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I. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 

Table I-1: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS* BY THE 2015 SHA PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY (ARDS).  

RESOURCE 
CATEGORY 

Mainline Alternatives  MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Improvements 
2012 SHA 
Preferred 

Alternative 
(Alternative 4, 

MD 4 Mainline, 
Option B) 

 

Alternative 
1: No-Build 

Alternative 2: 
TSM 

Patuxent River Crossing MD 4 Mainline  Option A: 
Continuous 

Flow 
Intersection 

Option B: 
At-Grade 

Intersection with 
1-directional 

Flyover 

Option D: 
Single Point 

Urban 
Interchange 

Option D: 
Revised 

Single Point 
Urban 

Interchange 
(with ESD) 

2015 SHA Preferred 
Alternative Revised 
(Alternative 4, MD 4 
Mainline, Option D 

Revised) 
(with ESD) 

Alternative 3:   
2-Lane Parallel 

Span 

Alternative 4: 
4-Lane Parallel 

Span 
(with ESD) 

Mainline 
Calvert 
County 
(with 
ESD) 

Mainline 
St. Mary's 

County 
(with ESD) 

 

Community Effects 

Residential Relocations 
(number) 0 0 0 3 0 0  2 0 4 0 3 3 

Business Displacements 
(number) 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 0 4 5 0 5 

Properties Impacted 
(number) 0 13 8 29 1 19  60 54 57 79 103 128 

ROW Impacts (acre) 0 4.5 6.5 11.8 0.1 13.7  13.6 10.9 16.2 30.4 36.5 56 

Historic Sites 
(number) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural Environment 

Stream Impacts (linear 
feet) 0 0 2,394 3,360 591 1,640 

 

298 257 723 779 4,644 6,370 

Stream Impacts (acres) 0 0 6.83** 2.50*** 0.14 0.37 0.07 0.06 0.12 0.12 11.6 3.13 

Wetlands (acres) 0 0.001 0.02 0.05 0.09 0.94 0.27 0.22 0.70 0.67 1.61 1.75 

Forest (acres) 0 0.85 2.0 4.5 0.06 27.7 9.0 7.8 8.6 18.3 40.06 50.56 

Floodplain (acres) 0 0 0.36 0.13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.13 0.13 

FIDS (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 3.85 1.3 2.3 0.78 3.89 6.15 7.74 

Critical Area Impacted  
(acres) 0 2.0 9.2 12.0 10.5 20.1 0 0 0 0 33.3 

42.6  
(7.4 within  
100’ buffer) 

Significant Trees Impacted 
(number) 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 5 5 7 7 

Total Cost****YOE 
(millions) N/A N/A 440 - 470 493 - 518 10 - 11 86 – 90 106 - 111 107 - 112 209 - 219 227 - 238 696 – 731 816 - 857 

*Impacts were calculated using updated resource locations and boundaries since 2012.  
**Approximately 0.37 acre of this total are associated with the placement of the proposed bridge piers. 
***Includes new bridge piers for Town Creek, Patuxent River and impacts to WUS 10. 
**** Total cost includes PE, ROW and construction
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II. SHA PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
 

A. Summary of Purpose and Need and Project Background 
 
The Maryland State Highway Administration has evaluated the need for potential improvements 
to MD 4 (Solomons Island Road/Patuxent Beach Road), which spans Calvert and St. Mary’s 
counties in Maryland. The purpose of the project is to improve existing capacity and traffic 
operations and increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 4 while supporting existing 
and planned development in the area. MD 4 provides commuters in the area with access to points 
north, including Washington, D.C., and to points south, including the Patuxent Naval Air Station. 
MD 4 is also the main evacuation route for the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant. The proposed 
enhancements to MD 4 would improve access, mobility, and safety for local, regional, and inter-
regional traffic, including passenger cars, trucks, transit vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians.  
 
Traffic volumes across the Thomas Johnson Bridge have increased from 12,900 vehicles per day 
(vpd) in 1990 to 27,000 vehicles per day in 2007. Residential development in the area just north 
of Solomons Island (Calvert County) has increased over 30 percent in the past few years. Over 
43 percent of Calvert County residents commute outside the county. In St. Mary’s County, the 
Patuxent Naval Air Station now hosts over 17,000 people, including active-duty service 
members, civil-service employees, defense-contractor employees, and military dependents. The 
total employment for St. Mary’s County is approximately 49,000 persons, including the Patuxent 
Naval Air Station. In addition to high traffic volumes along northbound and southbound MD 4 
during the morning and evening peak periods, the traffic congestion on the Thomas Johnson 
Bridge is problematic. Inadequate shoulder widths along the bridge cause major traffic delays. 
Additionally, any closures due to crashes or maintenance activities create major traffic delays in 
both directions. Currently, all maintenance activities on the bridge must be completed during late 
night to early morning hours to avoid causing major traffic delays during the AM and PM peak 
traffic hours. 
 
The Thomas Johnson Bridge was completed in 1977. It is a two-lane, 28-foot-wide roadway with 
no sidewalks. The existing bridge is approximately 1.3 miles long and spans both the Patuxent 
River and Town Creek. The vertical clearance at its highest point is 140 feet. In addition to the 
need for capacity and safety improvements, bicycle and pedestrian access, which is restricted to 
the northern and southern portions of the study area, also warrants improvement. There is 
currently bicycle and pedestrian access along MD 4 south of the bridge in St. Mary’s County; 
however, it terminates at the bridge. The Calvert County section of MD 4 is a designated bicycle 
route. The Thomas Johnson Bridge does not currently provide a dedicated pedestrian/bicycle 
lane.  
 
The MD 4 project is consistent with the goals and objectives of state, regional, and local 
planning documents. Improvements to MD 4 within the study area are included in (1) SHA’s 
long range plan, the 2013 Highway Needs Inventory (HNI), (2) Calvert County’s 2004 
Comprehensive Plan (Amended 2010), (3) St. Mary’s County’s 2006 Transportation Plan, and 
(4) St. Mary’s County’s 2010 Comprehensive Plan, Quality of Life in St. Mary’s County – A 
Strategy for the 21st Century. The three master plans govern the land use for the study area and 
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all identify the need for improved capacity and safety along the section of MD 4 and/or the 
Thomas Johnson Bridge within the study area.  
 
The study examined proposed widening of MD 4 from the MD 2/4 split in Calvert County to the   
MD 235 intersection in St. Mary’s County (Figure II-1), and explored improvement 
opportunities along the Thomas Johnson Bridge and the MD 4/MD 235 intersection. Five 
Patuxent River Crossing alternatives, two MD 4 Mainline alternatives, four MD 4/MD 235 
intersection options, a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative and the No-Build 
Alternative were considered during the development of the MD 4 Project Planning Study. Of 
these, the No-Build Alternative, TSM Alternative, two MD 4 Mainline alternatives, two Patuxent 
River Crossing Alternatives, and three intersection improvement options were retained for 
detailed study. 
 

B. Description of SHA Preferred Alternative 
 
In December 2011, SHA selected a Preferred Alternative based on the information developed for 
the planning study and input from regulatory agencies and the public. The SHA Preferred 
Alternative consisted of a combination of the mainline alternatives, a Patuxent River crossing 
alternative and  intersection Option B (at-grade intersection with one-directional flyover) at MD 
4/MD 235 in St. Mary’s County.  Following further traffic and engineering analysis, the SHA 
Preferred Alternative was modified in March 2015 to include a revised version of intersection 
Option D (single point urban interchange, SPUI) rather than intersection Option B. A description 
of the current SHA Preferred Alternative (Calvert County Mainline, Alternative 4: Four-Lane 
Parallel Span; MD 4 Mainline Widening - St. Mary’s County; MD 4/MD 235 Intersection 
Option D (Revised): Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI)) is provided below and is shown in 
Appendix B.  
 

1. MD 4 Mainline, Calvert County  
 
The SHA Preferred Alternative for MD 4 mainline widening in Calvert County proposes 
expanding the roadway within the existing open grass median and would provide a four-foot-
wide inside shoulder in each direction, from north of the Patuxent River crossing to the MD 
4/Patuxent Point Parkway intersection (Appendix B). The median width would be narrowed to 
approximately 22 feet. The existing access from northbound MD 4 to southbound Solomons 
Island Road, closest to the Visitors’ Center, would be closed due to its proximity of the new 
bridge span. In addition, the existing right-out from Solomons Island Road to MD 4 northbound 
would be closed. A new right-in/right-out access point for MD 4 northbound/Solomons Island 
Road would be provided at a location approximately 1,000 feet north of the closed access. The 
remaining access points along MD 4 would not be altered. 
 

