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PURPOSE AND NEED

\ e

| Project Name & Limits: US 50 Bridge over Slnapuxent Bay, MD 611 to MD 378 (Battimare Avenue} and
Somersot Strest to 3™ Street, Warcester County

Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need congurrence/comment package and tha }

Lﬁsummary presented above, the follawing agency (by slgning this document): ™"

L/Federal Highway Administration ~___Corps of Engineers
___ Enviconmaental Protection Agency - ___ Fish and Wildife Service
__ Concurs (without commaeants) )L Concurs (w/ minor comments) __ Does Not Concur

Comments / Aeasons for Non-Concurrence:

|

Nola: Pleasa do nol provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the Information as
provided (without commentg or with minor commants) or nat concur untif revisions are made or additional
information ls provided,

.. Natignal Park Service ____MD Dept. of the Environment ___ MO Historical Trust
___National Marne Fisheries Sarvice ___MD Depanment of Planning __ US Coast Quard
—_ MO Depl. of Nalural Reseurcas

. Provides Comments (heIow or attached) Has No Comments

Com ments

L
Addiienali Information Needed:

Flgnaturs i d%c% Z? | Datez:/ %M J
J_\.,E 5/(é/o:> ’




o " REVIEW COMMENTS

u.S.Cecanment
of Transportanon

Maniand Division
| : City Creacant Building

Federal Highway -
Administeation 10 South Howand Strast, Suite 2450

Battimora, Maryland 21201

Date: August 16, 2005
To: Caryn Brookmarn (via e-mail) ceo!

File: WO419A11 Personal File
From: = ivan Marrero — FHWA

Subject:  Purpase and Nead Statement “/mprovements at US-50 (Ocean
Gateway) Harry W. Kelley Memorial Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay”

I have raviewed the subject decument and have the following comments:

]

Page : - Comment
Na.
[ 1.]10 Remove the first sentence from the conclusion. The fact that the
| bridge is oligible for fadsral funding should not be a factor in the
decision making therefore this sentence should be removed.

2. . [ The PAN needs io include a statement that the study will also look at
strategies for extending the life of the existing bridge.




PURPOSE AND NEED

[ Project Name & Limits: US 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, MD 611 to MD 378 (Baitimore Avenue) and
Somerset Street to 3™ Street, Worcester County

Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the

summary presented ahove, the following agency (by signing this document):

___ Federal Highway Administration _V" Corps of Engineers
___ Environmental Protection Agency ___.. Fish and Wildlife Servics
_.Z Concurs (without comments} __ Cancurs (w/ minar comments) Does Not Concur

| Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

1

| Note: Please do nof provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as |
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or nat concur until revisions are made or additional
information is provided.

___National Park Service __ MD Dept. of the Environment ___ MD Historical Trust

___ National Marine Fisheries Service . MD Department of Planning —__ Maetropolitan Planning Org.
' ___ MD Dept. of Natural Resources
l ___ Provides Comments (below or attached) Has No Comments

Comments:

| Additional Information Needed:

1

s/

| Signatura; ;W Data: 7 2005
° =

=

&/9/00



TITRONMENTAL REVIEW UNIT PHONE NO. ¢ 1 418 268 8339 Pug, 15 28@5 @8:59AM P2
Yome

PURPOSE AND NEED

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, MD 611 to MD 378 {Baltimore Avenue) and
Somerset Straet to 3" Straet, Worcester County

Having raviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the

summary presented above, the following agency (by slgning this document):

____ Fedesral Highway Administration . Coms of Engineers l
___ Environmental Protection Agency __ Fish and Wildlife Searvice
___ Concurs (withoul commeants) Concurs (w/ minor commenis} ___Does Not Concur ‘
Comments / Reasons for Nan-Concusrence: J
Nota: Flease do nat provide "conditional™ concurranca. Your should efther conecur with the information as ,
provided {without comments or with minor comments) or not concur unbil rovisions are made or additional |
information is provided. |
. Nationai Park Servica __ MD Dept. of tha Environment - MD Hislorical Trust l
___ plational Masine Fisheries Sarvice ___ MD Departrnent of Flanning . US Coast Guard

MD Dapt. cf Natural Resourcas
___ Provides Comments (below or attached) 1 Has No Comments

Commants,

Addilional Information Needéd:

tSignaiure: %Z Coa zeﬂi‘ Oengn, 9 Date: £—-i15.0¢

R ———

5/9/00



noo T
PURPQOSE AND NEED -t

5
ki

) : : K
I LR ’

rP—roject Name & Limits: US 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, MD 811 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) and
'> Somerset Street to 3" Street, Worcester County

Having raviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the
summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

|

___ Fadaral Highway Administration - Coms of Engineers
| ___ Environmental Prataction Agency ___ Fish and Wildlife Service
—. Concurs (without comments) ___ Concurs {w/ minor comments) Doas Naot Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Congurrence.

Note: Please do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as
provided (without comments or with minor camments) ar not concur until revisions are made or additional
information is provided.

___ National Park Sarvice __\q/M; Dept. of the Envirgnmeant ___ MD Historical Trust |
.. Naticnal Marine Fisheries Service ____ MD Department of Planning _ S Coast Guard

___ MO Dept. of Natural Rescurces

| ___Provides Comments (below or attached) 1/ Has No Comments/C o~ CURS

Comments:

Agditional Information Needed:

. 7 TN ¢ 3
Sigiatg.yég{;é f?j éiﬁ;% ,_x{j)/,{‘/é/‘é l Date: 5/’ C/}/Oﬁ/’/
Do, Al Prector : )
m & -k%s %}”’T—/—\\

8/9/00



NOU-21-2885 14:08 P.@2-/682

PURPOSE AND NEED

Pfoiect Name & Limits: US 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) and
Somsrset Street to 3 Sirast, Worcester County

Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the

summary presented above, the folloswing agency (by slgning this decument):

—yederal Highway Administration . Corms of Engineers
Environmental Protection Agency —.. Fish and Wildlife Sarvice
[Concurs (without comments) __ Goncurs (w/ minor commentsy ___Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Coenctrrence;

Nota: Please do hot provide “conditional” concurrance, You should ofther concur with the information as

arovided (without commenis or with minor comments) or not concur untif ravisions are made or additionat
Information {s provided,

___ National Park Service — MD Dept. of the Emvironment —. MD Historical Trust
.. National Marine Fisheries Service " MD Dapzrment of Planning —.— US Coast Guard
— MD Dept. of Natural Resources

—— Provides Commants {below or attached) ___ Has No Comments

Comments;

Additional Infermation Neaded:

Signature:M — : Date: 9/1-5/0-'()
= ' -

7"
&

&/2/00




PURPOSE AND NEED

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, MD 611 to MD 378 {Baitimore Avenug) and
Somerset Street to 3“ Street, Worcester County
Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the

| summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

.. Federal Highway Administration Corps of Enginears
- Environmeantal Pratection Agency . Fish and Wildlife Service
X Concurs (without comments) ___ Concurs (w/ minor comments) Does Not Concur

Commaeants / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Please do not provide ‘'conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur untif revisions are made or additionat

information is provided.
L

___National Park Service i __MD Dept. of the Environment _ MD Historical Trust
___ National Marine Fisharies Service ____ MD Department of Planning ___ Metropolitan Planning Org.
___ MD Dept. of Natural Resources

___ Provides Comments (below or attached) __ Has No Comments

Comments,

|
Additional Information Needed:

[jgnature: DV/ /[\f Date: f Dg

8/9/00



—

PURPOSE AND NEED o

iject Name & Limits: US 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) and
Somerset Street ta 3 Sirget, Worcester County ]
Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the J

summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

___ Federal Highway Administration __ Corps of Engineers
____ Environmental Protection Agency ___ Fish and Wildlife Service
__ Concurs (without comments) Concurs {(w/ minor comments) Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Please do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as
@rovided (without comments or with minor comments} or not cencur until revisions are made or additional
information is provided.

i ___ National Park Sarvice ___ ™MD Dept. of the Environment i/MD Historical Trust
___National Marine Fisheries Service ___ MD Department of Planning ___US Coast Guard
__ MD Dept, of Natural Resources

___ Provides Caomments (below or attached) _{X_ Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional Informati -Needed: ) ‘ 1
i /i [ L
Signature: %@AMW //md Date: ?}/3%/ 25 —)

/

8/2/00



PURPOSE AND NEED

Project Name & Limits; US 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) and
Somerset Streat to 3 Strest, Worcester County

Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the

summary presented above, the following agency (by slgning this document):

__ Fedarsl Highway Administration ___ Coms of Sngineers
— Environmental Prateclion Agercy ___ Fish and Wildlife Serviee
___Conecurs (with'out comments) __ Concurs {(w/ minor ecomments) ___Doass Not Concur

Cornments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence;

Note: FPlerse do not provide “conditional” coneurrence. You shauld efther concur with the information as
provided (without comments or with minor commants) or not concur untll revisions are made or additional
information [s provided.

National Park Service ___ MD Dept. of the Environment . MD Historical Trust
2 National Marine Fisheres Sarvice ___ MD Department of Planning — Meuropolitan Planning Crg.
1 .. MD Dept. of Natural Resources
i |
i Provides Comments (below or attached) Has No Comments |

. Comments;

Latsficl it Mofoctel Aptetiman_ Sichin 7 ool (Grclans e Jueia et

Addmonal information Néeded

Signature:; A\cj_ ’574%/ Dale: j!//&g

U (

&S00
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P
Y % | UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
. | Nationai Oceanic and Atmosphuric Administration

.

%, }’f NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES BERVICE
s o8 Habitat Conservation Division
904 South Moiris Street

Oxford, Maryland 21654
July 8, 2005

MEMORANDUM TO: Paul Wettlaufer
Regulatory Branch, Special Projects Section

FROM: John Nichols\ﬂb

SUBJIECT: UU.S. 50 Bridge, Sinepuxent Bay

This pertains to the Purpose and Need Statement, dated June 27, 2008, for the proposed
replacement or upgrading of the U.S. 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay (Maryland Route 611 to
Maryland Route 378). The following are National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) comments
attached as a supplement to the project concurrence form.

Sinepuxent Bay, including the project area and vicinity, is Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for an
arrzy of marine and estuarine federally managed finfish, including larval, juvenile, and adult
summer flounder (Paralichthys dentaius). We are particnlarly concerned about the earlier life
stages of surnmer flounder, which use the project waters as nursery ground, and are highly
vulnerable to various types of In-water construction actvities.

Section 305(b)2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation & Management act requires all
federa) agencies 1o consult with NMFES on any action authorized, funded or undertaken by that
agency that may adversely affect EFH. The consultation process includes preparation of an EFH
assessment. The assessment should include, at mintmum, the following information: 1) a
complete description of the proposed action; 2) species with designated EFH for the project area;
3) an analysis of the potential impacts of the project on EFH and affected species, including
cumulative and secondary irnpacts, and impacts to prey species consumed by rmanaged species;
4) your agency’s determination on the effects of the proposed action of EFH and assaciated
species; and, 5) mitigative measures incorporated by your agency to offset and/or minimize
adverse impacts fo EFH and associated species.

Although an EFH assessment for this project has tot been provided at this time, we are able 1o
provide you with issues that wil be of concern to NMYS during the Streamlined Environmental
Regulatory Process for this project, as well as preliminary EFH Conservation Recommendations.

). Instream work, particwlarly actions that will re-suspend fing-grain sediment into the water
column, result in erosion of soil into adjacent warters, inhibit movements of aguatic fauna,
or produce lethal stbaqueous shock waves should be restricted from April 1 through June
30, to protect early juvenile life stages of summer flounder. ‘




2. If anew bridge is to be constructed, and the existing bridge ultimately removed, a
detailed analysts of potential demolition methods should be required, particuiarly
methads involving subaqueous blasting. Shock waves resulting from subaqueous
blasting can kave lethal effects on a wide amrgy of marins life. If subaqueous blasting 1s

required for bridge demolition, measures will be needed to minimize adverse effects on
manne fauna.

(€3]

A similar analysis for minimizing subaqueous shock wave lethality on marine fauna
should also be applied to activities involving driving of Jarge steel pilings into position.
{t.e., should large steel pilings be required for a replacement bridee).

Finally, several species of threatened and endangered marina turties are known 1o ocour in the
Maryland coastal embayments, including the project area and vicinity. Therefore, your agency
should contact Sara McNulty of our Protected Resources Division in Gloucester, MA,;

(978) 281-9328, ext. 6335, to determine vour requirements for Section 7 Consulation for this
project under the Endangered Species Act.

If there are any questions, please contact me at (410) 226-5606, or, John Nichols@@NOAA.GCV.
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- ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Project Nama & Limits: US 50 Crosslng Study — Ocean City
From: MD 611 1o MD 378 {Baltimore Avenus) in the east-west direction, and 3" Street to Somerset Street
in the north-scuth direction.

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrance/commant
package and the summary prasentad above, the following agency (by signing this document):

___ Federal Highway Administratien ___Fish and Wildiife Sarvice __ MD Dept. of Natural Resouices
¥, Environmental Protection Agency  ___ Nafiongl Park Service ___ MD Degt, of the Environment
- lC/or;!a of Enginaers . Natlonal Marlne Fishetlas Service

_¥_ Concurs (without comments} __ Concura {w/ minor comments) __ Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Nate: Do niot provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the Information as provided
fwithout comments or with minor ¢comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additienal information

/s providad.

__ MD Historical Trust — MD Department of Planning ___ Metropolitan Planning Organization
.. Provides Comments (below or attached) ___ Has No Comments

Cormments:

Additional Information Nesded:

S[‘gna[u'@" W Dat : r/ %
4 - lr {0
F— ;

Send to:

Theresa Christlan

State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Strast

Mall Stop C-301

Baitimore, MD 21202

Or fax to: 410-209-5004



Ly gt
-~

I D T U b
BTV S SRS A B AR IR

ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study, MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) and
Somerset Street to 3™ Street, Worcester County

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retalned for Detailed Study concurrencefcomment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

__ Federal Highway Administration __ Corps of Engineers
__ Enviranmental Protection Agency _____ Fish and Wildlife Service
____Concurs (without comments) Concurs (w/ minor comments) _ Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Please do nof provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional
information is provided.

___ Mational Park Service ____MD Dept. of the Environment ____ MD Historical Trust
___National Marine Fisheries Service  ___ MD Department of Planning __ Metropolitan Planning Org.

____MD Dept. of Natural Resources /H/
__ Provides Comments (below or attached) __.~"Has No Comments

- Comments.

| Additional information Needed:
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Send to.

Theresa Christian

State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street

Mail Stop C-301

Baltimore, MD 21202

Or fax to; 410-209-5004



ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study — Ocean City

From: MD 811 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3" Street to Somerset Street
in the north-south direction.

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented abovs, the following agency (by signing this document):

K_ Faderal Highway Administration __ Fish and Wildlife Service ___MD Dept. of Natural Resources
___Environmental Protection Agency  ____ National Park Secvice ____ MD Dept. of the Environment
___Corps of Engineers __ National Marine Fisheries Service
Concurs {(without comments) ‘Sé Concurs (w/ minor comments) Does Not Caencur
(

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do not previde “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made aor additional information
is provided.

__ MD Bistorical Trust ___ MD Department of Planning ___ Metropolitan Planning Organization

___Provides Comments (below or attached) __ Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional Information Needed:

" Signature: éimﬂtx' ——— Date; £~ 2 ~0"7

Send to:

Theresa Christian

State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street

Mail Stop C-301

Baltimore, MD 21202

Or fax t0: 410-209-5004



ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study — Ocean City

From: MD 611 to MD 378 (Baitimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3" Street to Somerset Street
in the north-south direction.

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

& Federal Highway Administration ___ Fish and Wildlife Service __ MO Dept. of Natural Rescurces
__ Environmental Protection Agency  _ National Park Service ___MD Dept. of the Environment
__ Corps of Engineers __National Marine Fisherles Service

>< Concurs (without comments) Concurs (w/ minor comments) Does Not Concur

Cormnments / Reasons for Non-Concutrence:

Note: Do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as pravided |
{without comments or with minor comments} ar not concur untif revisions are made or additional information
is provided. |

__ MGD Historical Trust _MB Department of Planning __ Metropolitan Planning Organization

___ Provides Comments (below or attached) __ Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional Information Needed:

& 2 2 y
Signature: :f Q{M é’( ’*< 1{)//1)«&- '  pate:_ZmC T 07

J
Send to;

Theresa Christian

State Highway Administration
707 N, Calvert Street

Mait Stop C-301

Baltimore, MD 21202

Or fax to: 410-209-5004



ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

. From: MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenug) in the east-west direction, and 3" Street to Somerset Street
in the nodh-south direction.

Praoject Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study — Ocean City

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the foliowing agency (by signing this document):

__ Federal Highway Administration ___ Fish and Wildlife Service ____ MD Dept, of Natural Resources
__ Environmenta) Protection Agency __ National Park Service ____ MD Dept. of the Envirocnment
__ Corps of Engineers __ National Marine Fisherigs Service

__ Concurs (without comments) Concurs (w/ miner comments) Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional information |
is provided. |

__ WD Historical Trust 'X_ MD Depariment of Planning ___ Metropolitan Planning Crganization

—. Provides Comments (below or attached) _ Has No Comments

Comments: }/G( A(%‘(V\&){'\\/\’, 2, i, i 96—@8{5\ bz 'ff LMHE{A AN QJ,Q,W’V}“E,O{M
waxlcwa\\ {%éhv‘;ﬁ piex plached 45 e @xvsig b je 2ottt
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axtetuR side s roudd be vorevsdrneted o ghouldert /52/ce i«%»u@

Additional Im\gﬁ-manon Needed:

Signature: yg:%’(/:g X Date: 2/2 6 /290 7

Send to:

Theresa Christian

State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street

Mail Stop C-301

Baltimore, MD 21202

Qr fax to: 410-209-5004 NI WL A A



ALTERNATIVESRETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study — Ocean City

From: MD 611 to MD 378 {Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3™ Street to Somerset Street
in the north-south direction.

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency {by signing this document}:

__ Federal Highway Administration ____ Fish and Wildlife Service — MD Dept. of Natural Resources
__ Environmental Protection Agency  ___ National Park Service MD Cept. of the Environmg%_
—__Corps of Engineers " National Marine Fisheries Service 2. LIS E PRY CFF

X Concurs {without comments} Concurs (w/ minor comiments) Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Naote: Do not provide "conditional” concurrence. Yaou should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional information
is previded.

__ MD Histerical Trust __ MD Department of Planning __ Metropclitan Planning Organization

_____Provides Comments (below or attached) __ Has No Comments

' Comments:

Additional Informat?Needed: & /(\

| Signature: \/4 ) —~1 X\’

— 1 <

\m Date: Z‘/l G/ZCD/
\

Send to:

Theresa Christian
tate Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street
Mail Stop C-301
Baltimore, MD 21202

Qr fax to: 410-209-5004




ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

S

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study — Ocaan City

From: MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3" Street 1o Somerset Street
in the north-south direction.

Having reviewed the attachad Alternatives Retainad for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the sumsnary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

__ Federal Highway Administration Y\_ Fish and Wildlife Service ___ MD Dept. of Nalural Resources
___Envirenmental Protection Agency  _ National Park Service __ MD Dept, of the Environment
___Corps of Enginesrs ___ National Marine Fisheries Sarvice

___Concurs (without comments) _\_L Concurs (w/pwmeccomments) _ Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concutrence: COWVW\GM'}E: uj: i be %&ﬂ(
a.
ey ot bk,

Note: Da not previde “conditional” concurrence. You should eithar concur with the information as provided

{without comments or with minor commants) or not concur unti] revisions ara made or additional informatian

is provided. ]

_MC Mistorical Trust ___MD Cepartment of Plaiming _ Metropolitan Planning Organization
___Provides Comments (below or atfached) _ Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional Information Needed:

o

/, - - .

Signature: Jﬂ[,@%% Date: 4 tﬂ z ) 2
/ g
/ | f -

Send to:
Theresa Christian
State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street

Mait Slop C-301
Baltimore, MD 21202

Or fax to: 410-209-5004




United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Field Office

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401

April 3, 2007

Mr. Joseph Kresslein

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert St
Baltimore. MD 21202

Atin: Theresa Christian
Re:  US 30 bridge crossing of Sinepuxent Bay
Dear Mr. Kresslein:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is taking this opportunity to respond to the
Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) Alternatives Retained for Detail Study. The
Service was pleased with the aerial photographs and tigures which clearly depicted the location
and potential impacts of the proposed alternatives to the Sinepuxent Bay resources. The Service
was also pteased that SHA provided detailed explanations for retaining or dropping the various
alternatives.

