 to the south of its existing centerline and minimizing improvements to 

the MD 5/MD 245 intersection.  The realignment of the baseline necessary to avoid the 

Drury-Saunders House would require the reconstruction of the intersection and would 

preclude the needed widening of MD 245 to include an additional right-turn lane.  In 

addition, as many as three to five additional residential and business displacements (as 

compared to Alternatives 3 and 4) along the south side of existing MD 5 would be 

necessary.   

For these reasons, Realignment of MD 5 Within the Existing Corridor would not be 

feasible and prudent because it would cause severe social, economic or environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, Realignment of MD 5 Within the Existing Corridor was eliminated 

because it "causes other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the 

importance of protecting the Section 4(f) property." 

Avoidance Analysis Findings - Based on the above analysis, all of the avoidance 

alternatives considered in this Section 4(f) evaluation would "causes other severe 

problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the importance of protecting the 

Section 4(f) property."   

G. Least Overall Harm 

Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1), if the avoidance analysis determines that there is no 

feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, then only the alternative that causes the least 

overall harm may be approved.  A comparative analysis of the project alternatives was 

conducted to identify the alternative that would result in the least overall harm to Section 

4(f) properties.  This analysis is based upon the seven factors identified in 23 CFR 

774.3(c)(1).  Table IV-2, located at the end of this evaluation, presents a summary 

comparison of the alternatives by each least overall harm evaluation factor.  Since this 

analysis may change as a result of input received from the public or the officials with 

jurisdiction, the identification of the least overall harm alternative has been reserved for 

the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 
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H. All Possible Planning to Minimize Harm 

Section 4(f) requires that all possible planning to minimize harm to section 4(f) properties 

be included in a project before it may be approved by the FHWA.  “All possible 

planning” includes all reasonable measures to minimize harm and mitigate for adverse 

impacts and effects.  It does not require analysis of feasible and prudent avoidance 

alternatives.  The avoidance analysis has already occurred in the context of searching for 

alternatives that avoid Section 4(f) properties altogether, pursuant to 23 CFR 774.17.  For 

this Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, possible planning to minimize harm has been included 

for the alternatives currently under consideration and is documented in this section; 

however, the determination of whether all possible planning has occurred has been 

reserved for the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

During the development of the project alternatives, it was recognized that possible 

planning to minimize harm to Section 4(f) properties could be achieved in this corridor 

through various measures.  These include minor alignment shifts as well as measures to 

minimization the footprint of the roadway in the vicinity of Section 4(f) properties.  

Where possible, these measures have been incorporated into the current design of the 

alternatives.  The following describes the numerous measures that were considered and 

identifies which were incorporated and which were eliminated from consideration. 

Minor Alignment Shifts 

Minor alignment shifts in the vicinity of the Section 4(f) properties along MD 5 in the 

study area were evaluated to determine if the encroachment of the current alternatives 

into each 4(f) property could be avoided or minimized.  An alignment shift in the vicinity 

of the Port of Leonardtown considered shifting the alignment of MD 5 to the north.  This 

alignment shift was evaluated during the development of project alternatives as part of 

Option 1 - Section 4(f) Minimization.  Option 1 was eliminated from consideration due to 

the magnitude of displacements that it would cause elsewhere in the corridor.  In the 

vicinity of the Port of Leonardtown, it was determined that a shift of the roadway 

alignment to the north would result in impacts to the CVS Pharmacy property as well as 

impacts to a stream and an existing SWM facility that exist on the north side of MD 5.  In 
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addition, a shift of the alignment to the north would result in the need to reconstruct the 

MD 5/MD 243 intersection because the distance between the intersection and Port of 

Leonardtown would not allow enough space to incorporate the shift without moving the 

intersection slightly to the north.  Because of the impacts to the environmental resources 

and the additional cost of the modifications to the MD 5/MD 243 intersection, this 

alignment shift was not included in the current alternatives. 

Option 1 - Section 4(f) Minimization also included a shift of the alignment of MD 5 to 

the south that would avoid the Section 4(f) uses of Gough Farm and Buena Vista.  This 

alignment shift was determined to result in the displacement of 22 businesses along the 

south side of MD 5.  This number of displacements was substantially higher than that 

which would occur under any of the other build alternatives.  For this reason, this shift 

was not included in the design. 

A similar shift that only avoids the Section 4(f) use of Gough Farm was also considered.  

This shift realigned MD 5 to the south in the vicinity of Gough Farm and tied back into 

the existing alignment of the roadway near the driveway to Buena Vista.  This alignment 

shift does not avoid the Section 4(f) use of Buena Vista, but it limits the number of 

displacements and avoids impacts to the stream that runs parallel to the north side of 

MD 5.  This alignment shift was incorporated into the project and is currently under 

consideration as Option 2:  Stream Avoidance. 

In the vicinity of the Drury-Saunders House and St. Mary’s Academy, a southern shift of 

the alignment of MD 5 was considered as part of Option 1 - Section 4(f) Minimization.  