2. Patuxent River Crossing Alternative 4: Four-Lane Parallel Span 
 
The SHA-Preferred Alternative 4 (Four-Lane Parallel Span) proposes the construction of a new 
bridge to be built a minimum of 25 to 75 feet parallel to the south side of the existing Thomas 
Johnson Bridge (Appendix B). Upon completion of the new bridge, the existing bridge would
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be demolished. The new bridge would consist of two 12-foot-wide lanes, a four-foot-wide inside 
shoulder, and a 10-foot-wide outside shoulder. In addition, a 10-foot-wide shared-use 
pedestrian/bicycle lane would be added on one side of the bridge and would be separated from 
the shoulder by a concrete barrier. The final height of the bridge would be determined during 
final engineering, which has been recommended to be between 70 to140-feet. 
 

3. MD 4 Mainline, St. Mary’s County 
 
The SHA Preferred Alternative for MD 4 mainline widening in St. Mary’s County proposes 
widening to a four-lane divided roadway from Oak Drive to North Patuxent Beach Road, with a 
30-foot-wide median (Appendix B). The typical section would consist of two 12-foot-wide lanes 
in each direction, 10-foot-wide outside shoulders, and four-foot-wide inside shoulders. The two 
southbound lanes would be constructed to the north of the existing two-lane roadway. The 
northbound lanes would be constructed along the existing roadway. Turn lanes may be added to 
all intersections along MD 4. A 10-foot-wide bicycle and pedestrian facility to be constructed to 
the south side of MD 4, and separated by a 10-foot-wide buffer is included. North of Patuxent 
Beach Road, the entire MD 4 section would be shifted to the south of the existing roadway. The 
median narrows, and two through-lanes would be provided in each direction.  
 

4. MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Option D (Revised): Single Point Urban Interchange 
(SPUI) 

 
The SHA Preferred Alternative also includes the construction of a Single Point Urban 
Interchange (SPUI) at the intersection of MD 4 and MD 235 in St. Mary’s County (Appendix 
B).  This option proposes a grade-separated interchange, with MD 235 crossing over MD 4 and 
MD 4 remaining at its existing grade.  All through traffic on MD 235 would be free-flowing 
(without a traffic signal) with two lanes in each direction.  Ramps are used to direct all turns to a 
single signalized intersection.  Through traffic along MD 4 would also cross through the signal, 
with two through lanes in each direction.  A bicycle and pedestrian path would be provided 
through the intersection and connect with the county’s proposed Three Notch Trail.  Access to 
MD 235 would be provided via service roads behind the properties along northbound MD 235: 
no direct access to MD 235 would be provided due to safety concerns. 
 

5. Project Implementation 
 
Large planning studies like the MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge Study require substantial human 
and financial resources to complete. The total estimated cost (YOE) for the MD 4 project ranged 
from $816 to $857 million.  To make the costs easier to manage, proposed improvements are 
typically broken up into smaller design and construction phases. For the MD 4 Thomas Johnson 
Bridge Study, the design of the new Thomas Johnson Bridge has been selected by SHA to be the 
initial subsequent phase (Phase I) of this project.   
 
The Preferred Alternative was broken into four design phases that were evaluated under 23 CFR 
771.111(f). All of the sections or phases listed below, meet the criteria for connecting logical 
termini, and have sufficient length to address environmental matters on a broad scope; have 
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independent utility as a usable and reasonable expenditure, even if no additional transportation 
improvements are made in the area; and does not restrict consideration of other reasonably 
foreseeable transportation improvements.  
 

• Phase 1: Thomas Johnson Bridge 
 Independent utility – Address current and future capacity needs; address 

future need for bridge rehab/replacement; bicycle and pedestrian compatibility 
• Phase 2: St Mary’s County Roadway Widening (Thomas Johnson Bridge to MD 

235) 
 Independent utility – Address current and future capacity needs; 

operational improvements; bicycle and pedestrian compatibility 
• Phase 3: MD 4/MD 235 Interchange Construction 

 Independent utility – Intersection capacity and operational improvements; 
bicycle and pedestrian compatibility 

• Phase 4: Calvert County Mainline Improvements (Thomas Johnson Bridge to 
Patuxent Point Parkway) 
 Independent utility – Access consolidation/improvements; operational 

improvements for ramp access to TJ bridge 
 

The State of Maryland has committed $15 million to fund final design activities (i.e. construction 
grade engineering documents) required for subsequent Phase I. The schedule and costs for Phase 
I are presented below. All cost estimates are adjusted to account for future inflation and these 
estimates are projected as year of expenditure (YOE) costs.   
 

• Design - $15 million: Fiscal Year FY 2015 – 2020 
• Right-of-Way - $11 - $12 million: FY 2020 – 2022 
• Construction - $467 - $491 million: FY 2022 - 2027 

 
The MD 4 project area is included in the newly formed Calvert - St. Mary’s Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (CSMMPO), which is in the process of being established.  A Long Range 
Transportation Plan is being prepared by the CSMMPO. While this Plan has yet to be formally 
adopted, a draft 2015-2018 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) has been prepared and 
includes the MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge study (STIP# SM3511), it is currently in FY 2014-
2019 CTP. Funding for Final Design, Right of Way Acquisition and Construction for Phases 2 
through 4 will proceed as funding becomes available between FY 2016 and 2036.  Approximate 
total costs for Phases 2 through 4 are as follows: 
 

• Phase 2 - $86 - $90 million (YOE 2023) 
• Phase 3 - $227 - $238 million (YOE 2028) 
• Phase 4 - $10 - $11 million (YOE 2031) 

 
C. Environmental Impact Summary 
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SHA prepared a detailed analysis to determine the potential for environmental impacts resulting 
from the construction of the SHA Preferred Alternative. Environmental features are shown on 
the Preferred Alternative mapping in Appendix B.  Table I-1 in Section I presents a comparison 
between the impacts for the SHA Preferred Alternative and the other alternatives that were 
considered. Environmental impacts associated with the SHA Preferred Alternative are discussed 
below. Impact avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures have been evaluated and 
included in the SHA Preferred Alternative to minimize the potential for adverse impacts. 
 
 
 

1. Socio-Economic Environment 
 

Land Use 
 
Existing land use along the MD 4 corridor is primarily residential, forested, and institutional, 
with a commercial district located at the southwestern limit of the study area in St. Mary’s 
County. The northeastern portion of the study area is predominately institutional (U.S. Naval 
Recreation Center) and is located west of the MD 2/4 split. The SHA Preferred Alternative is 
consistent with local land-use plans such as the 2004 Comprehensive Plan, Calvert County, 
Maryland; the St. Mary’s County Transportation Plan (2006); and the St. Mary’s County 
Comprehensive Plan, Quality of Life in St. Mary’s County – A Strategy for the 21st Century 
(2010). Although a majority of the businesses and residences located throughout the study area 
are within St. Mary’s County, some businesses and residential communities have direct access to 
the study area in Calvert County. Due to the increased accessibility to the area and expansion of 
residential areas, travel patterns through affected communities would likely improve. Based on 
letters from the Calvert County Department of Public Safety and the St. Mary’s County 
Department of Public Safety, response times of police, fire, and other emergency service 
providers that use this corridor would improve as congestion is alleviated. In turn, reduced 
congestion eases safety concerns of residents, commuters, and the workforce within the study 
area.  
 

Right-of-Way and Displacements 
 

The SHA Preferred Alternative would require approximately 56 acres of right of way (ROW) 
from a total of 128 properties.  Three residential displacements, all located in St. Mary’s County, 
would result from the mainline widening associated with the Preferred Alternative.  Five 
commercial properties, which include a Wawa store, Bay Center Shopping Center (Country 
Liquors, Hearing Aid Corporation, Nextel, Sprint, Subway), a Pearle Vision Center, Feicht 
Contracting, LLC and Great Mills Trading Post Co. would also be displaced (see Table I-1).  
The business displacements would occur in St. Mary’s County as well, resulting from the 
conversion of the MD 4/MD 235 intersection to a SPUI interchange under the Preferred 
Alternative. Adequate relocation opportunities for the displaced businesses are available within 
or adjacent to the study area and access to remaining properties would be maintained, therefore, 
no significant negative effect on community cohesion is anticipated. The expansion of MD 4 and 
the addition of user-friendly, accessible pedestrian and bicycle transportation facilities would 
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attract residents and businesses to the study area. Access to properties would be maintained 
during and after construction. Fair market value would be provided to all property owners as 
compensation for land acquisition, and property owners affected by displacements would receive 
relocation assistance in accordance with the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended by the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987.  
 

Smart Growth Initiative 
 
Maryland’s Smart Growth legislation requires the State to direct funding for highways and 
economic development to areas designated as Priority Funding Areas (PFAs). PFAs are existing 
communities and other local areas designated for development by local jurisdictions. The intent 
of Smart Growth is to limit sprawl by directing state funding for growth-related projects to PFAs. 
The MD 4 project limits are entirely within a PFA; therefore, the SHA Preferred Alternative is in 
compliance with Smart Growth initiatives. 
 

Environmental Justice (EJ) 
 
U.S. Census data, field reviews, and extensive public involvement efforts did not identify any EJ 
communities within the MD 4 study area.  
 