However. the Service was disappointed that Alternative 6 was dropped from further
consideration. Alternative 6 was the only atignment that was located north of Skinuner Island,
an 1sland that may be migrating south towards the existing bridge. Both the Service and the
Maryland Division of Natural Resources (DNR) agreed that this alignment provided the greatest
distance from Skimmer [sland than any ot the other alternatives and would have caused the least
disturbance to colonial nesting birds using the island. Skimmer [sland provides nesting habitat
tor the following State-listed Endangered colonial nesting species: royal tern (Sterna maxina).
sandwich tern (Sterna sandvichensis), and black skimmer (Riynchops niger). To provide turther
documentation. the Service has asked the Wildlife and Heritage Service o record the number of
nesting pairs of each colonial nesting bird species that use the istand annually.

In the Studv, SHA removed this alternative from further consideration because it would: 1)
require the longest bridge; 2) require the purchase of the greatest acreage of right-of-way: 3)
bypass traftic around existing businesses; 4) impact 3.2 acres of tidal wetlands: and 3) impact a
buffer to a Wetland of Special State Cencern. The Service was especially concerned that this



alignment would impact 3.2 acres of tidal wetlands which would be difficult to replace. But
because colonial nesting bird habitat is so limited in this area, it is the Service’s opinion that
conserving this natural resource takes priority over conserving tidal wetland habitat.

Several of the concerns listed by SHA can be minimized if a vegetation control program is
initiated and an island replacement site is located. These programs would involve the following:

1. Initiate a vegetation control program that should begin during the summer of 2007. The
colonial birds of interest prefer bare sand to nest. After the initial vegetation control
program, the island will probably have to be re-sprayed the following year. After the
first two years, spraying will probably need to occur every third or fourth year.

b

Work with the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural Marine
Fisheries Service, Department of Natural Resources, and local government officials to
determine the best location for a replacement island if Skimmers Island migrates towards
the new Sinepuxent Bay bridge crossing. The Service would request that SHA replace the
island at its 2007 location or at a new location if the istand migrates toward the new
bridge and the colonial nesters abandon Skimmer Island. [f the colonial nesting birds
disappear from Skimmer [sland before the start of construction of the new bridge, the
Service would not require SHA to replace the island

We appreciate the opportunity to provide commnients on this Study and look forward to discussing

the matter with you further. [f you have any questions, please call Bill Schultz of my staff at
(410) 573-4586.

Sincerely

;{;{/ John P. Woltlin
Field Supervisor, Chesapeake Bay Field Oftice



ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study — Ocean City

From: MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3" Street to Somerset Street
in the north-south direction. '

Having reviewed the attached Aiternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

__ Federat Highway Adminlstration ____Fish and Wildiife Service MD Dept. of Natural Rescurces
____ Environmental Protection Agency  ____National Park Service ___ MD Bept. of the Envircnment
____ Corps of Engineers ___ National Marine Fisheries Service

Concurs (without comments) _~ Concurs (wf minor comments) Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Nofe: Do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or with minor comments} or nof concur untif revisions are made or additional information
is provided.

____ WD Historical Trust ___ MD Department of Planning __ Metropolitan Planning Crganization

. Provides Comments (below or attached) = Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional Information Needed:

Signature: E a‘fﬂC. Dhmm )n Date: =3 ~\J-a9

Send to:

Theresa Christian

State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street

Mail Stop C-301

Baltimore, MD 21202

Cr fax to: 410-209-5004
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March 19, 2006

Mr. Joseph Kresslein

State Highway Administration
P.O.Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Dear Mr. Kresslein:

This letter is i response to the State Highway Administration (SHA) request for Maryland
Department of Natural Resources’ (DNR) concurrence on the Alternatives Retained for Detailed
Study (ARDS) package for the US 50 Crossing Study (US 50: from MD 611 to MD 378 [Baltimore
Avenue] and from 3™ Street to Somerset Avenue), Project No. WO419A11, Worcester County.

Department staff has participated in discussions of this project at the monthly interagency
meetings aud several additional project-specific meetings. We have also reviewed the written
documentation on the project. The Department concurs with the Alternates Retained for Detailed
Study package for the project, dated January 26, 2007, with the following comments:

In the conummenting timeframes before and during preliminary ARDS decision making by the
project team, the Department had advocated the retention of Altermative 6 through the complete
ARDS stage, as Alternative 6 represented a significantly different alternative concept than the other
alternatives under consideration. Given the sensitive colonial waterbird habitat located on Skimmer
Island within the study area, we emphasized the unportance of this difference for the upcoming
penod of study in which the project team would be considering optimized measures for avoiding and
minimizing resource impacts, as feasible. Holding true to the phased process of review, we were
taking no position yet on whether Altemative 6 would have ultimately been favorable in our own
review, only that we did not have enough information prior to ARDS study, and the detailed study
provided by the ARDS stage might provide additional important insight.

In the current ARDS package we find that our swnmarized position is accurately described so
that it can be clear for the public record. This public record is an important aspect for the
Department, including the documentation of how SHA. reached their decisions on the ARDS
proposal. - Over the last several months, DNR and SHA have explored and discussed the various
information that SHA must consider in their ARDS decisions, only a part of which are the DNR
comments. This information has included other potential resource impacts, engineering constraints,
cost estimates, economic concerns, and public comments. We have a thorough understanding now
on what the project team has considered for their ARDS decision. We have no further questions or
comments on that information following our coordination and we appreciate the opportunity to
discuss those detalls. The ARDS package provides imitial documentation of those other

Tawes State Qffice Building « 580 Tayior Avenue - Annapolis, Maryland 21401
410.260.8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877.620.80NR « www.dnrmaryland.gev « TTY users call via Maryland Relay



considerations. We encourage the study team to also retain the detailed background information
regarding these other considerations for the project files.

From the perspective that Altemative 6 offered a significantly different treatment of the area
in the vicinity Skammer Island, the Department is disappointed that Altemnative 6 was not found to
qualify for detailed study. However, we are able to concur with the study team decision and proposal
on ARDS based on their presentation of the complete set of information they considered in their
decision, the acknowiledgement of the importance of the sensitive species habitat, and the
commitment stated in the ARDS package to thoroughly consider impact avoidance and minimization
measures for this habitat under the retained alternatives. We confirm that significant habitat
protection 1ssues remain and will be addressed during further study based on current resource
location and the waterbird colony buffer. This will especially be true if future sand bar migration in
the area elevates the concern for habitat conflicts during construction or subsequent operation of the
new bridge. We are in full support and strongly advocate SHA’s efforts to conduct a study of sand
migration patterns in the vicimity, including modeling and projections of future sand bar locations to
be conducted by experts in this field.

In the following paragraphs, we are documenting our major commenting points from the last
several months of coordination on ARDS, 50 that this information will be consolidated and available
for the public record:

It is important that study of the remaining alternatives retained for detailed study include
specific considerations for the sensitive waterbird species found in the area. Potential impacts to the
rare, threatened, and endangered species we are charged to protect under the authority of Maryland
law via Natural Resowrce Article 10-2A could be more likely for alternatives along the existing
bridge, especially under a scenario of a migrating Skimmer Island. The remaimug altematives will
need careful, thorough, and rigorous analysis of the potential impacts to the State listed species in
question. Above all, further evaluations of potential impacts associated with the project as it is
conceived now will require close coordination with DNR’s Wildlife and Heritage Service. As stated
previously, our principal concern lies with Skimmer Island, a flood tidal shoal system that provides
gssential nesting habitat for two State listed endangered species, the black skimmer and the royal
tern. It should be noted that there are other colonial nesting waterbird species of conservation
interest found there as well. Skimmer Isiand is a dynamic piece of colonial waterbird nesting habitat
that has changed significantly over the past 25 years and will continue to do so into the future. There
are certain potential sand migration scenarios that could place Skirnmer Island or a similar land foimn
closer to, underneath, or even south of the US 50 Brnidge in the next 25 to 75 years. Under some of
these scenarios, expansion of the existing US 50 bridge alignment from its existing footprint could
cause significant and potentially unacceptable impacts to the Black Skimmer and Royal Tern
populations in question. This is especially relevant given the fact that this particular site represents
the only viable nesting location for Royal Tern in the State. It is essential that the project’s future
actions be considered under the provisions of Title 08 in COMAR, regarding potential to “jeopardize
the continned existence” of these species, to avoid an undesirable and potentially unlawful outcome
in the context of our functional junsdiction as it relates to conserving viable populations of wildlife
across the State. We understand and agree that the study of sand migration and further consideration

2



of potential impact avoidance and minirmization measures, as well as potential mitigation measures
to be considered later, for the alternatives still under consideration will aim to avoid such an
outcome.

We also understand that there are scenarios where the island may be simply rotating or
migrating in a less direct manner. However, other shoal systems may develop separately, and couid
still place the project in closer proximity to new habitat for the species of concemn. The sand
migration study being undertaken, as one component of the proactive efforts to avoid and minimize
conflicts with the conservation of the sensitive species, will be invaluable in assessing this situation.

We are also supportive of SHA’s commitment to consider potential mitigation options that
could be developed in the event that Skimmer Island and/or the sensitive bird species it supports are
impacted 1 a significant manner by this project. This would include any scenano such as
documented island migration where future impacts from project construction and operation might be
expected to be greater than they would be today. Before mitigation is considered in detail, impacts to
sensitive habitats must be assessed, aleng with avoidance and minimization design features and Best
Management Practices. The likelthood of traffic confiicts with birds in flight for any project
alternative must be considered as part of the project review. Our preliminary considexation of
- possible future mitigation options leads us to conclude that the sand migration study must be
completed, or at least must submit its initial results, before we can provide more detailed
recommendations on possible mitigation efforts for the sensitive species found in this study area.
Generally, we would not discuss mitigation at this early stage. However, the sensitivity of these
species, combined with the potential for impacts, the scope and scale of possible later mitigation
concepts, and the interests of several other commenting resource agencies makes it worthwhile to
initially address the issue, as staff have been discussing in the coordination meetings. In general,
mitigation for the type of habitat of concermn in this case might include consideration of wildlife or
vegetation management.on existing lands in cooperation with DNR, other protection or enhancement
of usable habitat (specifically, isolated open sand areas), or creation of new usable habitat (i.e. the
creation of one or more new sand islands).

The following list of recommendations by our Wildlife and Hentage Service were compiled
during interagency coordination on the justification for dropping Altemative 6. We confinm that
gach of the itemns in this [ist have been discussed and addressed initially in a positive manner by
SHA, although most will require further study and coordination.

With the dropping of Altemative 6 from ARDS, the Department of Natural Resources asserts
that the following efforts are essential to incorporate in the future evaluation and analysis of
the remaining alternatives, in order to fully address the sensitive species habitat of concern:

1. Analysis of the flood tidal shoal migration and change, including modeling and
projections over the long term (25 to 75 years).



. Analysis of the impacts upon flood tidal shoal migration and change that may be
attributable to the specific options retain for further study (i.e. how the project itself may
influence the migration).

. Presentation of avoidance, mimimization, and mitigation options related to potential
impacts of long-term habitat loss to Black Skimmers and Royal Tems that might result
from the altematives retained for detailed study. A range of options should also be
addressed for other sensitive (non-RTE) colonial nesting waterbird species found in the
area.

. Comparison of the impacts to Black Skimmers and Royal Tems from alternatives
selected for further study to impacts associated with Alternative 6 (for clarification, this
comment acknowledges that Alternative ¢ will not be carried forward, so the initial
comparison has already been completed at the preliminary alternatives stage, as well as
through the interagency discussion of ARDS decisions; however, firther study will be
done of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures that may be appropriate with
the retained alternatives).

. Analysis of the potential for “take” of listed species under current statute which would
result from any of the alternatives being retained for detailed study, including
consideration of any increase in traffic volumes related to the project.

Regarding ownership of Skimmer Island and nearby sand or spoils islands, our staff is not
immediately clear on the ownership of these islands. Our preliminary coordination with DNR’s
Public Lands Policy and Planning Unit, which would review any project aspects potentially affecting
public iands owned and managed by the Department, indicates that the ownership of the islands
would need to be researched. Please inform us whether SHA has already conducted such research or
could do so during detailed studies. If so, we request that the results of such landowner research be
provided to DNR when available. The review of potential use of DNR lands for transportation
projects is carried out in a Department process separate from our NEPA related environmental
review process. Please coordinate with our Public Lands Policy and Planning unit regarding any
DNR lands within the study area.

If you have any questions concerning these comments you may contact Greg Golden of my
staff at 410-260-8334.

Sincerely,

E a‘l C. EC;JL@M«OWS‘

Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director
Environmental Review Unit



ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study — Ocean City

From: MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3™ Street to Somerset Street
in the north-south direction.

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

__ Federal Highway Administration ___ Fish and Wildlife Service ____MD Dept. of Natural Resources
__sEnvironmental Protection Agency  ____ National Park Service ___ MD Dept. of the Envirocnment
¢/ Corps of Engineers __ National Marine Fisheries Service

Concurs (without comments} Concurs (w/ minor comments) Does Not CGoncur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do nof provide “condifional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided
(without camments or with minor comments} or not concur until revisions are made or additional information
is provided.

____ MD Histarical Trust __ MD Department of Planning ____ Metropofitan Planning Crganization

___Provides Comments (below or attached) __ Has No Comments

Comments.

Additional Information Needed:

=7
Signature: W//Q// Date: &« 2. &7/
%/

Send to:

Theresa Christian

State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street

Mail Stop C-301

Baltimore, MD 21202

Or fax to: 410-209-5004




ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

S50 05T 144 10,5083

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study — Ocean City |

From: MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3" Street to Somerset Street
in the north-south direction.

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

__ Federal Highway Administration ____Fish and Wildlife Service __ MD Dept. of Natural Rescurces
____Environmental Protection Agency _ National Park Service ____ MO Dept. of the Envireanment
____Corps of Engingers ____National Marine Fisharies Service

Concurs {(without comments) Concurs (w/ minor comments) Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note; Do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or with minor comments) or not concur untif revisions are made or additional information
is provided.

7XMD Historical Trust ____ MD Department of Planning __ Metropolitan Planning Organization

___Provides Comments (below or attached) 7}(_ Has No Comments

Comments;

Additional Information Needed:

Signature; _%_MW Date: 2/2./0 7z

Send to:

Theresa Christian

State Highway Administration
707 N, Calvert Street

Mail Stop C-301

BaRtimore, MD 21202

Cr fax to: 410-209-5004
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ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Project Name & Limits: US 50 Crossing Study —~ Qeean City

From: MD 811 to MD 378 (Baltimaore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3° Street to Somerset Street
in the north-south direction,

Having reviewed the attachad Alternatives Retained for Datailed Study concurrencelcamment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency {(hy signing this document):

___Eederal Highway Administration . Fish andWildllfe Service — MD Dept. of Natural Resources
__ Envirgnmental Protection Agancy  ____ National Park Service . MD Dept. of tha Environment
___ Corps of Englngers _X_Natignal Marine Flshanas Sarvice
___ Goncurs {without comments) _v' Concurs {w/ minor comments} . _  Does Not Congur

Comments / Reasons for Norn-Concurrence;

U atfichicl Ly,

Nota: Do not provide “cond!ffonal” concuriance. You should either concur with the.Information as provided
(without comments or with miitor commerits) ar not concur unfil revisions aremade or additional Information
is provided:

L

__-MQZ-lr!iS_te}rical_Trust . __MD Dap‘aelmentpf'.ﬁ'-_l_agnm P Mejmpeman F’lannmg Organlz:aﬂon

A’ﬁqigi&n_al information Needed:

-S!gnaif,-re: J\l 52‘5/\%‘?%4 Date: J/ C;/ 4] 7
U {

Theresa Chrlstian

State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Slreet

Mail Stop C-301

Baltimore, MD 21202

Send to:

Or fax to: 410-209-5004
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% | UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

s | Mational Oceanic end Atmospharic Adminisctration
& NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

tareg o™ Habitat Conservadon Division
" Chesapeake Bay Program Office
410 Severn Ave., Suite [07A
Anpapolis, Maryland 21403

LAS

Jannary %, 2007

MEMORANDUM TO:  Theresa Christian
State Highway Administration, Project Flanning

FROM: Joho Nichols 5
- Officer in Charge
SUBIECT: 1.8, 39 Crossing of Sinepuxent Bay, Ocean City, Maryland

The National Marine Fisheries Service (INMFES) has reviewed the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study
package for the U.8. 50 Crossing of Simepuxent Bay, and offers concurrence on the selected allematives.
We have also provided the following comments and reconmendations pertaining to the selected
alternatives and the continuing stedy of this proposal.

NMFS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

As discussed m our Janvary 12, 2006 memorandum on the Preliminary Concepts Descriptions for this
sidy, we remain concerned about potzntial changes that fhis project will have on local estuarine circulation
and sedimror movergent pattenis. We, therefore, continue to favor those alternadves that will be siwared
closest to the existing bridge, and which should minimize changes 10 estuarine circulation. In addition to
Alternative 2 (Rehabilitation of the Exdsting Bridge), we favor Alternatives 5§ and 53, We also maintain our
recornmendation that analyses covering poteatial changes in local circulaton and sediment drift patterns be
conducted for: all selected alternatives.

CONSTRUCTION [SSUES

As discussed on qur July 8, 2003 memorandum on the Purpose and Need Statement for this stady, we are
concerned about the potzadal use of large-diameter hollow steel piles for support of 2 new bridge or qther
temporary struetures, parsiculay)y with regard 10 shock-waves that are produeed from drviog such pilings
into position. Power-driving of larger-diameter hollow sicel piles produces high enargy shock waves that
cun kill or injure finfish m the mymediate vicinity of the pile driving actvity. In discossions with your
staff, we have leamned that use of large bollow steel pilings may be necessary for securing adequate support
of a new bridge structure because of the thick overlying layer of fine-grain and/er unconsolidzted sediments
in the project arca.

Adult fish mortality from power-driving of hollow steel piles has been documented for other prajects, such
as the Woodrow Wilsan Bridgs Project in Alexondria, Virginia, Wish mertality observed during Wilson
Bridge construction cperations ocewrred during driving of piles with a 66-inch or greater hore diameter,
which generated 2 maxinum force of 360,000 fi.-1bs. Highest shock wave levels occurred within 150 feet
of the driving operaton. Power-driving of bollow stecl piles under 60-inch bove diamerer was also treated
with congern, glthough maximun driving fores was one-half of that gencrated for piles exceeding G6-iuch
bore,

NMFS has recommended that instream work (a3 defined in cur July 8, 2005 memorandum) be restricted
from April 1 throuzh June 30, during the suramer flounder pursery period in the Maryland coastal bays.
Incorporating this restriction will preclude pile-driving activity during the period of peak juvenile floander
abundnmee in the project area, particularly important for protecting the progeny of this species because
smaller Osh are more swsceptible to pile-driving shack waves.
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Protecting fisk and other marine fift from pile-dsiving shock waves is also needed vear-round, including
during late autunm and winter months, when larval summer flounder begin to cnick the coastal bays. We
therefore recommend that your agensy consult racthods used dwing the Woodrow Wilson Bridge
construction opsrations for mitigating the effects of shock waves produced fom powerdriving of large
iollow stesl piles. Such methods included use of a large hotlow sieel pile, o1 “van”, 1o ¢ncase the pile
Dbeing driven, coupled with a compressed air bubble curtain, also contained within the “can”. The
comnbination af the “can” and bubble curtain reduced shock wave levels up to 95% immediately outside the
¢an, and to Ievels well below those lethal to fish (L.e., from 55 psi to-1 psi). Additional mformation on the
latter measures can be obtained from the following referances.

1) Potomac Crossing Consultants
6711A Oxon Hill Road
Oxop Hill, Maryland 20743
Mike Baker, Cell Phone # (202) 438-7499, or, hakerm@wwhget com

2) Potomac Crossing Consultants. January 2003, Supplemental Shortnose Stargeon Biological
Assessment, Woodrow Wilson Bridge Prgject, Prepared fur: Stetion 7, Endangered Species
Act Congultation with the Natonal Marins Fisheries Service.

Shock wave mitigating nzeasurcs, such as those discussed above, should be used for power-driving any
hollow steel piles with diameters of 48 inches or greater, to ascertain that Tocal marine resources will be
conservatively protected during this operation.

Shock waves from subaqueous blasting also ¢an be lethal to a wide anvay of marine life. Although
Alternative 7, as well 35 demolition of the exisung U.S, 50 Bridge arc unlikely to be copsidered further in
this study, regulatory issucs pertaining to proteciing maring life from subaqueous biasting should be kept in
mind should the need for this demolition techpique arise-in the future.

The latest Virginia Institute of Marine Science aerial surveys for submezged aquatic vegetation (SAV) (ic,
2004 growing season) indicate that SAV is ot present in the project vicinity. Howaver, sbould future
survey informaticn (i.e., from VIMS, ot by grouad-truth observations) document SAV presence within 500
yards of the project site, meatwes shonld be incorporated into the construction formmt to protect this habitat
during wndestaking of hubidity-generating achvitics.

