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Street/Moakley Street intersection is shifted to the south. As an added 
benefit, this shift reduces the right of way impacts to the Gough Farm 
Historic Property.

Option 3 was designed to improve the projected level of service of “F” 
predicted at the MD 5/MD 245 intersection by 2030. Option 3’s principal 
improvement is to expand the MD 5 intersection with MD 245 beyond 
what is proposed in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 to accommodate additional 
left turn lanes and storage capacity. This option would also involve 
extending the roadway reconstruction along MD 5 Business and 
MD 245. This option also proposes to evaluate a traffic signal at MD 243/
Merchants Lane to improve the operation and safety for vehicles exiting 
Merchants Lane.

Option 4 focuses on changing how traffic enters and exits the shopping 
center along Merchant’s Lane. Currently, motorists traveling along MD 5 
North turn left onto MD 243 South and then right onto Merchant’s Lane. 
The delay caused by these two turns generates congestion and reduces 
the level of service at the MD 5 – MD 243 intersection. Option 4 would 
remove the right turn movement from MD 243 South onto Merchants 
Lane and prohibit the left turn from Merchants Lane onto MD 243 North. 
As a replacement, a double left-turn into the shopping plaza from 
MD 5 North would be added further west at the location of the existing 
right-in/right-out entrance with MD 5 South and the shopping plaza. A 
proposed traffic signal would be added at the intersection of MD 5 South 
at the shopping center entrance. 

A. How was the Preferred Alternative Selected? 

Following the Public Hearing held in June 2012, the study team reviewed 
both the public and agency comments. The purpose of this review was to 
identify key stakeholder concerns and build consensus. In addition to this 
review, SHA also conducted an assessment of strategies capable of reducing 
the project’s overall cost and environmental impacts. Based on these 
reviews, SHA was able to determine which alternatives and which options 
would best address the Study’s purpose and need. The final combined 
design is referred to as SHA’s Preferred Alternative. SHA’s Preferred 
Alternative was then presented at the March 19, 2014 Interagency Review 
Meeting to receive any final comments and questions from the agencies 
before requesting their concurrence with the Preferred Alternative.

QUICK REFERENCE

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Americans With Disabilities Act of 19902

The Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) is a civil rights law that 
prohibits discrimination against disabled persons. Disability is defined 
by the ADA as a physical or mental impairment that substantially 
limits a major life activity. Title III of the ADA states that no individual 
may be discriminated against on the basis of disability with regards 
to the full and equal enjoyment of the goods, services, facilities, 
or accommodations of any place of public accommodation. For 
transportation agencies like SHA, ADA and Title III specifically mean that 
sidewalks, crosswalks, and other pedestrian facilities must be designed 
to accommodate disabled persons. 

PLANNING CONCEPTS: Signal Warrants

Well designed traffic signals can dramatically improve the safety and 
function of an intersection. An unnecessary signal, however, can cause 
congestion and increase travel times. To help determine when a signal 
is justified, SHA uses signal warrants. A signal warrant is a condition 
that, when met, justifies the installation of a signal. The issues most 
often used to define signal warrants include: traffic volume, frequency 
of pedestrian crossings (particularly school crossings), existing signal 
spacing, and crash histories. 

construction and operational enhancements at specific intersections. No 
additional through travel lanes are proposed under this alternative. For a 
full list of the improvements suggested, please see pg II-1 of the 
MD 5 Leonardtown EA. The major improvements in Alternative 2 include 
providing additional turn lanes at the intersections of MD 5 and MD 243, 
Abell Street/Moakley Street, and MD 245. In addition, Alternative 2 
would create a 7-foot-wide shoulder to accommodate bicycle use and 
horse-drawn carriage traffic and provide Americans with Disabilities Act 
ADA compatible sidewalks along MD 5 at the intersections with 
MD 243, Abell Street/Moakley Street, and MD 245. Alternative 2 includes 
a proposed traffic signal on MD 5 at the Abell Street/Moakley Street 
intersection. It is important to note that all proposed signals included in 
this and all the other alternatives would require further evaluation for 
signal warrants during the design phase.

Alternative 3 includes a 13-foot-wide continuous two-way center left turn 
lane along MD 5. Other major improvements include:

• widening the roadway to accommodate continuous 7-foot-wide 
shoulders capable of accommodating bicycle and horse-and-
carriage traffic; 

• providing continuous 5-foot-wide sidewalks along both sides of 
MD 5; and

• proposing a traffic signal for MD 5 at Clark’s Rest Lane.

Alternative 3 also includes the intersection improvements proposed 
under Alternative 2.

Alternative 4 includes a continuous 18-foot-wide landscaped median 
along MD 5. At major intersections, the median would narrow to 
accommodate an 11-foot-wide left turn lane. Other major improvements 
would include: 

• widening the roadway to accommodate 7-foot-wide shoulders 
capable of accommodating bicycle and horse-and-carriage traffic; 

• providing continuous 5-foot-wide sidewalks along both sides of 
MD 5; and

• a traffic signal on MD 5 at Clarks’ Rest Lane based on signal 
warrant analysis.

Alternative 4 would also include the intersection improvements 
proposed under Alternative 2.

Option 2 was designed to reduce impacts to a tributary of Macintosh 
Run. Under this option, the section of MD 5 just west of the MD 5 – Abell 

SECTION 2: DESCRIPTION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

THE RUN-DOWN: SECTION 2

In this section of the MD 5 Leonardtown FONSI, you will learn about how 
and why SHA selected Alternative 4, Option 4 as its Preferred Alternative. 
Overall, Alternative 4, Option 4 was selected because it provided the best 
balance between the study’s purpose and need and the desire to protect 
the area’s environmental resources. In this section, you will also read about 
how the design of Alternative 4, Option 4 has been modified since the 
release of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA. Most of these changes are the result 
of updated stormwater management requirements and traffic analyses. 

Merchants Lane Shopping Center

FIGURE 10. MD 5 RENDERINGUSER LEGIBILITY GUIDE

Throughout the text of the document 
you will find terms that are both 

underlined and highlighted in green. 
This indicates that further information 

or a detailed description of that
 term has been provided in the 

“Quick Reference” column located by 
the outside edge of the page.

If a superscript number appears at the 
end of a Quick Reference title (ex. 2), 
this indicates that you may find the 

corresponding bibliography 
reference on page 34.

SAMPLE
SAMPLE

In a hurry? Look for the 
“The Run Down” callout box at 
the beginning of each section 

for a quick synopsis of the 
information in that section.

Words that are highlighted in 
bold and black in color are 

defined in the glossary 
beginning on page 32.
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INITIATION & SCOPING PROCESS

           Develop Purpose and Need Statement

              Conduct preliminary environmental inventory

              Develop Preliminary Alternatives

              Conduct travel demand analysis 

ALTERNATIVES PUBLIC WORKSHOP

           Evaluate comments from public and regulatory agencies

              Select alternatives for detailed study

              Develop Detailed Alternatives

              Perform detailed environmental analysis

              Prepare draft environmental document

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING

           Evaluate comments from public and regulatory agencies

              Perform additional studies, if necessary

              Prepare final environmental document

              Select Preferred Alternative

OBTAIN LOCATION & DESIGN APPROVALS

PLANNING

DESIGN

RIGHT-OF-WAY
ACQUISITION

CONSTRUCTION

A. What is the purpose of this document? 

This document is referred to as a Finding of No Significant Impact or 
FONSI. A FONSI is prepared when an Environmental Assessment (EA) 
and its associated interagency and public reviews determine that no 
significant impacts to the human or natural environment would occur 
as a result of a project. Together, an EA and FONSI should provide a 
comprehensive record of how and why a federal agency and its partners 
came to select a proposed course of action. 

In order to support a finding of no significant impact, this FONSI 
contains information about the action being proposed; the nearby 
human and natural environment; possible environmental impacts; and 
the opinions of stakeholders. Stakeholder groups consulted include 
residents, local government offices, state agencies, federal agencies, 
and community groups. 

This FONSI was produced by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) for 
the MD 5 Leonardtown Project Planning Study. The MD 5 Leonardtown 
Study was created to identify ways to improve public safety and traffic 
operations on the section of MD 5 between MD 243 and MD 245, in St. 
Mary’s County. There are four sections to the MD 5 Leonardtown FONSI: 

• Section 1: Project Background;

• Section 2: Description of The Preferred Alternative;

• Section 3: Preferred Alternative Effects on the Surrounding 
Community and Environmental Resources; and

• Section 4: Next Steps

Section 1 discusses the history of the MD 5 Leonardtown Study up until the 
release of this FONSI. This discussion starts with a review of the project’s 
purpose and need (i.e. why the project is needed and what it hopes to 
accomplish), moves into a review of public and government involvement, 
and closes with a review of a series of possible highway improvements 
referred to as the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS).

Section 2 identifies the set of highway improvements FHWA and SHA 
believe best meet the MD 5 Leonardtown Study’s purpose and need. These 
improvements are collectively referred to as the SHA Preferred Alternative. 
Section 2 also contains a discussion of the criteria SHA and FHWA used to 

assess each of the ARDS and ultimately select the SHA Preferred Alternative. 
Section 2 closes with a review of engineering changes made to the SHA 
Preferred Alternative since the completion of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA. 

Section 3 focuses on the environmental impacts likely to be generated by 
the implementation of the SHA Preferred Alternative. The major impact 
topics are organized into subsections based on the resource type. Each 
subsection discusses efforts made to avoid, minimize, and mitigate any 
impacts. Section 3 closes with a review of reasonably foreseeable indirect 
and cumulative impacts related to SHA’s Preferred Alternative. 

Section 4 serves as the FONSI’s conclusion and reviews the future phases 
of the MD 5 Leonardtown Project Planning Study. The majority of 
Section 4 is dedicated to the first phase of the MD 5 Leonardtown Study 
that SHA plans to complete. 

THE RUN-DOWN: SECTION 1

This document was produced by the Maryland State Highway 
Administration and the Federal Highway Administration to help citizens, 
government agencies, and other stakeholders understand why the 
MD 5 Leonardtown Study was conducted and what its conclusions were. 
In Section I, you will learn about the safety concerns that initiated the 
MD 5 Leonardtown Study. You will also learn how SHA engaged other 
government agencies and the general public to better understand the 
study area. In the last part of Section I, you will read about the different 
designs SHA developed to make the study area safer, more efficient, and 
more inclusive of other modes of travel. 

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

SECTION 1: PROJECT BACKGROUND

SAMPLE
SAMPLE
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B. Where is the project located and why is it needed? 

The MD 5 Leonardtown Project Planning Study is located on the segment 
of MD 5 (Point Lookout Road) that lies within the incorporated boundaries 
of the Town of Leonardtown, in St. Mary’s County (see Fig. 1 & 2). The study 
area starts about 1,000 feet north of MD 243 (Newtowne Neck Road) and 
extends to 1,000 feet south of MD 245 (Hollywood Road). The existing 
roadway cross section in this area is shown in Fig. 3 (Alternative 1) on page 
9, and consists of two 11 to 12- foot wide travel lanes in each direction. 
The two pairs of lanes are separated by a 4- foot wide painted median. No 
roadway shoulder is provided throughout the study area. Sidewalks are 
present only in the section of MD 5 between Abell Street/Moakley Street 
and MD 245. 

Under the Highway Classification System, the section of MD 5 within 
the study area is categorized as a minor rural arterial. This means that 
many parts of MD 5 are used to carry through traffic between nearby 
towns and counties. Within Leonardtown, however, MD 5 is also used 
by residents for local circulation between homes and businesses. From a 
development perspective, this dual function has allowed the study area to 
host both commercial and residential land uses. From a roadway design 
perspective, however, these two uses generate public safety concerns. 
From 2008 to 2010, the section of MD 5 within Leonardtown experienced 
over twice the number of crashes expected based on statewide average 
crash rates for similar roadways (see MD 5 Leonardtown Environmental 
Assessment, pg I-9). Crashes involving left turns are a particular concern. 
From 2008 to 2010, 23 crashes involving left turns occurred. This rate of 
occurrence translates to approximately 55 crashes per 100 million vehicle 
miles traveled. The state wide average for the same type of crash is 15.2 
per 100 million vehicle miles traveled. This high number of collisions is 
likely the result of local drivers feeling pressured by the speed of thru 
traffic to complete turn movements rapidly. 

In addition to the potential loss of life and property, the MD 5 corridor also 
faces operational issues. If roadway improvements are not made, the traffic 
level of service is anticipated to decline from Level B to Level E or F by 2030 
(see MD 5 Leonardtown Environmental Assessment, pg I-8). This projected 
decline is attributed to local population growth, proposed residential and 
commercial development, and increased vehicle miles traveled per capita 
(MD 5 Leonardtown EA, pg I-6 to I-10). In addition to motorized traffic, 
the section of MD 5 in Leonardtown also serves the area’s Amish and Old 
Order Mennonite communities. Due to the lack of shoulders along MD 5, 
the horse-drawn carriages used by these communities are forced to travel 
in the roadway. Even at lower speeds, carriage-motor vehicle interactions 

can be dangerous in these settings. Additionally, the lack of on-road bicycle 
facilities or continuous sidewalks along MD 5 has been identified as a safety 
concern and deterrent to bicycling and pedestrian use. 