On August 7, 2007, SHA mailed newsletters to present the project to all potentially affected 
populations (including EJ populations). On October 2nd and 9th, 2007, SHA held Public 
Workshops. Each workshop included a station which provided residents the opportunity to 
identify EJ communities. Alternatives public Workshops were held on June 16th and 17th 2008.  
The brochures mailed prior to the workshop included contact information regarding “Non-
discrimination in Federally Assisted and State-Aid Programs”. A Property Owner Community 
Meeting was held on July 8, 2010. The letters sent to property owners announcing this meeting 
included a paragraph offering an interpreter for those needing assistance with the English 
language. No interpreters were requested. SHA has not been contacted by any EJ communities or 
individuals to date. 
 

Pedestrians and Bicyclists 
 
In 2001, the Tri-County Council for Southern Maryland completed a Southern Maryland 
Regional Trail and Bikeway System Study. Within the study area, MD 4 was recommended as a 
location for an on-road bikeway connector, which would run from Indian Bridge Road in St. 
Mary’s County, across the Thomas Johnson Bridge, north into Calvert County. Phase III of the 
Three Notch Trail (currently under construction) runs through the study area from Wildewood to 
California (two miles), parallel to MD 235 in St. Mary’s County. The SHA Preferred Alternative 
includes the extension of the Three Notch Trail (shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path) along the 
southbound side of MD 4 through the project limits, including across the Thomas Johnson 
Bridge (Appendix B). These improvements would increase the accessibility of MD 4 and 
improve safety for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
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Parks and Recreational Areas 

 
The Solomons Island Boat Launch and Fishing Pier are located beneath the Thomas Johnson 
Memorial Bridge, on the Calvert County side. The public boat ramp and pier are located within 
the existing SHA right-of-way for the bridge. Calvert County Department of Parks and 
Recreation operates and has jurisdiction over the property, including the boat launch and fishing 
pier. County access to this property is provided for in a 30-year lease agreement between Calvert 
County Department of Parks and Recreation, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR), and SHA, dated September 25, 1984, and ending September 25, 2014.  This lease is 
currently in the process of being renewed.  
 
The project would not have any direct impacts to the Solomons Island Boat Launch and Fishing 
Pier. However, a minor access modification would be associated with Alternative 4. The current 
access road to the pier would be slightly shifted to the south approximately 30 feet to avoid the 
proposed piers from Alternative 4. Operations of the boat ramp and fishing pier may be affected 
during construction and SHA will continue to coordinate with DNR and Calvert County to 
ensure the facility stays open to the public to the extent practicable. 
 

Aesthetics 
 
The Preferred Alternative would alter the visual landscape by widening MD 4, providing a 
shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path, replacing the existing Thomas Johnson Bridge, and 
constructing a SPUI at the MD 4/MD 235 intersection, which is already commercially 
developed. Implementation of Alternative 4 would require relocation of three residential 
properties in the Town Point community and Intersection Option D (Revised) would result in 
displacing five businesses. However, these changes would not significantly alter the affected 
communities in access, aesthetics or community cohesion. In addition, incorporation of the 
pedestrian/bicycle path would have an overall beneficial influence that dually promotes a more 
aesthetic community environment and improves bicyclist and pedestrian safety. 
 
SHA would further incorporate aesthetic enhancements into the final design which could 
include, but are not limited to, adding landscaping where feasible; adding treatments to the 
proposed bridge; and, providing finishes for exposed concrete surfaces, guardrails and lighting.  
 

Regional Economic Analysis 
 
A regional economic analysis was conducted as part of the MD 4 study. The purpose of the 
economic study was to identify the economic benefits from the project. The analysis used St. 
Mary’s County and Calvert County demographic information collected from census data, 
through interviews with county officials and staff, surveys, and county comprehensive plans.  
The results of the economic analysis indicated that the benefits would be in the form of both 
User Benefits and External Benefits, and return a highly positive benefit/cost ratio of 1.77, 
greatly exceeding the overall cost of the project. The typical benefit/cost Ratio for a 
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transportation project is well below 1.0. St. Mary’s County is projected to receive 25-50 percent 
and Calvert County would receive 50-75 percent of the distribution of economic benefits. These 
benefits include an additional 1,010 jobs, $80 million in additional income, $440 million in 
development potential, an increase of $1,070 in average household income, and a $4,755 
increase in the average residential housing value (all dollar values are for the year 2010).  

 
2. Cultural Resources 

 
Historic Standing Structures 

 
In accordance with requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), 
SHA has coordinated with MHT to identify eight historic standing structures either on or eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) within the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) (Appendix B).  
 

1. NAS Patuxent River Quarters A (Point Patience) (CT-69) (eligible);  
2. Avondale (CT-1182) (eligible);  
3. Our Lady Star of the Sea Roman Catholic Church (CT-967), a contributing resource within 

the National Register eligible Avondale Historic District;  
4. J.C. Lore Oyster House (CT-788) (National Historic Landmark);  
5. St. Peter’s Episcopal Church (CT-70) (eligible);  
6. William B. Tennison Bugeye (CT-799) (in NRHP);  
7. Drum Point Lighthouse (CT-68) (in NHRP); and  
8. Calvert Marine Museum (Solomons High School) (CT-997) (eligible).  

 
A description of these properties is provided in the MD 4 EA, Section III.D (August 2010). SHA 
determined that the Preferred Alternative would have no adverse effects on any of the historic 
structures; MHT concurred with this assessment on July 23, 2010.   Since that consultation, the 
APE was shifted to accommodate new project impact areas, to include previously coordinated 
resources that have reached 50 years of age, and to reduce the project area near the northern 
project limits. An additional 18 potentially historic resources were identified within the revised 
APE, and SHA determined that each of those resources were not eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would still have no adverse effects on historic structures.  
MHT concurred with this determination on February 5, 2015. 

 
 Archeological Resources 

 
SHA conducted Phase I underwater archeological survey of the Patuxent River crossing and 
terrestrial survey of undisturbed portions of the MD 4 study area in 2009 and 2010. Ten  
previously unrecorded archeological terrestrial sites (18ST830, 18ST831, 18ST832, 18ST833, 
18ST836, 18ST837, 18ST838, 18ST839, 18ST840, and 18ST841) were identified, along with an 
additional component of a previously recorded site (18ST620). Site 18CV359, previously 
recorded by the Navy on the Patuxent Naval Recreation Center is also in the project area. 
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MHT concurred that archeological sites 18CV359, 18ST830, 18ST836, 18ST837, and 18ST838 
are potentially significant and potentially eligible for listing in the NHRP.  Phase II survey is 
recommended to determine NRHP eligibility if these sites will be impacted.  Due to property 
access restrictions, Phase II surveys could not be conducted to determine the sites’ eligibility. 
Therefore, SHA, FHWA and MHT entered into a Programmatic Agreement, signed March 10, 
2011, (Appendix D) to structure future cultural resources investigations and Section 106 
consultation, and to fully assess the project’s effect. If, based upon final project design, any of 
the five archeological sites are impacted; SHA will conduct Phase II investigations and complete 
consultation with MHT. Pursuant to the Programmatic Agreement, if any of the sites are eligible 
for NRHP listing, SHA would develop a treatment plan, subject to MHT review, that addresses 
avoidance and mitigation measures. 
 
Per SHA’s January 29, 2015 letter to MHT, site 18ST838 is currently avoided by the Preferred 
Alternative. It is anticipated Phase II survey will be required at the remaining four archeological 
sites in accordance with stipulations provided in the Programmatic Agreement.  Based on the 
current project limits of the Preferred Alternative, some minor additional Phase I archeological 
survey will be required to supplement Phase I investigations completed in 2009 and 2010. This 
would cover newly expanded limits of disturbance in the MD 4 and MD 235 intersection area 
and some parcels where access was previously denied. Supplementary Phase I analysis will be 
done in conjunction with Phase II investigations required at other sites mentioned above. 
 

3. Natural Environment 
 

Waters of the United States (WUS) and Wetlands 
 
Field investigations for wetlands and Waters of the U.S. (WUS) were conducted within the 
project area and subsequently reviewed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE). Waters of the US, including wetlands, 
identified within the project area are shown in Appendix B. SHA will continue to coordinate 
with these agencies as the project moves toward final design with the intent to obtain the 
appropriate permits prior to beginning construction.  
 
