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May 20, 2011 

Hassan Raza, P.E. 

Division Administrator 

FHWA – DelMar Division 

10 South Howard Street, Suite 2450 

Baltimore, MD 21201 

Ref: Proposed Replacement of SHA Bridge # 2300700, US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay 

Ocean City, Worcester County, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Raza: 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 

documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties 

listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Based upon the information 

provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual 

Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not 

apply to this undertaking.  Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to 

resolve adverse effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from the State 

Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a 

consulting party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision.  Additionally, should circumstances 

change, and it is determined that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please 

notify us. 

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 

developed in consultation with the Maryland State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and any other 

consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation 

process.  The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to 

complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require 

further assistance, please contact Ms. Najah Duvall-Gabriel at 202-606-8585 or at ngabriel@achp.gov. 

Sincerely, 

LaShavio Johnson 

Historic Preservation Technician 

Office of Federal Agency Programs 
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SECTION V 
COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) in coordination with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) introduced the US 50 Cr ossing Study to the public in 
the Spring of 2005. Three identi cal Informational Open House Meetings were held over 
a two day s pan on June 8 and 9, 2005 at the Roland E. Powell Convention Center in 
Ocean City, MD.  The Open House was an opp ortunity to introduce the project,  provide 
information about the purpose of the project,  and to promote public  participation and 
input. 

SHA held three identical Public Meetings at  the Roland E. Powell Convention Center in 
Ocean City, MD over a two day span on October 6 and 7, 2005. These sessions updated 
the public on the progress of the project partic ularly in regard to the developm ent of 
preliminary concepts, as well as community and natural resource issues.   

On June 1 and 2, 2006, SHA presented the Altern ates Public Workshops at the Roland E. 
Powell Convention Center in Ocean City, MD.  These workshops presented the results of 
the prelim inary study of the US 50 Crossing project with the pr esentation of eight 
alternatives.  Projec t in formation d isplayed included m aps depicting alternatives under 
consideration, traffic data and environm ental impacts.  During the w orkshops, project 
team members addressed questions and concer ns from the public, and collected verbal 
and written comments that required written  responses. These workshops generated 
approximately 340 total responses with the majority of opposition to Alternative 6 – 9 th 
Street Connection primarily due to the propert y displacements, alteration in traffic flow, 
aesthetic impacts and environmental impacts.  Most comments were expressed in an Exit 
Survey that was filled out at the end of the workshop, while other comments were mailed 
directly to SHA.   

A detailed list of specific comments includes the following: 

Traffic Comments 
• Do a traffic study at inlet. 
• Alternative 4 & 6 make most sense for traffic. 
• Improve timing of traffic lights. 
• Traffic will remain congested despite alternatives. 
• Make Philadelphia Avenue two-way all the way. 
• Relocate St. Louis Avenue to area of Concrete Plant. 
• Opposed to increased traffic in West Ocean City (Alternative 6). 
• Look at improvements to the Division Street/ Baltimore Avenue intersection. 
• Consider improving mass transit. 

Environmental Comments 
• Concerns with general environmental impacts. 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement March 2008 
US 50 Crossing Study  



  

 

 
 
 
 
  
 

 
        

 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
 
  
 

        
 
 
 
 
 

      
 
 
 
 
 
 

      
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

•	 Concerns with noise. 
•	 Concerns with pollution. 
•	 Migratory birds are migratory.  Why can’t they move somewhere else? 
•	 Skimmer Island not important. 
•	 Elliott’s pond in West OC is an important water bird nesting area. 
•	 Concern about the small island just north of Skimmer Island that is closer to 9th Street 

Connection. 

Impacts Comments 
•	 Opposed to negative impact on West Ocean City community. 
•	 Concerns with impact to Ocean City businesses. 
•	 Concerns with loss of property value. 
•	 Concerns with impact to West Ocean City businesses. 
•	 Concerns with impact to US 50 businesses. 
•	 Opposed to negative impact on West Ocean City school. 
•	 Concerns with construction impact. 
•	 Displaced properties in Alternative 4 are mostly aged, rental properties. 
•	 Concerns with negative impact on growth of West Ocean City. 
•	 Favors improved boat/water traffic. 
•	 Concerns with long term growth of Ocean City. 