Finally, we wish to 1e-affirm our willingness 10 work with your staff and the Maryland Department of
Natural Resources for protecting Skimmer Island from project-related irapacts; &.g., through either
substrate and/or island relocation.

If you have any questions, you may contact me at (410) 267-5673, or, JohnNichols@NOAA GOV
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Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibility and/or Effects

Project Number: W0O419A11 MHT Log No._ 20703850
Project Name: US 50 Crossing Study, US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay,

SHA Bridge No. 2300700

County: Worcester ‘

Letter Date: October 30, 2007

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced letter and
concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [ Attachment 51):
M Concur
[1 Do NotConcur

Effect (as noted in the Effect Table [Attachment 57):
[1 NoProperties Affected
[1 No Adverse Effect
[ 1] Conditioned upon the followmg action(s) (see comments below)
B4 Adverse Effect

Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the referenced
letter, if applicable): ,
[1 Agree

Comments:

JZ-fE- 57
State Historic Preservation Ofﬁce/ Date
Maryland Historical Trust

By:

Reture by U.8. Mail or Facsimile to:
Dx., Julie M, Schablitsky, Cultural Resources Team Leader, Project Planning Division,
MD State Highway Administration, P.O. Box 717, Belimore, MD 212030717
Telephone: 410-545-8870 and Facsimile: 410-209-5004

A-3|



;T_I-;_eresa Chrigtian

From: Byrne, Lori [LBYRNE@dnr.state. md.us]

Sent: - Tuesday, March 20, 2007 12:42 PM

To: Theresa Christian

Cc: Golden, Greg

Subject: Clarification on species status for US Route 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, WO Co.

Hi Ms. Christian,

It was recently brought to our attention that in the coxrespondence regarding this
project, there was a reference to a particular species that was inaccurate; the Sandwich
Tern (Sterna sandvicensis) was described as state-listed endangered. I just wanted to
clarify that this bird species does occasionally use Skimmer Island for breeding and is
only found at that one location in MD during the breeding season. It is considered rare
because it is at the edge of its range here in MD and is only found within larger Royal
Tern colonies. The Royal Terns are state-listed but the Sandwich Tern is not, even though

it is a sensitive species and vulnerable to the same disturbances as the other breading
birds at Skimmer Island.

T'm not sure if the error was on our end, or a typo, or what, but I just wanted to be sure
it was corrected. Please contact me with any further questions on this matter. Thanks!

Lori A. Byrne

Environmental Review Coordinator
wildlife and Heritage Service
Maryland DNR

410-260-8573

A-32



Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr. C. Ronald Franks

Governor Maryland Department of Natural Resources Secretary
Michael S. Steele Environmental Rq‘:mv W. P. Jensen
Lt Governor Tawes State Office Building

Deputy Secraary
580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

September 28, 2004

Mr. Donald H. Sparklin

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Sparkiin:

This letter is in response to your letter of request, dated September 23, 2004, for information on the
presence of finfish species in the vicinity of State Highway Administration’s Project No. WO419A11: US 50
over Sinepuxent Bay River in Worcester County.

Our Fisheries Service has documented herring, shad, striped bass and white perch in Assawoarnan
Bay. Additionally, Table 1 (attached) lists the fish species documented in Maryland’s Coastal Bays by our
Fisheries Service, Many of these species could potentially be found near your project site. These species
should be adequately protected by the Use [ instream work time restriction period mentioned above, sediment
and erosion control methods, and other Best Management Practices rypically used for protecticn of stream
resources.

[f you have any questions concerning these comments, you may contact me at 410-260-8331.
Sincerelv.
C— -

Ray C. Dintaman. Jr.. Director
Environmental Review Unit

Aitachment

TTY sia Marviand Reluy: T1L pwithin MDY (300) 735-2233 1 Out of Stace)
Toll Free in MD#: 1-377-620-8DNR ext. 3331



Table 1

Aquatic Species Collected During Seine Surveys In Maryland’s Coastal Bays Since 1993

Fisheries Service

Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Atlantic Needlefish (Strongylura marina)
Rough Silverside (Membras martinica)
Striped Mullet (Mugil cephalus)

Northern Kingfish {Menticirrhus saxatilis)

Flat clawed Hermit Crab (Pagurus pollicaris)
Mummichog (Fundulus heteroclitus)

Spot (Leiostomus xanthurus)

Northern Pipefish (Syngnathus fuscus)

Summer Flounder (Paralichtys dentaius)
Bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix)

Atlantic Herring (Clupea harengus)
Brown Shrimp {Penaeus aztecus)

Grass Shrimp (Palaenonetes vulgaris)
Blue Crab (Callinectes sapidus)

Green Crab (Carcinus maenas)

Rock Crab (Libinia emarginaia)
Smallmouth Flounder {Etropus microstomus)
Black Drum {Pogonias cromis)

Snottin Mojarra (Encinostomus argenteus)
American Eel (Anguilla rosiraia)

Ovster Toadfish (Opsanus tau)

Naked Goby (Gobiosoma bosci)

Blood Ark (4nadara ovalis)

Atlantic Silverside (Menidia menidia)
White Mullett (Mugil curem:)
Northern Puffer (Spheroides maculatis)
Long Clawed Hermit Crab (Pagurus
longicarpus)

Striped Killitish (Fundulus majalis)
Rainwater Killifish (Lucania parva)
Lined Seahorse (Hippocampus erectus)
Winter Flounder (Pseudoplueronecies
americaniis)

Silver Perch (Bairdiella chrysosura)
Atlantic Menhaden (Brevoortia ryrannus)
Striped Bass (Morone saxitilis)

Mantis Shrimp (Squilla empusa)

Sand Shrimp (Crangon septemspinosci)
Mud Crab (NVeopanope texana savi)
Lady Crab (Ovalipes ocellatus)

Lesser Blue Crab (Callinectes similis)
Tautog (Teatoga onitis)

Feather Blenny (Hypsoblennius henizi)
Bay Anchovyv (Anchoa mirchiili)

Black Sea Bass (Centropristes striarus)
Reef Croaker (Micropogonias undulatus)
Blue Mussel (Myrilus edudisy

Pigtish (Orthopristis chrysoptera)



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401

November 9, 2004

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

P.O. Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

ATTN:Mr. Donald Sparklin

RE:  Project No. W0419411, US 30 over Sinepuxent Bay, Worcester County, MD

Dear Ms, Simpson:

This responds to your letter, received , 2004, requesting information on the presence of species
which are federally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened within the vicinity
of the above referenced project area. We have reviewed the information you enclosed and are

providing comments in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884,
as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.}.

Except for occasional transient individuals, no federally proposed or listed endangered or
threatened species are known to exist within the project impact area. Therefore, no biological
assessment or further Section 7 consultation is required with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Should project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed
species becomes avallable, this determination may be reconsidered.

This response relates only to federally protected threatened or endangered species under our
jurisdiction. [t does not address the Service's concerns pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act or other legislation. For information on the presence of other rare species, you

should contact Ms. Lori Byrne of the Maryland Heritage and Wildlife Division at
(410) 260-8573.



We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relative to fish and wildlife issues, and
thank you for your interest in these resources. If you have any questions or need further
assistance, please contact Maricela Constantino at (410) 573-4542.

Sincerely,

Q. A M aeer

G. Andrew Moser.
Acting Program Supervisor, Threatened and Endangered Species



MARYLAN D Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr., Governor

DEMRWENT OF Michael 5. Steele, Lt. Governor
/ = ) NATURAL RESOURCES C.Ronald Franks, Secretary
L "

November 24, 2004

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

RE: Environmental Review for Project No. WO419A11, US 50 Over Sinepuxent Bay,
Project Planning Study for Replacement of Bridge No. 2300700, Worcester
County, Maryland.

Dear Ms. Simpson:

There is a waterbird colony located on Skimmer I[siand within % mile of the property. The
approximate location of the colony site is indicated on the attached map. This particular colony site
has been known to support a variety of breeding waterbirds, including the state-listed endangered
Black Skimmer (Rhynchops niger), the state-listed endangered Sandwich Tem (Sterna sandvichensis)
and is the only location that supports a colony of the state-listed endangered Royal Tern (Sterna
maxima).

Waterbird colonies are a rare resource that should be protected. Conservation of waterbird colonies
that are located in the Coastal Bays Critical Area is required by state law. Significant mortality of
chicks or eggs resulting from disturbance of the colony during the breeding season is a violation of the
U.S. Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Disturbance includes actions such as cutting nest trees, cutting
nearby trees or nearby construction that causes abandonment of chicks by the adults.

Waterbirds establish nesting colonies in wetland areas that are relatively predator and disturbance free.
Colony sites are usually islands and tidal wetlands. Colony sites are rare, all of Maryland's 20,000
pairs of waterbirds nest at fewer than 125 locations. As Maryland continues to grow and develop,
secure nest sites for waterbirds will become scarcer. Whenever possible waterbird colony sites should
be conserved as part of responsible land stewardship.

Protection of this waterbird colony is encouraged, by implementing the following guidelines:

1. Establish a protection area of % mile radius from the colony's outer boundary. Within this area
establish three zones of protection: Zone | extends from the outer boundary of the colony to a radius
of 330 feet, Zone 2 extends from 330 feet to 660 feet in radius, and Zone 3 extends from 660 feet to 4
mile (1320 feet).

Tawes State Office Building + 580 Tayler Avenue » Annapolis, Maryland 21401
410.260.8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877.620.8DNR + www.dnrmaryland.gov - TTY users call via Maryland Relay
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During the breeding season, all human entry into Zone 1 should be restricted to only that essential for
protection of the colony. Human disturbance of colony sites that results in significant mortality of
eggs and/or chicks is considered a prohibited taking under various state and federal regulations.

No land use changes, including development or timber harvesting, should occur in Zone 1.

Construction activities, including clearing, grading, building, etc., should not occur within Zones 1 and
2.

Selective timber harvesting may occur in Zone 2, but clearcutting should be avoided.

No construction or timber harvesting activities should occur within the % mile protection area during
the breeding season. The breeding season varies for each different waterbird species, but is generally
from 15 March through 15 August.

The Department of Natural Resources” Wildlife and Heritage Service provides assistance to those
interested in protecting this resource. The above guidelines are usually suitabie for protection of most
waterbird colonies. Specific protection measures depend upon the species inhabiting the colony, site
conditions, planned activities, colony site type and history, and other factors. For more specific
technical advice regarding your project and waterbird protection, please contact the WHS.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further
questions regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573.

Sincerely,
G, B
Lori A. Byrme,

Environmentai Review Coordinator
Wildlife and Heritage Service
MD Dept. of Natural Resources

ER  #2004.2113.wo
Cec: S.A. Smith, WHS
R. Dintaman, ERU
R. Esslinger, CAC
Attachment
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Canfield, Harry

From: Theresa Christian [TChristian@sha.state.md.us]
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2007 2:42 PM
0! Sue Rajan; Jamaica Kennon
Cc: Heather Lowe; Canfield, Harry
Subject: Re: Clarification on species status for US Route 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, WO Co.
FYT

————— Original Message-----

From: Byrne, Lori [mailto:LBYRNEEdnr.state.md.us]

Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2007 12:42 PM

To: Theresa Christian

Cc: Golden, Greg

Subject: Clarification on speciles status for US Route 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay, WO
Co.

Hi Ms. Christian,

It was recently brought to our attention that in the correspondence regarding this
project, there was a reference to a particular species that was inaccurate; the Sandwich
Tern (Sterna sandvicensis) was described as state-listed endangered. I just wanted to
clarify that this bird species does occasionally use Skimmer Island for breeding and is
only found at that one location in MD during the breeding season. It is considered rare
because it is at the edge of its range here in MD and is only found within larger Rovyal
Tern colenies. The Royal Terns are state-listed but the Sandwich Tern is not, even though
it is a sensitive species and vulnerable to the same disturbances as the other breeding
birds at Skimmer Island.

'm not sure if the error was on our end, or a typo, or what, but I just wanted to be sure
.t was corrected. Please contact me with any further qguestions on this matter. Thanks!

Lori A. Byrne

Environmental Review Ccordinator
Wildlife and Heritage Service
Maryland DNR

410-260-8573

The information contained in this communication (including any attachments) may be
confidential and legally privileged. This email may not serve as a contractual agreement
unless explicit written agreement for this purpose has been made. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or
copying of this communication or any of its contents is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender
indicating that it was received in error and delete the original message and any copy of
it from your computer system.
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March 21, 2005

Mr. Donald H. Sparklin

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Sparklin:

This letter is in response to your letter of request, dated September 23, 2004, for information
on the presence of finfish species in the vicinity of State Highway Admimstration’s Project No.
WO419A11: US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay in Worcester County.

Our Fisheries Service has documented the anadromous herring, shad, striped bass and white
perch in Sinepuxent Bay. Additionally, Table 1 (attached) lists the fish species documented n
Maryland’s Coastal Bays by our Fisheries Service. Many of these species could potentially be found
near your project site. Although Sinepuxent Bay is classified as Use II waters (Shellfish Harvesting
Waters), the Use I instream instream work time restriction may be more appropriate due to the
presence of the anadromous fish species mentioned above. The Use I restriction period 1s March 1
through June 15, inclusive, during area. Fish species likely to be present at the subject site should be
adequately protected by the Use I instream work time restriction period mentioned above, sediment
and erosion control methods, and other Best Management Practices typically used for protection of
strearm resources.

[f you have any questions concerning these comments, you may contact me at 410-260-8331.
Sincerely,

lioa.t C,MOJMM,’L

Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director
Environmental Review Unit

Attachment

Tawes State Office Building + 580 Taylor Avenue - Annapolis, Maryland 21401
410.260.8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877.620.8DNR « www.dncmaryland.gov « TTY users call via Maryland Relay



Table 1

Aquatic Species Collected During Seine Surveys In Maryland’s Coastal Bays Since 1993

Fisheries Service

Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Atlantic Needlefish (Strongylura marina)
Rough Silverside (Membras martinica)
Striped Mullet (Mugil cephalus)

Northern Kingfish (Menticirrhus saxatilis)

Flat clawed Hermit Crab (Pagurus pollicaris)
Mummichog (Fundulus heteroclitus)

Spot (Leiostomus xanthurus)

Northern Pipefish (Syngnathus fuscus)

Summer Flounder (Paralichtys dentatus)
Bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix)

Atlantic Herring (Clupea harengus)
Brown Shrimp (Penaeus aztecus)

Grass Shrimp (Palaemonetes vulgaris)
Blue Crab (Callinectes sapidus)

Green Crab (Carcinus maenas)

Rock Crab (Libinia emarginata)
Smallmouth Flounder (Etropus microstomus)
Black Drum (Pogonias cromis)

Spotfin Mojarra (Eucinosiomus argenteus)
American Eel (Anguilla rostrata)

Oyster Toadfish (Opsanus tau)

Naked Goby (Gobiosoma bosci)

Blood Ark (Anadara ovalis)

Atlantic Silverside (Menidia menidia)
White Mullett (Mugil curema)

Northern Puffer (Spheroides maculatus)
Long Clawed Hermit Crab (Pagurus
longicarpus)

Striped Killifish (Fundulus majalis)
Rainwater Killifish (Lucania parva)
Lined Seahorse (Hippocampus erectus)
Winter Flounder (Pseudoplueronecies
americanus)

Silver Perch (Bairdiella chrysosura)
Atlantic Menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus)
Striped Bass (Morone saxitilis)

Mantis Shrimp (Squilla empusa)

Sand Shrimp (Crangon septemspinosa)
Mud Crab (Neopanope texana sayi)
Lady Crab (Ovalipes ocellatus)

Lesser Blue Crab (Callinectes similis)
Tautog (Tautoga onitis)

Feather Blenny (Hypsoblennius hentzi)
Bay Anchovy (dnchoa mitchilli)

Black Sea Bass (Centropristes striatus)
Reef Croaker (Micropogonias undulatus)
Blue Mussel (Myrilus edulis)

Pigfish (Orthopristis chrysoptera)



v“;;t;‘%, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

& s, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
N " NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
4 : NORTHEAST REGION
EN & Cne Blackburn Drive
Srargg at ¥ Gloucestar, MA 01930-2298

Bruce M. Grey, Deputy Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

Maryland Department of Transportation

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Re: Project No. W0419A11

Dear Mi. Grey,

This is in response to your letter dated July 26, 2005 requesting information on the presence of
any species listed as threatened and/or endangered under the jurisdiction of NOAA’s National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in the vicinity of a proposed project in Maryland. The
Maryland State Highway Administration is initiating Project Planning studies for the US 50
Crossing over Sinepuxent Bay, located in Worcester County, Maryland. The purpose of the
study is to develop a transportation solution that addresses transportation operational
inadequacies and structural deficiencies as well as to improve safety for all general users on the
US 50 crossing.

Several species of sea turtles are known to be present in the coastal Maryland waters from April
1 — November 30 each year. Loggerhead (Caretta caretta), Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys kempi),
and green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas) are the most common species in these waters.
Leatherback sea turtles (Dermochelys coriacea) are predominantly pelagic but are seasonally
present in coastal Maryland waters. Any of these species may be present in Sinepuxent Bay
during the April through November time frame and could be affected by any in-water
construction activities.

Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, states that each
Federal agency shall, in consultation with the Secretary, insure that any action they authorize,
fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or result in
the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. Any discretionary federal
action that may affect a listed species must undergo Section 7 consultation. As listed species
may be present in the project area, the federal action agency (i.e, Federal Highway
Administration (FHW A)) is responsible for determining whether the proposed action is likely to
affect any listed species. The FHWA should then submit their determination along with a
request for concurrence, to the attention of the Endangered Species Coordinator, NMFS,
Northeast Regional Office, Protected Resources Division, One Blackburn Drive, Gioucester

X
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01930. After reviewing this information, NMFS would then be able to conduct a consultation
under section 7 of the ESA. If FHW A designates the Maryland Department of Transportation as
a designated non-federal representative for purposes of informal section 7 consultation, FHWA
should send a letter to the NMFS Endangered Species Coordinator documenting any such
delegation (see the address above). NMFS Habitat Conservation Division (HCD) is responsible
for overseeing programs for designated Essential Fish Habitat. Your information request has
been forwarded to John Nichols of NMFS HCD. Mr. Nichols can be reached at (410)226-5771.
Should you have any questions about these comments or about the section 7 consultation process
in general, please contact Julie Crocker at (978)281-9328 ext. 6530.

Sincerely,

Assistant Regional Administrator
for Protected Resources

Cc: Nichols, F/NER4

File Code: Sec 7 FHWA/Maryland DOT Sincpuxent Bay Route 50



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 1715
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1715

May 23, 2006

Operations Division

Mr. Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Grey:

This is in reply to your letter dated May 12, 2006 concerning Project No. W0419A11, US 50
Crossing Study, Warcester County, MD. You requested consideration to relocate the existing
Federal navigation channel.

Federal channel alignments are authorized by Congress and any significant realignment will
require Congressional approval. Your proposal to move the channel from the east side to the
west side of the bay is a significant departure that impacts environmental, hydraulic and
navigation issues. The navigation channel has firmly established itself along the east side in
accordance with the hydraulic tidal patterns of the inlet. Establishing a channel to the west is
likely to result in undesirable changes. Changes to the inlet hydraulics would bring about
alterations to the shoals and islands in the vicinity of the bridge. We would expect a greatly
increased dredging requirement to maintain the waterway dimensions. Federal fumds for
dredging are extremely limited and properly maintaining a more costly alignment is unlikely.

Accordingly, our recommendation is not to realign the channel. We recognize that there are
benefits to the new bridge from a fixed navigation span on the west side. However, there remain
many unanswered potentially negative impacts from a western channel that requires more
extensive investigation.

We look forward to continued participation on your study team to determine the optimumn
alternative alignment for the bridge. If there are any questions concerning this response please
contact Mr. Robert Blama, Project Manager at (410) 962-6068.

Donald P. Snyder
Acting Chief, Navigation Branch
Operations Division
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Bruce M. Grey 2
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Grey,

1 am writing in response to your July 21, 2006 letter regarding the project planning study for the
US 50 Bridge over Sinepuxent Bay in Worcester County, Maryland (US 50 Crossing Study).

After reviewing the map attached to your letter which 1dentified the Crossing Study area, I am
confirming there are no existing or propesed pubic schools in the study area. The Worcester County
Public School closest to study area boundary is Ocean City Elementary School located at 12828 Center

Drive.

Please contact me or Mr. Joe Price, Facilities Planner at (410) 632-5010 if you have questions or
need additional information.