The SHA Preferred Alternative would cross six perennial streams, the Patuxent River (a 
Maryland Scenic River), Town Creek, Kingston Creek, an unnamed tributary to Mill Creek, and 
two unnamed tributaries to Town Creek. The SHA Preferred Alternative would impact a total of 
6,370 linear feet (LF) (3.13 acres) of perennial, ephemeral, or intermittent streams. 
Approximately 2.49 acres of the stream impact is associated with the proposed bridge piers. The 
estimated temporary impact associated with potential dredging to accommodate placement of the 
proposed bridge piers is 0.93 acre. Stream impacts and impacts due to dredging would be further 
refined as final design proceeds and the details regarding the bridge piers become available. The 
Patuxent River and its tributaries are designated as Use II waters (support of estuarine and 
marine aquatic life and shellfish harvesting) within the study area. MDE regulations restrict in-
stream work within these Use II waters from June 1st to September 30th and December 16th to 
March 14th.  
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The SHA Preferred Alternative would impact 1.75 acres of wetlands, which includes: 
• 0.92 acre of palustrine forested wetlands; 
• 0.42 acre of palustrine emergent wetlands; 
• 0.10 acre of palustrine scrub-shrub wetlands; 
• 0.02 acre of tidal Estuarine Intertidal Scrub-shrub wetlands; and, 
• 0.29 acre of tidal Emergent wetlands. 

 
Approximately 0.14 acre of the non-tidal wetland impacts occur within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area (CA), with approximately 0.81 acre of those impacts within the CA 100-foot 
buffer. Approximately 0.32 acre of the tidal wetland impacts are within the Chesapeake Bay CA, 
all within the 100-foot buffer. The majority of impacted wetlands are high-quality wetlands that 
provide such principal functions as long-term storage of surface water and moderation of 
discharge, floodflow alteration, support for fish and shellfish populations, nutrient removal, and 
sediment stabilization, and that possess valuable wildlife habitat uniqueness/heritage.  
 

Wetland and WUS Mitigation 
 
In order to minimize impacts to aquatic resources, SHA applied 2 to 1 slopes to the design in 
locations where WUS and wetlands could potentially be impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  
The goals of the wetland and stream mitigation proposed for the MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge 
Project are to create or restore wetlands or streams within the same watersheds as the impacted 
features as well as replace, enhance, and preserve wetland and stream system functions lost due 
to the project impacts.   
 
Based on standard acreage replacement ratios agreed upon by the USACE and MDE, the 
proposed project would require approximately 0.62 acres of tidal wetland mitigation, 2.46 acres 
of non-tidal wetland mitigation, 2.65 acres of tidal waterway mitigation and 2,803 linear feet of 
non-tidal waterway mitigation to compensate for impacts associated with the MD 4 Thomas 
Johnson Bridge Project (Table II-1).  This amount of mitigation is based on the wetland 
replacement ratios stipulated under Section 404.  Typically, emergent wetlands are mitigated at a 
1:1 replacement ratio, while forested and scrub-shrub wetlands are mitigated at a 2:1 replacement 
ratio.  The decision to replace function, acreage, or both may be adjusted at the discretion of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) or the Maryland Department of the Environment 
(MDE), depending on the practicability of the proposed mitigation.  WUS impacts (impacts to 
perennial or intermittent watercourses) will be mitigated at a 1:1 replacement ratio.  It must be 
noted that approximately 367 linear feet of the 2,803 linear feet of required stream mitigation is 
to regulated ephemeral channels.  Impacts to ephemeral channels are expected to be mitigated 
on-site and in-kind, which results in 2,436 linear feet of non-tidal stream mitigation needed for 
the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    
Finding of No Significant Impact             September 2015 
MD 4 Project Planning Study 

 II-12 
 

 
 
Table II-1: Preferred Alternative – Compensatory Mitigation for Wetlands and Waters 

 

Impacted System 
Tidal 

Scrub-
Shrub 

Wetlands 

Tidal 
Emergent 
Wetlands 

Non-
Tidal 
PEM             

Wetlands 

Non-
Tidal 
PFO 

Wetlands 

Non-Tidal  
PSS 

Wetlands 

Tidal 
Waters 

Non-
Tidal 

Waters 

Impact 
(acres/linear 
feet) 

0.02 0.29 0.42 0.92 0.10 2.65 2,803 

Mitigation 
Ratio 2:1 2:1 1:1 2:1 2:1 1:1 1:1 

Mitigation 
Required 
(acres/linear 
feet) 

0.04 0.58 0.42 1.84 0.20 2.65 2,803 

 
All mitigation measures employed to compensate for unavoidable impacts to Waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands, will follow the Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule (33 CFR Part 332 and 
40 CFR Part 230), and other state compensatory mitigation guidelines, as well as other 
recommendations from federal and state resource agencies.  Mitigation options under the Federal 
Rule could include mitigation banking credits, in-lieu fees, or permittee-responsible mitigation 
using a watershed approach in that order of preference.  Permittee-responsible mitigation may be 
in the form of establishment/creation, enhancement, or preservation to replace the loss of 
wetland, stream, and/or other aquatic resource functions.  The mitigation plan must follow the 12 
fundamental components set out in the Federal Mitigation Rule no matter which form of 
compensatory mitigation is adopted.  
 
The wetland mitigation site search was conducted within the Lower Patuxent River and the St. 
Mary’s River watersheds and utilized the Watershed Resources Registry (WRR) and Geographic 
Information System (GIS) desktop analysis for the preliminary identification of potential 
mitigation areas.  Site criteria for the potential mitigation areas identified include having non-
forested or open areas at least five acres in size, containing hydric soils or soils with hydric 
inclusions, and being topographically low.  The stream mitigation site search was conducted in 
the Lower Patuxent River watershed and also utilized GIS desktop analysis of potential sites 
previously identified in the Lower Patuxent Stream Corridor Assessment (Pellicano and Yetman, 
2004).  Additional wetland and stream mitigation site opportunities were identified through 
coordination with the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) and county government 
agencies in Calvert and St. Mary’s counties.  Potential site areas identified by desktop analysis 
were visually verified during windshield surveys and then accepted or rejected depending on the 
site criteria previously mentioned.  Acceptable wetland sites were documented with information 
on hydrologic conditions, soils, vegetation, existing wetlands, current land use, constraint issues, 
and any potential stream restoration opportunities associated with the site.  Potential stream 
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restoration sites were similarly documented with information on bank erosion, floodplain 
condition, habitat and water quality, and construction feasibility. 
 
Windshield surveys produced a total of 36 potential wetland sites and 13 potential stream sites. 
On-site investigations were conducted where property owner access was granted to verify GIS 
information and evaluate the site for mitigation feasibility. Wetland site investigations included 
performing soil profile borings, identification of hydrology sources and site constraints.  Stream 
site investigation included an evaluation of existing erosion, floodplain connection, riparian 
vegetation, instream habitat and site constraints. Site investigations yielded ten potential wetland 
mitigation sites and six potential stream restoration sites. These sites were ranked based on the 
ability of the sites to replace functions lost from the impacted wetland and stream resources, site 
size and property owner participation. Based on this evaluation, the top sites were presented to 
environmental regulatory and review agency representatives.  Two agency field reviews of the 
potential wetland and stream mitigation sites were held on April 17th and April 24th, 2015 to 
complete on-site reviews of these top rated potential mitigation sites.  Individuals from MDE, 
USACE, Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and SHA were in attendance.  
 
A summary of the potential mitigation sites are shown below in Table II-2.  Detailed site 
descriptions are provided below, and mitigation site fact sheets for the preferred sites are 
included in Appendix G. 
 
 

 Table II-2: Summary of Potential Mitigation Sites  

Site ID Type of 
Mitigation 

Potential 
Wetland 
Acreage 

Potential 
Stream 
Length 

Location Watershed Property 
Ownership 

Source 

PAT-14 

Non-tidal 
Wetland 

Restoration/ 
Creation 

9.3 Acres N/A Scotland 
Lower 

Patuxent 
River 

Private WRR 

PAT-8 Tidal Wetland 
Creation 4.5 Acres N/A Scotland 

Lower 
Patuxent 

River 
Private WRR 

Albaugh 
Existing   
Non-tidal 

Wetland Site 
0.5 Acre N/A Valley Lee 

Saint 
Mary’s 
River 

SHA 
Easement SHA 

SM-5 

 
Non-tidal 
Wetland 

Restoration 
 

14.8 Acres N/A Valley Lee 
Saint 

Mary’s 
River 

Private WRR 

PAT-7 Non-tidal 8.1 Acres N/A Lexington Lower Private WRR 
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Wetland 
Restoration/ 

Creation 

Park Patuxent 
River 

PAT-MD 
2/4 Stream N/A 1,000 L.F. Prince 

Frederick 

Lower 
Patuxent 

River 
Private SHA 

PAT-65 Stream & 
BMP’s N/A 1,625 L.F. Prince 

Frederick 

Lower 
Patuxent 

River 
Private Desktop 

Review 

PAT-99 Stream N/A 720 L.F. Prince 
Frederick 

West 
Chesapeake 

Bay 
Private 

Stream Site 
Property 
Owner 

 
PAT-14 
 
This potential non-tidal wetland mitigation site is located north of the intersection of Point 
Lookout Road (MD 5) and St. Michaels Manor Way in Scotland, MD, and is the most favored 
non-tidal wetland mitigation site by agency representatives.  Currently the site is privately owned 
and is being used as an active agricultural field.  PAT-14 has approximately 9.3 acres of potential 
mitigation.  The site will likely require minimal grading to intercept groundwater and ditch 
diversions to increase water retention within created wetland areas.  Replicated wetland 
functions and values include groundwater recharge/discharge, floodflow alteration, 
sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, production 
export, wildlife habitat, uniqueness/heritage, and visual quality/aesthetics. 
 