Channel Comments 
•	 Consider moving channel to avoid steep grades. 
•	 Consider opening up current channel in west side of bay. 
•	 Concerns with water flow and current. 
•	 Swift currents in bay causing a large hole in channel – 55 ft deep. 

Tram Comments 
•	 No aerial tram. 
•	 Salt air would be detrimental to the aerial tram. 
•	 Consider tram from Park & Ride on US 50 to Ocean City beach. 
•	 Tram for tourists. 
•	 Include tram with other alternatives too. 

Existing Bridge & Bridge Openings Comments 
•	 Consider restrictions on bridge openings. 
•	 Have Coast Guard make fishermen lower their antennas & outriggers. 
•	 Alter draw bridge schedule to better match boat and vehicle peak periods. 
•	 Favors maintaining current location of bridge. 
•	 Can we use a suspension bridge? 
•	 Remove rocks/ rip-rap under existing bridge. 
•	 Rebuild/Rehab bridge. 
•	 Favors fixed bridge – no draw span. 
•	 Citizen insisted that double decker concept would work despite grade issues. 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement March 2008 
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•	 Existing bridge should be replaced. 
•	 Consider banning fishing boats. 
•	 Add additional lanes to MD 90 bridge – widen or dualize. 

New Bridge Concepts Comments 
•	 Four lanes (Alternative 6) not sufficient. 
•	 Length of Alternative 6 bridge is excessive. 
•	 Concerns with cost maintenance of two structures. 
•	 Safety concerns with steep grade. 
•	 Concerns with maintenance cost of new bridge. 
•	 Study crossings beyond 9th Street – 25th and 30th Streets. 
•	 Consider bridge over Assateague. Move inlet further south to bridge to north 

Assateague. 
•	 Study the Verrazano bridge concept with approaches that spiral down to existing grade. 

Miscellaneous Comments 
•	 Favors safer facilities for pedestrians, fishermen, bicyclists. 
•	 Find a way to keep 1st Street open for pedestrians. 
•	 Concerns with emergencies and evacuation. 

 Associations 
•	 West Ocean City Association opposes Alternative 6. 
•	 Water’s Edge Condominium Development opposes Alternative 6. 

In the W inter of 2006 SHA selected five Alternatives R etained for Detailed Study 
(ARDS) and dropped the three other alternativ es after considering a num ber of issues, 
including environm ental and community im pacts, traffic operation, project costs, and 
comments from regulatory agencies and the public.  The ARDS, four “build” alternatives 
and “no-build” alternative, were further refi ned by SHA to m eet future travel demand. 
The ARDS were presented to the public at the Spring 2007 Inform ational Public 
Workshops that were held on May 31, a nd June 1, 2007 at the R oland E. P owell 
Convention Center in O cean City, MD.  A total of 50 people attended the workshop 
sessions and a total of 363 written comm ents were received as a response to the 
workshops. A m ajority of the comments fa vored the build alternatives, while some 
expressed concern regarding comm unity impacts, impacts to traffic during construction, 
and environ mental im pacts assoc iated with  th e altern atives pre sented.  A deta iled 
summary of the comments from these workshops  is attached in Section V on pages C-12 
and C-13. 

A Public Hearing is scheduled for May 29, 2008. The purpose of the Public Hearing is to 
afford all interested persons the opportunity to present their views regarding the proposed 
location and general design of the project alte rnatives, inclu ding the ass ociated social, 
economic, and natural environm ental effects. Citizens can provide either oral public or 
oral private testimony. In addition to public or  private testimony, citizens can also submit 
comments in writing.  A complete transcript of all comments made at the hearing will be 
available for review at SHA. 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement March 2008 
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US 50 Crossing Study– May 29th Location/Design Public Hearing
 

Comments and Feedback Summary
 

The Location/Design Public hearing was held on Thursday May 29th, at the Roland E. Powell 

Convention Center in Ocean City. Attendance count reached almost 115 people. 

Comment cards and feedback rating cards were provided at the hearing for citizens to complete. 

Comment cards were also provided in the hearing brochure that was mailed in advance of the 

hearing to the project mailing list. 