This shift would minimize the use of these two Section 4(f) properties but would not 

avoid them completely because the proposed improvements along MD 245 would also 

result in the use of those properties.  An assessment of this alignment shift as part of this 

Section 4(f) Evaluation concluded that shifting the alignment to the south would result in 

up to five additional residential and business displacements along the south side of MD 5 

as well as impacts to the Father White School located in the southeastern quadrant of the 

intersection.  Due to the potential impacts of this alignment shift, it was not included in 

the project. 
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Shifts in the alignment of MD 245 to the east and to the west to avoid the Drury-Saunders 

House and St. Mary’s Academy, respectively, were considered as part of this Section 4(f) 

Evaluation.  A shift to the east would avoid the Drury-Saunders house, but increase the 

Section 4(f) use of St. Mary’s Academy.  Likewise, a shift to the west would avoid St. 

Mary’s Academy, but increase the use of the Drury-Saunders House.  In addition, shifting 

MD 245 to the east would require realignment of the intersection with MD 5 and would 

result in impacts to the Father White School.  Therefore, these alignment shifts were not 

incorporated into the design of the project. 

Measures to Minimize the Roadway Footprint 

As part of this Section 4(f) Evaluation, additional measures that would reduce the 

footprint of the roadway in the vicinity of Section 4(f) properties were assessed.  Overall, 

it was determined that it would not be possible to reduce the number of travel lanes and 

turn lanes throughout the corridor without compromising the project's ability to meet its 

stated purpose of improving traffic operations. 

Additionally, the current design of each build alternative has incorporated minimum lane 

and shoulder widths.  The American Association of State Highway and Transportation 

Officials (AASHTO) recommend lane widths of 12 feet for roadways of this type.  The 

project alternatives currently include 11 foot lanes in order to provide a slightly wider 

shoulder that will accommodate buggies that are used by the local Amish population. 

The width of the median was also evaluated to determine if it would be possible to reduce 

the median to avoid or minimize the use of Section 4(f) properties.  For the alternatives 

and options that include a median, it was determined that the median width could not be 

further reduced because it would no longer comply with the standards of the Americans 

with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

Lastly, the potential to reduce the footprint of the roadway by incorporating retaining 

walls to limit the extent of roadside grading was assessed.  It was determined that it 

would not be possible to place a retaining wall in the vicinity of Gough Farm, Buena 

Vista, or the Drury-Saunders House because the walls would cut off the driveways to 
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each property.  In the vicinity of St. Mary's Academy, there is no Section 4(f) use along 

the south side of the property and the grade along the west side of the property is 

relatively flat.  Therefore, a retaining wall in this location would result in only a 

negligible reduction in the amount of Section 4(f) property used.  A retaining wall was 

found to be possible in the vicinity of the Port of Leonardtown.  This wall has been 

incorporated into the design of the alternatives. 

Mitigation 

The only Section 4(f) resource potentially impacted by the project is the Drury-Saunders 

House (SM-540), which would be demolished under Alternative 3 with Option 3 and 

Alternative 4 with Option 3.  SHA determined that these options would have an adverse 

effect on this eligible historic resource; the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer 

(MD SHPO) concurred in this finding on April 18, 2012.  Should either of these 

alternatives be selected, specific mitigation measures will be determined in consultation 

with the MD SHPO and with consideration of the views of any other relevant consulting 

parties participating in the Section 106 process.  Therefore, specific mitigation is not 

identified in this Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, but it will be presented in the Final 

Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

I. Coordination 

As part of the process followed to demonstrate compliance with Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act, coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust 

(MHT) took place throughout the early stages of this project.  The SHA identified 

potentially eligible historic properties within the project's area of potential effects, 

evaluated each property, and determined if each was listed or eligible for listing in the 

NRHP.  SHA's eligibility determinations were coordinated with the MHT.  On February 

18 and March 26, 2008, the MHT concurred that the five properties included in this Draft 

Section 4(f) Evaluation were either listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

On May 27, 2009, the SHA sent additional correspondence to the MHT requesting 

concurrence with the SHA's determination of the effects of the project's alternatives on 
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the five historic properties in the area of potential effects (see Appendix B).  In this letter, 

the SHA also informed the MHT of the its intent to request that the Federal Highway 

Administration make a de minimis impact finding for the minor Section 4(f) uses of the 

Old SHA Garages (the Port of Leonardtown), Old Gough Farm (Gough Farm), Buena 

Vista, and St. Mary's Academy.  The MHT concurred with the SHA's effect 

determinations on July 16, 2009. 

Additional coordination with the MHT took place in.  On September 27, 2011, the MHT 

concurred that three archeological sites identified in the project area are not eligible for 

listing in the NRHP.  The MHT also concurred that the project's impacts on historic 

standing structures remained unchanged since the previous consultation in 2009. 

By carbon copy of its May 27, 2009 letter to the MHT, the SHA also invited the St. 

Mary's County Department of Land Use and Growth Management and the St. Mary's 

County Historic Preservation Commission to provide comments and participate in the 

Section 106 process.  In a letter dated June 30, 2009, the St. Mary's County Historic 

Preservation Commission provided comments in support of Alternative 2, TSM. 