PAT-8 
 
This potential tidal wetland mitigation site is located on Long Neck Road, about one mile east of 
Point Lookout Road (MD 193) in Scotland, MD, and is the most favored tidal mitigation site by 
agency representatives.  The proposed mitigation site is situated on a privately owned, active 
agricultural field that is within the 100-year floodplain of the Lower Patuxent River.  The site has 
approximately 4.5 acres of potential tidal wetland mitigation.  The site will likely require 
minimal to moderate grading to allow tidal flooding from both Long Neck Creek and Deep 
Creek for creation or restoration of tidal scrub-shrub and emergent wetlands.  Replicated wetland 
functions and values include floodflow alteration, fish and shellfish habitat, 
sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/ retention/transformation, production 
export, sediment/shoreline stabilization, wildlife habitat, recreation, uniqueness/heritage, and 
visual quality/aesthetics.  
  
Albaugh 
 
The Albaugh site is located on Drayden Road, about 0.7 miles east of the intersection with Piney 
Point Road (MD 249) in Valley Lee, MD.  The site is an existing wetland mitigation site that has 
already been constructed by SHA for non-tidal wetland mitigation.  Albaugh has approximately 
5.5 acres of additional non-tidal wetland mitigation credit that may be utilized for wetland 
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impacts within the St. Mary’s River watershed.  Replicated wetland functions and values include 
groundwater recharge/discharge, floodflow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, 
nutrient removal/retention/transformation, production export, wildlife habitat, 
uniqueness/heritage, and visual quality/aesthetics. 
 
SM-5 
 
This potential non-tidal wetland mitigation site is located on Andover Estates Road, about 0.2 
mile east of Piney Point Road (MD 249) in Valley Lee, MD.  Currently the site is a privately 
owned, active agricultural field that borders existing forested non-tidal wetlands.  During the 
agency field reviews, the group expressed the desire for a larger wetland creation site than what 
was proposed.  The potential creation area has since been updated and is anticipated to yield 
approximately 14.8 acres of non-tidal wetland mitigation.  The site will likely require minimal 
grading to intercept groundwater as well as ditch diversion and plugging to increase water 
retention.  Replicated wetland functions and values include groundwater recharge/discharge, 
sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/ transformation, wildlife 
habitat, uniqueness/heritage, and visual quality/aesthetics.  
 
PAT-7 
 
This potential non-tidal wetland mitigation site is located on Demko Road, about 0.8 mile east of 
Three Notch Road (MD 235) in Lexington Park, MD.  Currently the site is a privately owned 
active agricultural field that borders existing forested non-tidal wetlands.  During the agency 
field reviews, USACE and MDE expressed concerns regarding depth to groundwater within the 
northern portion of the site.  Future investigations would assess the groundwater depths within 
this area.  If the groundwater depths are determined to be too deep, a smaller surface water 
driven wetland system could be created.  Currently the site has approximately 8.1 acres of non-
tidal mitigation potential.  The site will likely require minimal to moderate grading to intercept 
groundwater and provide for a hydrological connection to adjacent forested wetlands.  
Replicated wetland functions and values include groundwater recharge/discharge, floodflow 
alteration, sediment/toxicant/ pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, 
production export, wildlife habitat, uniqueness/heritage, and visual quality/ aesthetics. 
 
PAT-MD 2/4 
 
This potential stream mitigation site is located between MD 2/4 and Prince Frederick Boulevard, 
adjacent to two large shopping centers in Prince Frederick, MD.  This site was initially identified 
by the Maryland State Highway Administration as a stormwater water quality credit opportunity 
that is associated with the MD 2/4 improvement project in Prince Frederick.  The site is currently 
in design and any additional stream restoration not needed for the MD 2/4 project would be used 
as stream mitigation credit for the MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge Project Planning Study Project.  
The selected stream is associated with the headwaters of Mill Creek, originating at a culvert 
crossing located under MD 2/4 and flows southwest towards Prince Frederick Boulevard. The 
channel is severely entrenched, making it difficult to access the floodplain during significant 
storm events. In addition, multiple sewerline utilities are exposed in the channel bed.  PAT-MD 
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2/4 has a minimum of 1,000 linear feet of stream mitigation credit available for the MD 4 
Project.  The site will require in-stream structures and bank grading in order to improve channel 
stability, reconnect to the floodplain, reduce sediment loading, protect existing utilities, improve 
in-stream habitat, and restore adjacent wetland habitat.  Replicated stream functions include 
system dynamics (stream evolution processes and energy management), hydrologic balance 
(hydrodynamic character, surface water storage processes and surface/subsurface water 
exchange), sediment processes and character (sediment continuity, substrate and structural 
processes), support for biological communities and processes and chemical processes and 
pathways (water and soil quality and chemical processes and nutrient cycles). 
 
PAT-65 
 
PAT-65 is located adjacent to 750 Prince Frederick Boulevard in Prince Frederick, MD.  This 
potential stream mitigation site originates at a stormwater pond facility behind a commercial 
shopping center and flows southwest into Mill Creek.  The channel is severely entrenched for a 
majority of the site length and is experiencing major erosion.  The site has approximately 1,625 
linear feet of stream restoration potential.  Mitigation of the site will require the installation of in-
stream structures and bank grading in order to improve channel stability, reconnection to the 
floodplain, reduce sediment loading, and improve in-stream habitat.  Replicated stream functions 
include system dynamics (stream evolution processes, energy management and riparian 
processes), hydrologic balance (hydrodynamic character, surface water storage processes and 
surface/subsurface water exchange), sediment processes and character (sediment continuity, 
substrate and structural processes), support for biological communities and processes and 
chemical processes and pathways (water quality and chemical processes and nutrient cycles). 
 
PAT-99 
 
This potential stream mitigation site is located off of MD 2/4 northbound, about 0.2 miles west 
of Healing and Deliverance Church in Prince Frederick, MD.  The site is associated with an 
unnamed tributary to Parkers Creek which is located in the West Chesapeake Bay watershed. 
Parkers Creek is known as an inverted stream that previously flowed west to the Patuxent River 
several hundred thousand years ago before significant erosion of uplands cliffs in what is today 
called the Chesapeake Bay.  The stream is currently experiencing severe bank erosion and 
channel widening due to the highly erosive forces caused by storm events.  PAT-99 has 
approximately 720 linear feet of stream restoration potential. The mitigation of the site would 
require the installation of in-stream structures and bank grading in order to improve channel 
stability, reduce sediment loading, improve riparian habitat, and enhance/expand fringe 
floodplain wetland areas within the upstream reach.  Replicated stream functions include system 
dynamics (stream evolution processes, energy management and riparian processes), hydrologic 
balance (hydrodynamic character, surface water storage processes and surface/subsurface water 
exchange), sediment processes and character (sediment continuity), and chemical processes and 
pathways (water quality and chemical processes and nutrient cycles). USACE, USFWS and MD 
DNR agreed that this site was a good mitigation opportunity for the MD 4 Project particularly 
because of the amount of erosion and sedimentation occurring in the system and its effects on the 
high quality resources associated with Parkers Creek downstream of the site. MDE indicated that 
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the site may not qualify for stream mitigation credit since a majority of the site is associated with 
an ephemeral stream. 
 
All sites included in Table II-2 were determined to be acceptable mitigation sites during the 
project’s agency field review and will require further investigation for feasibility including, but 
not limited to, continued property owner coordination, groundwater investigations and water 
budget calculations for wetland sites, and detailed geomorphic surveys for stream sites. Based on 
field investigations and comments received during the agency field reviews, the favored wetland 
mitigation sites include PAT-14 and PAT-8 as well as the existing Albaugh wetland mitigation 
site located in the St. Mary’s River watershed.  SM-5 and PAT-7 will be retained as back-up 
sites.  The favored stream mitigation sites include PAT-MD 2/4 and PAT-65.  PAT-99 will 
remain as a back-up site as it could also provide an opportunity for stream mitigation, but will 
require further coordination with MDE.  
 
Short and long-term impacts to aquatic resources would also be avoided and minimized through 
strict adherence to the Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal 
Projects. The stormwater management guidelines became effective on April 15, 2010, and 
supplement the Stormwater Management Regulations (COMAR 26.17.02), the Maryland 
Stormwater Design Manual, Volumes I and II, and the Maryland Stormwater Design Manual 
(Supplement 1, Chapter 5 Environmental Site Design (ESD)) adopted May 4, 2009.  
 