Sincerely,

AL Pk

Edward Barber
Assistant Superintendent
For Administration

EB:jp
¢c: Dr. Jon M. Andes -1
Mr. Joseph J. Price

Excellence in Education — In Worcester County, People Make the Difference
Serving the Youth of Warcester County Since 1868
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February 12, 2007

Ms. Julie Crocker , In Reply Refer To: HDA-MD
Endangered Species Coordinator

NMES Northeast Regional Office
Protected Resources Division
One Blackburn Drive

(Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930

Dear Ms. Crocker:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHEW A), in cooperation with the Maryland State Highway
Administration (SHA), has initiated a Project Planming study for the US 50 Crossing Study in
Worcester County, Maryland (see attached location map). The purpose of this study is to
develop and analyze future options for the Harry Kelly Memorial Bridge which crosses the
Sinepuxent Bay. We will explore any feasible alternatives that would ease traffic congestion;
improve safety; accommodate the needs of fishermen, cyclists and hikers; and feature aesthetic
freatments representative of a gateway to Qcean City.

The project area and vicinity is an essential fish habitat. As indicated in the attached letter,
several species of federally threatened or endangered sea turtles under the jurisdiction of the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) may be found seasonally in the coastal waters of
Maryland from April 1 to November 30 of any year. These sea turtie species include the
leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea), Kemp’s ridley (Lepidochelys kempi), green (Chelonia
mydas), loggerhead (Caretta caretta) and hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricata) sea turtles.

Section 7 {a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, states that each
Federal agency shall, in consultation with the Secretary, insure that any action they authorize,
fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or result in
the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat.

As listed species may be present in the project area, FHWA is requesting initiation of Section 7
consultation for the US 50 Crossing Study, and is officially designating SHA a non-federal
representative for purposes of delegating informal Section 7 consultation.
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SHA shall prepare an Essential Fish Habitat Assessment as well as a Biological Assessment to
determine whether the proposed action is likely to affect the essential fish habitat or any listed
species. Once a determination has been made, FHWA will submif the determination to you
along with a request for concurrence.

Please provide FHWA with any requirements you may have under the Section 7 consultation
process, so that we may address them. If you have any questions or would like to discuss the
project in more detail, please contact Mr. Lance Wilgus at (302) 734-2745.

Thank you for youir cooperation and interest in this project.

Sincerely yours,

=t
A e
Nelson J. Castellanos
Division Administrator

Enclosure

ce:
Mr. Raja Veeramachaneni, Director, Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering, SHA

bee:
Ms. Denise King, Environmentat Specialist, FHWA
Mr. lvan Marrero, Project Delivery Team Leader, FHWA
Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, Project Planning Division, SHA
Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Project Engineer, Project Planning Division, SHA
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, Assistant Division Chief, Project Planning Division, SHA
Mr. Andrew Moser, Annapolis Field Office, USFWS
Ms. Heather Murphy, Assistant Division Chief, Project Planning Division, SHA
Mr. John Nichols, U.S. Department of Commerce, NOAA/NMFS
“Ms. Sue Rajan, Project Manager, Project Planning Division, SHA
Mr. Lance Wilgus, Area Engineer, FHWA
IMarrero:tsgm 02/12/07 (s: \IMarrero\TC FHWA Letter to NMFS.doc)
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Ona Blackburn Drive
“orares o' Glaucaster, MA (1930-2298

W 19 A0
Nelson J. Castellanos, Division Administrator
US Federal Highway Administration
DELMAR Division — Maryland
City Crescent Building _ -
10 South Howard Street, Suite 2450
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Dear Mr. Castcllanos,

This is in respense to your letter dated February 12, 2007 regarding section 7 consultation on the
effects of potential modifications to the Harry Kelly Memorial Bridge (Route 50) which cresses
Sinepuxent Bay. As noted in previous correspondence on this project, several species of listed
sea turtles occur seasonally in Maryland waters, including Sinepuxent Bay.

As noted in your letter, FHW A has designaled the Maryland State Flighway Administration
(SHA) as its non-federal representative for purposes of informal consultation on this project. As
such, NMFS understands that future correspondence regarding this project is likely to come from
the SHA. As you know, once project plans have been fully developed, the SHA is responsible
for determining whether the proposed action is likely to affect any listed species. The SHA
should then submit their desermination along with a request for concurrence, to the attention of
the Endangered Species Coordinator, NMFS Northeast Regional Office, Protected Resources
Division, One Blackbumn Drive, Glouccster, MA 01930, After reviewing this information,
NMFS would then be able to conduct a consultation under section 7 of the ESA. I{ is my
understanding that you will be coordinating with NMFS Habitat Conservation Division regarding
potential effects to designated Essential Fish Habitat and other NMFS trust fesources. Should
you have any questions about these comments or about the section 7 consultation process in
general, please contact Julie Crocker at (978)281-9328 ext. 6530,

Sincerely,

mlhgm

Assistant Regional Administrator
for Protected Resources

Cc: Nichols, F/NER4

File Code: Sec T FHWAMarvtand DOT Sincpuxent Bay Route 52




Martin O"Malley, Governor
Anthany G, Brown. L. Governor
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Administration e/

Maryiand Bepartment of Transportation

April 20, 2007

Re:  Project No. WO419A11
US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay
Worcester County, Maryland
USGS Berlin and Ocean City 7.5 Quadrangles

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little;

Introduction and Project Description

This lefter serves to provide the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) with the Maryland
State Highway Administration’s (SHA) eligibility determinations for historic standing structures
. within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this bridge replacement project. SHA previously
consulted with MHT about eligibility on December 6, 2005, However, MHT requested revisions
to the Determination of Eligibility (DOE) forms and other corrections in July 2006. SHA has
chosen several alternates for further study and we will continue our consultation with MHT
regarding impacts to historic standing structures and archeological issues when detailed plans are
available. A location map is included as Attachment 1.

Funding _
Federal funds are anticipated for this project.

Area of Potential Effects

The APE for this project remains unchanged and is the same study area described in our
December 2005 letter. The APE extends from Somerset Street to 3™ Street on the southern and
northern boundaries and from Baltimore Street in Ocean City to MD 611 in West Ocean City.
For archeclogy, the APE will include the worst case limits of disturbance. The APE is indicated
on the attached USGS quadrangle maps for Berlin and Ocean City in Attachment 2.

B-138
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
-US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay
Page Two

Eligibility of Historic Standing Structures:

In 2005, SHA, through its consultant KCI Technologies, Inc., prepared a determination of
eligibility report, Recordation and Documentation of Standing Historic Resources, Ocean City,
Worcester County, Maryland, Determination of Eligibility Report, Volume 1 (Attachment 3).
KCI also prepared MIHP and DOE forms, photographs and maps for the Ocean City Survey
District and thirty-six other individual historic standing structures. MHT requested that SHA
provide revised MIHP and DOE forms for twenty-three historic standing structures in the APE.
KCI has completed the requested revisions (Attachment 4).

SHA. Architectural Historian, Ms. Anne E. Bruder, reviewed these materials and vistted
the APE on April 10, 2007 to assess the eligibility recommendations. As a result, SHA has
determined that the Emery-Hartman House (MIHP No. W0O-553), the Bunting House (MIHP No.
WO-554), and the Francis Scott Key Motel (MIHP No. W(Q-555) are all individually eligible as
examples of Arts & Crafts style bungalows and a 1950s Colonial Revival Motel reflective of
roadside architecture, respectively. The Emery-Hartman House and Bunting House exemplify
the modest type of dwelling that was constructed during the 1920s for Ocean City’s middle class
residents. The dwellings are located two and three blocks from the ocean front, and are
surrounded by other similar modest structures. The Francis Scott Key Motel exemplifies the
modest bay-side commercial establishment that was designed for Ocean City’s middle class
visitors who vacationed near the ocean for brief periods during the summer. The owners have
added additional buildings behind the original motel that demonstrate the continued popularity of
the resort.

Each building retains integrity of location, design, workmanship, and association.
Indeed, although the two houses have been altered, the aiterations would be easily reversed to
restore the design and materials to the original in order to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation. In the case of the Emory-Hartman House, the roof shingles have
been replaced, while at the Bunting House, the front door has been replaced. No other
alterations are evident. The windows in the Emory-Hartman House are original and exhibit
evidence of being repainted many times over the past 82 years. SHA has determined that each
building is eligible for inclusion in the Nattonal Register of Historic Places (NRFP) under
Criterion C (Architecture). Likewise, SHA has determined that the Francis Scott Key Motel 15
also eligible for inclusion the NRHP under Criterion C (Architecture).” Research conducted
under NRHP Criteria A and B did not identify any event or person of tocal, state or national
importance and therefore, neither of these buildings is eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A or
B. We make this determination because these buildings represent the domestic and leisure
residential styles of the middle class in Ocean City.

B-19
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay
Page Three

SHA also has determined that the following resources are not eligible due to poor
integrity of materials, design, workmanship and association: Warehouse Bast side off of Golf
Course Road, 9915 Golf Course Road; Dwelling south of Sea Isle Motel, Wheels of Yesterday
Museun; Sea Island Motel; TC Diner and Family Restaurant; The Breakfast Place; 9949 Elm
Street; 9945 Elm Street; North of 9937 Elm Street; 9935 Elm Street; 12731 Pony Rest Lane;
Rambler Motel; and Antique Woodwork. Because these buildings lack integrity, and research
conducted did not identify significance under Criteria A (events), B (persons), or C
(architecture), none of the buildings are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Criterion D was not
investigated as part of the historic standing structures study. MIHP, DOE and Short DOE forms
along with photographs and maps have been provided to MHT in Attachment 4. MHT
previously provided concurrence regarding eligibility for other historic standing structures in the
APE and information about the status for each will be found in the Eligibility Table in
Attachment 5. The historic boundary for each historic standing structure will be confined to the
tax parcel associated with the property.

Review Request _
Please examine the attached maps and Eligibility Table. We request your concurrence by
May 21, 2007 that the Emery-Hartman House, the Bunting House and the Francis Scott Key
Motel are eligible for the NRHP, but that the Warehouse East side off of Golf Course Road,
9915 Golf Course Road; Dwelling south of Sea Isle Motel; Wheels of Yesterday Museum; Sea
Island Motel; TC Diner and Family Restaurant, The Breakfast Place; 9949 Elm Street, 9945 Elm
Street; North of 9937 Elm Street; 9935 Elm Street; 12731 Pony Rest Lane; Rambler Motel; and
Antique Woodwork are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. By carbon copy, we invite the
Worcester County Planning Commission and the Ocean City Department of Planning and
Zoning to provide comments and participate in the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the
requirement of the implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800, SHA seeks their
assistance in identifying historic preservation issues as they relate to this specific project (see 36
CFR §§800.2 (c)}(4) and (6), and §800.3(f) for information regarding the identification and
participation of consulting parties, and §800.4, and §800.5 regarding the identification of historic
properties and assessment of effects). For additional information regarding the Section 106
regulations, see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s website, www.achp.gov, or
contact the Maryland State Highway Administration or the Maryland Historical Trust). Ifno
response is received by May 21, 2007, we will assume that these offices decline to participate.

B-20
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Mr, J. Rodrey Little
US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay
Page Four

Please contact Ms. . Anne E. Bruder at 410-545-8559 (or via email at abruder@sha.state.md.us)
with questions regarding standmg structures for this project. Ms. Carol A, Ebright may be
reached at 410-545-2879 (or via email at cebright@sha.state.md.us) with concerns regarding

archeology.
Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey .
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and /
Prelumna.ry fTheeri
4 /Z

J'uh\e’M Schal;]/sky T
Cultur _J/Resources Team Leader
Project Planning Division

Attachments: 1) Project Location Map
2) APE Map
3) Recordation and Documentation of Standing Historic Resources, Ocean City,
Worcester County, Maryland Draft Determination of Elz'g'zbﬂrty Report,
Volume 1
4) MIHP, DOE and Short DOE Forms
5) Eligibility Table

cc: Ms. Anne E. Bruder, SHA-PPD (w/Attachments)
Ms=Fheresa=GhristiansSEA-PPR:(w/Attachments)
Ms. Carol A. Ebright, SHA-PPD
Mr. Bruce M. Grey, SHA-OPPE
Mr. Jesse C. Houston, Director, Ocean City Department of Planning and Zoning
(w/Attachments)
Ms, Jamaica Kennon, SHA-PPD (w/Attachments)
Mr. Louie Paglerani, Worcester County Planning Commission (w/Attachments)
Ms. Sue Rajan, SHA-PPD
Dr. Julie Schablitsky, SHA-PPD
Mr. Donald H. Sparklin, SHA-PPD
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Concurrence with the MD State Highwav Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibility and/or Effects

Project Number: WO419A11 MHT Log No.
Project Name: US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay, SHA Bridge No. 2300700 Replacement Study
County: Worcester

Letter Date: April 20, 2007

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced letter and
concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 5]):
[1 - Concur
[] Do Not Coneur

Effect (as noted in the Effect Table [N/A]):
[  NoProperties Affected
[1 No Adverse Effect :
[] Conditioned upon the following action(s) (see comments below)
[ ] - Adverse Effect '

Agreement with FHWAs Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the referenced
letter, if applicable):

[1  Agree

Comments:

By:
MD State Historic Preservation Office/ Date
Maryland Historical Trust :

Return by U.S, Mail or Facsimile to:
Mr. Denald Sparklin, Deputy Division Chief, Project Planning Division,
MD State Highway Administration, P.O. Box 717, Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
Telephone: 410-545-2883 and Facsimile: 410-209-5004

ce: Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky. SHA
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Concurrence with the MD State Highwav Administration’s

Determination(s) of Eligibilitv and/or Effects Q’Q (w E_/

Project Number: W0419A11 MHT Log No. 200701406

~ Project Name: US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay, SHA Bridge No 2300700 Replacement Study
County: Worchester

Letter Date: April 30, 2007

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced letter and
concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 5):
[] Concur
[X] Do Not Concur

Effect (as noted in the Effects Table [N/A]):
[ ]  NoProperties Affected
[] No Adverse Effect .
[] Conditioned upon the following action(s) (see comments below)
[} Adverse Effect
Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the referenced
. letter, if applicable):
[] Agree

Agreement with FHWA’s de minimus impact finding (as detailed in the referenced letter, if
applicable):
[1] Agree

Comments:
SEE ATTACHED CONTINUATION SHEET

By: // .«f‘___. 7"’_/-3"0'7
MD State Historic Preservation Office/ Date
__-'/’/iﬁary and Historical Trust

Return by U.S. Mai] or Facsimile to:
Mr. Donald H. Sparklin, Deputy Division Chief. Project Planning Division,
MD State Highway Administration, P.O. Box 717, Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Telephone: 410-335-8564 and Facsimile: 410-209-5046

. CC: Dr, Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA
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Concurrence with the MD State Hichwav Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibilitv and/or Effects

CONTINUATION SHEET #1
Marvland Historical Trust Comments

Project Number: W(0419A11 MHT Log No.___200701406
Project Name: US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay, SHA Bridge No. 2300700 Replacement Study

The Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) provides the following comments in addition to the concurrence
indicated on the previous page:

The Trust previously commented on determinations of eligibility for historic standing structures
in July 2006. The comments provided below complete the Trust’s review of the historic standing
structures for this undertaking. We look forward to continued consultation regarding the effects
of the project on the National Register-eligible historic properties. - .

[t is the Trust’s opinion that the following resources are eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP):

- Emerv/Hartman House (MIHP No. WC-5353): This property is eligible under NRHP Criteria
Aand C. This resource is associated with early resort development in Ocean City and is a
representative example of its type.

- Frangis Scott Key Motel (MIHP No. WQ-553): The property is eligible under NRHP
Criterion A. -

It is the Trust's opinion that the following resources are not eligible for listing in the NRHP:

«  Bunting House (MIHP No. WO-534): This resource is an undistinguished example of a
common building type that does not represent a significant trend in the history of Ocean City

The Trust agrees with SHA that all resources documented on DOE Short Forms are nor eligible
for listing in the NRHP.
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TOWN OF

OCEAN CITY

The White Marlin Capital of the World

Ocean City Police Department
Office of the Chief

6501 Coastal Highway
P.0.Box 759

Ocean City, Maryland 21843
Tele: (410) 723-6601

Fax: (410) 7234010

Tuly 27, 2007

Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

707 Narth Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Grey:

MAYOR & CITY COUNCIL
PO.BOX 158

OCEAN CITY,
MARYLAND 21843-0158

Whw, Iown,0Cean-ciry.md.us

MAYOR
RICHARD W. MEEHAN

CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS
JOSEPRH M. MITRECIC
Prevident

NANCY L. HOWARD
Seerciary

JAMES §. RALL

JAMES W, RANCOCK, il
MARY P KNIGHT

LLOYD MARTIN
MARGARET PILLAS

DENNIS W. DARE
iy Manoger

CARDL L, JACOBS
Cinv Clerk

The Ocean City Police Department has carefitlly reviewed the selected five alternatives to improve
the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay in Worcester County, Maryland. Enclosed please find a
detailed report on the projected impact of these alternatives.

I'look forward to a continued successful relationship between our agencies and thank you again for
your consideration in this matter of mutual concern.

Sincerely,
oradidle, sl s

Bemadette DiPino
Chief of Police

BAD/ceb

Ocean City, MD

All-AmericaCity
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Project Planning Study Input
US 50 Crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay

Project No. WO419A11
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Introduction :

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a Project
Planning Study to improve the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay in
Worcester County, Maryland. The SHA has requested input from the Ocean City
Police Depariment in determining how emergency services and response times
may be affected by the proposed project. The department has been asked to
evaluate all possible impacts that may result from this project.

Background

The Ocean City Police Department (OCPD) does not have primary responsibility
for emergency response to locations in West Ocean City. The department does
make frequent daily patrol checks of city property located in West Ocean City.
OCPD also is an important secondary source of emergency response and back-
up to the Maryland State Police and Worcester County Sheriff's Office. Any
prolonged disruption of traffic flow into and out of the town via Rt. 50 would
hinder that response.

Impact of Construction

It is difficult to determine the impact construction will have on police response
without a detailed construction schedule. Time tables and the extent of lane
closures will all effect emergency response in and around the construction area.

A traffic management plan should be developed and implemented during the
construction phase of the project to provide reliable access into and out of the
city. The State Highway Administration (SHA) should coordinate construction
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activities, sequencing, and traffic management plans with fire, police, and
emergency rescue services o minimize delays and response times during the
construction period.

Emergency Evacuation

The Route 50 Bridge is a primary hurricane evacuation route for the Town of
Ocean City. Restrictions due to construction should be minimized during
hurricane season. Any prolonged permanent closure or restricted traffic flow on
the bridge would greatly inhibit the ability to empty the city in accordance with
existing evacuation plans and time tables.

According to the Maryland Eastern Shore Hurricane Evacuation Traffic
Management Plan the two westhound lanes of US 50 can accommodate
approximately 2,500 vehicles per hour under forced flow conditions. Forced Flow
is defined as vehicles traveling at a speed of 30 fo 35 milesfhour and without
opportunities to pass or change lanes.

The construction schedule should make accommodations to reestablish
outbound traffic flow to the prescribed 2,500 vehicles per hour within a
reasonably short period of time. This would need to be done prior to the
commencement of evacuation orders.

Alternative 1, and 2

Alternative 1; No Build,
Alternative 2; Rehabilitation

Emergency response times by police, fire, and ambulance service providers
would generally remain unchanged throughout the study area. The proposed
improvements would not reduce the rate and duration the draw span would be
open. [t is unclear whether the proposed improvements would reduce the
frequency and duration of draw span malfunctions that close down vehicular
traffic. The number of lanes would not be changed.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4; First Street Connection

Emergency response times by police, fire, and ambutance service providers
would generally improve throughout the study area. The increased height of the
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bridge would eliminate the draw span all together. Marine traffic would no longer
require closing traffic on the bridge. A seven foot shoulder area would be added
along both sides of the highway giving traffic more room to yield to emergency
vehicles. This shoulder would also allow disabled vehicles an area to puli out of
traffic. Draw span malfunctions would no longer be a factor. The number of
lanes would not be changed.

Alternative 5, and 5A

Alternative 5; South Parallel Bridge
Alternative 5A; North Parallel Bridge

"~ Emergency response times by police, fire, and ambulance service providers
would generally improve throughout the study area. The increased height of the
bridge would reduce the rate and duration the draw span would be open. A
seven foot shoulder area would be added along both sides of the highway giving
traffic more room to yield to emergency vehicles. This shoulder would also allow
disabled vehicles an area to pull out of traffic. |t can be assumed that a new up
to date draw span would experience fewer malfunctions then the existing bridge.
The number of lanes would not be changed.

Recommendations

1. Once an alternative is chosen the SHA should develop a traffic
management plan for the site in conjunction with the City Engineers
Office, Emergency Management, and the contractors involved in the
construction.