The SHA coordinated with the Town of Leonardtown regarding the Port of Leonardtown 

property, which, in addition to being historic, has been converted to use a public park.  In 

a letter dated February 21, 2012, the SHA requested that the Town of Leonardtown 

indicate if the Port of Leonardtown property is "significant" (as defined in FHWA's 

Section 4(f) Policy Paper).  In the same letter, the SHA informed the Town of 

Leonardtown of its intent to request that the FHWA make a de minimis impact finding for 

the Port of Leonardtown.  In a response dated March 8, 2012, the Town of Leonardtown 

indicated that the Port of Leonardtown property is "significant" and concurred that the 

project would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that make the 

property eligible for Section 4(f) protection.   
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Table IV-2:  Least Overall Harm Analysis 

23 CFR 

774.3(c)(1) 

Factor 

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Alternative 

4 
Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Preliminary Conclusion 

i. The ability to 
mitigate adverse 
impacts to each 
Section 4(f) 
property 
(including any 
measures that 
result in benefits 
to the property 

Reasonable 
ability to 
mitigate minor 
impacts to 3 
Section 4(f) 
properties. 

Reasonable 
ability to 
mitigate minor 
impacts to 5 
Section 4(f) 
properties. 

Reasonable 
ability to 
mitigate minor 
impacts to 5 
Section 4(f) 
properties. 

Reasonable 
ability to 
mitigate minor 
impacts to 4 
Section 4(f) 
properties. 

Difficulty 
mitigating for 
displacement of 
Drury-Saunders 
House 

Reasonable 
ability to 
mitigate minor 
impacts to 5 
Section 4(f) 
properties. 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 and Options 
2 and 4 would have substantially 
equal ability to mitigate adverse 
impacts.  Option 3 would have the 
least ability to mitigate adverse 
impacts due to the displacement of 
the Drury-Saunders House. 

ii. The relative 
severity of the 
remaining harm, 
after mitigation, 
to the protected 
activities, 
attributes or 
features that 
qualify each 
Section 4(f) 
property for 
protection 

De minimis 
impacts to 3 
Section 4(f) 
properties.  
Avoids 2 
Section 4(f) 
properties. 

De minimis 
impacts to 5 
Section 4(f)  
properties 

De minimis 
impacts to 5 
Section 4(f)  
properties 

De minimis 
impacts to 4 
Section 4(f)  
properties.  
Avoids 1 
Section 4(f) 
property. 

De minimis 
impacts to 4 
Section 4(f) 
properties.  
Severe impact to 
Drury Saunders 
House. 

De minimis 
impacts to 5 
Section 4(f)  
properties 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 and Options 
2 and 4 result in de minimis impacts 
to all Section 4(f) properties and are 
all substantially equal.  Option 3 
results in greater than de minimis 
impacts and would cause severe 
harm to the Drury-Saunders House 

iii. The relative 
significance of 
each Section 4(f) 
property 

All 3 Section 
4(f) properties 
are considered 
to be equally 
significant 

All Section 4(f) 
properties are 

considered to be 
equally 

significant 

All Section 
4(f) properties 
are considered 
to be equally 
significant 

All Section 4(f) 
properties are 
considered to 

be equally 
significant 

All Section 4(f) 
properties are 

considered to be 
equally 

significant 

All Section 4(f) 
properties are 
considered to 

be equally 
significant 

The resources have equal 
significance; therefore, the options 
are substantially equal for this 
analysis factor. 
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iv. The views of 
the officials with 
jurisdiction over 
each Section 4(f) 
property 

MHT concurred 
with No 

Adverse Effect 
finding for all 3 

properties 

MHT concurred 
with No 

Adverse Effect 
finding for all 

properties 

MHT 
concurred 
with No 
Adverse 

Effect finding 
for all 

properties 

MHT 
concurred with 

No Adverse 
Effect finding 

for all 
properties 

MHT concurred 
with No 

Adverse Effect 
finding for all 

properties 
except Drury-

Saunders House  

MHT 
concurred with 

No Adverse 
Effect finding 

for all 
properties 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 and Options 
2 and 4 result in no adverse impacts 
to historic properties and are all 
substantially equal.  Option 3 results 
in an adverse effect and would be the 
least favorable. 

v. The degree to 
which each 
alternative meets 
the purpose and 
need for the 
project 

Partially meets 
purpose and 
need - addresses 
intersection 
capacity but 
does not address 
mainline 

Meets purpose 
and need 

Meets purpose 
and need 

Meets purpose 
and need 

Meets purpose 
and need and 

provides 
additional 

intersection 
capacity at 

MD 5/MD 245 

Meets purpose 
and need 

Option 3 best meets purpose and 
need.  Alternatives 3 and 4 and 
Options 2 and 4 adequately address 
the purpose and need.  Alternative 2 
only partially meets the purpose and 
need. 

vi. After 
reasonable 
mitigation, the 
magnitude of any 
adverse impacts 
to resources not 
protected by 
Section 4(f) 