SHA included stormwater management controls and integrated Environmental Site Design 
(ESD) considerations into the Preferred Alternative. The principles behind ESD embrace the 
conservation of natural features, the minimized use of impervious surfaces, and reducing runoff 
to increase infiltration and evapotranspiration. The existing area of impervious surface 
encompasses approximately 45 acres. The SHA Preferred Alternative would require the addition 
of nearly 25.94 acres of impervious surface to the watershed. 
 
Full integration of ESD in the conceptual stormwater management plan would reduce the impact 
of any additional impervious surface, and would provide additional stormwater quality controls 
above what is currently provided on-site. The stormwater guidelines provide information 
necessary for submittal of stormwater management plans to the MDE Water Management 
Administration for review and approval.  
 
SHA will consider additional avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures as the project 
approaches final design. These may include the use of steeper roadway embankments, 
perpendicular crossing for waterways, and minor alignment adjustments. 
 

Floodplains 
 
The proposed action would comply with Executive Order 11988; Floodplain Management, and 
23 CFR 650, Subpart A. For transportation projects, the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(DOT) Order 5650.0 entitled Floodplain Management and Protection prescribes policies and 
procedures for ensuring that proper consideration is given to the avoidance and mitigation of 
floodplain impacts. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and Flood Insurance 
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Rate Mapping (FIRM) for the study area show a 100-year floodplain for the Patuxent River           
(Appendix B). The 100-year floodplain impacts for the SHA Preferred Alternative would total 
0.13 acre, which are associated with the Patuxent River Crossing 4-Lane Parallel Span Bridge. 
The impacts provided here are estimates based on information that is currently available for the 
bridge piers. Floodplain impacts will be further defined as final design proceeds and the details 
about the bridge piers become available. SHA will continue to consider measures to reduce 
floodplain impacts as the project progresses.  
 

Aquatic Habitat 
 
Coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has indicated that juvenile and 
adult summer flounder (Paralicthys dentatus), juvenile and adult bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix), 
and juvenile red drum (Sciaenops occelatus) are Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) species of concern 
within the in-water project area for the MD 4 planning study. These species may be seasonally 
using the area under the existing bridge and where the proposed bridge may be constructed. 
Potential time-of-year restrictions may preclude construction activities during the warmer 
months and would likely occur during the cooler months when EFH species are not present. 
Potential time-of-year restrictions may include restrictions to be protective of American oysters 
(June 1 to September 30 and December 15 to March 14), anadromous fish (February 15 to June 
15), and submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) (April 1 to October 30). See Table II-3 for a 
summary of all proposed time-of-year restrictions. 
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  Table II-3:  Proposed MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge Project Time-of-Year Restrictions 
MD 4 THOMAS JOHNSON MEMORIAL BRIDGE 

Proposed Time-of-Year Restrictions1 
AGENCY RECOMMENDATIONS 
January February March April May June July August September October November December                                                       

                                      shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon Spring Migration Period             

                                     Anadromous fish (covers Use I In-Stream Work) 

                                                                                                                Submerged Aquatic Vegetation2 

Use II In-Stream Work (cont.)                                                                            Use II In-Stream Work  

   American oysters (cont.)                                                                                  American oysters 

                                                 American Peregrine Falcon Nesting Season 

                                                                                                                            (Hypoxic conditions in Patuxent R.)    
 

PILE DRIVING 
January February March April May June July August September October November December 

All pile driving will employ construction techniques to limit pressure waves to 4 psi, and to satisfy the Underwater Noise Standards (UNS). 
(Pile driving will be prohibited during the spring migration (2/15 – 7/14) if the deep water area cannot be maintained below 150 dB.) 

DREDGING 
January February March April May June July August September October November December 

7/15 – 2/14 2/15 – 10/14 
(Muck removal from inside a cofferdam IS permitted) 7/15 – 2/14 

SUBAQUEOUS BLASTING 
January February March April May June July August September October November December 

11/1 – 2/14 2/15 – 7/14 
7/15 – 10/31                                                  

(Must be inside a double-wall 
dewatered cofferdam) 

11/1 – 2/14 

DEBRIS REMOVAL  
January February March April May June July August September October November December 

7/15 – 2/14 2/15 – 7/14 7/15 – 2/14 
1Assuming sturgeon do not overwinter in Patuxent River, but may use this river for spawning since oyster beds are present within action area. 
2Growing season time-of-year restrictions may be appropriate for submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). SHA will conduct inwater surveys in the 
immediate area prior to construction to document the presence/absence of horned pondweed and other SAV species. 
 
COLOR KEY: 

 
Prohibited Restricted Permitted 
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As of February 2012, the Atlantic Sturgeon was listed as a protected resource under NMFS 
jurisdiction. On April 15, 2013, NMFS notified SHA that shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser 
brevirostrum), another federally-listed species under NMFS’ jurisdiction, could be present within 
the study area. Please refer to the discussion of Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species for 
additional information regarding coordination efforts with NMFS for these sturgeon species. 
 
The SHA Preferred Alternative would have some adverse impacts on EFH due to the bridge 
widening. Project-related construction impacts would result from excavation of unsuitable 
foundation material where bridge footings would be placed, construction of bridge footings, and 
driving of bridge piles. Driving hollow steel piles with a diameter of 48 inches or greater can 
result in pressure waves that are lethal to fish. In memos dated October 20, 2009 and April 13, 
2012, NMFS recommended measures to mitigate construction and excavation impacts that 
include shock-wave protective measures and applying the use of bubble curtain technology. 
These measures proved successful at minimizing potentially harmful effects to fish species and 
the ecosystem for similar scoped projects. 
 
Temporary impacts on water quality may occur during construction activities from the SHA 
Preferred Alternative. Turbidity plumes and elevated concentrations of nutrients are likely in the 
vicinity of bottom excavation and pile-driving activities. 
 
Temporary, adverse impacts may occur as a result of excavation, construction, and pile-driving 
activities. These impacts may result from the destruction of benthos due to excavation and loss of 
benthic habitat during construction. Forage fish and macroinvertebrates would be displaced from 
the construction area and return to the project area after construction is complete. A small portion 
of the water column would be lost because of bridge infrastructure.  
 
The SHA Preferred Alternative may have additional adverse impacts associated with underwater 
blasting that may be used to demolish the existing span after a new span is constructed. 
Underwater blasting may cause a pressure wave that is potentially lethal to fish species. 
Additional impacts associated with underwater blasting are increased turbidity, decreased 
visibility, burial of the benthic community, and debris falling into the river.  
 
As new information becomes available or if aspects of the project are revised, SHA will reinitiate 
consultation with the NMFS regarding potentially adverse impacts to aquatic habitat and species. 
 

Groundwater 
 
The groundwater in the study area is obtained from the Aquia aquifer. Though impacts to 
groundwater are expected to be minimal, any groundwater contamination from construction 
activities would be minimized by implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs). 
Temporary BMPs that would be utilized during construction activities include: using silt fence, 
re-vegetating disturbed areas, and designing grassed channels to control sediment and erosion 
from the work site. Permanent BMPs that would be utilized during construction activities and 
remain in place afterward include stormwater management ponds and biofiltration systems, such 
as grassed medians and grassed drainage swales.  



    
Finding of No Significant Impact                                                                                                                              September 2015 
MD 4 Project Planning Study 

 II-21 
 

Forest/Woodlands  
 
The SHA Preferred Alternative would impact 50.56 acres of woodland, including 7.74 acres of 
Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) habitat (Appendix B). Most impacts would occur to the 
existing forest edge and/or to narrow rows of trees next to the roadway. The SHA Preferred 
Alternative; including Alternative 4 (Patuxent River Crossing), the MD 4 Mainline Alternatives, 
and Intersection Option D (Revised); would also directly impact a total of seven significant trees. 
In design, further effort can be made in avoiding direct impacts to specimen trees by adjustment 
of the proposed alignment. Such adjustments would have to be fully evaluated for any potential 
impacts on other sensitive resources. 
 
The project would comply with applicable laws and regulations regarding forest impacts. Per 
Natural Resources Article 5-103, "Reforestation Law," adopted 1989, amended 1990 and 1991, 
the construction of a highway by a unit of the state: 
 

1.  May cut or clear only the minimum number of trees and other woody plants that 
are necessary and consistent with sound design practices, and  

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

 
Mitigation for the 50.56 acres of forest cover impacted by the Preferred Alternative would 
require replacement on an acre-for-acre, one-to-one basis within a year of project completion, in 
accordance with the Maryland Reforestation Law. Reforestation sites would be identified at the 
design phase of the project, and sites within the same county or watershed would be given the 
first priority. If local reforestation sites cannot be identified, SHA would contribute $4,356 per 
cleared acre into the Reforestation Fund. To further minimize impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative on woodlands, SHA would cut or clear only the minimum number of trees or other 
woody plants that are necessary and consistent with sound design practices, and shall make every 
reasonable effort to minimize the cutting or clearing of trees and other woody plants.  
 