2. The traffic management plan needs to address the issue that Route 50 is
a critical evacuation route for the Town of Ocean City.
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Sta‘te 2 John D. Porcari, Secretary
Iway Neil ). Pedersen, Administrator
Administration

Maryland Department of Transporfation

Mastin O'Malley, Governor
Anthony G, Brown, L, Governor

October 31, 2007

Re:  Project No. WO419A11
US 50 Crossing Study
US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay,
SHA Bridge No. 2300700
Worcester County, Maryland
USGS Ocean City 7.5° Quadrangle

Mr. J. Rodrey Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little:

Introduction and Project Description

This letter serves to inform the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) of the Maryland State
Highway Administration’s (SHA) finding that proposed Project No, W0419A11 will have an
adverse effect on historic properties. SHA has also provided information about previously
unidentified historic standing structures and we request your concurrence with our eligibility
determinations. The project involves either the construction of a parallel bridge next to the
current structure, or the complete rehabilitation of SHA Bridge No. 2300700, using the Secretary
of Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. SHA has retained six alternatives
for detailed study:

Alternative 1 — No-Build
o No major improvements are proposed under Alternative 1, the No Build Alternative.
Minor short term improvements would occur as part of routine maintenance and safety
improvements.
o This alternative does not address the Purpose and Need for the project. However, it

serves as & baseline for judging the impacts and benefits associated with the other
alternatives.

Alternative 2 — Rehabilitation
o This alternative includes the rehabilitation of the existing bridge, construction of a
separate fishing pier for fisherman, wider sidewatks on the bridge for pedestrians and

cyclists, and adding aesthetics such as lighting and archways to create an entrance into
the city.

My telephone number/ioll-free aumber is
Maryland Relay.Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

" Street Address: 707 Nortk Calvert Steet + Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410,545.0300 « www.marylandroads.com
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Rehabilitation of the bridge will extend its life by 30-40 years; however, it will not
decrease the number of draw span openings.

The rehabilitation would include major repairs such as a concrete overlay, bascule span
repairs, as well structural, mechanical, and electrical repairs.

This altemnative also does not require taking any homes or businesses and does not impact
any wetlands.

Alternative 4 — 1% Street Connection (Curved Bridge)

Q

Alternative 4 proposes a new 45’ high, fixed-span bridge beginning 440° west of the
existing bridge and crossing into Ocean City near the intersection of St. Louis Avenue
and 1% Street, then connecting via three ramps to Philadelphia and Baltimore Avenues in
Ocean City.

The new bridge is approximately 3055’ long. Tt consists of four 12’ lanes, one 8" median,
two 7° shoulders, and two 5’ sidewalks, with a total width of 87° 4” including curb
offsets. A 6000’ radius reversed curve is used on the east side of the bridge alignment to
keep the bridge about 170" south of Skimmer Island. The vertical clearance of the bridge
over Saint Louis Avenue is about 24°,

The bridge and ramps use a maximum 5% vertical slope. The minimum design speeds
for the east and west sides of the bridges are 30 mph and 40 mph, respectively. The
design speed for the three ramps is 30 mph with a maximum superelevation of 4%. The

. corresponding minimum curve radius for the ramps is 250°.

The outbound ramp to westbound US 50 begins approximately 150’ north of 2™ Street on
Philadelphia Avenue, and is composed of two 12’ lanes, a 10” outside shouider and a 5’
sidewalk, and has a 250° curve radius,

The inbound northbound ramp from US 50 ties into Baltimore Avenue approximately
160’ north of 2°¢ Street, and consists of two 12.5" lanes, a 10’ inside shoulder and 2 4’
outside shoulder, and has a 250 curve radius. The vertiical clearance of the ramp bridging
over Philadelphia Avenue is 17°.

The inbound southbound ramp from US 50 ties into Philadelphia Avenue right before
Division Street, and consists of single 15° lane, a 4” inside shoulder, a 10° outside
shoulder and a 5’ sidewalk, and has a 250° curve radius.

The existing bridge approach from Ocean City will remain open, with the new ramp to
southbound Philadelphia Avenue providing an overpass with clearance underneath to
allow for pedestrian and bicycle traffic to pass through to/from the east.

The existing bridge approach from the west will remain open for bicycle and pedestrian
traffic, with access provided from/to the new bridge sidewalks where the new bridge
comes to grade.
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Alternative 4 — 1** Street Connection (Current)

o

Alternative 4 proposes a new 45’ high, fixed-span bridge beginning 440° west of the
existing bridge and crossing into Qcean City between 1* Street and Division St., then
connecting via three ramps to Philadelphia and Baltimore Avenues in Ocean City.

The bridge is approximately 3000° long. It consists of four 12 lanes, one 8’ median, two
7 shoulders, and two 57 sidewalks, with a total width of 87" 4” including curb offsets.
The bridge passes about 168’ south of Skimmer Island. The vertical clearance of the
bridge over Saint Louis Avenue is about 24,

The bridge and ramps use a maximum 5% vertical slope. The design speed for east and
west sides of the bridges are 30 mph and 40 mph, respectively. The design speed for the
ramps is 30 mph with a maximum superelevation of 4%. The corresponding minimum
curve radius for the ramps is 250°.

The outbound ramp to westbound US 50 begins approximately 210° north of 1% Street on
Philadelphia Avenue, and is composed of two 12° lanes, a 10’ outside shoulder and a 5°
sidewalk, and has a 250" curve radius,

The inbound northbound ramp from US 50 ties into Baltimore Avenue approximately
170’ north of 1% Street, and consists of two 12.5” lanes, a 10 inside shoulder and a 4’
outside shoulder, and has a 250’ curve radius. The vertical clearance of the ramp
bridging over Philadelphia Avenue is 17’

The inbound southbound ramp ties into Philadelphia Avenue just before Talbot Street,
and consists of a single 157 lane, a 4’ inside shoulder, a 10 outside shoulder and a 5’
sidewalk, and has a 250” curve radius. In order to tie the ramp before Talbot Street, the
107 clearance for pedestrian traffic on Division Street can not be satisfied. The actual
clearance is about 4’.

The existing bridge approach from the west will remain open for bicycle and pedestrian
traffic, with access provided from/to the new bridge sidewalks where the new bridge
comes to grade.

There is not enough clearance under the ramp to southbound Philadelphia Avenue from
the new bridge to allow for pedestrians and bicycles using the existing bridge to pass
under the ramp. Therefore access to the existing bridge from Ocean City will need to be
provided from the south on Phitadelphia Avenue along the west side of the ramp.

Alternative 5 — South Parallel Bridge

<

Alternative 5 proposes a new 30 high, draw-span parallel bridge running 35’ south of the
existing bridge, beginning 340° west of the existing bridge on US 50 and tying back into
Division Street at Philadelphia Avernue.

The bridge is approximately 2290” long, It consists of four 12° lanes, one 8’ median, two
7’ shoulders, and two §° sidewalks with a total width of 87° 4” including curb offsets.
The new draw span crosses the existing boat channel adjacent to existing draw span, and
is 140’ long.
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o The bridge uses a maximum 5% vertical slope. The design speed for east and west sides
of the bridges ate 35 mph and 40 mph, respectively.

¢ A 200° long right-turn only lane is introduced before the Philadelphia Avenue for
inbound US 50 traffic going to the south. This lane will be 12° wide with the 10
shoulder to the outside.

o The existing bridge approaches will remain open for bicycle and pedestrian traffic, with
access provided from/to the new bridge sidewalks where the new bridge comes to grade.

Alternative SA — North Parallel Bridge

o Alternative 5A proposes a new 30’ high, draw-span parallel bridge running 36’ north of
the existing bridge, beginning 435" west of the existing bridge on US 50 and tying back
into Division Street at Philadelphia Avenue — a mirror concept of Alternative 5.

o The bridge is approximately 2310° long. It consists of four 12’ lanes, one 8’ median, two
7’ shoulders, and two 5’ sidewalks with a total width of 87’ 4” including curb offsets.
The bridge is located about 214’ south of Skimmer Island.

o The new draw span crosses the existing boat channel adjacent to existing draw span, and
is 140’ long.

o The bridge uses a maximum 5% vertical slope. The design speed for east and west sides
of the bridges are 35 mph and 40 mph, respectively.

o A 200’ long right-fum only lane is introduced before the Philadelphia Avenue for
inbound U8 50 traffic going to the south. This lane will be 12" wide with the 10’
shoulder to the outside.

o The existing bridge approaches will remain open for bicycle and pedestrian traffic, with
access provided from/to the new bridge sidewalks where the new bridge comes to grade.

Preliminary plans for each alternative are included in Attachment 1.

Funding
Federal funds are anticipated for this project.

Area of Potential Effects

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this project remains unchanged and is the same
study area described in our December 2005 letter. In determining the APE for this project, SHA
considered possible visual, audible, atmospheric and/or physical impacts to historic properties,
including standing structures and archeological sites. The project may require new right-of-way,
as well as permanent and temporary easements. The APE extends from Somerset Street to 3™
Street on the southern and northern boundaries and from Baltimoere Street in Ocean City to
MD 611 in West Ocean City. For archeology, the study area corresponds to the limits of
construction impacts. The APE is indicated on the attached USGS quadrangle maps for Berlin
and Ocean City in Attachment 2.
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Identification Methods and Results
Potentially significant architectural and archeological resources were both researched as
part of the historic investigation instigated by the proposed bridge replacement project.

Architecture: SHA Architectural Historian Anne E. Bruder reviewed the project file, GIS-
Cultural Resources database and made a field visit on September 6, 2007. SHA has been in
consuitation with MHT regarding historic standing structures in the APE since 2005. As a result
of the most recent correspondence between our agencies, MHT concurred with SHA’s eligibility
determinations for forty-three historic standing structures, but did not concur with one
determination. SHA has accepted MHT’s determination that the Bunting House (MIHP No.
WO-554) is not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (INRHP).

SHA has identified a building that was included in the initial Ocean City Survey District
study that our consultant, KCI Technologies (KCI), conducted in March and April 2005. XCI
identified this building, 2™ Street Pumping Station, located on S$t. Louis Avenue between 1% and
2" Streets, but provided a construction date of 1960. However, a field visit by SHA staff noted
that the building contains a plagque which indicates that it was constructed in 1937. Construction
began in 1936 after Ocean City received a grant from the Federal Emergency Administration of
Public Works (PWA) for the sanitary sewer system. Because of the importance of the PWA
during President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s first term, SHA investigated the building under NHRP
Criteria A and C.

The 2™ Street Pumping Station is a one-story, brick clad building with a raking parapet.
It was rehabilitated in 2000 and the Town replaced the windows and doors. The 1936-1937
PWA project was one of seventeen sanitary sewer projects constructed in Maryland between
1933 and 1937. Alone, the building does not convey the significance of the PWA to all of
Maryland’s projects, and the 2000 rehabilitation has altered important elements of the building.
As a result, SHA has determined that the 2°¢ Street Pumping Station is not eligible for the NRHP
under Criteria A or C. Research conducted under Criterion B did not identify persons of local,
state or national significance and the 2* Street Pumping Station is not eligible for the NRHP
under Criterion B. Criterion D was not investigated as part of this study. The 2°* Street
Pumping Station is a contributing resource to the Ocean City Survey District, which SHA and
MHT have agreed 1s not eligible for the NRHP. SHA has attached completed MIHP and DOE
forms with maps, photographs and negatives included in Attachment 3.

Newly released GIS data from MHT also helped SHA identify two buildings that have
MIHP numbers which have not been individually evaluated for the NRHP. These are the
Charles Ludlum House (MIHP No. W0-345) and the Marvel House (MIHP No. W0-346). SHA
and MHT previously commented on the first building, commonly known as Soprano’s Pizza by a
short Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Form, and as a contributing resource to the Ocean City
Survey District (MIHP No. W0-412). SHA and MHT determined that the survey district,
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including Soprano’s Pizza, is not eligible for the NRHP on December 6, 2005 and July 25, 2006
respectively. As with the previous determination, the current DOE Form explains that the
Charles Ludizm House is not individually eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as a result of the
change in function from & single family dwelling to a commercial restaurant. Additionally, it
appears that new windows have been installed and the roof is covered in composite shingles,
These alterations have resulted in lost integrity of materials, workmanship, feeling and
association. Research did not identify events or persons of local, state or national importance
and the Charles Ludlum House is not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under Criteria A or B.
Although the building retains elements that demonstrate its origins as a Queen Anne’s style
dwelling, the commercial conversion has caused the loss of most of the character defining
elements and it is not eligible under Criterion C. Criterdon ID was not investigated as part of this

study.

With regard to the Marvel House, SHA visited the site and found that the building had
been demolished in preparation for the construction of a new condominium building. The
photographs accompanying the Addendum and DOE Forms show the empty lot. It appears to
have been demolished for some time and SHA believes that it may not have stood in 2005 when
we conducted our initial architectural investigations for this project. Attachment 3 includes
MIHP and Addendum Forms, the three DOE forms, photographs, negatives and maps for these
resources.

As aresult of the previous consultation between SHA and MHT, we have agreed that
there are eight standing historic properties in the APE: St. Paul’s-by-the-Sea Episcopal Church
(MIHP No. W0-326), the Taylor House (MIHP No. W(-331), the Edwin L. Purnell House
(MIHP No. W0-336), Town Market (MIHP No. W0-337), City Hall (MIHP No. WO-341),
SHA. Bridge No. 2300700 (MIHP No. W0-461), the Emery-Hartman House (MIHP No. WO-
553), and the Francis Scott Key Motel (MIHP No. WQO-555).

Impact Assessment:

SHA visited the project area and took photographs from various vantage points to show
potential impacts at this stage of design. These photographs will be found in Attachment 4. We
have determined that Alrernative I, No Build, will have no impact to any standing historic
propeity in the APE because it is not an undertaking as defined by 36 CFR Part 800,

Alternative 2, Rehabilitation will cause no adverse impacts to SHA Bridge No. 2300700
because the work will be completed in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for
Treatment of Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68). SHA makes this determination
because all repairs to the bridge will comply with 36 CFR Part 68, while the fishing pier, wider
sidewalks and aesthetic treatments are all reversible. The Alternative 2 work is also confined to
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the bridge itself and will not require any new right-of-way or permanent easernents to complete,
As a result, there will be no impacts to St. Paul’s~by-the-Sea Episcopal Church, the Taylor
House, the Edwin L. Purnell House, Town Market, City Hall, the Emery-Hartman House, or the
Francis Scott Key Motel.

SHA has determined that visual impacts from dlternative 4- 1™ Street Cormection
(Curved) will accrue to SHA Bridge No. 2300700 and the Emery-Hartman House due to their
proximate location to the new bridge. The new bridge would tower 15-feet over the current 30-
foot high bridge, and would alter the viewshed of both SHA Bridge No. 2300700 and the Emery-
Hartman House. Alternative 4- I Street Connection (Curved) is a 45-foot fixed span and the top
of the crossing may be visible from either St.-Paul’s-by-the-Sea Episcopal Church or City Hall,
but at a distance of seven blocks with intervening commercial and residential buildings to screen
the view. Also the bridge ramps and widening on Baltimore Avenue end north of Second Street.
SHA has determined that Alternative 4- I Street Connection (Curved) will cause adverse
impacts on SHA Bridge No. 2300700 and the Emery-Hartman House, but have no adverse
impacts on either St. Paul’s-by-the-Sea Episcopal Church or City Hall. We make this
determination because Alternative 4 Curved does not require right-of-way or permanent
easements, but the new bridge ramp does alter the viewsheds of the adjacent standing historic
properties. If this alternative becomes SHA's selected alternative, we will provide MHT with
renderings to demonstrate if there are any additional impacts to these historic properties. SHA
has determined that there will be no impacts by Alternative 4 - 17 Street Connection (Curved) to
the Taylor House, Edwin L. Purnell House, Town Market, or the Francis Scott Key Motel
because of the distance between the new bridge and these historic properties. If MHT concurs
that the 2° Street Pumping Station is not eligible, this alternative will have no impact on the
standing structure.

SHA has determined that visual impacts from Alternative 4 - /7 Street Connection
(Current) will accrue to SHA Bridge No. 2300700 and the Emery-Hartman House due to their
proximate location to the new bridge. The Emery-Hartman House is located southeast of the
present bridge, separated from it by a small park. The new bridge would tower 15-feet over the
current 30-foot tall bridge, and would alter the viewshed of both SHA Bridge No. 2300700 and
the Emery-Hartman House. Furthermore, Alternative 4 - 1** Street Cormection (Current) is a 45-
foot fixed span and the top of the crossing may be visible from either St.-Paul’s-by-the-Sea
Episcopal Church or City Hall, but at a distance of seven blocks with intervening commercial
and residential buildings to screen the view. The bridge ramps and widening on Baltimore
Avenue end just north of First Street, and SHA has determined that Alternative 4 — 1¥ Street
Cormection (Current) will have adverse impacts to SHA Bridge No. 2300700 and the Emery-
Hartrman House, but no impacts on either St. Paul’s-by-the-Sea Episcopal Church or City Hail.
We make this determination because Alternative 4 — I* Street Connection (Current) does have
visual and atmospheric impacts, but not require right-of-way or permanent easements from
standing historic properties. If this alternative becomes SHA’s selected alternative, we will
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provide MHT with renderings to demonstrate if there are any additional impacts to these historic
properties. SHA has determined that there will be no impacts by Alternative 4 to the Taylor
House, Edwin L. Pumell House, Town Market, or the Francis Scott Xey Motel, We make this
determination because of the distance between the new bridge and these historic properties.
Intervening residential and commercial buildings also limits the viewshed impacts to these
historic properties.

Alternative 5 — South Parallel Spam is the south parallel 30-foot high draw span which
will match the current structure in height. The new highway connecting the bridge to
Philadelphia Avenue will end at the same location as the present road from the bridge. SHA has
determined that Alfernative 5 — South Parallel Span will have no adverse impact to either SHA
Bridge 2300700 or to the Emery-Hartman House, and will have no impact on St. Paul’s-by-the-
Sea Episcopal Church, the Taylor House, Edwin L. Purnell House, Town Market, City Hall or
the Francis Scott Key Motel. We make this determination because the new bridge and the new
road connecting the bridge to Philadelphia Avenue will introduce limited new visual impacts but
these will not alter any characteristic that qualifies either SHA Bridge No. 2300700 or the
Emery-Hartman House for the NRHP, Furthermore, the intervening residential and commercial
buildings, as well as the distance, prevent physical, audible, attnospheric or visual impacts to St.
Paul’s-by-the-Sea Episcopal Church, the Taylor House, the Edwin L. Purnell House, Town
Market, City Hall, or the Francis Scott Key Motel.

Alternative 54 — North Parailel Bridge is the north parallel 30-foot high draw span which
will match the current structure in height. The new highway connecting the bridge to
Philadelphia Avenue will end at the same location as the present road from the bridge. SHA has
determined that Alternative 5A will have no adverse impact to either SHA Bridge 2300700 or to
the Emery-Hartrman House, and will have no impact on St. Paul’s-by-the-Sea Episcopal Church,
the Taylor House, Edwin L. Purzell House, Town Market, City Hall or the Francis Scott Key
Motel. We make these determinations because the new bridge and the new road connecting the
bridge to Philadelphia Avenue will introduce limited visual impacts, but these will not alter any
characteristics that qualify either SHA Bridge No. 2300700 or the Emery-Hartman House for the
NRHP. Furthermore, the intervening residential and commercial buildings, as well as the
distance, prevent physical, audible, atmospheric or visual impacts to the historic properties
located on Baltimore Avenue and in West Ocean City. SHA has summarized its effect
determinations in a Hybrid Eligibility and Effects Table in Attachment 5.

Archeology: SHA Archeologist Carol A. Ebright assessed the potential of the project area
through consultation of the SHA-GIS Cultural Resources Database, aerial photographs, historic
and environmental mapping, prior studies, a field visit made on November 19, 2004, and recent
Visidata video.
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There are no previously recorded archeological sites in the project area. Although not
shown on the GIS, a prior archivai study and disturbance assessment was conducted in Ocean
City, including part of the US 50, Philadelphia Avenue and Caroline Avenue corridors, prior to
the reconstruction of Philadelphia Avenue and its connection via the US 50 bridge (Williams
2001). The study concluded that extensive disturbances from prior construction, including
substantial utility work, have severely limited the likelihood that any previously existing
archeological resources have survived with meaningful integrity. These resources inciude buried
sections of the original Baltimore, Chesapeake, and Atlantic Railroad tracks, known to be
disturbed and partially removed by prior utility work.