2 residential 
displacements; 4 
commercial 
displacements; 
minor stream, 
forest, wetland, 
and floodplain 
impacts 

2 residential 
displacements; 4 
commercial 
displacements; 
minor stream, 
forest, wetland, 
and floodplain 
impacts 

2 residential 
displacements; 
5 commercial 
displacements; 
minor stream, 
forest, 
wetland, and 
floodplain 
impacts 

2 residential 
displacements; 
10 commercial 
displacements; 
minor stream, 
forest, wetland, 
and floodplain 
impacts 

5 residential 
displacements; 6 
commercial 
displacements; 
minor stream, 
forest, wetland, 
and floodplain 
impacts 

2 residential 
displacements; 
5 commercial 
displacements; 
minor stream, 
forest, wetland, 
and floodplain 
impacts 

Alternative 2 requires the least 
impact to other environmental 
resources.  Alternatives 3 and 4 and 
Option 4 have substantially equal 
impacts, which are somewhat more 
severe than Alternative 2.  Options 2 
and 3 have the greatest impact to 
environmental resources. 

vii. Substantial 
differences in 
cost among the 
alternatives 

$114 million - 
$142 million 

$142 million - 
$176 million 

$150 million - 
$187 million 

$180 million - 
$225 million 

$172 million - 
$214 million not available 

Alternative 2 is the least costly; 
Alternatives 3 and 4 are substantially 
equal and slightly greater than 
Alternative 2; Options 2 and 3 are 
substantially equal and slightly 
greater that Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. 
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V. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

Coordination with cooperating agencies, environmental resource agencies, organizations, 

community associations, and the public has been an important component of the MD 5 Project. 

This section summarizes the coordination efforts, and Appendix B contains copies of the 

correspondence noted in Tables V-1 through V-4. 

 
A. Streamlined Process Coordination 

 

1. Purpose and Need 

 

The Purpose and Need Statement for the MD 5 Project Planning Study was presented to the 

agencies for review and comment in November 2007. Each agency concurred with the Purpose 

and Need. Table V-1 provides a list of the agency correspondence regarding the statement of 

Purpose and Need. 

 
Table V-1: Purpose and Need Coordination 

 
Correspondence To From Date 

Concurrence on Purpose and Need SHA 

FHWA 11/28/2007 
COE 01/19/2008 

USFWS 11/08/2007 
EPA 01/08/2008 
NPS 02/25/2008 

NMFS 12/02/2007 
MDP 11/09/2007 
MDE 02/15/2008 
MHT 01/08/2008 

MD DNR 03/03/2008 
 

2. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 

 

The Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) were presented to the agencies for review 

and comment in January 2009. Each agency concurred with minor comments. Table V-2 

provides a list of the agency correspondence regarding the ARDS. 

 

The Maryland Department of Planning provided comments related to existing and planned 

development in the Leonardtown area and encouraged SHA to work with St. Mary’s County to 

plan and build a well connected local roadway network along the MD 4 corridor.  Land Use and 
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planned development have been incorporated into the purpose and need for the project and 

described in more detail in Section I of this document. 

 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources provided comments related the analysis of 

habitat and species data in regards to the alternate selection process, and that avoidance 

guidelines and requirements must be met for any impacts to rare, threatened or endangered 

species.  The USFWS provided similar comments, which noted the proximity of the red 

turtlehead and deciduous holly with respect to the project area. Coordination continued with the 

Maryland DNR regarding rare, threatened, or endangered species and aquatic resources within 

the project area, and detailed studies were preformed to identify and delineate sensitive areas 

(refer to Section III of this document). 

 

The MDE provided comments regarding the provisions public outreach for the Amish 

community, level of service at the Clarks Rest/Tudor Hall intersection, and business and 

residential displacements.  Section I of this document discusses traffic volumes and Section III 

discusses socio-economic impacts and land use considerations. 

 
 

Table V-2: Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study Coordination 
 

Correspondence To From Date 

Concurrence with no Comments on ARDS 

SHA 

FHWA 01/27/2009 
Concurrence with no Comments on ARDS COE 02/12/2009 
Concurrence with minor Comments on ARDS USFWS 11/24/2008 
Concurrence with no Comments on ARDS EPA 03/18/2009 
Concurrence with no Comments on ARDS NPS 11/21/2008 
Concurrence with no Comments on ARDS NMFS 12/29/2008 
Concurrence with Comments on ARDS MDP 02/12/2009 
Concurrence with minor Comments on ARDS MDE 12/15/2008 
Concurrence with no Comments on ARDS MHT 02/12/2009 
Concurrence with Comments on ARDS MD DNR 06/04/2009 
 
 

3. Regulatory Agency Coordination 

 
Additional agency coordination and correspondence is listed in Table V-3. 
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Table V-3: Agency Correspondence 