Impacts to FIDS habitat will be minimized to the extent practicable and mitigation will be 
determined on a case by case basis with further consultation with DNR. Mitigation will be 
accomplished through either creation of new FIDS habitat or protection of existing FIDS habitat. 
 

Soils 
 
The study area lies within the Western Shore Uplands Region of the Coastal Plain Province and 
contains prime farmland soils, and soils of statewide importance. In accordance with the 
Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), since the soils that are being impacted are not on land 
that is agriculturally zoned, a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form is not required for this 
project. Therefore, Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance located/mapped 
within the study area are exempt from FPPA coordination.  
 
SHA proposes to use 2:1 slopes and/or retaining walls along the roadway embankments to 
minimize soil erosion impacts from construction due to the removal of vegetation and 
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impervious surfaces. SHA would also consider several methods to decrease erosion effects, 
including structural, vegetative and operational methods during construction; these may include: 
 

• Seeding, sodding, and stabilizing slopes as soon as possible to minimize the exposed area 
during construction 

• Stabilizing ditches at the tops of cuts and at the bottoms of fill slopes before excavation 
and formation of embankments 

• Properly using sediment traps, silt fences, slope drains, water holding areas and other 
control measures 

• Using diversion dikes, mulches, netting, energy dissipaters, and other physical erosion 
controls on slopes where vegetation cannot be supported 

 
SHA will prepare a grading plan and erosion and sediment control plan as the project approaches 
final design. 
 

4. Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 
 
Coordination with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR), USFWS, and NMFS 
was initiated to determine whether any Federal or State-listed threatened or endangered species 
were known to occur within the MD 4 study area. Correspondence with the DNR Wildlife and 
Heritage Division noted that there is a breeding record for the American Peregrine Falcon (Falco 
peregrinus anatum). The American Peregrine Falcon (Falcon peregrinus anatum) has been 
identified as “In Need of Conservation” status in Maryland. The DNR Wildlife and Heritage 
Division has requested that a survey be performed near the time of construction to evaluate the 
potential of the Falcon’s presence. If the Falcon is identified, a restriction of work conducted 
within 0.25 mile of the nest site during the nesting season (February to August) may be required. 
The USFWS has stated that, except for occasional transient individuals, there are no federally 
proposed or listed endangered or threatened species within the project area.  
 
The DNR Fisheries Service identified the Patuxent River and its tributaries within the vicinity of 
the project area as Use II waters (Support of Estuarine and Marine Aquatic Life and Shellfish 
Harvesting). Also, DNR has documented Yellow Perch, White Perch, Striped Bass, and Herring 
species within the project area. However, most anadromous fish spawning activities occur further 
up the river in less saline waters and in the tributaries; therefore, significant impacts are not 
anticipated.  
 
In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, FHWA and SHA prepared a 
Biological Assessment (BA), which evaluated the potential impact of the proposed new Thomas 
Johnson Bridge on the shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon that may occur within the study area. 
Based on available scientific data and the general lack of suitable spawning and foraging habitat 
for shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon in the Patuxent River, the BA concluded that it is unlikely 
that these fish would be found within the action area of the MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge 
project during any time of the year. However, based on the capture data, it is still possible that 
shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon may be present within the Patuxent River. The likelihood of 
adults, larvae, or eggs being present in the project area would be greatest from late March 
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through May 15. According to BAs for the Nice Bridge and Woodrow Wilson Bridge projects in 
the Potomac River, the probability of encountering sturgeon was assumed to be lowest outside 
the spring migration period, from July 15 to February 14. Potential impacts to sturgeon could 
result from pressure waves due to pile driving, increased turbidity due to bottom excavation, and 
release of sediment during dredging. SHA will commit to protection methods during 
construction for the sturgeon, particularly during dredging and power driving of piles for the new 
bridge. Additionally, particular attention would be placed on ensuring the navigational channel, 
and the deep water areas within the navigational channel, are protected from violations of the 
Underwater Noise Standards discussed during the spring migration of sturgeon. NMFS-
Annapolis noted methods are improving for mitigating shock waves produced from power 
driving of hollow steel piles, and bubble curtain technology has been introduced for pile driving 
in deep waters, where use of a “can” structure surrounding a pile being driven may be infeasible. 
Pile driving is proposed to be permitted year-round; however, if required, all pile driving will 
employ construction techniques to limit pressure waves to 4 psi and to satisfy the NMFS noise 
thresholds. Should these techniques not mitigate pressure waves and noise to comply with the 
thresholds, prohibition of pile driving could occur between February 15 and July 14. Mechanical 
dredging is proposed to be permitted from mid-July through mid-February. This time-of-year 
restriction considers the presence of yellow perch and other anadromous fish species (February 
15 through June 15). Muck removal from inside a cofferdam would be permitted between mid-
February and mid-July.     
 
In NMFS’ October 2009 letter, they stated that if dredging would occur within 500 yards of 
Natural Oyster Bars within the project area, the following time-of-year restrictions were 
recommended to protect oyster spawning and winter quiescence during dredging operations.  
Also as required by NMFS (letter dated June 16, 2009), should blasting be required to demolish 
the existing bridge, seasonal restriction during periods of peak abundance and/or movements of 
finfish through the project area could be implemented to protect them from blast-related shock 
waves (Table II-3).  
 
SHA will continue consultation with NMFS through the design/construction phases of the 
project to ensure that a “not likely to adversely affect” determination is appropriate and that the 
project would not have a significant impact on either shortnose or Atlantic sturgeon.  
 

5. Unique and Sensitive Areas 
 
Maryland’s Green Infrastructure 

 
Green infrastructure is the strategically planned and managed network of natural lands, working 
landscapes, and other open spaces that conserve ecosystem functions and provide associated 
benefits to human populations. The DNR, using satellite imagery, road and stream locations, and 
biological data, has identified a green infrastructure network for the state of Maryland. The green 
infrastructure network is composed of core areas, hubs, and corridors. Unfragmented natural 
areas, called hubs, include large blocks of contiguous interior forest and large wetland 
complexes. Linear stretches of land called corridors consist of stream valleys and ridge tops that 
allow animals and seeds to move between hubs and areas of disconnect between the hubs and 
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corridors which are called gaps. The SHA Preferred Alternative would impact approximately 5.3 
acres of hubs, 5.3 acres of corridors, and 4.1 acre of gaps (Appendix B). Potential effects of the 
impacts to the green infrastructure network include loss of habitat and habitat fragmentation. 
There are currently no mitigation requirements for impacts to Green Infrastructure, but SHA will 
use knowledge of the network to enhance other types of mitigation as discussed below. 
 
SHA, in coordination with County planners and regulatory agencies, has used green 
infrastructure data throughout the planning and design phases to locate areas of land that could 
be targeted for protection or restoration to help ensure habitat for Maryland’s plants and wildlife, 
as well as to promote a healthier environment including improved outdoor recreation, clean 
drinking water, and erosion prevention. At the time Maryland’s Green Infrastructure Assessment 
(2003) was published, it was determined that 74 percent of Maryland’s Green Infrastructure is 
unprotected; and 13 percent of hubs, and less than one percent of corridors were in areas 
managed primarily for natural values. Green infrastructure would be utilized in the design phase 
to identify gaps and areas of maximum ecological benefit for tree mitigation. 
 
Animals would be channeled naturally by the roadway embankments and culverts during low 
flow periods. The practicality of including wildlife passage features, especially for small 
animals, to the design of the culverts will be analyzed further later in the project. 
 

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (CBCA) 
 

The SHA Preferred Alternative would impact 42.6 acres of the CBCA. The Critical Area Buffer 
(CAB) would be delineated and expanded based on field conditions.  Approximately 7.4 acres of 
that impact are within the minimum 100-foot buffer area. Impacts within the CBCA are expected 
to result from earth disturbance, removal of vegetation, placement of fill, and increased 
impervious areas. CAB mitigation ratios commensurate to the impact type would be determined 
in coordination Critical Area Commission (CAC) staff. Mitigation for forested areas within the 
CBCA will be required at a 1:1 ratio. All mitigation will be shown on a Buffer Management Plan 
that identifies species, stocking density, and a planting schedule. SHA conducted a field review 
with the Critical Area Commission (CAC) on July 7, 2009. SHA will continue coordination with 
the CAC to determine appropriate mitigation during the design phase of the project. 
 

6. Air Quality 
 
A project-level air quality technical analysis was completed in accordance with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), FHWA, and SHA guidelines. The purpose of this 
project-level air quality analysis was to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed alternatives 
on the air quality, including the analysis of carbon monoxide (CO), fine particulate matter 2.5 
microns or smaller in size (PM2.5), and Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs). Refer to the Air 
Quality Technical Report MD 4 Thomas Johnson Memorial Bridge Planning Study: From MD 2 
to MD 235 (July, 2009) for details on the technical analysis and its components. 
 