To address the operational and safety concerns associated with MD 5 
in Leonardtown, SHA initiated a project planning study. The purpose 
of the study was to document the nature of existing safety issues and 
develop design concepts that could be used to resolve them. Over 
time, independent designs were combined into scenarios referred to as 
alternatives. To analyze the alternatives, SHA worked with the FHWA to 
assess their ability to: 

• improve the vehicular safety and traffic operations along MD 5; 

• provide adequate intersection capacity;

• support existing and planned development; 

• address pedestrian and bicycle safety; 

• provide vehicular access to residences, businesses, schools, St. 
Mary’s Hospital, and places of worship; and 

• accommodate horse-drawn carriage traffic associated with the 
nearby Amish and Mennonite communities.

Throughout the Study, SHA and its partner agencies worked to identify 
key environmental resources and stakeholder interests that should be 
considered. The information gained in this process was then combined 
with technical studies, public comment, and government agency input to 
create the study’s EA.

C. How were government agencies involved in the MD 5 
Leonardtown Study? 

SHA coordinated with numerous local, state and federal agencies 
over the course of the study. This coordination included meetings and 
presentations at various key points in the planning process; distributing 
materials such as plans and written descriptions; soliciting comments; 
and then incorporating comments and suggestions into the study. For 
example, SHA regularly works with Maryland Historical Trust to identify 
significant cultural resources (historic structures and archeological 
resources) near a study area and to avoid negatively affecting them. 

As part of Maryland’s Streamlined Environmental and Regulatory Process, 
interagency meetings were held at critical points (ex. selection of the 
ARDS and recommendation of a Preferred Alternative) during the Study 
to keep the permitting and regulatory agencies informed and solicit 

PLANNING CONCEPTS: Highway Classification1

Highway classification is the process of grouping streets and highways into 
classes, or systems, according to the type of service that they are intended 
to provide. There are three principal classifications: arterial, collector, and 
local roads. Arterials provide the highest level of service at the greatest 
speed for the longest uninterrupted distance (e.g. US 301). Collectors 
provide a moderate level of service at a lower speed for shorter distances 
by collecting traffic from local roads and connecting them with arterials 
(e.g. MD 326- Washington Street). Local roads are all the roads not defined 
as arterials or collectors; they primarily provide access to land with little or 
no through movement.

PLANNING CONCEPTS: Level of Service1

Level of Service (LOS) is a grading scale used to describe how well a 
roadway is functioning. The LOS grading scale is composed of six letter 
grade levels, with A describing the highest quality and F describing 
the lowest quality. LOS A coincides with “free-flow” conditions, where 
motorists may travel at posted speeds with little to no delay. LOS C 
indicates that speed is generally in keeping with the roadway’s design, but a 
motorist’s ability to change lanes or pass is limited by the presence of other 
vehicles. LOS F indicates the speeds are severely reduced and stoppages 
may occur due to downstream congestion.

PLANNING CONCEPTS – Project Planning

Most highway projects in Maryland fall into one of two categories: 
system preservation and major capital projects. System preservation 
includes projects that maintain the existing system. These projects are 
typically small in scope, and can therefore be designed and built quickly. 
Major projects involve making substantial changes to the existing 
system, often to increase highway capacity. As a result, major projects 
are typically very complex in scope, and take longer to progress The MD 
5 Leonardtown Project is currently in the project planning stage. This 
means that the plans shown in this document will need to be refined 
before being used for construction. 

PLANNING CONCEPTS: Maryland’s Streamlined Environmental and 
Regulatory Process

To help reconcile any disparate views, SHA and its partner agencies 
developed the Maryland Streamlined Environmental and Regulatory 
Process. Using the National Environmental Policy Act and the Clean 
Water Act as its foundation, the Streamlined Process breaks the review 
of environmental impacts and alternatives into several, incremental 
stages. At each stage agencies, such as the Maryland Historical Trust 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, review project materials, provide 
feedback, and eventually assist in the selection of a preferred alternative.
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REGIONAL MAP

STUDY AREA MAP

FIGURE 1:

FIGURE 2:

*Maps not drawn to scale
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QUICK REFERENCE

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Public Involvement in the 
NEPA Process 

NEPA requires that agencies like SHA make informed decisions 
regarding the environmental impacts of their projects. While 
scientific studies help measure these impacts, the public’s 
reaction is needed to understand an impact’s meaning. From this 
perspective, the public is an essential project adviser and must be 
involved in the process early enough to help define the project’s 
purpose and need and develop alternatives. For major projects, 
public involvement occurs through surveys, public meetings, 
workshops, and project websites

The second public meeting was an open house held on December 10, 
2008 at the Leonardtown Volunteer Fire Department Hall. The purpose 
of the meeting was to present design alternatives and gather public 
comments. Seventy-five community members attended the meeting 
and reiterated many of the concerns voiced previously. In addition to the 
issues discussed at the previous public meeting, study area residents also 
expressed interest in having a signal installed to improve safety at the 
intersection of MD 5 and Abell Street/Moakley Street.

The third meeting was a Location/Design Public Hearing held at the 
Leonardtown High School on June 28, 2012. The purpose of the Public 
Hearing was to formally present the Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Study (ARDS), and to discuss the results of detailed engineering and 
environmental studies. The hearings provided an opportunity for 
public participation in the overall planning process before a Preferred 
Alternative was selected. Approximately 75 community members 
attended. The principal issues discussed in these comments included:

• the safety and function of the MD 5 and Abell Street/Moakley 
Street intersection; 

• bike and horse-drawn carriage safety; 

• speeding and traffic enforcement; and

• pedestrian facilities.

In addition to the generalized public outreach, SHA also conducted 
targeted outreach with the Old Order Mennonite and Amish 
communities in the area. Strategies used included: 

• coordinating with local county officers and agricultural     
extension officers; 

• distributing surveys at an Amish Auction; and 

• interviewing community members. 

Project concerns identified through the Amish and Mennonite outreach, 
such as crossing safety and intersection signaling, mirrored many 
of the issues identified by the general populace. Examples of issues 
unique to the Amish and Mennonite communities include improved 
signage, alternative stormwater grates (i.e. a design less likely to catch 
cart wheels), and widening the shoulders at the hospital entrance to 
accommodate carriages. 

A full discussion of the public involvement plan and the comments 
received regarding the MD 5 Leonardtown Project Planning Study 

feedback. Since the approval of the MD 5 Leonardtown Environmental 
Assessment, SHA presented the Preferred Alternative Conceptual 
Mitigation (PACM) report to the interagency group. Appendix 1 provides a 
copy of the PACM summary. 

As a result of the input provided by stakeholder agencies, four issues were 
identified as warranting more intensive review. These issues include historic 
structure preservation, rare species conservation, property displacements, 
and minimization of stream impacts. Each of these issues was identified due 
to proposed project impacts, and is discussed in Section III of this document. 
Copies of all the correspondence received from government agencies since 
the approval of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA can be found in Appendix 2.

D. How was the public involved in the development of the MD 5 
Leonardtown Study? 

Public involvement is a key component of SHA’s project development and 
NEPA process. Input was gathered from the public in two principal ways: 
newsletters and public meetings. Informational newsletters and flyers 
pertaining to the project were distributed to local residents, businesses, 
and interested stakeholders in the fall of 2007 and again in 2008. The 
first newsletter included a comment card that could be returned to SHA 
through the mail. About 300 comment cards were received. General 
public safety and difficulty making turns across traffic were the most 
frequently voiced concerns. The portion of MD 5 between Abell Street/
Moakley Street and MD 245 was also identified as a particular safety 
concern due to poor sight distance for turning vehicles. This portion of 
MD 5 has a high number of driveways and access points relative to the 
rest of the study area. As a result, residents and drivers using this section 
are more likely to be involved in collisions while entering or exiting traffic. 
A full review of the comments received through the newsletters can be 
found in Section V of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA. 

Three public meetings were held for the MD 5 Leonardtown Study (see 
Photos A & B). The first was held on December 11, 2007 at Leonardtown 
Middle School. At the meeting, community members had an opportunity 
to ask questions, review the Study’s purpose and need, and comment 
on the Study’s schedule. Comments were provided verbally and through 
comment cards. Approximately 70 people attended and their primary 
concerns included: 

• general public safety; 

• the need for additional signals and a center turn lane; and

• preserving the character of the community. 

Photos A & B: MD 5 Leonardtown Public Meeting 
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QUICK REFERENCE

PLANNING CONCEPTS: Technical Studies 

During the completion of the NEPA process, SHA commonly encounters 
very complex environmental issues. To help understand how a project 
may impact these issues, SHA completes technical studies. Examples 
of commonly completed technical studies include: wetland and stream 
delineations; sensitive species surveys; air quality analysis; highway 
noise analysis; and Hazardous Material Site (HAZMAT) identification. All 
of these technical studies were completed for this project

Rare, threatened, and endangered species represent types of wildlife 
(plants and animals) whose populations are in decline and possibly in 
danger of becoming extinct. When assessing sensitive species such as 
these, SHA works with both federal and state agencies to identify areas 
where the species are known to be present, preferred habitat types, and 
the forms of disturbance (ex. deforestation, stream channelization, and 
wetland filling) most likely to cause harm. Sensitive species conservation 
became a critical issue for the MD 5 Leonardtown Study because the 
study area includes a network a very high quality wetlands that are 
known to host rare, threatened, and endangered species.

During the completion of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA, SHA coordinated 
with environmental agencies and local stakeholders to complete a 
thorough socio-economic, natural, and cultural resource assessment. 
The results of this assessment can be found be in Section III of the MD 5 
Leonardtown EA. 

F. What alternatives were developed to meet the Study’s 
purpose and need? 

The MD 5 Leonardtown Study evaluated four primary or “mainline” 
alternatives. Each of these alternatives was developed to be an 
independent design scenario. Based on information from technical 
studies and public outreach, the project team also developed four 
options. Collectively, these alternatives constitute the Alternatives 
Retained for Detailed Study. Unlike the alternatives, each option was 
developed to address only a part of the study’s overall purpose and need. 
As a result, more than one option may be paired with an alternative. 
However, due to the nature of their suggested improvements, all of 
the options are only applicable to Alternative 3 and Alternative 4. Plans 
illustrating each of the alternatives and options can be found in Section 
II of the MD Leonardtown EA. Cross sections illustrating each alternative 
are shown in Fig 3. 

Alternative 1 is the “No-Build” Alternative. The only improvements 
included under a No-Build Alternative are those that would be completed 
during normal roadway maintenance (ex. periodic repaving, sidewalk 
reconstruction, landscape management, etc...). Due to this limited scope, 
the No-Build Alternative does not include the sort of design changes 
needed to meet the Study’s purpose and need. However, Alternative 1 
serves as a useful baseline for comparison to the other alternatives. 

Alternative 2 is the Transportation System Management (TSM) 
Alternative. It consists of lower-cost improvements including minor 

prior to the release of the EA can be found in Section V of the MD 5 
Leonardtown EA. A summary of the public comments collected following 
the release of the EA is provided in Appendix 3.

E. What were the key environmental resources identified during the 
MD 5 Leonardtown Study?

During the MD 5 Leonardtown Study, the project team used a wide 
variety of tools to determine what natural and cultural resources were 
present in the study area and how they would be affected by any proposed 
improvements. Aerial surveys, site visits, stakeholder interviews, and 
technical studies are all important examples of the sort of tools used. 

In the MD 5 Leonardtown Project Planning Study, four resource 
categories were identified as being major concerns during the 
alternatives development process. These categories include: 

• commercial and residential displacements; 

• historic properties; 

• aquatic resources (ex. wetlands, floodplains, and streams); and 

• rare, threatened, and endangered species.

Commercial and residential displacements refer to structures and 
properties (ex. homes and places of business) that SHA would need to 
acquire in order to complete the proposed improvements. Displacements 
became a critical issue for the MD Leonardtown Study because many of 
the structures along MD 5 are very close to the existing roadway. 

The technical definition of what qualifies as a historic property involves a 
detailed review of a property’s structures, setting, and past use. In a more 
practical sense, historic properties are parts of the environment that help 
us understand a community’s past. Historic properties became a critical 
issue for the MD 5 Leonardtown Study because Leonardtown has a long 
history of settlement, reaching back to Native American tribes such as 
the Piscataway Tribe.