The team received 45 comment cards, 5 letters, 3 e-mails, 13 study survey cards with comments, 

and 5 feedback rating cards. Written responses will be provided for all comments with a return 

address. 

Public Comment General Breakdown: 

Comment Cards: 

•	 Seven comments in favor of Alternative 4 

•	 Six comments strongly opposing Alternative 4 

•	 Three comments in favor of Alternative 2 with MD 90 bridge expansion 

•	 Six comments in favor of Alternative 5a 

•	 Several requests to be added or deleted from the mailing list 

•	 Three comments questioning why the traffic patterns on Baltimore Ave. and Philadelphia 

Ave. are not being addressed. 

•	 Comment concerning impact to tidal action in bay and environmental impacts of new 

bridge 

•	 Comment in favor of least expensive and least impactive option 

•	 Comment commending the planning process and the brochure’s information 

Letters: 

•	 Comment supporting Alternative 2 with the elimination of pedestrians, bicyclists and 

fisherman on the existing bridge and the construction of a separate structure to 

accommodate them. Comment in favor of widening MD 90 

•	 Comments opposing Alternative 4 due to the impacts to on-street parking 

•	 Comments opposing Alternative 4 and supporting Alternative 2 

•	 Comments supporting Alternative 2 

• Comments opposing Alternative 4 

Email: 

•	 Comment opposing Alternative 4 and in favor of MD 90 widening. 

•	 Comment supporting Alternative 6 (It was eliminated in ARDS) 

•	 Comment supporting Alternative 5A 



   

  

     

 

  

    

  

  

    

    

      

 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

      

      

 

 

  

      
 

   

    

     

 

    

  

 

 

 

       

            

            

             

                 

             

              

     

 

 

Study Survey Cards: 

Table 1 

How do you view each alternative? 

Alternative Average 

Alternative 1 – No Build 2.9 

Alternative 2 – Rehab 3.3 

Alternative 4 – Fixed Span 2.1 

Alternative 5 – South Parallel 2.3 

Alternative 5A – North Parallel 3 

Note: 1 being very negative and 5 being very positive 

Table 2 

Alternative 
1 

Alternative 
2 

Alternative 
4 

Alternative 
5 

Alternative 
5A 

Favor 3 1 2 

Concern 5 

Table 3
 

Which impacts concern you the most?
 

Impacts on homes 2 

Impacts on businesses 

Impacts on the natural environment 1 

Impacts during construction 1 

Impacts on community character 2 

Impacts to pedestrian/bicycle/fisherman 

Feedback Rating Cards:
 

Results Summary AVG 1 2 3 4 

Overall, was the meeting useful and informative? 4 2 

Was the staff courteous, knowledgeable and professional? 4 2 

Were the displays and maps easily understood and informative? 4 2 

Did the video presentation provide useful overview of the project and process? 3.5 1 1 

Was the meeting held at a convenient location? 4 2 

Was the building and parking appropriate for the meeting? 4 2 

TOTAL Feedback Cards 2 





 

 

   

    

    

  

 

 

   

   

   

   

 

   

          

 

   

 

   

   

    

     

   

   

    

    

    

    

     

     

    

    

 

 

 

 

 

  

MEMORANDUM
 

TO:	 Mr. Bruce M. Grey 

Deputy Director 

Office of Planning and 

Preliminary Engineering 

FROM:	 Jamaica Arnold 

Project Manager 

Project Management Division 

DATE:	 February 22, 2011 

SUBJECT:	 US 50 Crossing Study 

Town of Ocean City Mayor and Council Update 

Project Number WO419A11  

On Tuesday, April 27, 2010 a presentation was made with the Town of Ocean City Council in 

Ocean City, MD.  The following individuals were in attendance: 

Ms. Jamaica Arnold SHA-PMD 410-545-8512 

Mr. Greg Slater SHA-OPPE Director 410-545-0412 

Ms. Nicole Washington SHA-PMD 410-545-8070 

Mr. Kenya Lucas SHA-PMD 410-545-8545 

Mr. Kevin Law SHA-OHD Design Tech. Services 410-545-8855 

Mr. Donnie Drewer SHA  District-1 410-677-4000 

Mr. Richard Meehan Mayor 410-289-8221 

Mr. Joseph M. Mitrecic Council President 410-289-8221 

Mr. Doug Cymek Council Member 410-289-8221 

Mr. James S. Hall Council Member 410-289-8221 

Mr. Joseph T. Hall II Council Member 410-289-8221 

Ms. Mary Knight Council Member 410-289-8221 

Ms. Margaret Pillas Council Member 410-289-8221 

Mr. Lloyd Martin Council Secretary 410-289-8221 

The following is a summary presentation. 