 
Correspondence To From Date 

Environmental Review Response SHA MD DNR (ERU) 03/09/2007 
Environmental Review Response SHA MD DNR (W&H) 06/22/2007 
Environmental Review Response SHA USFWS 03/08/2007 
Wetlands and Rare Species Occurrence Response SHA DNR (W&H) 07/28/2009 
Eligibility and Effects Concurrence MHT SHA 05/27/2009 
MHT Concurrence on Adverse Effects SHA MHT 07/16/2009 
Archival and Remote Sensing of St. Paul’s 
Methodist Church Cemetery 

SHA St. Mary’s County 01/15/2008 

Alternative 2 (TSM) Preferred Alternative due to 
avoidance of historic properties 

SHA St. Mary’s County 06/30/2009 

Emergency Service Responder Request St. Mary’s Hospital SHA 04/08/2009 
Emergency Service Responder Request St. Mary’s County 

Department of 
Public Safety 

SHA 04/08/2009 

Emergency Service Responder Request St. Mary’s County 
Fire Board 
Association 

SHA 04/08/2009 

Emergency Service Responder Request Maryland State 
Police 

SHA 04/08/2009 

Emergency Service Responder Request St. Mary’s County 
Sherriff’s Office 

SHA 04/08/2009 

Emergency Service Response SHA St. Mary’s County  
Dept. of Public Safety 

07/08/2009 

Comments on Emergency Service Response to St. 
Mary’s Hospital 

SHA St. Mary’s Hospital 04/30/2009 

Comments on Emergency Service Response to St. 
Mary’s Hospital 

SHA St. Mary’s Hospital 05/1/2009 

SHA Response to St. Mary’s Hospital Comments St. Mary’s Hospital SHA 07/13/2009 
Submission of Request Traffic Data to St. Mary’s 
Hospital 

St. Mary’s Hospital SHA 08/04/2009 

Di minimis request for impacts to the Port of 
Leonardtown 

Commissioners of 
Leonardtown 

SHA 02/29/2012 

Concurrence of Di minimis for impacts to the Port 
of Leonardtown 

SHA Commissioners of 
Leonardtown 

03/08/2012 

 
 

4. Streamlined Process Meeting Minutes 

 

Meetings were held with local, state, and federal agencies at critical points in the project 

planning process to keep the involved parties informed and solicit feedback. These meetings are 

listed in Table V-4 and the minutes from them are included in Appendix B. 
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Table IV-4: Streamlined Process Meeting Minutes 

 

Meeting Purpose Date 
Agencies in 

Attendance 

Town of 
Leonardtown 
Coordination Meeting 

Discuss ongoing development activities 
proposed in the corridor, open communication 
with developers and the Town of Leonardtown 

and discuss project scope and schedule  

03/05/2007 SHA, Town of 
Leonardtown 

Elected Officials 
Briefing 

Provide an overview of the project purpose and 
need, existing project constraints, planning 

process and schedule. 
11/13/2007 

SHA. Leonardtown 
Commissioners, St. 

Mary’s County 
Commissioners 

 
B. Elected Officials Correspondence 

 
Throughout the project planning process, SHA has been coordinating with local Elected Officials 

regarding their constituent’s comments, questions and concerns. Correspondence to and from 

local Elected Officials can be found in Appendix B. 

 
C. Public Coordination/Comments 

 
1. Public Meeting 

 

A MD 5 Informational Project Planning Study was held at Leonardtown Middle School (24015 

Point Lookout Road, Leonardtown, Maryland) on December 11, 2007 from 5:00 PM – 8:00 PM. 

At the meeting, residents and other community representatives had an opportunity to ask 

questions, review, and comment on the purpose and need and schedule of the project. 

Approximately 70 people attended.   Comment cards were provided to all attendees to complete 

and submit to SHA during or following the workshop. The majority both written and verbal 

comments received at the public meeting are summarized below. 

 
 Safety as the number one concern in the corridor.   
 Concerns about excessive speed, difficulty making left turns onto and from MD 5, 

pedestrian and bicyclist safety, and lack of traffic signals along the corridor.   
 The intersection of Moakley/Abell Streets and MD 5 was identified as the location with 

the most traffic problems, and the area around the hospital entrance was also identified as 
an area with traffic problems.   

 Need to provide improvements quickly, to add traffic signals in the corridor, and to 
provide a center-turn lane.  

  Preserving the community character and reducing property impacts. 
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2. Public Open House 

 

The second general public meeting, an Open House was held on Wednesday, December 10, 2008 

(from 3:00 PM to 7:00 PM), at the Leonardtown Volunteer Fire Department Fire Hall.  

Approximately 75 people attended and many provided spoken and written comments. The 

purpose of the meeting was to present the alternatives under consideration and gather public 

comments.  Major issues included the need for a traffic signal at the MD 5 intersection with 

Abell/Moakley Streets, the need to slow traffic, the need to address safety at the various 

entrances along MD 5 (e.g., access points to the hospital, nursing home, Breton Market Place, 

church/cemetery, College of Southern Maryland), the desire for minimizing impacts on 

(displacement of) residences along MD 5, and the need to maintain safe left turns. 