Aquatic resources include a wide range of familiar features, such as 
streams, wetlands, and floodplains. Together these features create the 
hydrologic systems communities rely on for irrigation, drinking water, 
flood control, and numerous other functions. Aquatic resources became 
a critical issue for the MD 5 Leonardtown Study because Leonardtown 
sits directly on the confluence of two important regional hydrologic 
systems: Breton Bay and Macintosh Run (shown in Photo C). 

Photo C: Macintosh Run
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Street/Moakley Street intersection is shifted to the south. As an added 
benefit, this shift reduces the right of way impacts to the Gough Farm 
Historic Property.

Option 3 was designed to improve the projected level of service of “F” 
predicted at the MD 5/MD 245 intersection by 2030. Option 3’s principal 
improvement is to expand the MD 5 intersection with MD 245 beyond 
what is proposed in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 to accommodate additional 
left turn lanes and storage capacity. This option would also involve 
extending the roadway reconstruction along MD 5 Business and 
MD 245. This option also proposes to evaluate a traffic signal at MD 243/
Merchants Lane to improve the operation and safety for vehicles exiting 
Merchants Lane.

Option 4 focuses on changing how traffic enters and exits the shopping 
center (shown in Photo D) along Merchant’s Lane. Currently, motorists 
traveling along MD 5 North turn left onto MD 243 South and then right 
onto Merchant’s Lane. The delay caused by these two turns generates 
congestion and reduces the level of service at the MD 5 – MD 243 
intersection. Option 4 would remove the right turn movement from 
MD 243 South onto Merchants Lane and prohibit the left turn from 
Merchants Lane onto MD 243 North. As a replacement, a double left-turn 
into the shopping plaza from MD 5 North would be added further west at 
the location of the existing right-in/right-out entrance with MD 5 South 
and the shopping plaza. A proposed traffic signal would be added at the 
intersection of MD 5 South at the shopping center entrance. 

A. How was the Preferred Alternative Selected? 

Following the Public Hearing held in June 2012, the study team reviewed 
both the public and agency comments. The purpose of this review was to 
identify key stakeholder concerns and build consensus. In addition to this 
review, SHA also conducted an assessment of strategies capable of reducing 
the project’s overall cost and environmental impacts. Based on these 
reviews, SHA was able to determine which alternatives and which options 
would best address the Study’s purpose and need. The final combined 
design is referred to as SHA’s Preferred Alternative. SHA’s Preferred 
Alternative was then presented at the March 19, 2014 Interagency Review 
Meeting to receive any final comments and questions from the agencies 
before requesting their concurrence with the Preferred Alternative.

QUICK REFERENCE

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Americans With Disabilities Act of 19902

The Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) is a civil rights law that 
prohibits discrimination against disabled persons. Disability is defined 
by the ADA as a physical or mental impairment that substantially 
limits a major life activity. Title III of the ADA states that no individual 
may be discriminated against on the basis of disability with regards 
to the full and equal enjoyment of the goods, services, facilities, 
or accommodations of any place of public accommodation. For 
transportation agencies like SHA, ADA and Title III specifically mean that 
sidewalks, crosswalks, and other pedestrian facilities must be designed 
to accommodate disabled persons. 

PLANNING CONCEPTS: Signal Warrants

Well designed traffic signals can dramatically improve the safety and 
function of an intersection. An unnecessary signal, however, can cause 
congestion and increase travel times. To help determine when a signal 
is justified, SHA uses signal warrants. A signal warrant is a condition 
that, when met, justifies the installation of a signal. The issues most 
often used to define signal warrants include: traffic volume, frequency 
of pedestrian crossings (particularly school crossings), existing signal 
spacing, and crash histories. 

construction and operational enhancements at specific intersections. No 
additional through travel lanes are proposed under this alternative. For a 
full list of the improvements suggested, please see pg II-1 of the 
MD 5 Leonardtown EA. The major improvements in Alternative 2 include 
providing additional turn lanes at the intersections of MD 5 and MD 243, 
Abell Street/Moakley Street, and MD 245. In addition, Alternative 2 
would create a 7-foot-wide shoulder to accommodate bicycle use and 
horse-drawn carriage traffic and provide Americans with Disabilities Act 
ADA compatible sidewalks along MD 5 at the intersections with 
MD 243, Abell Street/Moakley Street, and MD 245. Alternative 2 includes 
a protential traffic signal on MD 5 at the Abell Street/Moakley Street 
intersection. It is important to note that all proposed signals included in 
this and all the other alternatives would require further evaluation for 
signal warrants during the design phase.

Alternative 3 includes a 13-foot-wide continuous two-way center left turn 
lane along MD 5. Other major improvements include:

• widening the roadway to accommodate continuous 7-foot-wide 
shoulders capable of accommodating bicycle and horse-and-
carriage traffic; 

• providing continuous 5-foot-wide sidewalks along both sides of 
MD 5; and

• a traffic signal on MD 5 at Clarks’ Rest Lane based on signal 
warrant analysis.

Alternative 3 also includes the intersection improvements proposed 
under Alternative 2.

Alternative 4 includes a continuous 18-foot-wide landscaped median along 
MD 5. At major intersections, the median would narrow to accommodate 
an 11-foot-wide left turn lane. Other major improvements would include: 

• widening the roadway to accommodate 7-foot-wide shoulders 
capable of accommodating bicycle and horse-and-carriage traffic; 

• providing continuous 5-foot-wide sidewalks along both sides of 
MD 5; and

• a traffic signal on MD 5 at Clarks’ Rest Lane based on signal 
warrant analysis.

Alternative 4 would also include the intersection improvements 
proposed under Alternative 2.

Option 2 was designed to reduce impacts to a tributary of Macintosh 
Run. Under this option, the section of MD 5 just west of the MD 5 – Abell 

SECTION 2: DESCRIPTION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

THE RUN-DOWN: SECTION 2

In this section of the MD 5 Leonardtown FONSI, you will learn about how 
and why SHA selected Alternative 4, Option 4 as its Preferred Alternative. 
Overall, Alternative 4, Option 4 was selected because it provided the best 
balance between the study’s purpose and need and the desire to protect 
the area’s environmental resources. In this section, you will also read about 
how the design of Alternative 4, Option 4 has been modified since the 
release of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA. Most of these changes are the result 
of updated stormwater management requirements and traffic analyses. 

Photo D: Merchants Lane Shopping Center
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ALTERNATIVE 1 & 2 4 LANE
UNDIVIDED
SECTION
(EXISTING CONDITIONS)

ALTERNATIVE 3 5 LANE TYPICAL
SECTION
(WITH CONTINUOUS CENTER
LEFT TURN LANE)

ALTERNATIVE 4 4 LANE DIVIDED
TYPICAL SECTION
(WITH CENTER MEDIAN)

3’3’

3’ 3’

FIGURE 3. ALTERNATIVE MAINLINE TYPICAL SECTIONS
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B. What is the SHA Preferred Alternative? 

On March 2, 2013 the SHA Administrator selected Alternative 4 
Option 4 as SHA’s Preferred Alternative. Plans illustrating SHA’s 
Preferred Alternative are provided on pages 12-15 (Figs. 4-7).

The proposed mainline typical section for SHA’s Preferred Alternative 
includes two eastbound and westbound travel lanes, separated by an 
18-foot raised median. Seven-foot wide shoulders are provided on both 
sides of the roadway to accommodate bicycle and horse-drawn carriage 
traffic. At major intersections, the median narrows to accommodate left 
turn lanes. A continuous five-foot wide sidewalk is provided on either 
side of MD 5 to improve pedestrian mobility and safety (Fig. 3). Fig. 10 
provides a conceptual rendering of the proposed mainline design. 

At the intersection of MD 5 and MD 243, SHA’s Preferred Alternative allows 
for improved vehicular circulation by incorporating minor operational 
enhancements. These enhancements include an additional left turn lane 
onto MD 243 South from MD 5 North and an additional right turn lane 
onto MD 5 South from MD 243 North. To the south of MD 5 and 
MD 243, SHA’s Preferred Alternative proposes the removal of the left turn 
movement onto MD 243 North from Merchants Lane and the right turn 
movement onto Merchants Lane from MD 243 South. The purpose of this 
improvement is to reduce traffic congestion caused by vehicles traveling 
to the shopping center from MD 5 North. To compensate, the SHA 
Preferred Alternative includes two left turn lanes to provide access to the 
shopping plaza directly from MD 5 North. A signal is proposed to control 
the movement of traffic into the shopping plaza at this new intersection. 
Access onto MD 5 North from the shopping center will be maintained at 
the signalized intersection of MD 5 and Merchant’s Lane at the shopping 
center’s western boundary. Fig. 8 provides a visual comparison between 
the current and proposed intersection designs. 

At the intersection of MD 5 and MD 245, SHA’s Preferred Alternative allows 
for improved vehicular circulation by including a dedicated right turn lane 
from MD 5 South to MD 5 Business (Washington Avenue) South; and an 
additional left turn lane from MD 245 South onto MD 5 South. Additional 
storage length and tapers have been included where needed as part of the 
intersection improvements. Fig. 9 provides a visual comparison between 
the current and proposed intersection design. 

At the intersection of MD 5 with Abell Street/Moakley Street, SHA’s Preferred 
Alternative proposes a left turn lane on MD 5 South and North. In addition, 
a traffic signal is under consideration at the intersection. Fig. 11 provides 

accommodate left turn movements, Alternative 3 includes a continuous 
center turn lane whereas Alternative 4 includes left turn lanes broken 
up by a raised grassy median. Although both designs would improve 
traffic operations, Alternatives 3 and 4 are likely to have very different 
effects on travel speed. 

By dividing the roadway, Alternative 4’s raised median is likely to 
reduce travel speeds. This effect is commonly referred to as traffic 
calming, and occurs because most motorists instinctively reduce 
their speed when the roadway becomes or simply appears to become 
narrower. The opposite is true with Alternative 3. By including a 
continuous center turn lane, Alternative 3 would widen the expanse 
of unbroken pavement. Although the lane widths in Alternative 3 
and 4 are identical, the continuous center lane will make the road 
appear broader and therefore better suited to higher speeds. The 
Town of Leonardtown also expressed concern that motorists may 
attempt to use a continuous center lane as a travel lane during 
congested situations. Based on these potential effects, the study team 
determined that Alternative 4 was more likely to improve traffic safety 
and operations than Alternative 3. Lastly, the Town of Leonardtown 
and the study team agreed that a raised median is more aesthetically 
consistent with existing and proposed land use. For these two reasons, 
Alternative 4 was determined to more effectively meet the Study’s 
purpose and need than Alternative 3. 

In addition to comparing the mainline alternatives, the study team 
also evaluated the efficacy of Options 2, 3, and 4. All three options 
were developed to meet specific planning or operational criteria, and 
therefore were not assessed based on their ability to meet the Study’s 
entire purpose and need. Alternatively, the efficacy of each option was 
based on a comparison between its costs and benefits.

As noted in the previous section, Option 2 focuses on shifting the 
alignment of MD 5 to avoid impacting a tributary of Macintosh Run that 
runs along the north side of MD 5 between Clark’s Rest Lane and Moakley 
Street. Compared with Alternatives 3 and 4, Option 2 reduces the total 
stream impacts by 50% (approximately 900 linear ft). In shifting MD 5 
away from the Macintosh Run tributary, however, Option 2 generates 
two commercial displacements not caused by any other alternative or 
option. These two businesses are a single floor office building (hosting 
multiple businesses) and the Guy Distributing Company, a local 
beverage distributor. The additional right of way impacts generated by 
improvements associated with Option 2 would increase the project cost 
by approximately $5 million (approximately 15%). 

a conceptual rendering of the southbound approach to this proposed 
intersection from MD 5.

At the intersection of MD 5 with Clark’s Rest Lane/Fenwick Street Extended, 
SHA’s Preferred Alternative includes two left turn lanes on MD 5 South 
and North. A traffic signal is under consideration at the intersection. 

During the stakeholder outreach process, the Town of Leonardtown 
Commissioners expressed their unanimous support for Alternative 4, 
Option 4. They supported it because of the enhanced safety provided by 
reducing the opportunity for left turn conflicts along the MD 5 corridor. 
St. Mary’s County staff deferred to the Town’s Commissioners, and did 
not indicate a different preference.

C. Why was Alternative 4 Option 4 designated to be SHA’s 
Preferred Alternative?

Alternative 4, Option 4 was selected to be SHA’s Preferred Alternative 
because it struck the best balance between satisfying the study’s purpose 
and need and minimizing environmental impacts. To put this more into 
context, this means Alternative 4, Option 4 was able to improve traffic 
operations and safety along MD 5 for motorists, cyclists, pedestrians, and 
carriage-riders without significantly impacting Leonardtown’s historic 
properties (one example shown in Photo E pg 11, see pg 21 for full listing of 
Historic Properties and Photos), aquatic habitats, and community members. 