The combined study area for the six alternatives retained for detailed study is somewhat
larger than Williams 2001 study area, but is restricted to the western approach, the area
immediately south of the existing bridge (Alternative 5), the bridge itself (Alternatives 1 and 2),
or areas north of the bridge extending to Second Street (Alternatives 4, 4 Curved, and 54). A
large portion of the impacted land on the north side of the bridge is Made Land, largely emplaced
after 1942 (USGS) and before 1964 (Worcester Co. Soil Survey aerial photographs). Sanborn
maps suggest that the original land in the project area north of the bridge was generally not
occupled until sometime after 1911. The westemn approach to the US 50 bridge has been heavily
disturbed by prior construction and modem development, mostly on Made Land.

The combination of extensive disturbances created by prior construction of roads and the
existing bridge, utility installation, shoreline alterations, and continuing development in the
project area indicates low potential for the preservation of any prehistoric or early historic
archeological resources. Archeological resources associated with twentieth century resources
have also suffered disturbance in many instances, and are not likely to yield important
information due to their ubiquity and relatively recent age. Informal coordination in 2005 with
Dr. Susan Langley of your office indicated that, although no prior underwater survey has been
done in the project area, this portion of the Sinepuxent Bay has been heavily disturbed and has
low potential for intact underwater archeological resources.

None of the Alternatives are likely to impact any intact, significant, archeclogical
resources in the APE. No further archeological work is recommended for this undertaking.

Review Request

Please examine the attached maps, plans, and Hybrid Eligibility and Effects Table. We
request your concurrence by December 3, 2007 that there would be adverse effects on historic
properties by the replacement of SHA Bridge 2300700, US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay, and that
neither the 2™ Street Pumping Station, the Charles Ludlum House nor the Marvel House are
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. By carbou copy, we invite the Worcester County Planning
Commission and the Ocean City Department of Planning and Community Development to
provide comments and participate in the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the requirement of the
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implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800, SHA seeks their assistance in identifying
historic preservation issues as they relate to this specific project (see 36 CFR §800.2(c)(4) and
(6), and §800.3(f) for information regarding the identification and participation of consulting
parties, and §800.4, and §800.5 regarding the identification of historic properties and assessment
of effects). For additional information regarding the Section 106 regulations, see the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation’s website, www.achp.gov, or contact the Maryland State.
Highway Administration or the Maryland Historical Trust). If no response is received by
December 3, 2007, we will assume that these offices decline to participate, Please contact

Ms. Anne E. Bruder at 410-545-8559 (or via email at abruder@sha. state. md.us) with questions
regarding standing structures for this project. Ms. Carol A. Ebright may be reached at 410-545-
2879 (or via email at cebright@sha.state.md.us) with concerns regarding archeology.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by: 4,4»'/{ o ?(“J‘-/
Julie M. Schabiitsky
Cultural Resources Team Leader

Project Planning Division

Attachments: 1) Project Plans
2) APEMap
3) MIHP and DOE Forms
4) Condition Photographs
5) Eligibility and Effects Table

cc:  Ms. Anne E. Bruder, SHA-PPD (w/Attachments)
Ms. Theresa Christian, SHA-PPD (w/Attachments)
Ms. Carol A. Ebright, SHA-PPD
Ms. Kelly Henry, Worcester County Planning Commission (w/Attachments)
Mr. Jesse Houston, Ocean City Department of Plarning and Community Development,
(w/Attachments)
Ms. Sue Rajan/Ms. Jamaica Kennon, SHA-PPD
Ms. Susan M. Ridenour, SHA-OED
Dr, Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-PPD (w/Attachments)
Mr. Donald H Sparklin, SHA-PPD
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Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibilitv and/or Effects

Project Number: WO419A11 MHT Log No.
Project Name: US 50 Crossing Study, US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay,
SHA Bridge No. 2300700

County: Worcester

Letter Date: October 30, 2007

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced letter and
concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 5]):
[] Concur
[T DoNotConcur

Effect (as noted in the Effect Table [Attachment 5]):
{1 No Properties Affected
[] No Adverse Effect
[1 Conditioned upon the following action(s) (see comments below)
[]  Adverse Effect

Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the referenced
letter, if applicable):

[1 Agree

Comments:

By:
MD State Historic Preservation Office/ Date
Maryland Historical Trust

Return by U.S. Mail or Facsimile to:
Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, Cultural Resourcas Team Laader, Project Planning Division,
MD Stats Highway Administration, P.0. Box 717, Baltimors, MD 21203-0717
Telephone: 410-545-3870 and Facsirnile; 410-209-5004

839



ANNSE

Qe
| dedeggc c o
Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s g\&ﬁ%’gé’%ﬁ
Determination(s) of Eligibility and/or Effects
Project Number: WO419A11 MHT Log No._ Zeo 703850
Project Name: US 50 Crossing Study, US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay,
SHA. Bridge No. 2300700

County: Worcester
Letter Date: October 30, 2007

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced letter and
concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 5]):
B4 Concur
[] Do NotConcur

Effect (as noted in the Effect Table [Attachment 5]):
[1 NoProperties Affected
[1 Mo Adverse Effect
[] Conditioned upon the followmg action(s) (see comments below)
T Adverse Effect

Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the referenced
letter, if applicable): :
[1 Agree

Comments;

JE-[E- 57
State Historic Preservation Officef’ Date
Maryland Historical Trust

Retuen by TL8, Mail or Facsimoile to:
D, Jutie M, Schablitsky, Cultural Resowrces Team Leader, Froject Planaing lesmn,
MD State Highway Administration, 2.0, Box 717, Bakimere, MD 212030717
Telephore: 41¢-545-8870 and Facsimile: 410-203-3004
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Mantin O'Malley, Governor
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor

John D. Porcari, Secretary
Neil I, Pedersen, Administrator

Administration O
Maryland Department of Transportation
November 23, 2007

Re:  Project No. WO419A11
US 50 Crossing Study
From MD 611 to MD 378; and
3" Street to Somerset Street
Worcester County, Maryland

Mr. Ray Dintaman, Jr., Director
Environmental Review Unit

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building, B-3

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, MD 21401

Attn: Mr. Greg Golden

Dear M. Dintaman:

Thank you for your letter dated March 19, 2007 concurring with the US 50 Crossing
Study Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS). This letter is in response to your
comments and suggestions.

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) appreciates the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources’ (DNR) participation in the discussions of this project at the
interagency meetings and several project-specific meetings throughout the study, concurrence
with the ARDS package, dated January 26, 2007, and the comments provided throughout the
study and particularly the comments included with the ARDS concurrence.

SHA is aware that DNR would have preferred that Alternative 6 was retained for detailed
study since Alternative 6 represented a significantly different alternative concept than the other
alternatives considered, particularly as it relates to the sensitive colonial waterbird habitat located
on Skimmer Island. However, due to the reasons cited for dropping Alternative 6, SHA did not
feel that it was a viable alternative that could be selected. SHA is committed to comparing the
potential effects of each of the ARDS particularly as they relate to Skimmer Island, including the
potential conflicts with birds in flight. Skimmer Island is a flood tidal shoal system that provides
essential nesting habitat for two state-listed endangered species, the Black Skimmer and the
Royal Tern. As documented in the ARDS package, both species require unvegetated sand bars
for breeding and nesting habitat and Skimmer Island represents the only viable nesting location
for the Royal Tern in the state of Maryland.

My telephone number/toll-free number is

Marland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free .
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.345,0300 + www.marylandroads.com
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Mr. Ray Dintaman, Jr.
US 50 Crossing Study
Page 2

Studies are being conducted to assess the potential impacts to rare, threatened and
endangered species and to aid in the detailed engineering of each alternative in an effort to avoid
and minimize impacts to these species and their habitat. In addition to an Essential Fish Habitat
Assessment, SHA is conducting a detailed sand migration study. A sand migration model is
being applied to each of the ARDS (including the No-Build and rehabilitation alternatives) in an
effort to predict the effect of the alternatives on the sand migration patterns of the Bay,
particularly as they relate to the possible future migration of Skimmer Island and projections of
future sand bar locations. These studies will be documented in the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) as part of the impact analysis, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
discussions.

SHA will continue coordination with DNR and other resource agencies throughout the
remaining stages of this study and will present the results of the studies described above as they
become available. These studies will provide invaluable information for the decision-making
process and the detailed design of the alternatives as they relate to pier placement, construction
sequencing, bridge location, abutment design and, ultimately, the selection of the preferred
alternative.

SHA offers the following specific responses to DNR's comments on the US 50 Crossing
ARDS:

Comment 1. Analysis of the flood tidal shoal migration and change, including modeling and
projections over the iong term (25 to 75 years).

Response. The physical data collection, historic shoreline and island change data collection
and analysis, and hydrodynamic and sediment transport model configuration
tasks for the sand migration model have been completed and are currently being
applied to each of the ARDS. The model application will indicate possible
impacts on Skinmmer Island and other coastal areas over the short and long ferm.
The model results and impact assessments will be presented to the agencies prior
to the EIS in order to begin mitigation discussions.

Comment 2.  Analysis of the impacts upon flood tidal shoal migration and change that may be
attributable to the specific options retained for further study (i.e. how the project
itself may influence the migration).

Response. The sand migration model will be applied to each of the ARDS for a sufficient
simulation time period to predict the effects on hydrodynamics and sediment
transport, including the evolution of shoals, islands and channels.

Comments 3. Presentation of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation options related to
potential impacts of long-term habitat loss to Black Skimmers and Royal Terns
that might result from the alternatives retained for detailed study. A range of
options should also be addressed for other sensitive (non-RTE) colonial nesting
waterbird species found in the area.
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Mr. Ray Dintaman, Jr,
US 50 Crossing Study

Page 3

Response.

Comment 4.

Response.

Comment 5.

Response.

The model will be used to assess methods to stabilize or protect Skimmer Island
and other tidal shoal systems from adverse impacts (it is possible that impacts to
Skimmer Island may cause potential indirect impacts to the listed species).
Recommendations for design options, such as beach stabilization, structural
protection, or channel modification may be recommended and presented to the
regulatory agencies.

Comparison of the impacts to Black Skimmers and Royal Terns from alternatives
selected for detailed study to impacts associated with Alternative 6 (for
clarification, this comment acknowledges that Alternative 6 will not be carried
forward, so the initial comparison has already been completed at the preliminary
alternatives stage, as well as through the interagency discussion of ARDS
decisions; however, further study will be done of avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures that may be appropriate with the retained alternatives).

DNR is correct in stating that the initial comparison between Alternative 6 and
the alternatives returned for detailed study has already been completed. As
mentioned previously at an SHA/DNR coordination meeting, dropped alternatives
are not compared with retained alternatives. However, SHA realizes that
Alternative 6 was the alternative located farthest away from Skimmer Island, and
is committed to working with DNR's Wildlife and Heritage Division to develop
best management practices particularly as they relate to the species of concern
and their habitar, and will investigate measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate
as appropriaite with the refained alternatives.

Analysis of the potential for "take" of listed species under current statute which
would result from any of the alternatives being retained for detailed study,
including consideration of any increase in traffic volumes related to the project.

The EIS will include om assessment of potential impacts to these listed species
associated with each of the alternatives retained for detailed study. None of the
alternatives retained for detailed study will result in increased traffic volumes
since they will not be increasing the roadway capacity on US 50 into Ocean City.

In response to DNR's request for information on the ownership of Skimmer Island and
the nearby sand/spoil islands, we have included a copy of Liber 1997 Folio 052 that indicates
that Skimmer Island and Heron Island are owned by the State of Maryland, Department of
Natural Resources.

We hope that this letter addresses your concerns. We welcome any input you may have
regarding reducing impacts to the colonial nesting bird habitat. Should you have any questions
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M. Ray Dintaman, Jr.
US 50 Crossing Study
Page 4

or need additional information, please feel free to contact Ms. Theresa Christian, the
Environmental Manager, at 410-545-8697; or Ms. Sue Raian, Project Manager, at 410-545-8514.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

byz::'ﬁla%ﬁ : '

Joseph R. Kresslei T
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

Attachment
cc:  Ms. Theresa Christian, SHA-PPD (w/attachments)
Mr. Bruce M. Grey, SHA-PPD
Ms. Jamaica Kennon, SHA-PPD
Mr. Joseph R, Kresslein, SHA-PPD
Ms. Heather Murphy, SHA-PPD
Ms. R. Suseela Rajan, SHA-PPD
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Martin O’Malley, Governor
Anthony G, Brown, Lt Governor

John D. Porcari, Secretary
Neil I, Pedersen, Administrator

Maryland Department of Transportation

September 26, 2007

Re:  Project No. WO419A11
US 50 Crossing Study
From MD 611 to MD 378; and
3™ Street to Somerset Street
Worcester County, Maryland

Mr. John Wolflin, Field Supervisor
US Department of the Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401

Attention: Mr. Bill Schultz
Dear Mr. Wolflin:

Thank you for your letter dated April 3, 2007 regarding the US 50 Crossing Study alternatives
retained for detailed study (ARDS). The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) appreciates
the participation of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) in the discussions and review of the US 50
Crossing Study. This letter is in response to your comments and recommendations.

SHA understands your concern that Alternative 6 was not retained for detailed study.
However, due to the reasons cited for dropping Alternative 6, we did not feel that it was a viable
alternative that could be selected. SHA will evaluate your suggestions regarding a vegetation control
program and colonial nesting bird habitat replacement, and will address the feasibility of your
recommendations in the Preferred Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation package.

Skimmer Island has been known to provide habitat for two state-listed endangered species, the
black skimmer and royal tern. We have attached correspondence from the Maryland Department of
Natural Resources (DNR), Wildlife and Heritage Service, which clarifies that a third species, the
sandwich tern, is classified as a sensitive species. Although the sandwich tern is not listed as
endangered, this species does occasionally use Skimmer Island for breeding and is only found at that
one location in Maryland during the breeding season. DNR has provided the attached table to
illystrate the use of the island by bird species. As you requested, this information will be included in
the Environmental Impact Statement for the project.

My telephone number/toll-free number is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800,735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Swreet Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545.0300 - www.marylandroads.com
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Mr. John Wolflin
US 50 Crossing Study
Page Two

Studies are being conducted to assess the potential impacts to rare, threatened and endangered
species and to aid in the detailed engineering of each alternative in an effort to avoid and minimize
impacts to these species and their habitat. In addition to an Essential Fish Habitat Assessment, SHA
is conducting a detailed sand migration study. A sand migration model is being applied to each of the
ARDS (including the No-Build and rehabilitation alternatives) in an effort to predict the effect of the
alternatives on the sand migration patterns of the Bay, particularly as they relate to Skimmer Island
and projections of future sand bar locations. These studies will be documented in the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) as part of the impact analysis, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
discussions.

SHA will continue coordination with the FWS and other resource agencies throughout the
remaining stages of this study and will present the results of the studies described above as they
become available. These studies will provide invaluable information for the decision making process
and the detailed design of the alternatives as they relate to pier placement, construction sequencing,
bridge location, abutment design and, ultimately, the selection of the preferred alternative.

We hope that this letter addresses your concerns. We welcome any input you may have
regarding reducing impacts to the colonial nesting bird habitat. Should you have any questions or
need additional information, please feel free to contact Ms. Theresa Christian, the Environmental
Manager, at 410-545-8697; or Ms. Sue Rajan, the Project Manager, at 410-545-8514.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

bycg/wé £. )
oseph/R. Kresslein

Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

Attachments
cc:  Ms. Theresa Christian, SHA-PPD (w/attachments)
Mr. Bruce M. Grey, SHA-PPD
Ms. Jamaica Kennon, SHA-PPD
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-PPD
Ms. Heather Murphy, SHA-PPD
Ms. R Suseela Rajan, SHA-PPD
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= UNITED STATES DEPANTMENT OF COMMERCE
Natianal Oceanic and Atmosphetic Administration
a " NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERWCE
NORTHEAST REQICN
%r. f’ One Blackburn Drive

Frarrs o Gloucaster, MA MB3D-2256

DEC 17 2007

Nelson J. Castellanos

Division Administrator, DELMAR Division
Federal Highway Administration

10 South Howard Street, Suite 2450
Baltimore, Maryland -21201

Attn:  Theresa Christian, Maryland State Highway Administration, Baltimore
Dear Mx. Castellanos:

The National Marine Fishéries Service (NMFS) has reviewed your Essential Fish Habitat
{(EFH) assessment, received November 15, 2007, for the U.S. 50 Bridge Crossing of
Sinepuxent Bay Study in Ocean Cxt}, Marviand. We offer the following comments and
recormmendations.

Your assessment has been well prepared, and is comprchcnswc in the analysis of _
potential project impacts on federally managed species occurring jin the prq;ect vzcxmty
Furthermore, your agency has-adopted preliminary recommepdatigns from our written
comments on the Altematives Retained for Detailed Study package, dated January 9,
2007, regarding measures for protecting finfish and other marine fauna from construction
activities. To further clarify our position on these protective measures, we have provided
two EFH conservation recommendations, in accordance with Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation & Management Act (MSA).

1. Your EFH assessment indicates that NMFS may require a time-of-year
restriction on construction actvities to protect larval and juvenile summer
flounder. In fact, NMFS is recommending that in-water construction activities
{including dredging, by any metbod, pile driving, cofferdam copstruction and
rexoval) be restricted from April { ~ June 30, during the period of peak
abundance of summer flounder early juveniles in the Maryland coastal bays.

2. I power-driving of large diameter (> 48 inches) hollow steel piles is required
for this project, shock wave levels should be monitored immediately outside
the “can” or sheath encasing a pile duxing power-driving, to ascertain that
underwater sound oscillations do not exceed the 4 pounds per square inch
(psi) threshold identified in your assessment. If oscillations. continually
exceed 4 psi during driving activity, and/or fish mortality is observed in the
vicinity of the activity, corrective measures should be taken immediately. -
These measures may include: 1) decreasing the diameter of the “can’” to better
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consolidate the air bubble curtain; and/or 2) increasing the intensity of the aix
‘bubble curtain within the “can.”

Section 305(0)(4)(B) of the MSA requires your agency to provide WMFS with a detailed
response to these EFH conservation recommendations, including a description of
measures adopted for avoiding or mitigating the impact of the project on managed
species. In the case of a response that is inconsistent with NMFS’ recomnmendation,
Section 305(b)}(4)(B) requires your agency to explain its reasons for not following the
recommendations. Inchuded in such reasoning would be the scientific justification for
any disagreements with NMFS over the anticipated effects of the proposed action and the
measures needed to avoid or mitigate such effects [50 CFR 600.920(k)].

Please also note that a distinet or further EFH consultation rust be reinitiated if new
information becomes available, or the project is revised in such a manner that affects the
basis for the above EFH conservation recommendations.

We look forward to your response to our EFH econservation recommendations. Should
you have any questions about this matter, please contact John S. Nichols at cur

Annapolis, Maryland, field office at 410-267-5675, or John. Nichols@NOAA .GOV.

Sincerelf,

_ Peter D. Colosi
' Assistant Regional Administrator
for Habitat Conservation
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A NEW STUDY OF

This is the first nawsletter for the US 50 Crossing Study,
sponsored by the Maryland State Highway Administration

(SHA) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).
The purpose of the newsletter is to introduce you to the
project, provide information on the project’s purpose,
and to invite your participation as we begin locking into
potential changes to the US 50 crossing into Dcean City,

Kick-Off Meetings - June 8 &9

WHAT Learn first-nand about the study at an
Informational Open House that will be held in
Ocean City on June 8-9, 2005, The sessions will not
only outline key issues, but solicit your ideas on what
direction the project should take. To make it easier to
participate, we have planned three identical sessions
over two days. There will be no formal presentation,
but state representatives will be available to receive
comments and provide information. Please mark your
calendars and plan 1o attend a session!

WHERE:

Roland E. Powell
Convention Center
Room 217
4001 Coastal Highway
(40th Street)
Ocean City, MD 21842

= 1-; WHEN::'."
_JUNES
- 2:00 PM - 5:00 PM

| 8:30 PM- 8:30 PM
T LD ﬁﬁé—a' _1— 8 .".
| 9100 AM=11:00 AM*

The purpose of this study is to develop and analyze
future options for the US 50 bridge over the Sinepuxent
Bay. This study will consider a wide range of options,
including no-build, rehabilitating the existing bridge,
building a new bridge, or potentially developing a
nen-bridge option. The project limits extend from

MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue}.

The study will address a number of needs, which
include improving the structural, operational and safety
problems associated with the existing bridge. The study
will also address how to better accommedate the variety
of users of the crossing, including car and truck drivers,
pedestrians, fishermen, boaters, cyclists, and public
transit passengers.

THE

Study Area

Also identified is the need to establish a more
attractive and aesthetic gateway representative of a
major coastal resort,

The Town of Ocean City would like to see a beautifi-
cation effort on any US 50 bridge that would include a
separate fishing pier, so that pedestrians can use the
sidewalks without conflicting with people fishing from
the bridge.