Ms. Arnold began the meeting with an explanation the purpose of the meeting, which was to give 

an update on the study, to display the visualizations developed for Alternative 4M, 5A, and 5B, 

to inform them of the upcoming public workshop, and to receive input from the Mayor and 

Council.  It was stated that the presentation was a follow-up from the October 2009 Elected 

Official Meeting held with the SHA Administrator.  A brief overview of the project was given 

including the purpose and need and synopsis of the alternatives.  In addition, the visualizations of 

the alternatives were shown and the details were explained. 



 

 

 

  

         

  

 

 

 

  

  

           

 

 

  

   

   

 

 

 
  

           

 

 

  

             

  

  

  

   

  

          

  

  

 

  

 

  

          

  

  

Below are comments from the council about the computer visualization and the presentation.  


•	 Councilwoman Margaret Pillas questioned the differences in the tie in into Ocean City 

between Alternative 5A (30’) and 5C (18’).  Ms. Arnold replied that the connection into 

Ocean City is visually the same for both Alternative 5A and 5C.  She also stated that the 

higher drawbridge alternative (Alternative 5A) allows 75% more of the boats to pass 

through it without opening the bascule span compared to the 20% of boats that can pass 

through with the lower bridge alternative (Alternative 5C). 

•	 Councilman Joseph Hall Jr. questioned whether Alternative 5A or 5C will have more 

impacts to Ocean City than listed?  Ms. Arnold replied that the impacts will be what are 

listed in the matrix.  He also questioned the width of the drawbridge in between the 

bridge piers so he could determine how many boats would be able to pass through at one 

time.  She replied that I will have to get back to him on that.  He requested that SHA 

evaluate a wider bascule span in the future so that more boats can go through at a time.   

In addition, he quested whether the scour protection would be removed from the existing 

bridge once the bascule span is removed because of the strong tidal issues. Greg stated 

that we would further investigate this once the project proceeds to Final Design. 

•	 Councilman James Hall questioned the differences in displacements between Alternative 

5A and Alternative 5C.  Ms. Arnold replied that there are no differences in displacements 

between the two alternatives. 

•	 Councilwoman Margaret Pillas had concerns with the time of year of the Informational 

Workshop.  Many business owners are busy during June.  She asked if we were having 

more than one session.  Ms. Arnold informed her of the two workshop sessions and 

stated that we chose that time because more residents are in town during this time of 

year.  Ms. Arnold also stated that it is the team’s goal to make the meeting time 

convenient for everyone overall. 

•	 Councilman Joseph Hall Jr. asked how soon land acquisition would begin because 

property owners become very anxious regarding improvements and selling their 

property.  Greg replied that funding is not currently provided for ROW acquisition, but 

we do try to work with property owners if there are major issues.  He stated that in 

the Final Design phase, we would work with property owners to minimize impacts on 

their properties as well as, pending ROW funding; we would work with those property 

owners who want to be purchased in advance of the project. 

•	 Councilman James Hall questioned why Alternative 4M is on the table.  He stated that it 

will change the character of the community, it is massive, and no one wants it.  He also 

questioned why we would show it at the workshop.  Ms. Arnold stated that last year the 

Mayor and Council voted in favor of Alternative 4M and at the meeting in October we 

tried to drop it; however, there was still support from O.C. Department of Public Works.  



    

 

  

          

 

   

           

 

 

 

  

         

  

  

          

 

  

 

 

           

             

  

 

    

  
 

He replied that they do not have a vote on the council.  Greg informed the Council that 

we could put a label on Alternative 4M stating that this was not preferred by the City. 