Alternative 4 addresses traffic operations and safety better than 
Alternative 2 or 3 because it includes continuous facilities in a manner 
that is unlikely to generate safety concerns and is in keeping with existing 
and planned land use. The MD 5 Leonardtown Study’s traffic reports 
and public comments both identified turn movements as a major cause 
of traffic delays and collisions. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 all address these 
issues by including additional turn lanes and signals at the study area’s 
major intersections. Alternatives 3 and 4, however, go a step further 
and address traffic operations between the intersections. Under both 
alternatives continuous shoulders, bike lanes, sidewalks, and left turn 
lanes not only allow motorists to move out of traffic, but also provide 
space for non-motorized modes of transportation. This key difference 
between Alternative 2 and Alternatives 3 and 4, makes Alternative 2 a 
substantially less effective alternative. 

To compare Alternatives 3 and 4, the study team focused on the type 
of continuous facilities being provided. For both alternatives the 
pedestrian, bicycle, and carriage facilities are the same. However, to 
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LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Environmental Site Design

Environmental Site Design (ESD) is a stormwater management 
strategy that emphasizes the capture and treatment of runoff as close 
as possible to its source. The purpose of ESD is to create a stormwater 
management system that functions like the natural, pre-development 
conditions. For example, while traditional stormwater management 
often focuses on large centralized ponds, ESD emphasizes small ponds 
distributed throughout a project area. In general, ESD specifies that 
the first inch of runoff generated by a project’s impervious surface (e.g. 
sidewalks, bridges, roadways) must be captured. This amount of storage 
allows the system to store 90% of the average annual rainfall. ESD is 
administered by Maryland Department of the Environment as part of 
the stormwater management permitting process. 

In addition to the commercial displacements, the effectiveness of 
Option 2 is reduced by an active development known as Clark’s Rest. 
Clark’s Rest is a 178 acre mixed use development located approximately 
.2 miles west of the MD 5 Abell Street/Moakley Street intersection (MD 5 
Leonardtown EA, page III.- 86 to III.- 92). Based on Clark’s Rest’s current 
plans, the stream would be relocated outside of the SHA Preferred 
Alternative’s limit of disturbance. Due to the high probability that the 
stream relocation would occur regardless of (and most likely before) the 
completion of the SHA Preferred Alternative, Option 2 and its impacts 
were deemed unjustifiable and were therefore dismissed.

Option 3 was developed to explore the feasibility of adding additional 
turning lanes to the MD 5/ MD 245 intersection. In the process of revising 
the plans to reflect the new lanes, however, SHA determined that the 
improvements would generate an adverse effect to the Drury-Saunders 
House, a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible structure. 
In consideration of this impact and the limited operational improvement 
gained from the additional lanes, SHA dismissed Option 3. 

Option 4 was included in SHA’s Preferred Alternative because it improves 
the operation of the MD 5/ MD 243 intersection with only minimal 
environmental impacts. 

With the exception of the stream impacts category, the SHA Preferred 
Alternative generates fewer impacts than one or more of the ARDS. 
Mitigation for the proposed stream impacts is discussed on pg 25. 
Section III of this document provides a thorough review and discussion 
of the environmental impacts of the SHA Preferred Alternative. To aid in 
alternatives and options comparison, a full ARDS Summary of Impacts is 
included in Table 4, pg 30. 

D. Has the Design of Alternative 4 Option 4 changed since the 
Environmental Assessment? 

Since the MD 5 Leonardtown Project Planning Study Public Hearing was 
held on June 28, 2012, three major engineering changes have occurred. 
These three design changes are: 

• the completion of the Environmental Site Design (ESD) process; 

• reconfiguration of the MD 5 and Clark’s Rest Lane Intersection; and 

• reconfiguration of the MD 5 and MD 245 intersection.

Environmental Site Design is a collection of mandatory stormwater 
management design guidelines released by the Maryland Department of 
the Environment in 2008. The ESD guidelines differ from the stormwater 
management standards used to develop the study alternatives in 
that they attempt to recreate or maintain a site’s pre-development 
hydrology. This is accomplished by requiring that stormwater facilities 
are designed and located to manage runoff as close to the source of 
generation as possible. Other major goals of ESD include: protecting 
natural resources; integrating erosion and sediment controls with 
stormwater management practices; minimizing impervious surfaces; 
and using natural conveyances. Overall, completion of the ESD process 
generated 27 stormwater management facilities and three commercial 
displacements not represented in the MD 5 Leonardtown EA or ARDS. 
All three properties are included as displacements within SHA’s Preferred 
Alternative for the purpose of removing impervious surface from the 
project area. Two of the three properties house small businesses but are 
located within the Macintosh Run floodplain, and are frequently flooded. 
The third property is a vacant building that appears to be abandoned. 

The intersection of MD 5 and Clark’s Rest Lane/Fenwick Street Extended 
was reconfigured after the Location/Design Public Hearing to provide a 
second left turn lane from MD 5 South to Clark’s Rest Lane and from 
MD 5 North to Fenwick Street Extended. The purpose of this 
modification was to accommodate the high volume of left turning 
vehicles anticipated after Fenwick Street Extended is constructed by 
the Town of Leonardtown and its development partners. Tudor Hall and 
Clark’s Rest are the mixed use developments most closely associated 
with the Fenwick Street Extension, and are discussed in the MD 5 
Leonardtown EA (MD 5 Leonardtown EA, page III.- 86 to III.- 92). 

The intersection of MD 5 and MD 245 was also reconfigured after the 
Location/Design Public Hearing to reduce the double right turn from 
MD 245 southbound to MD 5 westbound to a single right turn lane. This 
change was made because a traffic study indicated that the Clark’s Rest 
and its roadways would provide a secondary route for reaching MD 245 
from the western side of Leonardtown. The study also indicated that this 
new traffic pattern would result in increased traffic turning left off of 
MD 245 South onto MD 5 South. To compensate for the increased 
frequency of this turn movement, a second left turn lane from MD 245 
South onto MD 5 South was proposed. The reconfiguration of MD 5 and 
MD 245 occurred within the limit of disturbance defined in the EA, and 
therefore did not cause any additional environmental impacts. Photo E: Historic Drury Saunders House
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FIGURE 4. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE PLAN VIEW
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FIGURE 5. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE PLAN VIEW
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FIGURE 6. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE PLAN VIEW
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FIGURE 7. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE PLAN VIEW
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FIGURE 10. RENDERING OF MD 5 BETWEEN MD 245 & ST. MARY’S HOSPITAL

BEFORE

AFTER

• Continuous 18-foot 
wide grassy median

• Left turn bays to 
reduce congestion

• Shoulder widened 
to seven feet to 
accommodate bikes 
and carriages

•	 5-foot wide, ADA 
compliant sidewalks 
and crossings

NOTEABLE CHANGES

*This rendering is an artistic interpretation of potential future state
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FIGURE 11. MD 5 AT ABELL STREET/MOAKLEY STREET INTERSECTION RENDERING

BEFORE

AFTER

• Continuous 18-foot-
wide landscaped 
median along MD 5

•	 Seven-foot-wide 
shoulder capable 
of accommodating 
bicycle and horse-and-     
carriage traffic

• Continuous 5-foot-wide 
sidewalks along both 
sides of MD 5

• Regrade slope to 
Improved sight distance

NOTEABLE CHANGES

*This rendering is an artistic interpretation of potential future state
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A. Social and Economic Resources

Smart Growth legislation allows the State to direct its programs and 
funding to support locally designated growth areas called Priority 
Funding Areas (PFAs). The project limits are located entirely within 
Leonardtown’s PFA; therefore, the project is in compliance with the 
Smart Growth legislation.

During the completion of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA, the project 
team identified nine displacements associated with SHA Preferred 
Alternative 4-Option 4 (MD 5 Leonardtown EA, Table III-3). Of the 
nine, two are residential properties and seven are commercial. Both 
of the residential properties have minimal setbacks from MD 5 and 
were identified as displacements due to construction related impacts 
(i.e. grading and excavation). The commercial displacements include 
four gas stations and three small offices. All four gas stations were 
identified as displacements due to construction related impacts to 
their gas pumps and underground storage tanks. Like the residential 
displacements, the small offices were identified as displacements 
because their setback from MD 5 is very small, and their structures are 
likely to be impacted during the road widening process. 

Since approval of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA, Alternative 4-Option 4’s 
limit of disturbance was altered to accommodate revised intersection 
designs and stormwater management facilities. These changes lead to 
the avoidance of one of the commercial displacements identified in the 
MD 5 Leonardtown EA. This commercial property currently serves as an 
office for an insurance company and is located at 25805 Point Lookout 
Rd (aka MD 5). The post-EA design modifications also generated three 
previously unidentified commercial displacements: 

•	 26005 Point Lookout Road; 

•	 25995 Point Lookout Road; and

•	 25765 Point Lookout Road.

26005 and 25995 Point Lookout Road are both part of the MD Antique 
Center (see Fig 4). 25765 Point Lookout Road is an abandoned structure 
that is currently zoned as a commercial property. All three properties 
were identified as displacements for the purpose of reducing impervious 
surface within the study area. 26005 and 25995 Point Lookout Road are 

both located in the Macintosh Run floodplain, are regularly flooded, 
and lie within the Maryland Department of Natural Resource’s Green 
Infrastructure Network. 25765 Point Lookout Road is directly adjacent to 
a tributary of Macintosh Run, and is also regularly flooded. By removing 
the impervious surfaces associated with these properties (ex. roofs, 
driveways, and parking areas), SHA’s Preferred Alternative would be 
off-setting a portion of the stormwater it would generate and remove 
obstructions in flood-prone areas.

In total, SHA’s Preferred Alternative would require approximately 
24.67 acres of fee simple right of way to be acquired from 84 individual 
properties. All displacements, relocations, and right of way acquisition 
will be done in compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.

The existing SHA right of way surrounding MD 5 is very narrow. Even 
modest improvements would require some degree of right of way 
acquisition. As a result, avoidance measures were determined to be 
infeasible. By shifting the widening of MD 5, however, the project team 
was able to minimize impacts to residential and commercial properties. 
Widening of MD 5 was shifted to the north in front of the Clarks Rest 
property to minimize displacements to the businesses to the south. 
Option 4 was included as part of SHAs Preferred Alternative because it 
minimized property impacts at the MD 5/MD 243 intersection. Retaining 
walls were utilized at the Port of Leonardtown and St. Mary’s Nursing 
Center to avoid displacing these properties. 

B. Cultural Resources

In the context of this and most SHA projects, cultural resources 
are defined as properties, structures, objects, and sometimes even 
landscapes (ex. Civil War battlefields) of historic importance. To 
determine whether a project may impact cultural resources, SHA 
asks two principal questions. First, are any historic structures nearby? 
Secondly, are there any potential archeological sites within the study’s 
limit of disturbance? For both questions, Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 guides the investigation. SHA began 
the cultural resource process by working with the Maryland Historical 
Trust and the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer (MD SHPO) 
to examine each of the ARDS. This process generated a Area of 
Potential Effects (APE) for each of the ARDS and helped to define the 
overall study area boundary.

THE RUN-DOWN SECTION 3

To assess the environmental impacts that would likely be caused by the 
implementation of SHA’s Preferred Alternative, the study team examined 
12 resource categories. In Section III, you will read about all 12 categories 
as well as a brief discussion of the scale and severity of any proposed im-
pacts. For all the impacted categories, SHA worked with other state agen-
cies, local officials, and property owners to develop avoidance, minimiza-
tion, and mitigation measures. In the final portion of Section III, you will 
review the project team’s Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) analysis. 
This analysis examined the impacts that have already occurred, as well as 
those that will likely be caused by proposed developments over the next 15 
years. The ICE analysis concluded that although SHA’s Preferred Alterna-
tive would contribute to the study area’s overall impacts, it contributed a 
very small proportion and was not likely to cause any indirect effects.

QUICK REFERENCE

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Smart Growth4 

Since 1992 the State of Maryland has adopted a variety of Smart Growth 
laws and policies. Smart growth concentrates new development and 
redevelopment in areas that have existing or planned infrastructure to 
avoid sprawl. Its purpose is to conserve valuable natural resources through 
the efficient use of land, water and air; create a sense of community 
and place; expand transportation, employment, and housing choices; 
distribute the costs and benefits of development in an equitable manner; 
and promote public health.

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 (Section 106)5

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) is the principal 
federal law protecting historic sites, structures, and objects in the U.S. 
Section 106 of the NHPA has only two requirements: 1) that federal 
agencies consider the effects of their actions on historic properties 
and 2) that the heads of federal agencies give the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment 
on any federal activity that affects historic properties. Out of these 
two simple requirements have come detailed implementing guidance 
and regulations known as the Section 106 process (36 CFR Part 800). 
Section 101 of the NHPA sets up the National Register of Historic 
Places to record significant historic properties and also establishes 
State Historic Preservation Programs. Since its inception in 1961, the 
Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) has served as Maryland’s State Historic 
Preservation Office (MD SHPO).