Local officials also point out that resolving the future of
the US 50 crossing will assist devetopment efforts,
New building projects are expected around each end of
the existing bridge in the near future. If the study selects
an improvement option, private and public plans
potentially could be adjusted to better accommodate a
new or rehabilitated bridge with minimal disruptions.

 About the Bridge:,.
The US 50 bridge over Sinepuxent Bay was built in
1942, The existing bridge, popularly known as the

Harry W. Kelley Memorial Bridge, has an operating life

expectancy of 15-40 years depending on the amount of
repair work done in the future.

The bridge has been placed on the state’s Historic
Bridge Inventory and is eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places.

continued on hack
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continued from front

Curent Aciiies

SHA began a formal planning study in
November 2004. Under the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act, this study will
document the alternative selection process. The
project planning process includes engineering studies,
an evaluation of environmental impacts, costs, and
public-agency coordination associated with the
alternatives that are studied.

SHA is currently defining the goal and direction of the
study in conjunction with FHWA, state and tederal
requlatory agencies, and local officials.

Schedule
Develop Preliminary Alternatives Fall 2005
Alternates Public Workshop Spring 2006
Location/ Design Public Hearing  Winler 2007/2008
Location/ Design Approval Spring 2009

Buussuibug Aleuiwipig pue Buluue|d jo 8310
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For more information or to be included on the project
mailing list, please contact:

Mr. Chris Weber, Project Manager,
410-545-8519 or 1-800-548-5026
Email: cweber@sha.state.md.us

In addition, an overview of this and other SHA
projects, including upcoming activities, can be found
on the SHA’s website at www.narvlandroads.com,
Simply click on “Projects and Events” to locate the
project planning fact sheets,

Raobert L. Ehrlich, Jr., Governor
Michael 8, Steele, Lieutenant Governor
Robert L, Flanagan, Secretary

Neil J. Pedersen, Administrator
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STUDY UNDERWAY:

Study Area

IDEAS AND CHALLENGES IDENTIFIED

G700 LN0d H3SAZH

WHITE MARLIN
MALL

This is the second newsletter for the US 50 Crossing Study,
aponsored by the Maryland State Highway Administration
{3HA) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The
purpose of the newsletter is to provide you a brief update
an progress so far, which includes identifying

community and natural resource issues, and soliciting
ideas for improvements to the US 50 crossing. We would

ils0 like to invite you to a public meeting in Oclober.

c Meefings - Ocfober 6&2::

WHAT: Learn the latest about the study and
give us your thoughts at an Informational Open
House ihat will be held in Ocean City on October 6 & 7,
2005. To make it easier to participate, we have planned
three identical sessions over two days. There will be ne
formal presentation, but state representatives will be

available o receive comments and provide information,

Please mark your calendars and plan to attend
a session!

' October 6, 2005
1:00 PM - 4:00 PM
6:00 PM - 8:00 PM

WHERE:

Roland E. Powell
Convention Center
Room 217

TIm——— 4001 Coastal Highway
- October 7, 2006 (40th Street)

RALELESRHLEUEE Ocean City, MD 21842

'Many Ideas on the Table:

One of the first steps in planning any preject is to identify
a wide range of oplions. For the US 50 Crossing Study,
this began in the spring, with discussions with the public,
regulatory agencies, local governments and others. The
kick-off public meeting in June was part of the process.

This “brainstorming” generated a long list of ideas, some
of which were quite innovative, These ideas include
several non-bridge optiens for the US 50 crossing, such
as a ferry or water taxis. Also suggested were a variety
of locations for a new bridge, ranging from 9th St. to the
north to Old Bridge Rd./Worcester St. to the south.

To comply with the National Environmental Policy Act,
which is required for federal funding, the study team will
consider all of these concepts during the initial screen-
ing phase. You will have the opportunity to review and
comment on them at the October Open House, Later this
year, the most promising of the concepts will be

developed into preliminary alternatives, which will be
presented next spring.

Environmental Profections and Challenges
Much of the natural beauty and wildlife that makes
Ocean City distinctive is protected under state and
federal environmental laws and regulations. These
protections will strongly influence what the project team
will and won't be able to do.

continuad on back
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continued from front

In the US 50 Crossing study area, the following
environmental features have protected status:

@ Parks

@ Tidal and non-tidal wetlands

@ The existing bridge and several other properties that
are considered “historic”

@ The threatened and endangered water bird colony on
Skimmer's Island

@ The “important habitat” for summer flounder in
Sinepuxent Bay

# The possible presence of endangered marine turtles
in Sinepuxent Bay

@ Possibly others

The project team is required to try to avoid these sen-
sitive resources. If we cannot avoid them, we must
minimize any negative impacts made to them.

The US 50 bridge over Sinepuxent Bay was built in
1942.The existing bridge, popularly known as the Harry
W. Kelley Memorial Bridge, has an operating lite
expectancy of 15-40 years, depending on the amount
of repair work done in the future. The bridge has been
placed on Maryland's Histaric Bridge Inventory and is
gligible for inclusion in the National Register of

Historic Places.

The purpose of this study is to develop a transportation
solution that improves upon the structural, operational
and safety deficiencies associated with the

existing bridge.

The study will address how to better accommodate the
variety of users of the crossing, including car and truck
drivers, pedestrians, fishermen, boaters, cyclists, and
public transit passengers. Also identified is the need to
establish a more attractive and aesthetic gateway
representative of a major coastal resort,

Develop Preliminary Alternatives Fall:\Winter 2005

Alternates Public Workshop Spring 2006
Location/ Design Public Hearing ~ Winter 2007/2008
Lacation/ Design Approval Spring 2008

For more information or to be included on the
oroject mailing list, please contact:

Mr. Chris Weber, Project Manager,
410-545-8519 or 1-800-548-5026
Email: cweber@ sha.state.md.us

tn addition, an overview of this and other SHA
projects, including upcoming activities, can be found
on the SHA’s website at www.maryandroads.com,
Simply click on “Projects and Events” to locate the
project planning fact sheets,

Robert L. Ehildich, Jr., Governor
Michael 5. Steele, Lieutenant Governor
Fobert L. Flanagan, Secretary

Muil J. Pedersen, Administrator
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OVES FORWARD

Existing Bridge

S}S:, Alt. 2 Eeeesss———
& Alt. 4
o
Alt. 5A 1

The US 50 Crossing Project Planning Study has passed an
important milestone, with the decision to do detailed analysis
of five alternatives and to drop three others from further
consideration.

The State Highway Administration {SHA) selected the
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) after
considering a number of issues, including environmental
and community impacts, ‘raffic operation, project costs, and
commenis from regulatory agencies and the public. The
project team wishes to thank everyone who participated

in the Alternates Public Workshops held at the Roland E.
Powell Convention Center in June 2006.

Detailed engineering and environmental studies are now
underway. Another meeting is planned for the spring to
update the public on the project,

WHY IS THE PROJECT NEEDED?2

The US 50 bridge over Sinepuxent Bay was built in 1942,
The existing bridge, known as the Harry W. Kelley Memorial
Bridge, has an operating life expectancy of 15-40 years,
depending on the amount of repair work done in the future,
The bridge has been placed on Maryland’s Historic Bridge
Inventory and is eligible for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places.

The purpose of this study is to develop a transporiation
solution that improves upon the structural, operational and
safety deficiencies associated with the existing bridge.

The study will address how to better accommodate the
variaty of users of the crossing, including car and truck
drivers, pedestrians, fishermen, boaters, cyclists, and public
transit passengers, The need to establish a more attractive
gateway representative of a major coastal resort has also
been identified.

FIVE ALTERNATIVES RETAINED fOIl’
DETAILED STUDY =

Four "build" alternatives and the "na-build” alternative are
currently under consideration. After evaluating all of the
issues and comments, the project team made refinements

to each of the build alternatives, Alternative 2 no longer
contains the aerial tram, due to cast and lack of support.

For Alternatives 4, 5 and 5A, the proposed bridge has been
reduced from six lanes io four lanes, which the team believes
will be sufficient to meet future travel demand.

Here is a brief summary of the Alternatives Retained for
Detailed Study:

Alterpative 1: No-Build - Includes minor short-term
improvements as part of routine maintenance and safety
operations. No major improvements are proposed.
However, it provides a baseline for the other alternatives
under consideration.

Alternative 2 Modified: Rehabiiitation — Involves the
rehabilitation of the existing bridge, a separate fishing
pier, wider sidewalks for pedestrians and cyclists, and
such aesthetics as lighting and archways. No property

displacements would be required. continued on back
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continued from front

Alternative 4: 1st Street Connection — Proposes a new

45 foot high, fixed-span parallel bridge beginning just west of
the existing bridge and connecting near 1st Street in Ocean
City. The new four-lane bridge would carry inbound and
outbound traffic: inbound traffic could continue northbound
one-way onto Baltimore Avenue, while a new connection
would continue the inbound right-turn movement for traffic
heading south, This alternative would require the taking of
as many as 18 homes and 35 businesses. In addition, the
greater height demands of a fixed span would result in a
steep entrance into the resort. The existing bridge would be
retained and possibly used for pedestrians, bikes, and fishing,

Alternative 5: South Parallel Bridge — Proposes a new
parallel bridge beginning just soutn of US 50 and tying back
into Division Street. The new four-fane bridge, which will

not change traffic flow, would have a higher draw span and
carry inbound and outbound traffic. The higher draw span

will help reduce congestion by requiring fewer openings.

This alternative could displace as many as eight homes and
eight businesses in Ocean City. The existing bridge would be
retained and possibly used for pedestrians, bikes, and fishing.

Ajternative SA: North Parallel Bridge — Proposes a new
paralle| bridge beginning just north of US 50 and tying back
into Division Street—a mirrer concept of Alternative 5. The
new four-lane bridae, which will not change traffic flow, wauld
have a higher draw span and carry inbound and outbound
traffic. The higher draw span will help reduce congestion by
requiring fewer openings. This alternative could displace

as many as six homes and nine businesses in Ocean City.
The existing bridge would be retained and possibly used for
pedestrians, bikes, and fishing.

ALTERNATIVE &, TWO OTHERS DROPPED

Three alternatives have been dropped because of such
factors as significant environmental and property impacts,
high cost, lack of public support, removal of the existing
bridge, and traffic maintenance demands,
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The following are no longer under consideration:
Alternative 3; One-Way Pair
Alternative 6: 9th Street Connection
Alternative 7: Remove and Replace

in particular, Alternative 6 drew strong oppositian from
residents and businesses in West Ocean City.

Over the next several years, SHA will pursue the following
tasks and milestones:

+ Receive concurrence from environmental resource agencies

on the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS)
— Winter 2006-2007

* Hold Informational Public Workshop — Spring 2007

« Complete detailed engineering and environmental analyses
- Summer 2007

Prepare draft environmental document — Fall 2007
+ Conduct Location/Design Public Hearing — Winter 2007-2008
+ Complete final envircnmental document — Spring 2009

+ Obtain Location/Design approval — Summer 2009

CONTINUING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

SHA is committed to keeping the public involved throughout the
U3 50 Project Planning Study and welcomes all questions and
comments. Far more information or to be added to or removed
from the project mailing list, interested persons should contact
the Project Manager: Ms. R. Suseela Rajan, 410-545-8514 or
1-800-548-5026, email: srajan@sha.state.md. us. Infermation
on this and other SHA projects can be found on our web site:
www.marylandroads.com.
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US 50 Crossing Study — June 1™ and 2™ 2006
Alternates Public Workshop — Summary of Comments

ALL RESPONSES Comment Cards
Alternative Favor Oppose Alternative Favor Oppose
1 35 84 1 1 1
2 54 53 2 5 0
3 29 72 3 1 1
4 66 45 4 3 0
5 70 39 5 4 0
5a 97 31 5a 6 0
6 15 2472 8 2 8
7 47 70 7 2 9
Letters Emails
Alternative Favor Oppose Alternative Favor Oppose
1 3 0 1 0 0
2 1 0 2 4 0
3 0 0 3 0 0
4 0 0 4 2 1
5 0 0 5 1 0
Sa 1 0 ba 3 0
6 0 75 8 0 28
7 0 0 7 0 0
Exit Surveys
Alternative Average Score Favor | Oppose
; 5 30 30 83 Number of Responses
2 2.93 44 53 Phone 5
3 2.47 28 71 Letter 75
4 3.19 61 44 Email 41
5 3.20 65 39 Exit Survey 162
5a 3.66 87 31 Comment Card 58
B 1.49 13 127 TOTAL 341
7 261 45 69
Phone Calls Agency Comments
Alternative Favor Oppose Agency Supports Opposes Alt.
) y 0 further study | 6 as Sel‘ected
of Alt. 6 Alternative
2 0 Q Dept. of Natural X
3 0 0 Resources
4 0 0 Corps of Engineers X
5 0 0 Fish & Wildlife Service X
5a 0 0 National Marine X
6 0 4 Fisheries Service
7 0 0 Coastal Bays Program X
October 2006
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Comment Count
Concerns with financial cost 117
Concerns with displacements 91
Opposed to negative impact on West OC community 88
Concerns with impact on wetlands 71
Concerns with negative impact on residents in OC 66
Concerns with general environmental impacts 57
Concerns with impact to Route 50 businesses 56
Opposed to increased traffic in West OC (Alternative 6) 45
Congcerns with noise 45
Opposed to negative impact on West OC school 43
Concerns with impact to OC businesses 42
Concerns with pollution 40
Concerns with impact on wildlife 39
Concerns with safety of roads in West OC 39
Concerns with loss of property value 36
Concerns with aesthetics 30
Concerns with impact o West OC businesses 29
Favors eliminating/lowering drawbridge activity 22
Favars safer facilities for pedestrians, fishermen, bigyclists 21
No aerial tram needed 15
Favors maintaining current location of bridge 15
Four lanes {Alternative 6) not sufficient 13
Concerns with general negative impact on residents 12
Consider expanding R{.90 12
Concerns with general impact on commerce/economy in QC 11
Favors improved traffic flow in and out of downtown area 11
Rebuild/Rehab bridge 11
Concerns with emergencies and evacuation 11
Favors fixed bridge 10
Concerns with history bridge and Ocean Ciiy 8
Traffic will remain congested despite alternatives 7
Concerns with construction impact 6
Length of Alternative 6 bridge is excessive 6
Displaced properties in Alternative 4 are mostly aged, rental properties 5
Concerns with islands 4
Existing bridge should be replaced 4
Concerns with negative impact on growth of West Ocean City 4
Consider route through 34th St. 4
Concerns with cost maintenance of two structures 3
Concerns with water flow and cutrent 3
Safety concerns with steep grade 3
Favors improved hoat/water traffic 2
Imprave timing of traffic lights 2
Concerns with long term growth of Ocean City 2
Concerns with maintenance cost of new bridge 2
Eliminate Rt 50 bridge 2
Consider access at midpoint of town 2

October 2006
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Comment

Count

Consider tram from Park & Ride on Rt. 50 to OC beach

Improve public transit

Skimmer Island not important

Consider economic gain of developing Isle of Wight Bay

Tram for tourists

Consider bridge over Assateague

Need at least 3 lanes

Consider bridge west of town

Build parking facilities in downtown Ocean City

Use message signs during holiday weekends (July 4th)

I UL\ (U UK\ NI W N (N SRS

Community would be more open to other alternative if Alternative 6 taken
away

Study is to fix bridge, not improve down traffic

—_ | =

Consider banning fishing boats

October 2006
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Summary of Comments
Informational Public Workshop
May 31°" and June 1% 2007

Total Number of Attendees: 50
Total Number of Written Comments Received: 363

Table 1
How do you view each alternative?

Alternative Average
Alternative | — No Build 2.02
Alternative 2 — Rehab 3.13
Alternative 4 — Fixed Span 2.88
Alternative 5 — South Parailel 2.72
Alternative 5SA — North Parallel 3.19

Note: 1 being very negative and 5 being very positive

Table 2
Aiternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
1 2 4 5 5A
Favor 63 143 130 104 158
Neutral 26 35 40 71 50
Oppose 189 116 127 116 94
Table 3

Which impacts concern you the most?

Impacts on homes 76
Impacts on businesses 19
Impacts on the natural environment 62
Impacts during construction 91
Impacts on community character 60
Impacts to pedestrian/bicycle/fisherman 17
Comments:

Widen Route 90 Bridge

Concerned about jammed draw span

Concerned about cost

Concerned about pedestrian and bicyclist safety

Concerned about impacts to Philadelphia Ave.

Concerned about taxes

Concerned about traffic in downtown Ocean City

Concemed about the draw span and emergency vehicles

People don’t mind waiting because of the good view (when the draw span 1s up)

12/18/2007
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Concerns about impacts to the Bay

Wants a double decker bridge like in NY

Traffic is due to poor traffic management in Ocean City not the bridge
Concerned downtown can not handle new traffic flow

Likes the old bridge as a fishing pier and for emergencies

Concerned about traffic on St. Louis Ave.

Concerned about time until completion

Worried that a new bridge will bring more traffic to already crowded Ocean City
Comments cont’d:

Concerned about losing the amazing view as you travel over the bridge
The light at the base of the bridge slows traffic

Concerned about waiting for the old bridge to Open with Alts. 5 and SA
Inconvenience the boats and not open as often

Alternatives 1 and 2 are a band aid fix/will not fix the problem

Very concerned about the destruction of the character of "old Ocean City."
Concerned with the fixed span since he is buying a boat over 45
Concerned about a tall bridge hurting the value of downtown Ocean City
Remove the drawspan connecting the bridges

Shift Alternative 4 to the north.

Allow parking on the old bridge

Add Kiosks shops which would pay for maintenance

Aesthetics:

Lighting and archways are good idea

Wants historic lighting, nice fencing, etc, to make the bridge look better
Retain historic character of the bridge

Use color and texture to rehabilitate bridge

Would like big welcome sign

Marlin ornament and new name

Boardwalk arch

Plants and brick design

Keep lighting focused downward on bridge

Low railing like the Chesapeake Bay Bridge

Suggests grass and brush be put on the old bridge instead of concrete
Avoid fence that takes away from scenic views

Make the new bridge classic and retro style like old OC

12/18/2007

C13



Martin O'Malley, Governor
Anthony (. Brown, Lt. Gevernor

John D. Poreari, Secretary
Neil X Pedersen, Adminisirator

Adminislration ¢
Maryland Department of Transportation

June 27, 2007

Re:  Project No. WO419A11
1S 50 Crossing Study
From MD 611 to MD 378; and
3% Street to Somerset Street
Worcester County, Maryland

Mr. Jeff McMahon, Fire Marshall
Worcester County Five Department
1 W. Market Street, Room 1003
Snow Hill, Maryland 21363

Dear Chief McMahon:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a Project Planning Study to
improve the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay in Worcester County, Maryland. The study area extends
from MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3rd Street to Somerset Strest
in the north-south. direction. The purposs of this study is to develop a transportation sohution that addresses
transportation operational inadequacies and structural deficiencies of the bridge as well as to improve safety
for all users on the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay.

The pusposs of this Ietter is to request your input in determining whether and how emergency
services and response times would be affected by the proposed project. All possible impacts that may result
from this project must be evaluated, including effects to emergency services and response times caused by
the changes in traffic circulation patterns, access and/or road construction in the area. These impacts may
be positive, such as improved response times following the roadway improvements, or negative, such as
delayed or longer response times.

SHA has sclected five alternatives retained for detailed study (ARDS) after considerg a number
of issues, including environmental and community impacts, traffic operation, project costs, and comments
from regulatory agencies and the public. Four build alternatives are currently under consideration, as well
as ano-build alternative (see attachments).

Alternative 1 — No Build
Alternative 1 includes minor short-term improvements as part of the rontine maintenance and safety
operations. This altemmative does not include any major improvements to the existing bridge.

Alternative 2 Modified — Rehabilitation

Alternative 2 Modified involves the rehabilitation of the existing bridge, a separate fishing pier,
wider sidewalks for pedestrians and cyclists, and aesthetic Improvements such as lighting and
archways. No property displacements would be required.

C-14
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Chief McMahon
Project No. WO412A11 - US 50 over Sinepuxent Bay

Page 2

Alternative 4 — First Street Connection

Alternative 4 includes a new 45-foot high, fixed-span parallel bridge beginning just west of the
existing bridge and connecting near First Street in Ocean City. The new four-lane bridge would
carry inbound and outbound traffic. Inbound traffic would continue northbound one-way onto
Baltimore Avenue, while a new connection would continze the inbound right tuen movement for
traffic heading south. This alternative would require the displacement of eighteen homes and
thirty-five businesses. In addition, the greater height demands of 2 fixed span would result in a
steep entrance into the resort. The existing bridge wounld be retained and possibly wsed for
pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Alternative 5 — South Parallel Bridge

This alternative includes a new parallel bridge just south of the US 5C bridge, tying back into
Division Street. The new four-lane bridge, which would not change traffic flow, would have a
higher draw span and carry inbound and cutbound traffic. The higher draw span would help reduce
congestion by requiring fewer openings. This alternative would displace eight homes and eight
businesses in Ocean City. The existing bridgs wonld be retained and possibly used for pedestrians,
cyclists, and fishermen.