•	 Councilman James Hall suggested they vote to endorse Alternative 5A and 5C and 

completely drop Alternative 4M.  Motion was seconded by Councilwoman Mary Knight. 

•	 The Mayor and Council asked that we not hold the Informational Workshop, however, 

Ms. Arnold informed them that this was decided at the October 2009 Meeting and the 

Worcester Commissioners did not agree to cancel the meeting.  She also stated that we 

could make a note of their support for Alternatives 5A and 5C at the Workshop. 

•	 The vote passed unanimously to officially endorse Alternatives 5A and 5C with an 

additional comment from Councilman Joseph Hall to suggest going with Alternative 5A 

due to the higher bascule span.  

•	 Mayor Richard Meehan thanked us for coming and sharing the results of the 

visualization.  He acknowledged the extra cost but the recognized that visualization really 

gave them a good picture of how their town could change based on which alternative is 

chosen.  

The above statements represent comments made during the April 27, 2010, Town of Ocean City 

Council Meeting. If you have any comments or additions the above statements please contact 

Ms. Jamaica Arnold at 410-545-8512 or Mr. Kenya Lucas at 410-545-8545. 

cc: File 
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July 10, 2008
 

Mr. Al ‘Pop’ Wendling 

12 Somerset Street 

Ocean City MD 21843 

Dear Mr. Wendling: 

Thank you for your testimony regarding the US 50 Crossing Study. The State Highway 

Administration (SHA) relies heavily on public involvement to measure its progress and to ensure 

that it is meeting citizens’ needs. This is a response to your public testimony given at the May 

29, 2008 Public Hearing. Your comments in favor of Alternative 4 have been noted. 

Currently, we are evaluating comments from the Location/Design Public Hearing and the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The next step is to choose SHA’s Preferred Alternative. 

Comments received from the public, the environmental and regulatory agencies, as well as 

factors such as cost, impacts to right-of-way and the natural environment will all be used to 

select the Preferred Alternative during the Fall of 2008. 

The US 50 Crossing Study is only funded through the completion of the Project Planning 

Phase. Additional project funding will need to be provided before we can move forward with the 

final engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and construction phases. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the study. If you have any additional questions or 

comments concerning the US 50 Crossing Study or if we can offer any further service; please 

contact Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Assistant Project Manager, at 410-545-8512, or toll free in 

Maryland at 1-800 548-5026, and via email at jkennon@sha.state.md.us. 

Very truly yours, 

Jamaica Kennon 

Assistant Project Manager 

Project Planning Division 

C-44
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cc: Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, Project Planning Division 

Mr. Donnie Drewer, District Engineer, SHA 
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July 10, 2008
 

Mr. Regan Smith 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Thank you for your testimony regarding the US 50 Crossing Study. The State Highway 

Administration (SHA) relies heavily on public involvement to measure its progress and to ensure 

that it is meeting citizens’ needs. This is a response to your public testimony given at the May 

29, 2008 Public Hearing. Your comments in favor of Alternative 2 and widening MD 90 have 

been noted. 

Your suggestion to widen MD 90 has been noted as well. The purpose of the US 50 

Crossing Project Planning Study is to develop a transportation solution that improves upon the 

structural, operational and safety deficiencies associated with the existing bridge; therefore, 

improvements to this bridge are needed because of structural deficiencies, not because of 

capacity. Even if improvements were made to MD 90, SHA would still be required to analyze 

alternatives for the US 50 bridge. 

Another reason the widening of MD 90 is outside of the scope for the US 50 Crossing 

Study and has not been included in this study is due to funding. The widening of MD 90 is 

currently not funded for Project Planning. Funding must be identified for Project Planning, Final 

Design, Right-of-Way Acquisition (ROW) and Construction before the project can be evaluated. 

Each year, elected officials from each county in Maryland meet with SHA to discuss their 

roadway improvement priorities. The counties then present a letter to SHA, which contains their 

top highway priorities, for Planning, Design, ROW, and Construction, that they would like to see 

included in Maryland’s Consolidation Transportation Program (CTP). The CTP is the State’s 

six-year capital budget for transportation projects. Working together with Maryland’s citizens, 

local jurisdictions and local delegations, projects are added to the CTP, which enhance 

transportation services and opportunities throughout the State. 