SECTION 3: PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE EFFECTS ON THE 
SURROUNDING COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
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LAWS AND REGULATIONS: State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO)5

The duties of a SHPO include surveying and recognizing historic 
properties, reviewing nominations for properties to be included in the 
National Register of Historic Places, reviewing undertakings for the 
impact on the properties as well as supporting federal organizations, 
state and local governments, and private sector. States are responsible 
for setting up their own SHPO; therefore, each of the techniques and 
procedures used by SHPOs varies across the county. 

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 5

The National Register of Historic Places is the official list of the nation’s 
historic places worthy of preservation. Authorized by the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, the National Park Service’s National Register 
of Historic Places is part of a national program to coordinate and support 
public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect America’s 
historic and archeological resources.

QUICK REFERENCE
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additional structures greater than 50 years in age. SHA’s assessment of 
the four newly identified structures indicated that only one is eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. This property is referred 
to as the Greenwell House (222975 Hollywood Road) (see Photo F) and is 
a single family home built in 1908. SHA’s Preferred Alternative impacts 
0.04 acre of the property’s total 1.05 acre footprint. The 0.04 acre section 
of the property is directly adjacent to the roadway and is being acquired 
to construct a sidewalk. 

In addition to the impacts to the Greenwell House, the Study also identified 
a previously undocumented impact to Buena Vista, a historic property. The 
widening included in the SHA Preferred Alternative would impact two brick 
pillars which flank the entrance to Buena Vista from MD 5. To preserve the 
pillars and Buena Vista’s historic integrity, the SHA Preferred Alternative 
includes a provision for relocating the pillars approximately 7 feet to the 
north. SHA proposes to make the relocation prior to any roadway widening, 
in order to place the pillars outside of the study’s limit of disturbance. 

Archeological Sites

During the completion of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA, four potential 
archaeological sites were identified within Alternative 4, Option 4’s APE. 
To determine the nature of any objects possibly contained within each site, 
SHA completed Phase 1 archaeological investigations. These investigations 
typically involve excavating small portions of each site called test pits. In this 
case, the results of the Phase 1 investigations concluded that the portions of 

Historic Structures

Within the study area and APE, SHA identified six properties that 
are eligible for or are currently listed within the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). The names and identification numbers of these 
properties are shown below in Table 1.Their locations within in the study 
area are shown in Fig. 12. 

During the development of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA, the project team 
determined that Alternative 4, Option 4 would impact the following five 
historic properties to some degree: 

• the Port of Leonardtown; 

• Gough Farm; 

• Buena Vista; 

• Drury-Saunders House; and

• St. Mary’s Academy

The impacts to these properties are generally narrow right of way 
acquisitions needed for roadway sidewalk construction. The impacts range 
from 0.02 to 0.11 acre, and total 0.37 acre. Based on the minor scale of 
these impacts relative to the size and character of these properties, SHA 
sent a letter to the MD SHPO requesting their concurrence with a No 
Adverse Effect determination on May 27, 2009. On June 16, 2009 MD SHPO 
concurred with SHA’s No Adverse Effect determination for Alternative 4, 
Option 4. On April 16, 2012 SHA sent the MD SHPO an updated concurrence 
request documenting changes made to the study’s anticipated limit of 
disturbance to accommodate stormwater management facilities. On 
April 18, 2012 the MD SHPO concurred with SHA’s No Adverse Effect 
determination for Alternative 4, Option 4. 

The Study team attempted to avoid all impacts to historic structures by 
shifting all widening to the south side of MD 5. Widening in this manner, 
however, would require doubling the number of property displacements 
(to 22 total). Given the significance of this impact, the project team 
determined complete avoidance was infeasible. As a compromise, 
impact minimization for the SHA Preferred Alternative was achieved by 
shifting MD 5’s alignment slightly to the south and then balancing the 
widening on either side. 

Since approval of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA, Alternative 4-Option 4’s 
limit of disturbance was altered to accommodate revised intersection 
designs and stormwater management facilities. These changes caused 
the alternative’s APE to change and created new impacts to four 

TABLE 1. HISTORIC STRUCTURE IMPACTS

Property Name

Photo 
Label; 
Page 

Number

MIHP 
No.

National 
Register 
Status

Alt. 4 – 
Opt. 4
Acres

 Impacted
Port of Leonardtown 
(a.k.a. Old SHA 
Garage)

G; pg 23 SM-833 Eligible 0.08

Gough Farm - SM-331 Eligible 0.02

Buena Vista K; pg 29 SM-52 Listed 0.09

Drury Saunders House E; pg 11 SM-540 Eligible 0.03

St. Mary’s Academy L; pg 29 SM-422 Eligible 0.11

Greenwell House F; pg 21 SM-332 Eligible 0.04

Total Acres 0.37

Photo F: Historic Greenwell House
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FIGURE 12. HISTORIC PROPERTIES MAP
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LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Section 4(f)6

Section 4(f) is part of the US Dept of Transportation Act of 1966 
(currently listed as 49 U.S.C. 303, or 23 CFR 774). Section 4(f) is widely 
regarded as one of the most important considerations and legal 
requirements found within the transportation planning process. 
Section 4(f) has this status because it places very tight controls on how 
and if certain properties can be used by a transportation project. The 
types of properties protected by Section 4(f) include: publicly owned 
land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge 
of national, State, or local significance, or land of an historic site of 
national, State, or local significance. If a property falls into one of these 
categories, it may be used by a transportation project only if: there is no 
prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and the program or 
project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property.

to cultural resources associated with the MD 5 Leonardtown Study, SHA 
submitted a Programmatic Agreement to the MD SHPO and FHWA. 

A Programmatic Agreement (PA) is a legally binding agreement between a 
state Department of Transportation (DOT); state and federal agencies; and 
other relevant consulting parties. PAs establish a process for consulting, 
reviewing, and complying with one or more federal laws. In the case of the 
MD 5 Leonardtown Study, this law is Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966. The agency which is designated as the state 
administrator of the National Historic Preservation Act is the MD SHPO. 

For the MD 5 Leonardtown Study, the PA states that SHA is responsible 
for identifying and evaluating any cultural resources that may be 
impacted by design changes. This process may include treating any 
archaeological sites or historic structures eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
The MD SHPO approved and signed the PA on May 2, 2014. FHWA 
finalized the PA on May 29, 2014. A copy of the executed Programmatic 
Agreement is provided in Appendix 2.

C. Section 4(f)

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 is a 
regulation which sets limitations on how certain types of properties can be 
used by a transportation project funded or approved by agencies within the 
U.S. DOT (ex. Federal Highway Administration). Resources protected under 
Section 4(f) include significant publicly owned public parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges and significant public or privately owned 
historic sites. The intent of Section 4(f) is to evaluate all prudent and feasible 
alternatives to avoid the use of these resources and, if avoidance is not 
prudent and feasible, to minimize harm to the resource as much as possible. 
During development of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA, five Section 4(f) 
properties were identified in the study area, all of which are on or eligible for 
listing on the NRHP. In addition to being historic, the Port of Leonardtown 
(shown in Photo G to the right and Photo J on pg 28) is a locally significant 
publicly owned public park. All of these properties were previously discussed 
in the Cultural Resources section on page 21 and in Table 1. 

Along with the EA, SHA completed a Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation of 
the ARDS (See MD 5 Leonardtown EA/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, 
Section IV). The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation assessed the effects of 
each of the ARDS on Section 4(f) resources and evaluated avoidance and 
minimization measures. A least overall harm analysis was also conducted 
to identify which alternative or options will generate the fewest impacts 
to the Section 4(f) resources. 

these sites within the project APE lack sufficient integrity and information 
potential to be considered eligible for NRHP listing. In other words, the 
objects found within the test pits were not individually or collectively 
capable of providing historically relevant information. On May 27, 2009, 
April 18, 2012, and again on June 19, 2014 the MD SHPO concurred with 
SHA’s determination that they were not eligible for listing on the NRHP.

As was the case for the historic structures review, the engineering changes 
made since the release of the EA altered the possible impact of SHA’s 
Preferred Alternative on areas with archaeological potential. In total, five 
previously unstudied areas with high archaeological potential fell under the 
revised APE. In the spring of 2014, SHA conducted Phase 1 investigations 
of all five areas. The investigations indicated that the sites located within 
the project construction limits were either disturbed, or lacked the 
potential to yield important information.

Cultural Resource Impacts and Effects Determination

Based on the information collected during the cultural resource impacts 
analysis, the study team concluded that SHA’s Preferred Alternative would 
not adversely affect any of the historic properties, either standing structures 
or archeological sites within the Study’s Area of Potential Effects. This 
conclusion is referred to as an effects determination. To finalize the no 
adverse effects determination, the study team sent a letter to the MD SHPO. 
This letter contained a thorough assessment of all the cultural resources 
present within SHA’s Preferred Alternative’s APE as well the impacts 
generated by proposed improvements. This letter was sent on June 5, 2014. 
On June 19, 2014 the MD SHPO responded to SHA’s effects determination 
letter with a signed letter of concurrence. This letter is provided in 
Appendix 2, and shows that the MD SHPO agrees with the conclusions 
reached during the study team’s cultural resource impact analysis. 

Section 106 Programmatic Agreement

Planning studies like the MD 5 Leonardtown FONSI are developed 
specifically to discuss a wide range of possible scenarios. As a result, 
further engineering refinements are needed to meet the specific design 
scenario most appropriate when the project is being constructed. These 
refinements may also result in changes in project impacts. Most of 
the time, the preceding planning studies (like the MD 5 Leonardtown 
FONSI) were broad enough that any changes do not alter the accuracy of 
previous assessments. In cases when unique and unstudied impacts do 
arise, SHA and its partners must re-evaluate any associated conclusions. 
To streamline any re-evaluations that may be required for new impacts 
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LAWS AND REGULATIONS: De minimis Determination6

In August 2005, the federal legislature made the first substantive 
revision to Section 4(f) since the 1966 US Department of Transportation 
Act. This revision (Public Law 109-59, Section 6009) simplified the 
process and approval of projects that have only de minimis impacts or 
‘uses’ on lands protected by Section 4(f). In this context, de minimis 
describes a project whose impacts are so small as to be incapable of 
altering the function or character of the protected property. Under 
the new provisions, once the U.S. Department of Transportation 
determines that a transportation use of Section 4(f) property results 
in a de minimis impact, analysis of avoidance alternatives are not 
required and the Section 4(f) evaluation process is complete. For SHA 
projects, the Del-Mar Division of the Federal Highway Administration 
approves any de minimis determination as the local U.S. Dept of 
Transportation representative.

PLANNING CONCEPTS: Wetland Types7

Generally, wetlands are lands where saturation with water is the 
dominant factor determining the nature of soil development and the 
types of plant and animal communities living in the soil and on its 
surface. Common examples of wetlands include swamps, marshes 
and bogs. To help determine how they should be managed, wetlands 
are often classified into different types. Palustrine forested wetlands 
(PFO) are wetlands where large trees (20 ft or taller) cover about 30% 
of the site or more. Palustrine emergent wetlands (PEM) are wetlands 
where herbaceous plants like grasses and forbs cover most of the 
site. Palustrine scrub-shrub wetlands (PSS), are an intermediate type 
where small trees and shrubs (less than 20 ft tall) cover more than 
30% of the site. 

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Nontidal Wetlands of Special 
State Concern7

Nontidal wetlands of Special State Concern are the best examples of 
Maryland’s nontidal wetland habitats and are designated for special 
protection under the State’s nontidal wetlands regulations. These 
365 wetland sites with exceptional ecological and educational value 
offer landowners opportunities to observe and safeguard the beauty 
and natural diversity of Maryland’s best remaining wetlands. Many 
of these special wetlands contain the last remaining populations 
of native plants and animals that are now rare and threatened with 
extinction in the state.

As a result, completion of a Final Section 4(f) Evaluation was not warranted. 
SHA submitted its request for de minimis determination to FHWA on 
June 27, 2014. FHWA reviewed and concurred with SHA’s proposed de 
minimis determination with its approval of the MD 5 Leonardtown FONSI. 

D. Wetlands

With SHA’s Preferred Alternative, a total of 0.93 acre of wetlands would 
be impacted (Table 2, Fig. 13). A detailed assessment of the project’s 
impacts to wetlands has been conducted throughout the planning process 
in an effort to minimize and avoid impacts to all wetlands along MD 5. 
Due to the presence of numerous wetlands in the project study area, 
the options to avoid all impacts were limited. However, by redistributing 
and eliminating some of the study’s proposed stormwater facilities, the 
study team was able to reduce the SHA Preferred Alternative’s limit of 
disturbance. This effort reduced wetlands impacts by 32% (0.27 acre), 
Non-tidal Wetlands of Special State Concern (NTWSSC) impacts by 17% 
(0.07 acre), and NTWSSC buffer impacts by 37.5% (2.31 acres).