3. Community Outreach 
 

a. Project Newsletters 

 
In the Fall of 2007 and again in 2008, project newsletters were mailed to local residents, 

businesses and interested stakeholders.  The first newsletter provided a comment card to solicit 

public input on the proposed project.  Approximately 300 completed survey responses were 

received.  Many survey comments mirror the comments received at the December 11, 2007 

Informational meeting.  Safety and the inability to make turns across traffic, especially during 

rush hours, were listed as the top concerns for the corridor.  Many surveys requested increased 

speed enforcement or lowering the speed limit in the corridor, and others identified the stretch 

from Moakley/Abell Streets south to MD 245 as the area with the most traffic problems.  Copies 

of the mailed newsletters can be found in Attachment B.   

b. Old Order Mennonite and Amish Community Outreach 

 

St. Mary’s County is home to an Amish Community of at least 350 families as well Old Order 

Mennonite communities, which both use horse-and-buggies as their primary mode of 

transportation.  Although these communities are outside the study area and will experience no 

property impacts, members of the Old Order communities frequently travel the MD 5 project 

corridor to access commercial establishments and government services and reach other 

destinations outside the study area.  SHA conducted outreach to the Old Order communities 

through coordination with county officials (Mr. Ben Bealle of the St. Mary’s County 
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Cooperative Extension).  Coordination efforts identified issues of concern for the Old Order 

Communities, including: 

 Conflicts with vehicular traffic exist at the right-turn lane onto MD 243 
(area lacks a shoulder).  Community would like SHA to consider 
continuing the shoulder through the MD 5/MD 243 intersection. 

 Insufficient roadway shoulder width forces buggies to travel in the right-
hand lane, which holds up traffic.  The buggies are the standard six-foot 
wide carriages, and the buggy drivers expressed a preference for shoulders 
at least seven feet wide, noting that eight-foot shoulders would give them 
greater flexibility in making turns.  Community would like SHA to 
consider a shoulder for horse-and-buggy travel at least up to 
Abell/Moakley Streets. 

 MD 5/Moakley Street intersection is difficult to use, even for motorized 
vehicles.  Buggy drivers would prefer to turn left on Moakley Street to 
access the hospital and government services. 

  No alternate route exists to take Abell Street to MD 5 Business and access 
to MD 5 Business is difficult.  Community would like SHA to consider an 
alternate route for horse-and-buggy travel south of Abell/Moakley Streets. 

 Buggy-hauling wagons travel slowly and Old Order farmers consider it 
dangerous to access a farmers market in the MD 5 Business corridor.  
Community would like safe travel for horse-and-buggy along MD 5 
Business, where streetscape project is underway. 

 Buggy wheels sometimes get caught in the grilles of roadside drainage 
grates.  Community would prefer that drainage grates be oriented with 
grilles perpendicular to the direction of travel. 

 Cars sometimes drive on roadway shoulders, especially when passing left-
turning vehicles.  This practice creates a dangerous situation when a car 
crests a hill and unexpectedly finds a horse-and-buggy on the shoulder.  
Community would like SHA to consider posting signs stating that 
shoulders are for bicycles, horse-and-buggies, and emergency use only. 

 

On December 2, 2011, the MD 5 Project Team attended an Amish auction in the town of 

Loveville to share project-related information and gain input on traffic concerns specific to the 

Amish and Mennonite community. The team also surveyed several members of the community 
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during the event, and provided the auction reception desk with self-addressed surveys that could 

be mailed to SHA at a later date by future auction attendees. 

Respondents included members of the Amish, Old Order Mennonite, and Eastern Mennonite 

communities who have traveled along MD 5, MD 245, and MD 243 by horse and buggy and/or 

other means.  While most attendees were local to this area of Leonardtown, the team also spoke 

with members of the community that were visiting relatives but had traveled along MD 5. 

Commonly-cited concerns including the following: 

 The PNC Bank and the area surrounding it, a common destination for locals, is very 
difficult to access and navigate by horse and buggy. The area has seen multiple horse 
and buggy accidents, and several respondents have had to find other means of accessing 
the bank, including parking buggies at a nearby shopping center and walking along MD 
5. Two respondents planned to change banks due to the inconvenience. Making a left out 
of the bank was also mentioned as a concern. 
 

 The signal at the intersection of MD 5 and Maypole Road is not sensitive to buggies, 
and changes too quickly when a buggy is not directly behind a motor vehicle. If a buggy 
is first at the light, the light changes without sensing its presence. Many respondents felt 
this was due to the buggies not having an adequate metal content for the sensors.   

 
 Due to narrow shoulders and traffic congestion, several members of the community have 

resorted to walking, riding the STS bus, and other means of transportation in order to 
access both daily and occasional destinations such as the Leonardtown Shopping Center, 
Food Lion grocery store, Wal-mart, PNC Bank, Reynold’s Pharmacy, and  area schools, 
post office, and funeral home. 
 

 Signage is not adequate along MD 5 and MD 235. Where MD 5 and MD 235 begin and 
end is confusing, and the two routes are difficult to differentiate with the current 
signage. This was brought to the team’s attention by both locals and out-of-town Amish 
who had had difficulty navigating the area.  
 