Currently, we are evaluating comments from the Location/Design Public Hearing and the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The next step is to choose SHA’s Preferred Alternative. 

Comments received from the public, the environmental and regulatory agencies, as well as 

factors such as cost, impacts to right-of-way and the natural environment will all be used to 

select the Preferred Alternative during the Fall of 2008. 
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The US 50 Crossing Study is only funded through the completion of the Project Planning 

Phase. Additional project funding will need to be provided before we can move forward with the 

final engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and construction phases. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the study. If you have any additional questions or 

comments concerning the US 50 Crossing Study or if we can offer any further service; please 

contact Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Assistant Project Manager, at 410-545-8512, or toll free in 

Maryland at 1-800 548-5026, and via email at jkennon@sha.state.md.us. 

Very truly yours, 

Jamaica Kennon 

Assistant Project Manager 

Project Planning Division 

cc:	 Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, Project Planning Division 

Mr. Donnie Drewer, District Engineer, SHA 
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July 10, 2008
 

Mr. Jim McGinnis 

1101 Philadelphia Avenue 

Ocean City MD 21843 

Dear Mr. McGinnis: 

Thank you for your testimony regarding the US 50 Crossing Study. The State Highway 

Administration (SHA) relies heavily on public involvement to measure its progress and to ensure 

that it is meeting citizens’ needs. This is a response to your public testimony given at the May 

29, 2008 Public Hearing. 

Your comments in favor of building a bridge over the existing bridge have been noted. 

Please note that a bridge constructed over the existing bridge was not an option for this study due 

to maintenance of traffic issues, and cost. 

Currently, we are evaluating comments from the Location/Design Public Hearing and the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The next step is to choose SHA’s Preferred Alternative. 

Comments received from the public, the environmental and regulatory agencies, as well as 

factors such as cost, impacts to right-of-way and the natural environment will all be used to 

select the Preferred Alternative during the Fall of 2008. 

The US 50 Crossing Study is only funded through the completion of the Project Planning 

Phase. Additional project funding will need to be provided before we can move forward with the 

final engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and construction phases. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the study. If you have any additional questions or 

comments concerning the US 50 Crossing Study or if we can offer any further service; please 

contact Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Assistant Project Manager, at 410-545-8512, or toll free in 

Maryland at 1-800 548-5026, and via email at jkennon@sha.state.md.us. 

Very truly yours, 

Jamaica Kennon 

Assistant Project Manager 

Project Planning Division 
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cc: Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, Project Planning Division 

Mr. Donnie Drewer, District Engineer, SHA 
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July 10, 2008
 

Mr. G. Hale Harrison 

Harrison Group 

Boardwalk and 2
nd 

Street 

P.O. Box 160 

Ocean City MD 21843 

Dear Mr. Harrison: 

Thank you for your testimony regarding the US 50 Crossing Study. The State Highway 

Administration (SHA) relies heavily on public involvement to measure its progress and to ensure 

that it is meeting citizens’ needs. This is a response to your public testimony given at the May 

29, 2008 Public Hearing. Your comments in favor of Alternative 2 and opposition to Alternative 

4 have been noted. 

Currently, we are evaluating comments from the Location/Design Public Hearing and the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The next step is to choose SHA’s Preferred Alternative. 

Comments received from the public, the environmental and regulatory agencies, as well as 

factors such as cost, impacts to right-of-way and the natural environment will all be used to 

select the Preferred Alternative during the Fall of 2008. 

The US 50 Crossing Study is only funded through the completion of the Project Planning 

Phase. Additional project funding will need to be provided before we can move forward with the 

final engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and construction phases. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the study. If you have any additional questions or 

comments concerning the US 50 Crossing Study or if we can offer any further service; please 

contact Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Assistant Project Manager, at 410-545-8512, or toll free in 

Maryland at 1-800 548-5026, and via email at jkennon@sha.state.md.us. 

Very truly yours, 

Jamaica Kennon 

Assistant Project Manager 

Project Planning Division 
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cc: Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, Project Planning Division 

Mr. Donnie Drewer, District Engineer, SHA 
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