The goal of mitigation is to replace, preserve, restore, and enhance 
functions within the same watershed that were lost due to the impacts 
associated with the project. The amount of mitigation required is based 
on wetland replacement ratios stipulated in the Maryland Compensatory 
Mitigation Guidance developed by the Interagency Mitigation Task Force 
and Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.24.05.01 et seq.

Based on acreage replacement ratios agreed upon by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE), the proposed project would require approximately 
1.89 acres of compensatory wetland mitigation (Table 2). Following any 
additional investigations during the design phase of the project, further 

On April 16, 2012, the MD SHPO (i.e. the Official with Jurisdiction for 
historic properties) was informed of SHA’s intent to request a de minimis 
impact finding for Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 and Options 2 and 4 from 
FHWA. On April 18, 2012 MD SHPO provided its written agreement 
with SHA’s de minimis impact finding. The Town of Leonardtown (i.e. 
the Official with Jurisdiction over the Port of Leonardtown property) 
was informed of SHA’s intent to request a de minimis  impact finding 
from FHWA on February 29, 2012 and agreed that the project would not 
impair the activities, features and attributes important to the park on 
March 8, 2012.  The study team determined that Option 3 would cause 
an adverse effect to the Drury-Saunders House and therefore would not 
have a de minimis impact (MD 5 Leonardtown EA pg. IV-22 to IV-29). The 
MD SHPO concurred with SHA’s adverse effect determination for 
Option 3 on April 18, 2012. In summary, Option 3 is the only alternative 
or option that would not result in a de minimis impact.  

Since the approval of the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation in May 2012, SHA 
selected Alternative 4, Option 4 as the SHA Preferred Alternative and refined 
its design. Some of these design changes, most notably the inclusion of 
ESD stormwater management facilities, have altered the study’s projected 
impacts on Section 4(f) properties. SHA’s Preferred Alternative’s limit of 
disturbance now includes the five previously listed Section 4(f) resources as 
well as four additional structures greater than 50 years in age and five sites 
assessed as having a high archeological potential. Of these resources, only 
the Greenwell House was found eligible for listing on the NRHP.

Due to the minor impacts of SHA’s Preferred Alternative on the Greenwell 
House, SHA proposed a no adverse effect determination from the MD 
SHPO and informed them of SHA’s intent to request a de minimis impact 
finding from FHWA on June 6, 2014. On June 19, 2014 MD SHPO concurred 
with SHA’s determination and agreed with the de minimis impact finding. 

TABLE 2. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE – COMPENSATORY MITIGATION FOR WETLANDS AND WATERS 
Impacted System

Non-Tidal PEM  
Wetlands

Non-Tidal PFO 
Wetlands

Non-Tidal 
Wetlands of Special 

State Concern
All Wetlands

Non-Tidal Wetland 
of Special State 
Concern 100-ft 

buffer

Non-Tidal Waters 
(Linear Feet)

Impact (acres) 0.31 0.28 0.34 .93 3.85 1,841

Mitigation Ratio 1:1 2:1 3:1 - 3:1 1:1

Mitigation 
Required (acres)

0.31 0.56 1.02 1.89 11.55 1,841
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PLANNING CONCEPTS: Maryland Biological Stream Survey8 

The Maryland Biological Stream Survey (MBSS) is an inventory of 
biodiversity in Maryland’s streams. The MBSS was started by the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources in 1993 as a pilot study in 
three watersheds. Since then, the MBSS has been expanded to include 
the entire state. The goal of the Maryland Biological Stream Survey is to 
provide the best possible information for ensuring the protection and 
restoration of Maryland’s stream ecological resources. 

E. Waters of the United States

SHA’s Preferred Alternative would cross Macintosh Run, two unnamed 
tributaries of Macintosh Run, and Town Run (Fig. 13; Photo H). SHA’s 
Preferred Alternative would result in impacts to a total of 1,841 linear 
feet of perennial, ephemeral, or intermittent streams. The specific nature 
of the impacts will be further defined during the Study’s final design. 

Macintosh Run, its tributaries, and Town Run are designated as Use I 
waters (water contact recreation and protection of non-tidal warm-
water aquatic life) within the study area. Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) regulations restrict in-stream work within 
these Use I waters from March 1st to June 15th. During the Maryland 
Biological Stream Survey, DNR identified the species likely to be 
found in the study area (as part of the Lower Patuxent River Basin). A 
list of these species is provided in Appendix 4. Aquatic resources and 
water quality will be protected by Use I in-stream work restrictions, 
proper application of an approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, 
and other Best Management Practices that meet the 2000 Maryland 
Stormwater Design Manual. SHA will adhere to sediment and erosion 
control practices, stormwater management controls, minimization 
of vegetation impacts particularly to those within riparian or wetland 
buffers, and other general best management construction practices in 
order to minimize the potential short-term (construction-related) and 
long-term impacts.

To avoid generating stream impacts, the project team developed an 
option (Option 2) that shifted the section of MD 5 west of the Abell 
Street / Moakley Street intersections to the south. In order to make 
this shift, however, two large commercial displacements would need 
to be made. Additionally, the existing plans for Clark’s Rest show the 
relocation of the tributary. Based on the cost and socio-economic 
impacts of these displacements, the stream avoidance measure was 
found to be infeasible. 

Stream impacts will be minimized through the creation of onsite 
stormwater management facilities. Following the ESD design criteria, SHA’s 
Preferred Alternative includes a series of drainage systems that work to not 
only reduce the volume of runoff entering the study area’s existing stream 
network, but also increase the rate of groundwater re-charge. 

As phases of the SHA Preferred Alternative are constructed, mitigation 
will be performed to balance any impacts generated. SHA will 
coordinate with MDE, DNR, and other stakeholder groups regarding the 

consultation with MDE, the USACE, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) would determine which site or sites best meet the 
needs of the proposed project’s compensatory mitigation requirements.

Wetland mitigation could involve creating new wetlands of comparable 
function and value to those impacted by construction, as well as the 
restoration and enhancement of existing wetlands. Mitigation for 
waterways could include creation or restoration of waterways, creation 
or enhancement of riparian buffers, removal of fish passage impediments 
and creation or enhancement of fish habitat, shoreline stabilization, and 
marsh creation. 

A review of the USACE RIBITS (Regulatory In lieu fee and Bank 
Information Tracking System) web site was done to identify any 
wetland mitigation banks within the Lower Potomac River Drainage 
basin (Watershed 02070011). No currently approved banks were 
identified, although one bank, the St. Charles Mitigation Bank, is 
listed as pending. SHA also has a site within the Lower Potomac River 
watershed known as the Albaugh site that is also pending approval for 
use as a bank. Both potential banks currently have sufficient size and 
quality to serve the wetland mitigation needs (1.89 acres) for the MD 5 
Leonardtown project. 

A review of the Watershed Resources Registry was completed to 
identify potential wetland mitigation sites in the MacIntosh Run 
Watershed (Table 3). An expanded search of sites within the Lower 
Potomac River watershed would be expected to yield numerous 
additional potential sites. Table 3 summarizes sites with one acre or 
more of potential.

TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL MITIGATION SITES 1 ACRE OR 
LARGER IDENTIFIED FROM THE WATERSHED RESOURCES REGISTRY

Watershed 02070011 - 0702: MacIntosh Run

Ranking # Sites Available Total Acreage 
Available

5 0 No sites 1 acre 
or larger

4 7 18.48

3 41 145.65

2 24 73.85

1 13 68.6

Photo H: Unnamed Tributary of Macintosh Run
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FIGURE 13. WATER RESOURCE MAP
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LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Water Quality Protections

Though impacts to groundwater are expected to be minimal, any 
groundwater contamination from construction activities would be 
kept to a minimum by implementation of Best Management Practices 
(BMPs). BMPs to protect streams may include seeding, sodding, and 
stabilizing slopes as soon as possible to minimize the exposed area 
during construction, as well as stabilizing ditches at the tops of cuts 
and at the bottoms of fill slopes before excavation and formation 
of embankments. Temporary BMPs that would be utilized during 
construction activities include: using silt fence, re-vegetating disturbed 
areas, and designing grassed channels to control sediment and erosion 
from the work site. Permanent BMPs that would be utilized during 
construction activities and remain in place afterward would include 
stormwater management ponds and bio-filtration systems, such as 
grassed medians and grassed drainage swales.

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: 100 Year flood and floodplain9

The 100-year flood is calculated to be the level of flood water expected 
to be equaled or exceeded every 100 years on average. The 100-year 
flood can also be referred to as the 1 percent flood, since it is a flood 
that has a 1 percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any single 
year. The 100 year floodplain is the area which can be inundated during 
a 100 year flood. 

PLANNING CONCEPTS: Sensitive Species10 

Sensitive species are animal or plant species that have been identified 
by the State of Maryland or the Federal government as rare, 
threatened, or endangered. Endangered status means that the species 
is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its 
range. Threatened status means that the species is likely to become 
endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant 
portion of it range. Rare status refers only to the state of Maryland, and 
indicates that the species is imperiled in Maryland because of rarity 
(typically 6 to 20 estimated occurrences or few remaining individuals or 
acres in the State) or because of some factor(s) making it vulnerable to 
becoming extirpated. 

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

Reforestation of 4.36 acres will be provided at a one-to-one ratio 
consistent with the Maryland Reforestation Act. Reforestation will be 
provided within the project limits where possible, or off-site within the 
same county and/or sub-watershed. Potential woodland mitigation sites 
will be identified during final design.

In addition to assessing the extent of woodland disturbance, the project 
team also assessed possible impacts to Forest Interior Dwelling Species 
(FIDS) habitat. FIDS are bird species designated by DNR as requiring 
large, unfragmented forest areas to breed successfully and maintain 
viable populations. This direct relationship between habitat structure 
and population size makes the health of FIDS species a useful tool for 
approximating overall habitat quality. 

To determine if FIDS habitat was present within the study area, the 
project utilized habitat maps developed by DNR. By overlaying SHA’s 
Preferred Alternative on top of these maps, the project team determined 
that 0.39 acres would be impacted. All of the areas which contribute to 
this total are located directly adjacent to road’s edge. As a result, any 
impacts to the ability of the associated woodlands to function as FIDS 
habitat will be minimal. 

H. RTE Species

DNR, USFWS, and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) were 
contacted to determine whether the project area contains Federal or 
State listed threatened or endangered species. Correspondence with 
DNR’s Wildlife and Heritage Division) identified select habitats near the 
project study area for three sensitive species:

• Federally endangered Dwarf Wedge Mussel                    
(Alasmidonta heterodon);  

• State listed threatened plant Red Turtlehead                           
(Chelone obliqua); and

• State rare plant Deciduous Holly (Ilex decidua, see Photo I).

 
Correspondence dated March 8, 2008 from the USFWS identified 
upstream habitats of Macintosh Run that support significant Dwarf 
Wedge Mussel populations. In April 2008, USFWS and DNR reviewed 
the proposed project and determined sufficient distance exists between 

development and selection of all mitigation strategies. Measures likely to 
be integrated into these strategies include: 

• the restoration of existing stream channels within the study area 
or local watershed; 

• the creation or dedication of riparian buffers; 

• stream relocation; and

• mitigation banking credits.

 
A grading plan and erosion and sediment (E&S) control plan will be 
prepared and implemented in accordance with MDE regulations. The 
grading and E&S control plans will minimize the potential for impacts 
to water quality from erosion and sedimentation that will occur before, 
during, and after construction. Furthermore, temporary and permanent 
controls will be reviewed and approved by MDE prior to initiation of 
construction. Measures to prevent erosion in highly susceptible areas (i.e., 
steep slopes) will be included in the E&S control plans when necessary.

F. 100 Year Floodplains 

A review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and 
Flood Insurance Rate Mapping 100-year floodplain mapping reveals that the 
100-year floodplain of the Macintosh Run crosses the study area. Permanent 
encroachment on the 100-year floodplain associated with SHA’s Preferred 
Alternative would total approximately five acres (Fig. 13). The impacts 
provided here are estimates based on the currently available data from 
FEMA. Floodplain impacts will be further refined as final design proceeds.

G. Forests and Woodlands

Construction of SHA’s Preferred Alternative would impact 4.36 acres of 
forestlands. Forest impacts would mostly affect the existing forest edge 
and/or narrow rows of trees directly adjacent to the existing roadway. 
None of these impacts are to contiguous upland forest blocks greater 
than 100 acres.