 The area nursing home and hospital off of Moakley Street were difficult to access due to 
congestion. Wider medians and shoulders were recommended.  
 

 Due to curvature in the road, it is difficult for horse and buggy users to safely to access 
MD 5, MD 245, and MD 243 from side roads along the routes. 
 

 It was recommended that the team install guardrails on traffic side of the sidewalk across 
the bridge. 
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 The intersection of MD 5 and MD 245 was cited as being dangerous for buggies.  

 
 Several respondents preferred Alternative 4 to Alternative 3.  

As part of the survey, Amish and Mennonite respondents were asked to rate their experience in 

five areas of concern along MD 5 in Leonardtown: making left turns, entering MD 5, congested 

intersections, lack of room for horse and buggies, and motorized vehicle speed. Of seven 

respondents completing this portion of the survey and rating their experiences in these areas from 

1 (no problem) to 4 (serious problem), five felt that making left turns along the corridor was a 

serious problem. Three respondents indicated that motorized vehicle speed was the most 

significant traffic issue, and four were most concerned with congested intersections and/or lack 

of room for horse and buggies. Another two felt that all five issues were of great significance. 

Those citing the above traffic issues as their biggest concerns were also concerned with the 

remaining issues included on the survey, but to a lesser degree. 
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Elizabeth Habic 

From: Mitch_Keiler@fws.gov

Sent: Friday, January 23, 2009 2:53 PM

To: Elizabeth Habic

Subject: MD 5 Leonardtown ARDS

Page 1 of 1

05/01/2009

 
Elizabeth,  
 
RE: MD 5 Leonardtown ARDS  
 
The US Fish & Wildlife Service's concurrence with minor comment for this project dated 11/24/08 is still valid.  
 
Thank you for alerting us to this change in the ARDS package.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Mitch Keiler 
Biologist 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
117 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
(410) 573-4554 phone 
(410) 269-0832 fax 































Elizabeth Habic 

From: Paul Wettlaufer [pwettlaufer@rkk.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2009 8:10 AM

To: Jennifer Ottenberg; Elizabeth Habic; Elder Ghigiarelli; Joseph Kresslein

Subject: Re: Reminder: MD 5 Leonardtown ARDS

Page 1 of 2

05/01/2009

Our former response on behalf of MDE is still valid.  After having seen the project in the field, I am convinced that we 
can widen the proposed cross section an additional 4-5 feet to accommodate Amish buggies without displacing a single 
residence.  I would be willing to discuss this in the field with your engineers.  Paul 
  
----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Jennifer Ottenberg" <jottenberg@rkk.com> 
To: "Paul Wettlaufer" <pwettlaufer@rkk.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2009 8:03:25 AM GMT -05:00 US/Canada Eastern 
Subject: Fwd: Reminder: MD 5 Leonardtown ARDS 
 
See Elizabeth's email below regarding the ARDS. 
 
Jennifer A. Ottenberg, PWS, AWB 
  
RK&K Engineers, LLP 
81 Mosher Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21217 
Phone: 410-728-2900 
Direct line: 410-462-9131 
Fax: 410-728 2834 
Email: jottenberg@rkk.com 
 
  
 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: "Elizabeth Habic" <EHabic@sha.state.md.us> 
To: "john j dinne" <john.j.dinne@usace.army.mil>, "Rudnick Barbara" 
<Rudnick.Barbara@epamail.epa.gov>, "John Nichols" <john.nichols@noaa.gov>, 
ggolden@dnr.state.md.us, jottenberg@rkk.com, "david hayes" <david_hayes@nps.gov>, "B Xu" 
<BXu@mdp.state.md.us>, ttamburrino@mdp.state.md.us 
Cc: "Jeremy Beck" <JBeck@sha.state.md.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 4, 2009 1:50:15 PM GMT -05:00 US/Canada Eastern 
Subject: Reminder: MD 5 Leonardtown ARDS 
 
Just a reminder that concurrence/comments are due next week on Friday, February 13th for the MD 5 Leonardtown planning 
project.  If your agency submitted a response based on the draft ARDS package and the changes regarding Option 1 - 4(f) 
Minimization do not change your prior response, you can reply to this e-mail to confirm you response is still valid.   
  
Please contact me if there are any questions. 
  
Thanks, 
Elizabeth 



 

From: Elizabeth Habic  
Sent: Friday, January 23, 2009 1:46 PM 
To: 'Ian.cavanaugh@fhwa.dot.gov'; Jack Dinne (john.j.dinne@usace.army.mil); Rudnick.Barbara@epamail.epa.gov; 
Bill_Schultz@fws.gov; Mitch Keilor (mitch_keiler@fws.gov); John Nichols; ggolden@dnr.state.md.us; (jottenberg@rkk.com); David 
Hayes (david_hayes@nps.gov); B Xu; ttamburrino@mdp.state.md.us 
Cc: Jeremy Beck; Heather Lowe; Joseph Kresslein 
Subject: MD 5 Leonardtown ARDS 
 
Hi Everyone, 
  
The final MD 5 Leonardtown ARDS package was mailed last week.  I wanted to to direct your attention to a change to the 
Alternatives/Options which was made after the November Interagency Review presentation.  Option 1 - Section 4(f) Minimization 
was not recommended for further study as a stand alone alternative due to the magnitude of displacements associated with the 
option.  Efforts to avoid or minimize impacts to Section 4(f) resources will be included in the other build alternatives during the 
detailed engineering and environmental studies.  Option 1 will be evaluated only as a minimization option in the Section 4(f) 
Evaluation document.   
  