Altermative 5A — North Parallel Bridge

This aliernative includes a new parallel bridge just north of the US 50 bridge, tying back into
Division Street - a mimor concept of Alternative 5. The new four-lane bridge, which would not
affect traffic flow, would have a higher draw span and camry inbound and outbound traffic. The
higher draw span would help reduce congestion by requiring fewer openings. This aliernative
would displace six homes and nine businesses in Ocean City. The existing bridge would be
retained and possibly used for pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen. .

Please provide your response by July 27, 2007. Should you have any questions or need additional

information, please feel free to contact Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Project Manager, at (410) 545-3512 (toll free
at 800-548-5026) or Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, at 410-545-8697.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey
Deputy Director
Office of Planning and

Prelinvinary Engineering

by: gt Lot
o$eph R. Kresslein ¢
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

Enclosures

[¥oH

Ms. Theresa Christian, SHA-PPD (w/enclosures)
Mr. Broce M. Grey, SHA-PPD

Ms. Jamaica Kennon, SHA-PPD

Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-PPD

Ms. Heather Murphy, SHA-PPD

Ms. R. Suseela Rajan, SHA-PPD
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Martin O*"Malley, Governor
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor

John D, Porcari, Secretary
Neil J, Pedersen, Administratar

Administraln . A
Maryland Department of Transportatign

June 27, 2007

Re:  Project No. WO419A11
US 50 Crossing Study
From MD 611 to MD 378; and
3¢ Street to Somerset Street
Worcester County, Maryland

Ms. Bernadette DiPino, Chicf of Police
Ocean City Police Department

6501 Coastal Highway

Ocean City, Maryland 21342

Dear Chief DiPino:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a Project Planning Study to
improve the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay in Woercester County, Maryland. The study area extends
from MDD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3rd Street to Somerset Street
in the north-south direction. The purpose of this study is to develop a transportation solution that addresses
transportation operational inadequacies and structural deficiencies of the bridge as well a5 to improve safety
for all nsers on the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay.

The purpose of this letter is to request your input in determining whether and how emergency
services and response times would be affected by the proposed project. All possible impacts that may result
from this project must be evaluated, including effects to emergency services and response times caused by
the changes in traffic circulation patterns, access and/or road construction et the area. These impacts may
be positive, such as improved response times following the roadway tmprovements, or negative, suck as
delayed or longer response times.

SHA has selected five alternatives retained for detailed study (ARDS) after considering a number
of issues, including environmental and community impacts, traffic operation, project costs, and comments
from regulatory agencies and the public. Four build alternatives ave currently ander consideration, as well
as a no-build aliernative (see attachments).

Alternative 1 — No Build
Altemnative 1 includes minor short-term improvements as part of the routine maintenance and safety
operations. This alternative does not include any major improvements to the existing bridge.

Alternative 2 Modified — Rehabilitation

Alternative 2 Modified involves the rehabilitation of the existing bridge, a separate fishing pier,
wider sidewalks for pedestrians and cyclists, and aesthetic improvements such as lighting and
archways. No property displacements would be required.

My tefephone number/toll-free number is

Maryland Relay Service for fnpaired Hearing ar Speceh: 1,800.735.2258 Statewids Toll Free
Sireet Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545 D300 - www.amarylandrozds.com




Chief DiPino
Project No. WO419A11 - US 50 Crossing Study
Page Two

Alternative 4 — Iixst Street Connection

Alternative 4 includes a new 45-foot high, fixed-span parallel bridge beginning just west of the
existing bridge and connecting near First Street in Ocean City. The new four-lane bridge would
carry inbound and outbound traffic. Inbound traffic would continue northbound one-way onto
Baltimore Avenue, while a new connection would continue the inbound right twm movement for
traffic heading south. This alternative would require the displacement of eighteen homes and
thirty-five businesses. In addition, the greater height demands of a fixed span would result in a
steep entrance into the resort. The existing bridge would be retained and possibly used for
pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Alternaiive 5 — South Parallel Bridge

This altemative includes a new parallel bridge just south of the US 50 bridge, tying back into
Division Steeet. The new four-lane bridge, which would not change traffic flow, would have a
higher draw span and carry inbound and outhound traffic. The higher draw span would help
reduce congestion by requiring fewer openings. This alternative would displace eight homes and
eight businesses in Ocean City. The existing bridge would be retained and possibly used for
pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Alternative SA —~ North Parallel Bridge

This alternative includes a new parallel bridge just nerth of the US 50 bridge, tying back into
Division Street - a mirror concept of Alternative 5. The new four-lane bridge, which would not
affect traffic flow, would have a higher draw span and carry inbound and cutbound iraffic. The
higher draw span would help reduce congestion by requiring fewer openings. This alternative
would displace six homes and nine businesses in Ocean City. The existing bridge would be
retained and possibly used for pedesttians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Please provide your response by Jnly 27, 2007. Should you have any questions or need additional
information, please feel free to contact Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Project Manager, at 410-545-8512 (toll free
at 800-548-5026) or Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, at 410-545-8697.

Very truly yours,
Bruce M. Grey
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by: My@;
Jogeph K. Kresslein

Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division
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Chief DiPino
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Enclosures
ce: Ms. Theresa Christian, SHA-PPD (w/enclosures)
Mt. Bruce M. Grey, SHA-PPD
Ms. Jamaica Kennon, SHA-PPD
Mr. Joseph R. Kiesslein, SHA-PPD
Ms. Heather Murphy, SHA-PPD
Ms, R. Suseela Rajan, SHA-PPD
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Martin O"Malley, Governor

John D. Porcari, Secrera
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor : o

Neil J. Pedersen, Administraior

Admiisiration & :
Maryland Departrent of Transportation

June 27, 2007

Re:  Project No. WD419A11
US 50 Crossing Study
From MD 611 to MD 378; and
3™ Street to Somerset Streat
Worcester County, Maryland

Mr, Roger Steger, Fire Chief

Qcean City Volunteer Fire Company
P.0. Box 27

Ocean City, Maryland 21843

Deax Chief Steger:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a Project Plaoming Study to
improve the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay in Worcester County, Maryland. The study area
extends from MDD 611 to MDD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3rd Street to
Somerset Street in the north-south direction. The purpose of this study is to develop a transportation
solution that addresses transportation operational inadequacies and structural deficiencies of the bridge as
well as to improve safety for all users on the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay.

The purpose of this letter is to request your input in determining whether and how emergency
services and response times would be affecied by the proposed project. All possible impacts that may
result from this project must be evaluated, including effects to emergency services and response times
cawsed by the changes in traffic circulation patterns, access and/or road construction in the area. These
impacts may be positive, such as improved response times following the roadway improvements, or
negative, such as delayed or longer response times.

SHA has selected five alternatives retained for detailed study (ARDS) after considering a number
of issues, including environmental and community impacts, traffic operation, project costs, and comments
from regulatory agencies and the public. Four build alternatives are currently under consideration, as well
as 2 no-build alternative (see attachments).

Alternative 1 — No Build

Alternative 1 includes minor short-term improvements as part of the routine maintenance and
safety operations. This alternative does not include any major improvements to the existing
bridge.

Alternative 2 Modified - Rehabilitation

Altermative 2 Modifted involves the rehabilitation of the existing bridge, a separate fishing pier,
wider sidewalks for pedestrians and cyclists, and aesthetic improvements such as lighting and
archways. No property displacements would be required.

My telephone number/ioll-itze number is
Maryiand Relay Service for Fmpaived Hearing or Speech: 1.800.755.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Streat Addregs: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545.0308 - wwwmarylandroads.com
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Chief Steger
Project No. WO419A11 ~ US 50 Crossing Study
Page Two

Alternative 4 — First Street Connection

Alternative 4 includes a new 45-foot high, fixed-span parallel bndge beginning just west of the
existing bridge and connecting near First Street in Ocean City. The new four-lane bridge would
carry inbound and outbound traffic. Inbound traffic would continue northbound one-way onto
Baltimore Avenne, while a new connection would continue the inbound right tum movement for
traffic heading south., This alternative would require the displacement of eighteen homes and
thirty-five businesses. In addition, the greater height demands of a fixed span would result in a
steep entrance into the resort, The existing bridge would be retained and possibly used for
pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Alternative 5 — South Parallel Bridge

This alternative includes a new parallel bridge just south of the US 50 bridge, tying back into
Division Street. The new four-lane bridge, which would not change traffic flow, would have a
higher draw span and carry inbound and outbound traffic. The higher draw span would help
reduce congestion by requiring fewer openings. This alternative would displace eight homes and
eight businesses in Ocean City. The existing bridge would be refained and possibly used for
pedestnans, cyclists, and fishermen.

Alternative 5A — North Parallel Bridge

This alternative includes a new parallel bridge just north of the US 50 bridge, tying back into
Division Street - a mirror concept of Alternative 5. The new four-lane bridge, which would not
affect traffic flow, would have a higher draw spat and carry inbound and ocutbound traffic. The
higher draw span would help reduce congestion by requiring fewer openings., This alternative
would displace six homes and nine businesses in Ocean City. The existing bridge would be
retained and possibly used for pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Please provide your response by July 27, 2007. Should you have any questions or need additional
information, please feel free to contact Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Project Manager, at (410) 545-8512 {toll
free at 800-548-5026) or Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, at 410-545-8697.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M, Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by: /f/ 4%: ‘%@4’—-—4’(

Jbseph R. Kressléin
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division
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Enclosures
cc: Ms. Theresa Christian, SHA-PPD (w/enclosures)
Mr. Bruce M. Grey, SHA-PPD
Ms. Jamaica Kennon, SHA-PPD
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-PPD
Ms. Heather Murphy, SHA-PPD
Ms. R. Suseela Rajan, SHA-PPD

C-21



Martin O'Malley, Governor
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor

Jolin D. Parcari, Szcrerary
Neil J. Pedersen, Adminisiralor

StateH

Administraffon ¢
Maryiand Department of Transportation

June 27, 2007

Re:  Project No. WO419A11
US 50 Crossing Study
From MD 611 to MD 378; and
3% Street to Somerset Street
Worcester County, Maryland

Ms. Teresa Owens, Director
Worcester County Emergency Services
1'W, Market Street, Room 1002

Snow Hill, Maryland 21863

Dear Ms. Owens:

The Maryland State Highway Administeation (SHA) has initiated a Project Planning Study to
tmprove the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay in Worcester Comnty, Maryland. The siudy area extends
from MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenme) in the cast-west direction, and 3rd Street to Somerset Street
in. the north-south direction. The purpose of this study is to develop a transportation solution that addresses
transportation operational inadequacies and structural deficiencies of the bridge as well as to improve safety
for all users on the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay.

The purpose of this letter is to reguest your input in determining whether and how emergency
services and response times wonld be affected by the proposed proiect. Al possible impacts that may result
from this project must be evaluated, including effects to emergency services and response times caused by
the changes in traffic circulation patterns, access and/or road construction i the area. These impacts may
be positive, such as improved response times following the roadway improvements, or negative, such as
delayed or longer response times.

SHA has selected five altematives retained for detailed study (ARDS) after considering a number
of issues, including environmental and community impacts, traffic operation, project costs, and comments
from regulatory agencies and the public. Four build alternatives are currently under consideration, as well
as a no-build alternative (see attachments).

Alternative 1 — No Build
Alternative 1 includes minor short-term improvements as part of the routine maintenance and safety
operations. This alternative does not includs any major improvements to the existing bridge.

Alternative 2 Modified — Rehabilitation

Alternative 2 Modified involves the rehabilitation of the existing bridge, a separate fishing pier,
wider sidewalks for pedestrians and cyclists, and aesthetic improvements such as lighting and
archways. No property displacements would be required.

My telephone numberfoll-free mmber is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735,2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address; 707 North Calvert Strest - Baliimors, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545.0300 - www.maryland:oads.com
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Ms. Owens
Project No. WO419A11 —US 50 Crossing Study
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Alternative 4 — First Street Connection

Altermative 4 includes a new 45-foot high, fixed-span parallel bridge beginning just west of the
existing bridge and connecting near First Street in Ocean City. The new four-lane bridge would
carry inbound and outbound traffic. Inbound traffic would continue northbound one-way onto
Baltimore Avenue, while a new connection would continue the inbound right turn movement for
traffic heading south, This alternative would require the displacement of eighteen homes and
thirty-five businesses. In addition, the greater height demands of a fixed span would result in a
steep enfrance into the resort. The existing bridge would be retained and possibly used for
pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Alterpative S — South Parallel Bridge

This alternative includes a new parallel bridge just south of the US 50 brdge, tying back into
Divisicn Street. The new four-lane bridge, which would not change traffic flow, would have a
higher draw span and carty inbound and cutbound traffic. The higher draw span would help reduce
congestion by requiring fewer openings. This alternative would displace eight homes and eight
businesses in Qcean City. The existing bridge would be retained and possibly used for pedestrians,
cyclists, and fishermen.’

Alternative SA — North Parallel Bridge

This alternative includes a new parallel bridge just north of the US 50 bridge, tying back into
Division Street - a mirror concept of Alternative 5. The new four-lane bridge, which would not
affect traffic flow, would have a higher draw span and carry inbound and outbound traffic. The
higher draw span would help reduce congestion by requiring fewer openings. This alternative
would displace six homes and nine businesses in Qcean City. The existing bridge would be
retained and possibly used for pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Please provide your response by July 27, 2007. Should you have any questions or need additional

information, please feel free to contact Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Project Manager, at (410) 545-8512 (toll free
at 800-548-5026) or Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, at 410-545-8697.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by: Waﬁ—
seph R. Kressltin 4

Assistant Division Chief
Project Planming Division

Enclosures

ce.

Ms. Theresa Christian, SHA-PPD (w/enclosures)
Mr. Bruce M. Grey, SHA-PFD

Ms. Jamaica Kennon, SHA-PPD

Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-PPD

Ms. Heather Murphy, SHA-PPD

Ms, R. Suseela Rajan, SHA-FFD
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Iohn D Porcari, Secretary
Neil I, Pedersen, Adnilnistrator

Martin O'Malley, Governor State -
Anthony G, Brown, Lt. Governor
Administration O

Maryland Department of Transportation

June 27, 2007

Re:  Project No. WO419A11
TS 50 Crossing Study
From MD 611 to MD 378; and
3" Street to Somerset Street
‘Worcsster County, Maryland

Mr. Charles Martin, Shenff
Worcester County Sheriff’s Office
1W, Market Strest, Room 1001
Snow Hill, Maryland 21863

Dear Sheriff Martin:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a Project Planning Study to
improve the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay in Worcester County, Maryland. The study area extends
from MD 611 to MD 378 (Baltimore Avenue) in the east-west direction, and 3rd Street to-Somerset Street
in the north-sonth direction. The purpose of this study is to develop a transportation sohrtion that addresses
fransporiation operational inadequacies and structural deficiencies of the bridge as well as to improve safety
for all users on the US 50 crossing of the Sinepuxent Bay.

The purpose of this letter is to request your input in determining whether and how emergency
services and response times would be affected by the proposed project. All possible impacts that may result
from this project must be evaluated, including effects to emergency services and response times caused by
the changes in traffic circulation pattems, access and/or road construction in the area. These impacts may
be positive, such as improved response times following the roadway improvements, or negative, such as
delayed or longer response times.

SHA has selected five alternatives retained for detailed study (ARDS) after considering a number
of issues, including environmental and community impacts, traffic operation, project costs, and comments
from regulatory agencies and the public. Four build alternatives are currently under consideration, as well
as a no-build aliemative (see attachmeonts).

Alternative 1 ~ No Build
Alternative 1 includes minor short-term improvements as part of the routine maintenznce and safety
operations, This alternative does not include any major improvements to the existing bridge,

Alternative 2 Modified — Rehabilitation

Alternative 2 Modified involves the rehabilitation of the existing bridge, 2 separate fishing pier,
wider sidewalks for pedestrians and cyclists, and aesthetic improvements such as lighting and
archways. No property displacements would be required.

My telephone number/toll-free number is

Maryland Relay Szrvice for Impatred Hearing or Speech; 1,800.7535.22358 Statewide Toll Free
Streef Address: 707 Morth Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545.0300 - www marylandroads.com




Sheriff Martin
Project No. WO419A11 - US 50 Crossing Study
Page Two

Alternative 4 — First Street Connection

Alternative 4 includes a new 45-foot high, fixed-span parallel bridge beginning just west of the
existing bridge and connecting near First Street in Ocean City. The new four-lane bridge would
carry inbound and outbound iraffic. Inbound traffic would continue northbound one-way onto
Baltimore Avenue, while 2 new commection would continue the inbound night tuwn movement for
iraffic heading south. This alternative would require the displacement of eighteen homes and
thirty-five businesses. In addition, the greater height demands of a fixed span would result in a
steep entrance into the resort. The existing bridge would be retained and possibly used for
pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Aliernative 5 — South Parallel Bridge

This alternative includes a new parallel bridge just south of the US 50 bridge, tying back into
Division Street. The new four-lane bridge, which would not change traffic flow, would have a
higher draw span and carry inbound and outbound traffic. The higher draw span would help reduce
congestion by requiring fewer openings. This alternative would displace eight homes and eight
businesses in Ocean City. The existing bridge would be retained and possibly used for pedestrians,
cyclists, and fishermen.

Alternative 5A. — North Parallel Bridge

This alternative includes 2 new parallel bridge just north of the US 50 bridge, tying back into
Division Street - a mirror concept of Alternative 5. The new four-lane bridge, which would not
affect traffic flow, would have a higher draw span and cary inbound and outbound traffic. The
higher draw span would help reduce congestion by requiring fewer openings. This alternative |
would displace six homes and nine businesses in Ocean City. The existing bridge would be
retained and possibly used for pedestrians, cyclists, and fishermen.

Please provide your response by July 27, 2007. Should you have any questions or need additional

mformatmn, please feel free to contact Ms. Jamaica Kennon, Project Manager, at (410) 545-8512 (toll free
at 800-548-5026) or Ms. Theresa Christian, Environmental Manager, at 410-545-8697.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by: 7
oeth Kressiein
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division
Enclosures
cc: Ms. Theresa Christian, SHA-PPD (w/enclosures)

Mr. Bruce M. Grey, SHA-FPD

Ms. Jamaica Kermon, SHA-PPD

Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-PPD

Ms. Heather Murphy, SHA-FPD

Ms. R. Suseela Rajan, SHA-PPD 5
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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 Crossing Study to the public in
the Spring of 2005. Three identical Informational Open House Meetings were held over
a two day span on June 8 and 9, 2005 at the Roland E. Powell Convention Center in
Ocean City, MD. The Open House was an opportunity 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 particularly in regard to the development of
preliminary concepts, as well as community and natural resource issues.

On June 1 and 2, 2006, SHA presented the Alternates Public Workshops at the Roland E.
Powell Convention Center in Ocean City, MD. These workshops presented the results of
the preliminary study of the US 50 Crossing project with the presentation of eight
alternatives. Project information displayed included maps depicting alternatives under
consideration, traffic data and environmental impacts. During the workshops, project
team members addressed questions and concerns 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™
Street Connection primarily due to the property 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
e Do atraffic 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
e Concerns with general environmental impacts.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement March 2008
US 50 Crossing Study
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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 9" 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
US 50 Crossing Study
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e Existing bridge should be replaced.
e Consider banning fishing boats.
e Add additional lanes to MD 90 bridge — widen or dualize.

New Bridge Concepts Comments
e 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 9™ Street — 25" and 30™ Streets.
Consider bridge over Assateague. Move inlet further south to bridge to north
Assateague.
e Study the Verrazano bridge concept with approaches that spiral down to existing grade.

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

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

In the Winter of 2006 SHA selected five Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study
(ARDS) and dropped the three other alternatives after considering a number of issues,
including environmental and community impacts, traffic operation, project costs, and
comments from regulatory agencies and the public. The ARDS, four “build” alternatives
and “no-build” alternative, were further refined by SHA to meet future travel demand.
The ARDS were presented to the public at the Spring 2007 Informational Public
Workshops that were held on May 31, and June 1, 2007 at the Roland E. Powell
Convention Center in Ocean City, MD. A total of 50 people attended the workshop
sessions and a total of 363 written comments were received as a response to the
workshops. A majority of the comments favored the build alternatives, while some
expressed concern regarding community impacts, impacts to traffic during construction,
and environmental impacts associated with the alternatives presented. A detailed
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 alternatives, including the associated social,
economic, and natural environmental 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
US 50 Crossing Study
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