The project will comply with applicable laws and regulations regarding 
forest impacts. Per Natural Resources Article 5-103, “Reforestation Law,” 
adopted 1989, amended 1990 and 1991, the construction of a highway 
by a unit of the state:

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

Photo I: Deciduous Holly11
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LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Mobile Source Air Toxics12

Mobile source air toxics are compounds emitted from highway vehicles 
and nonroad equipment which are known or suspected to cause cancer 
or other serious health and environmental effects. Examples of mobile 
source air toxics include benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, 
acetaldehyde, acrolein, polycyclic organic matter (POM), naphthalene, 
and diesel particulate matter. – EPA

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: National Ambient Air Quality Standards12

The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (40 CFR part 50) for pollutants considered harmful to 
public health and the environment. The Clean Air Act identifies two 
types of national ambient air quality standards. Primary standards 
provide public health protection, including protecting the health of 
“sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. 
Secondary standards provide public welfare protection, including 
protection against decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops, 
vegetation, and buildings. EPA has set National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for six principal pollutants, which are called “criteria” 
pollutants: Carbon Monoxide, Lead, Nitrogen Dioxide, Ozone, 
Particle Pollution, Sulfur Dioxide. 

PLANNING CONCEPTS: Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA)
A Noise Sensitive Area (NSA) is an area where noise interferes with 
the area’s typical activities or its uses. Normally, noise sensitive 
areas include residential, educational, health, and religious 
structures and sites, and parks, recreational areas (including areas 
having wilderness characteristics), wildlife refuges, and cultural and 
historical sites. The identification of NSA is one of the first steps in 
conducting a noise analysis. 

created using satellite imagery, road and stream locations and 
biological data to identify a green infrastructure network for the State 
of Maryland which is comprised of core areas, hubs, and corridors. 
With SHA’s Preferred Alternative approximately 5.91 acres of hubs 
would be impacted. All but 0.44 acre of the total area impacted is 
directly adjacent to MD 5, and all of the acreage is currently developed. 
One of the largest individual impacts (1.35 acres) is generated by the 
proposed displacement of the Maryland Antique Center (Fig. 4). Since 
this displacement is included in the project for the purpose of reducing 
impervious surface in the Macintosh Run watershed and floodplain, 
the additional impact should yield a benefit to the local Green 
Infrastructure network. 

J. Air Quality 

A detailed air quality analysis was completed as part of the MD 5 
Leonardtown EA. The results of these analyses for carbon monoxide (CO) 
and mobile source air toxics (MSATs ) are presented in a report entitled 
“Air Quality Technical Report, MD 5 Leonardtown from MD 243 to 
MD 245 St. Mary’s County, Maryland Project Planning Study.” The study 
demonstrates that no violations of the State and National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS ) would occur in the design year as a result of 
the Preferred Alternative.

With the exception of construction procedures requirements, the 
conformity requirements of Section 93 of Chapter 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR 93) do not apply to this project since 
St. Mary’s County has not been designated as a nonattainment or 
maintenance area for any of the transportation-related criteria pollutants 
(ozone, carbon monoxide and particulate matter). For a complete review 
of the air quality analysis please see Section 3 of the MD 5 Leonardtown 
EA (pgs. III-43 to III-50).

K. Noise

A noise impact analysis was performed in compliance with FHWA 
and SHA methodologies for each of the ARDS. The results of the 
noise impact analysis indicated that eight Noise Sensitive Areas 
(NSAs) within the study area were found to approach (66 dBA) or 
exceed the federal noise abatement criteria (67dBA) and warranted 
the evaluation of potential abatement measures. However, due 
to site conditions that required barrier segmentation, potential 
noise abatement measures for the impacted NSAs were not found 
to be feasible for any of the impacted NSA’s, including that for 

the study area boundary and these habitats to eliminate any possible 
impacts. Based on this determination, USFWS and DNR determined that 
a mussel survey was not required. USFWS also indicated that, except for 
occasional transient individuals, there are no other federally proposed or 
listed endangered or threatened species within the project area. On 
April 7 and 8, 2014 respectively, USFWS and DNR reconfirmed that 
mussel surveys were not required. 

Field investigations were conducted for both State listed plant species in 
May 2008, and again in August 2008 for the Red Turtlehead, exclusively. 
Although these investigations identified habitat suitable for both 
species, only the Deciduous Holly was identified in the study area.
 
Correspondence with DNR’s Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) and 
site surveys have determined that the Deciduous Holly (Illex decidua), 
a state rare plant, is located within the project study area. In order 
to reduce the potential for inadvertent destruction of additional rare 
plants, SHA will clearly mark the wetlands that support Deciduous Holly. 
For example, orange safety fence along the limit of disturbance could 
be used to draw attention to the limits of the work area. To reduce the 
amount of degradation to the remaining habitat for Deciduous Holly 
and potential habitat for Red Turtlehead, SHA will minimize the project 
footprint to the greatest extent possible while still accomplishing 
the project’s goals, and will adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all 
phases of the work, as part of the Preferred Alternative. 

Stabilization of disturbed soils will occur immediately (within 24 hours 
of disturbance). Special effort will be made to retain fine particle silt, 
sand and clay sediments including the incorporation of redundant/
additional control measures in the sediment and erosion control plan 
to ensure maximum filtration of any sediment-laden runoff. Super 
silt fence will be used instead of silt fence in the wetlands supporting 
Deciduous Holly and in the other wetlands of special state concern. All 
measures will be inspected daily to ensure that they are functional from 
the very initial stages through final construction, and any problems will 
be corrected immediately.

I. Green Infrastructure

Green infrastructure is the strategically planned and managed 
networks of natural lands, working landscapes and other open spaces 
that conserve ecosystem functions and provide associated benefits 
to the human population. DNR’s Green Infrastructure data set was 

Photo J: Macintosh Run Boat Ramp
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QUICK REFERENCE

LAWS AND REGULATIONS: Hazardous Materials

Hazardous waste is waste that is dangerous or potentially harmful to our 
health or the environment. Hazardous wastes can be liquids, solids, gases, 
or sludges. They can be discarded commercial products, like cleaning 
fluids or pesticides, or the by-products of manufacturing processes. 

M. Aesthetics 

The improvements associated with SHA’s Preferred Alternative, along 
with the town’s approved and proposed mixed-use development plans 
for the corridor, would facilitate the transformation of the existing road 
from the appearance of a rural collector to an urban collector within the 
town limits. Major elements of SHA’s Preferred Alternative that would 
contribute to this transformation include continuous sidewalks, bike 
compatible shoulders, and the raised landscaped median.

To assure the aesthetics of the implementation of SHA’s Preferred 
Alternative is consistent with ongoing streetscape improvements on 
MD 5 Business, SHA will coordinate with town officials during the final 
design phase to assess which aesthetic treatments should be applied. 
MD 5 is also identified as part of the Religious Freedom Scenic Byway 
that extends from the intersection of MD 243 to Point Lookout State 
Park, at the southern tip of St. Mary’s County. SHA will coordinate 
with the County during final design to ensure that the proposed 
transportation improvements are compatible with the goals of the Scenic 
Byway Management Plan.

N. Indirect and Cumulative Effects

To determine if and how the MD 5 Leonardtown Project Planning 
Study might interact with past, present, and future development, SHA 
conducted an Indirect and Cumulative Effects or ICE Analysis. Indirect 
effects are reasonably foreseeable impacts that would occur after the 
construction of a project due to development that is dependent upon 
the study’s alternatives. Cumulative effects, in turn, are reasonably 
foreseeable effects on the environment that occur because of the 
interaction of many smaller, incremental changes. 

The ICE analysis documented in the MD 5 Leonardtown EA concluded 
that no major indirect or cumulative effects associated with socio-
economic, cultural and natural resources are anticipated for any of the 
ARDS. The boundary used to perform the ICE analysis can be found on 
pg III-77 (Fig.III-11) of the MD 5 Leonardtown EA. The Study is located 
entirely within a Priority Funding Area and is consistent with objectives 
outlined in the SHA Consolidated Plan (CTP). Future growth and 
development within the ICE boundary would occur according to two 
master plans: the Leonardtown Master Plan (2010), and the St. Mary’s 
County Master Plan (2010).

the Preferred Alternative. The principal site conditions requiring 
segmentation of a noise barrier include: 

• multiple residential driveways; 

• business access points; 

• pedestrian facilities and mobility; and

• proximity of intersections. 

In order to minimize the impact to the residential community, all 
proposed construction would comply with applicable federal, state and 
local noise control regulations, as well as the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970. The Contractor will use only equipment adapted 
to operate with the least possible noise, and should conduct his work 
so that annoyance to occupants of nearby property and the general 
public would be reduced to a minimum. Where practicable, construction 
activity will be confined to time periods that would create a minimum 
amount of disturbance to the community. For a full review of the 
highway analysis results please see Section 3 of the MD 5 Leonardtown 
EA (pgs. III-50 to III-58).

L. Hazardous Materials

Thirty sites within the project limits were reviewed for potential 
hazardous materials concerns using SHA’s Project Impact Rating Criteria. 
These sites were placed into one of five categories for the potential 
to contain hazardous materials. Of the thirty sites identified, fifteen 
were identified as presenting a “high” potential and therefore warrant 
further investigation. A list and map of the 15 high potential properties is 
provided in Appendix 5.

SHA’s Preferred Alternative would impact all fifteen of the “high” 
potential properties. A Preliminary Site Investigation Screening will be 
completed during the design phase for all fifteen properties in order to 
gather additional information regarding contamination of: 

• total petroleum hydrocarbons; 

•  polychlorinated biphenyls; 

•  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act metals; 

• volatile organic compounds; and 

• semi-volatile organic compounds.

Photo K: Historic Buena Vista
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TABLE 4. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS – MD 5 LEONARDTOWN PROJECT PLANNING STUDY

Resource Categories

ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1:
 No Build

Alternative 2:
TSM

Alternative 3:
 5-Lane Section

Alternative 4: 4 Lane Section SHA Preferred 
AlternativeStandard Option 2 Option 3 Option 4

COMMUNITY EFFECTS

Right of Way (acres) 0 14.90 26.40 27.20 26.30 29.80 26.60 24.67

Properties Impacted (number) 0 62 85 85 85 90 84 83

Residential Displacements (number) 0 2 2 2 2 3 2 2

Commercial Displacements (number) 0 4 5 7 10 9 7 9

Historic Sites (number) 0 3 5 5 4 5 5 5

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Stream Impacts (linear ft) 0 692 1635 1669 922 1707 1686 1841

Wetlands (acres) 0 0.45 0.78 0.81 0.70 1.17 0.86 0.59

NTWSSC3 (acres) 0 0.07 0.39 0.42 0.40 0.42 0.41 0.34

Woodlands (acres) 0 3.14 6.96 7.35 7.17 7.52 7.10 4.36

Floodplain (acres) 0 3.68 4.73 4.72 4.74 5.55 4.54 5.00

F.I.D.S. Habitat (acres) 0 0.67 0.72 0.73 0.77 0.92 0.75 0.39

Cumulative Effects
Resources within the ICE boundary have experienced cumulative effects 
over time from urban development. It is expected that these trends would 
continue as additional growth occurs. Potential cumulative effects to 
the community of Leonardtown may include a loss of a small town feel 
along with an increase in demand for infrastructure, community services 
including schools, and health care facilities. Cumulative impacts to 
parklands and historic sites may include increased development pressure.

Anticipated cumulative effects for groundwater include reduction of base 
flow to streams within the recharge area. Cumulative impacts to surface 
water include increased runoff, erosion and flooding potentially leading 
to degradation of water quality and a decrease in ecological health. As 
development pressure rises, there may be additional cumulative impacts 
to wetlands and floodplains such as alterations to local hydrology. 
Cumulative impacts to woodlands may include increased forest 
fragmentation and loss of forest interior habitat. 

to enhance the overall aesthetics. Indirect impacts to groundwater 
would primarily be associated with increases in impervious surface 
associated with SHA’s Preferred Alternative and other projects in 
the ICE boundary. The increase in impervious surface would increase 
runoff carrying vehicle-generated pollutants, which could potentially 
enter groundwater resources. Surface water and water quality may be 
indirectly affected by contaminated groundwater inflow into streambeds 
of surface waters. Indirect impacts to wetlands may occur as a result of 
roadway runoff, sedimentation, and alterations to hydrology, thereby 
potentially affecting the extent and quality of available wetland habitat. 
There may be indirect impacts to forests as newly created forest edges 
experience drier soil conditions allowing invasive species to become 
established as well as the loss of forest habitat. Rare, threatened, and 
endangered species habitat is generally located outside of the study’s 
limit of disturbance, but within the ICE boundary, and therefore could be 
potentially impacted by indirect effects that may alter the quality of the 
existing habitat. 