If your agency has already submitted concurrence on the alternatives, and the stated changes to the alternatives do not change 
your comments, you can respond to this e-mail to let us know your concurrence is still valid.  If you would like to change your 
comments or have not submitted a concurrence please submit the concurrence form from the package by February 13, 2009. 
  
Please contact me if there are any questions. 
  
Thanks, 
Elizabeth  
  
Elizabeth Habic 
Environmental Planning Division 
MD State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street, Mail Stop C-301 
Baltimore MD 21202 
  
Phone: 410-545-8563 
Fax: 410-209-5004 
Toll Free: 1-866-527-0502 
E-mail: ehabic@sha.state.md.us 
  

The information contained in this communication (including any attachments) may be confidential and legally 
privileged. This email may not serve as a contractual agreement unless explicit written agreement for this 
purpose has been made. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication or any of its contents is strictly prohibited. If you 
have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender indicating that it 
was received in error and delete the original message and any copy of it from your computer system. 
 
 
--  
Paul R. Wettlaufer 
RK&K 
(410)462-9139 Direct 
pwettlaufer@rkk.com 

Page 2 of 2

05/01/2009





 

 

 
 
                                                                                    June 4, 2009 
 
Memorandum 
                                 
To: Joseph Kresslein, Environmental Planning Division, SHA 

   
From: Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit, MD DNR 
 
Subject: ARDS Concurrence Comments for MD 5: MD 243 to MD 245, St. Mary’s County 

 
 The following information represents the MD Department of Natural Resources (DNR) comments for 
concurrence on the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) package for the following project:  
SM352A11, MD 5: MD 243 to MD 245, St. Mary’s County.   The Department is able to concur with the 
ARDS package, with the comments indicated below.   We are confirming that concurrence decision through 
this memo.  
 
 The project study area contains and/or is in close proximity to Nontidal Wetlands of Special State 
Concern and habitat for documented rare, threatened, and endangered (RTE) species.  We have carefully 
considered information in the ARDS package.  It is our conclusion that the group of alternatives carried 
forward do not lock in any specific impacts, drop any significant impact avoidance opportunities from 
consideration, nor promote new alignments through previously undisturbed habitats away from current 
roadways.  We advocate and are available for coordination on full consideration of these natural resources in 
planning, as well as efforts to avoid impacts to these sensitive natural resources before a final selection of 
alternatives is proposed.  
 
  It is our understanding that some of the alternatives carried forward will potentially involve widening 
of the existing alignment, which could result in impacts to naturally vegetated areas adjacent to the existing 
road.  Some of these areas may provide habitat for species of concern.  Therefore, our concurrence on the 
ARDS package must clearly be qualified to indicate that collection of further natural resource field 
information is appropriate during the detailed study phase, and decisions on an eventual selected alternative 
must take into account further analysis of habitat and species information.  In our advocacy of maximized 
protection of sensitive habitats, we emphasize that the State project must meet certain impact avoidance 
guidelines and requirements if RTE species are determined to be present in close proximity to proposed 
construction. 
 
 In general, further planning should maximize opportunity for flexibility in road widening design.  For 
example, maintaining opportunity to widen either to the north or the south, or to utilize retaining walls or 
variable road cross sections, will optimize the ability to avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive habitats.   



Options or alternatives which avoid road widening in or adjacent to naturally vegetated areas should remain in 
consideration until all habitat and species assessments are completed and reviewed with the natural resources 
agencies.    
 
 The Nontidal Wetlands of Special State Concern (NTWSSC) designation is important to clarify.  Maps 
of these designations are considered guidance maps.  Information on jurisdictional field delineations in their 
vicinity must be utilized, in coordination with MD DNR and MDE, to determine the actual extent of this 
designation and the associated expanded buffers for wetland permitting purposes.  Therefore, project planning 
in the vicinity of a NTWSSC should not make assumptions on final boundaries of the designation based on 
guidance mapping, and final boundaries to be included on plans should be determine through that interagency 
coordination after field wetland determinations are finalized.  
 

It is our understanding that our conclusions above on the ARDS package are consistent with the 
conclusions reached by other commenting resource agencies.  If we have misstated any of the points on 
retained flexibility of design at the ARDS stage for this project, please provide direct response and 
clarification on that point.   

 
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at your convenience at 410-

260-8331 (note that this is a changed phone number for me).   
 
 

cc: Katherine McCarthy, WHS, MD DNR 
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