Indirect Effects
Indirect impacts to community resources under SHA’s Preferred 
Alternative may be both beneficial and adverse. Beneficial effects may 
include safer and increased mobility through the study area thereby 
decreasing travel time to major roadways as well as to community 
resources. The population and infill may indirectly increase by 
attracting additional workers and residents from the creation of new 
job opportunities associated with increased commercial development. 
Indirect effects to employment should result from improved access to 
and from MD 5 and through Leonardtown allowing better access for 
employees. The proposed expansion of crosswalk signals and sidewalks 
along both sides of MD 5 will enhance community cohesion. It is 
anticipated there will be only minor changes to traffic patterns and no 
road closures or rerouting of traffic through residential neighborhoods 
is proposed. There may be indirect impacts to historical resources 
associated with the Preferred Alternative that include visual impacts. The 
project will include consideration of some components of streetscaping 
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intersection were selected by SHA and FHWA to be subsequent Phase 1. 
The western limit for the project is just east of the relocated Clark’s Rest 
Lane intersection with MD 5, which is proposed to be constructed as 
part of Clark’s Rest (shown in Photo M). The eastern limit of the project is 
just west of the entrance to St. Mary’s Hospital. The intersection of MD 5 
and Abell Street/Moakley Street was selected to be the first subsequent 
phase for two reasons. First, the intersection represents one of the study’s 
largest public safety concerns. Early on in the MD 5 Leonardtown Project 
Planning Study, SHA’s assessment of traffic conditions indicated that 
the sight-lines (i.e. the range of view from the driver’s seat) around the 
intersection of MD 5 and Abell Street/Moakley Street were particularly 
poor. Even during uncongested conditions, motorists traveling south on 
MD 5 have a very limited view of vehicles waiting to cross MD 5 from Abell 
Street due to a hill in the southwest quadrant of the intersection. Likewise, 
drivers attempting to turn onto MD 5 from Abell Street had very little 
ability to detect the presence of oncoming vehicles and time their turns 
accordingly. Secondly, several community members identified concerns 
about traffic and pedestrian safety at the MD 5 Abell Street/Moakley 
Street intersection. The primary crash types at the intersection are rear-
end and left turn crashes.  Their comments are provided in Appendix 3, and 
echo the visibility concerns identified by the study team. 

The proposed improvements to the MD 5 Abell Street/Moakley Street 
intersection includes work on and off the street. To improve the sight 
distance at the intersection, subsequent Phase 1 includes removing a 
portion of the hill located at the southwestern quadrant. This excavation 
and regarding effort will substantially improve the ability of drivers at 
the Abell Street portion of the intersection to see oncoming southbound 
vehicles, and vice versa. Within the roadway, MD 5 would be widened 
to include a single southbound left turn lane onto Moakley Street and 
a single northbound left turn lane onto Abell Street.  A six-foot-wide 
raised monolithic median would be provided to separate the left turn 
lanes from the opposite direction of traffic.  Elsewhere, an 18-foot-wide 
median would be provided, which would taper to 4-feet-wide to tie back 
into the existing roadway at the project limits.  Within the project limits, 
a seven-foot-wide outside shoulder would be provided on both directions 
of MD 5 to provide an on-road facility for bicyclists and horse-and-
carriage traffic.  Within the project limits, a five-foot-wide sidewalk would 
be included on both sides of MD 5.  At the eastern project limit, it would 
tie into the existing sidewalk.

One residential displacement would be required to complete this first 
phase of the project’s scope of work.  The displacement is required because 
the structure would be impacted by grading of the hill at the southwest 

Mitigation
Avoidance and minimization strategies to reduce direct impacts to 
environmental resources were incorporated into the MD 5 Preferred 
Alternative and will continue to be included in future design efforts. 
Mitigation is required for any direct impacts that remain following 
avoidance and minimization efforts. SHA will develop conceptual 
mitigation plans for any unavoidable impacts and has coordinated efforts 
with the appropriate regulatory agencies for the Preferred Alternative.

Impacts to historic resources are subject to Section 106 compliance, 
requiring consultation on effects to historic properties. Consultation 
often results in specific mitigation (for an adverse effect) such as 
preservation or documentation of affected historical resources, thereby 
reducing the cumulative effect of the study. No adverse effects to 
significant cultural resources are anticipated, however, for the MD 5 
Leonardtown study.

State and county land development plans will shape future development 
and growth within the ICE boundary. Local and state planning initiatives 
that focus development in existing communities are facilitating the 
preservation of the outlying rural farmland and forested areas. Local 
jurisdictions will develop resource preservation plans with the continued 
assistance of SHA. Saint Mary’s County is ultimately responsible 
for monitoring and applying growth management strategies and 
mechanisms that result in development at a pace consistent with 
roadways and infrastructure. Regulatory agencies and responsible 
parties are obligated to evaluate mitigation for cumulative effects 
associated with environmental impacts. Any future development 
that occurs in the 2030 time frame will be required to comply with 
the numerous federal, state, and local ordinances in place to protect 
resources. In sum, indirect and cumulative effects will be minimized 
through state and federal environmental laws and local environmental 
and zoning ordinances.

Selecting a Subsequent Phase

Large planning studies like the MD 5 Leonardtown Study require 
substantial human and financial resources to complete.  To make the 
costs easier to manage, proposed improvements are typically broken up 
into smaller design and construction phases. For the MD 5 Leonardtown 
Study, the improvements to MD 5 at the Abell Street/Moakley Street 

SECTION 4: NEXT STEPS

THE RUN-DOWN: SECTION 4

Through the completion of the MD 5 Leonardtown Planning Study, SHA 
selected a Preferred Alternative that it believes will satisfy the study’s pur-
pose and need, and avoid or minimize impacts to the natural environment 
and communities. Given the size of SHA’s Preferred Alternative, however, 
all the improvements cannot be built at the same time. In this section you 
will learn about the project phase that will be built first, and the general 
process SHA will go through to complete subsequent improvements.

Photo M: Clarks Rest Development
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quadrant of the MD 5 intersection with Abell Street/Moakley Street.  Fee 
simple right-of-way would also be required along the frontage of the houses 
along MD 5 South.  Additional right-of-way would be required along the 
frontage of the cemetery, which could result in the relocation of graves. 

Because the Town of Leonardtown is not within the boundaries of a 
Metropolitan Planning Organization, the MD 5 Leonardtown project is 
included in the current State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) 
and is also consistent with the statewide long range transportation 
plan. The current STIP was amended to include the MD 5 Abel Street/
Moakley Street intersection in Leonardtown. The Amendment No. is 
13-141 (dated May 5, 2014). This amendment was developed based upon 
continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning 
process in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 134 and 23 U.S.C. 135 and 49.  

The State of Maryland has committed $3 million to fund final design 
activities (i.e. construction grade engineering documents) required for 
subsequent Phase 1. Final design is expected to begin in 2014 and to be 
completed in 2017. The process of purchasing right of way (i.e. land and 
easements) for Phase 1 is scheduled to begin in 2017 and be completed 
in 2018. The total cost of acquiring all required right of way is estimated 
to be between $6 and $7 million. Construction of Phase 1 is scheduled to 
begin in 2018 and end in 2021. The total cost of construction for Phase 1 
is estimated to be between $8.6 million to $10 million. All cost estimates 
are adjusted to account for future inflation.

Subsequent Phase 2 of the MD 5 Leonardtown Project Planning Study 
would involve widening MD 5 between the intersections of Abell Street/
Moakley Street and MD 245. Final Design for Phase 2 would begin in 
2021, with construction occurring from 2025 to 2028.

 Subsequent Phase 3 would widen MD 5 between MD 243 and Abell 
Street/Moakley Street. This segment includes the existing bridge over 
Macintosh Run. The bridge is inspected every two years; and is currently 
rated neither structurally deficient nor functionally obsolete. When 
Phase 3 enters final design, the bridge will be evaluated for replacement.  
Final Design for Phase 3 would begin in 2028, with construction occurring 
from 2031 to 2034.  SHA is also exploring other opportunities to identify 
smaller breakout projects that could be completed sooner.

Final Design and NEPA Revaluation

Planning studies are developed to explore as many design options as 
possible in a relatively short amount of time.  As a result, the engineering 

Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS)
 A design alternative that is recommended to receive a full 
environmental assessment.

Area of Potential Effects (APE)
The geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly 
or indirectly cause changes in the character or use of historic properties. 

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
The first 1,000 feet on the landward side of all tidal waters and tidal 
wetlands. The Critical Area Buffer is a minimum width of 100 feet and is 
the area immediately adjacent to these waters and wetlands. 

Cross Section
An illustration that shows a 2 dimensional view of an object, usually from 
the objects interior. In the case of roadway design, cross sections are 
typically drawn to show the profile of the pavement, sidewalk, curb, and 
other features whose dimensions are difficult to determine from above.

Displacement
The full and complete acquisition of a structure housing a residence or 
business by the state.

Environmental Assessment (EA)
A concise public document designed to help an agency determine if a 
proposed action is likely to cause a significant environmental impact 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
An agency of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, whose primary 
purpose is to coordinate the response to a disaster that has occurred in 
the United States.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
An agency within the U.S. Department of Transportation that 
supports State and local governments in the design, construction, and 
maintenance of the Nation’s highway system.

Forest Interior Dwelling Species
Birds species that require large, consolidated forest areas to 
breed successfully.

GLOSSARYdocuments they produce require refining before they can be used for 
construction.  This process of refinement is referred to as final design.  
During the final design of most projects, SHA will identify any existing 
conditions that may have changed.  For example, when elements of the 
MD 5 Leonardtown Study move into final design, SHA will resurvey the 
study area for the presence of the state rare deciduous holly (Ilex decidua). 

Even when site conditions change very little, the final design process 
usually generates engineering modifications which alter the project’s 
overall environmental impacts.  To account for this change in impacts, 
SHA will complete a reevaluation of the MD 5 Leonardtown FONSI.  
This reevaluation focuses not only on the portion of the FONSI that is 
immediately relevant to the proposed improvements, but also on the 
status of the overall project.  Regardless of how broad the scope of the 
changes is, SHA will consult with FHWA in order to ensure compliance with 
the NEPA process. 
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Watershed Resources Registry
A comprehensive mapping program administered by the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources that identifies high priority sites for 
preservation, ecosystem preservation, and restoration.

Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) department of the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources whose objective is to conserve 
Maryland’s diverse native wildlife, plants, and the natural communities 
that support them, using scientific expertise and informed public input.

Socio-Economic
Of, relating to, or involving a combination of social and economic factors 
such as: quality of life, economic growth, educational attainment, and 
poverty rate. 

Storage Capacity
The number of vehicles which can safely queue in a turning lane. 

Stormwater Management
The process of capturing, conveying, and in some cases storing runoff 
generated when precipitation comes in contact with impervious surface. 

Traffic Calming
The act of building raised areas, small roundabouts, or other similar 
structures on roads, so that vehicles are forced to move more slowly 
along them. Traffic calming is most commonly used in residential 
neighborhoods or areas with large amounts of pedestrian traffic.

Transportation System Management (TSM)
A set of strategies that largely aim to reduce Greenhouse Gas emissions 
by reducing congestion, primarily by improving transportation system 
capacity and efficiency. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
A U.S. federal agency under the Department of Defense charged with 
delivering vital public and military engineering services, and permitting 
fill and impacts in rivers and Waters of the U.S.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
A bureau within the Department of the Interior, whose primary objective 
is to guide the conservation, development, and management of the 
nation’s fish and wildlife resources

Waters of the United States
All waters which are currently used, were used in the past, or may be 
susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters 
which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide. 

Hydrology
The science that encompasses the occurrence, distribution, movement 
and properties of the waters of the earth and their relationship with 
the environment 

Limit of Disturbance
The boundary inside of which, all on-site activities associated with a 
project will be contained. 

Maryland Historical Trust (MHT)
A state agency dedicated to preserving and interpreting the legacy of 
Maryland’s past. MHT serves as Maryland’s State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

Mixed Use Development
A style of real estate and land use management that emphasizes 
combining residential and commercial uses in close proximity (ex. within 
the same block or subdivision)

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969
An act that requires federal agencies to integrate environmental values into 
their decision making processes by considering the environmental impacts 
of their proposed actions and reasonable alternatives to those actions.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
The federal agency responsible for the stewardship of the nation’s living 
marine resources and their habitat. 

Patuxent River Naval Air Station
A 14,500 acre complex located in St Mary’s County.

Minor Rural Arterial
A road which, as part of the rural road system should link cities and larger 
towns together and allow traffic to travel at relatively high speeds with 
minimum interference from local circulation.

Right of Way Acquisition
The act of purchasing property rights from private or public entities 
for the purpose of completing a highway project. The type of property 
rights purchased range from the right to temporarily access a property to 
exclusive and permanent ownership. 
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