St. Mary’s County is currently listed by the EPA as not in non-attainment for ozone, PM2.5, 
PM10, CO, and Nitrogen Dioxide. Calvert County is currently listed by the EPA as not in 
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non-attainment for PM2.5, PM10, CO, and Nitrogen Dioxide. Calvert County is a moderate 
non-attainment area for Ozone, which is assessed at the regional level through conformity 
analysis. Therefore, the project conforms to the state air quality implementation plans (SIPs) and 
Mobile Emission Budget. 
 
St. Mary’s County has been designated as not in non-attainment of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for PM2.5 and, therefore this project is exempt from regional or 
micro-scale PM2.5 analysis. Results of the project level quantitative CO analysis indicate that the 
8-hour concentration of CO at each of the analyzed sites within the project area will be less than 
the NAAQS 8-hour standard of 9.0 parts per million both under existing conditions and all 
alternatives. The project will not significantly impact air quality for CO nor will it cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS for CO. FHWA Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in 
NEPA Documents requires analysis of Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) under specific 
conditions. Under the Preferred Alternative in design year 2030, reduced MSAT emissions in the 
immediate area of the project are expected relative to the no build alternative due to EPA’s 
MSAT reduction programs. 
 
The MD 4 project area is included in the newly formed Calvert - St. Mary’s Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (CSMMPO), which is in the process of being established.  A Long Range 
Transportation Plan is to be prepared by the CSMMPO. While a Long Range Transportation 
Plan has yet to  be prepared by the CSMMPO, the project has been included in SHA’s FY 2015-
2020 Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP), dated December 1, 2014 (STIP reference No. 
SM3511, page SHA-SM-2). 
 
The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential to impact the local ambient air 
quality by generating fugitive dust through activities such as demolition and materials handling. 
The State Highway Administration has addressed this possibility by establishing "Specifications 
for Construction and Materials" which specifies procedures to be followed by contractors 
involved in site work. The Maryland Air and Radiation Management Administration was 
consulted to determine the adequacy of the "Specifications" in terms of satisfying the 
requirements of the "Regulations Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the State of 
Maryland". The Maryland Air and Radiation Management Administration found the 
specifications to be consistent with the requirements of these regulations. Therefore, during the 
construction period, all appropriate measures (Code of Maryland Regulations 26.11.06.03D) 
would be incorporated to minimize the impact of the proposed transportation improvements on 
the air quality of the area. Mobile source emissions can also be minimized during construction by 
not permitting idling delivery trucks or other equipment during periods of unloading or other 
non-active use. The existing number of traffic lanes should be maintained during construction, to 
the maximum extent possible, and construction schedules should be planned in a manner that 
will not create traffic disruption and increase air pollutants. Application of these measures will 
ensure that construction impact of the project is insignificant. 
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7. Noise 
 
Impact analysis was performed in compliance with FHWA and SHA methodologies for each of 
the proposed build alternatives, including the SHA Preferred Alternative with Option D: Revised 
SPUI.  The Noise Sensitive Areas (NSAs) within the study area include individual residences, 
playgrounds, a church, restaurants and other commercial establishments and multi-story 
condominiums. A total of nine NSAs (NSAs 4-6-7-9-14-15-18-19-20) are predicted to 
experience noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66-dBA criteria in the design year (2030) and 
warranted consideration of noise abatement measures. Two of the nine NSAs (NSAs 15 and 19 
located in the vicinity of the proposed SPUI), meet feasibility and reasonableness criteria 
established in SHA’s Highway Noise Policy (July 13, 2011) and will be further evaluated for 
noise abatement. 
 

8. Hazardous Materials 
 
An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) (2009) identified a total of 193 sites within the project study 
corridor that could potentially contain a range of hazardous materials. SHA applied its Project 
Impact Ranking Criteria (PIRC) system to each site based upon early findings. The PIRC scores 
sites from 1 to 6. A score of 1 has a high potential to contain hazardous material, and a score of 5 
or 6 has a low potential to contain hazardous material.  Of the 193 sites investigated, 62 are 
ranked in the medium to high severity category. Of the 62 medium to high sites, the majority 
pose no risk due to the location of the tanks and pumps observed on-site. It is recommended that 
Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) Screening be completed in the design phase for 26 of the 62 
medium to high ranked sites (Table II-4), to gather additional information regarding 
contamination of total petroleum hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act metals, volatile organic compounds, and semi-volatile organic 
compounds. This investigation could include soil sampling and groundwater testing to determine 
whether hazardous materials remain on-site that require proper excavation and removal/disposal. 
SHA’s Office of Materials and Technology (OMT) will handle any extraction and/or remediation 
of underground storage tanks. Please refer to the 2009 ISA for more detailed information 
regarding hazardous materials sites. 

 
Table II-4: Initial Site Assessment Study Areas. 

Site ID Land Use Description 
Site 10 Trailer Park Multiple AST’s were observed to be in poor condition with 

minor staining. If the proposed construction were to impact 
this property, further investigation within the LOD may be 
prudent. Soil sampling should be performed in the vicinity of 
the storage tanks in order to confirm or negate the presence of 
any contamination that may be encountered during the cut and 
fill operations of construction. 

Site 15 Multiple 
Residences 

One heating oil UST and three heating oil AST’s 
observed to be in poor condition. If the proposed construction 
were to impact this property, further investigation within the 
LOD may be prudent. Soil sampling should be performed in 
the vicinity of the storage tanks in order to confirm or negate 
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Table II-4: Initial Site Assessment Study Areas. 
Site ID Land Use Description 

the presence of any contamination that may be encountered 
during the cut and fill operations of construction. 

Site 19 Wawa Gas 
Station 

Site has three 20,000 gallon gasoline UST’s on-site. If the 
proposed construction were to impact this property, further 
investigation within the LOD may be prudent. Further 
research should be performed in order to obtain all monitoring 
well documentation to determine if any potential 
contamination has occurred. 

Sites 23, 43, 64, 
75, 76, 95, 96, 
100, 110, 149, 
165, and 191 

Residences Heating oil UST’s were observed at each residence. If the 
proposed construction were to impact this property, further 
investigation within the LOD may be prudent. Soil sampling 
should be performed in the vicinity of the storage tanks to 
confirm or negate the presence of any contamination that may 
be encountered during the cut and fill operations of 
construction. 

Site 60 Farm and 
residence 

One gasoline UST and two heating oil AST’s were 
observed on-site. Minor tractor and farm equipment repair is 
performed in the barns onsite. If the proposed construction 
were to impact this property, further investigation within the 
LOD may be prudent. Soil sampling should be performed in 
the vicinity of the storage tanks and repair area in order to 
confirm or negate the presence of any contamination that may 
be encountered during the cut and fill operations of 
construction. 

Site 72 Scrap Yard Large areas of dumping containing junk cars, unlabeled 
containers, and batteries. Areas of stained soils were observed 
in the vicinity of the dumping. If the proposed construction 
were to impact this property, further investigation within the 
LOD may be prudent. Soil sampling should be performed in 
the vicinity of the dumping in order to confirm or negate the 
presence of any contamination that may be encountered 
during the cut and fill operations of construction. 

Site 91, 93, and 
182 

Residence Dumping of abandoned AST, batteries, waste drums, 
and household debris. If the proposed construction were to 
impact this property, further investigation within the LOD 
may be prudent. Soil sampling should be performed in the 
vicinity of the dumping in order to confirm or negate the 
presence of any contamination that may be encountered 
during the cut and fill operations of construction. 

Site 99 Auto Repair 
Facility and 

Recycling Center 

Large storage areas of batteries, waste antifreeze, and waste 
oil observed on-site. A paint booth and several heating oil 
AST’s were observed on-site. If the proposed construction 
were to impact this property, further investigation within the 
LOD may be prudent. Soil sampling should be performed in 
the vicinity of the dumping and storage tanks in order to 
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Table II-4: Initial Site Assessment Study Areas. 
Site ID Land Use Description 

confirm or negate the presence of any contamination that may 
be encountered during the cut and fill operations of 
construction. 

Site 162, 163, 
and 181 

U.S. Naval Base 
Solomons 
Complex 

Majority of the property was unable to be investigated since 
permission was not granted. The investigation for 
these sites was only performed in the road right of way that 
extends approximately 100 feet from the edge of the MD 2/4 
roadways. The only area of the Naval Base that is 
located within the study area is associated with the security 
checkpoint and visitor center. No concerns were observed 
along the roadway but it is highly possible that 
there is hazardous waste materials around the main buildings 
located outside of the study area, due to the nature of the sites. 
According to the database review, there are multiple ASTs 
and USTs located on the property. If the proposed 
construction were to impact this property, further 
investigation within the LOD may be prudent. 

Site 173 Gas Station and 
Convenience 

Store 

Three gasoline UST’s, one diesel UST, one kerosene UST, 
and multiple fuel dispensers observed on-site. If the proposed 
construction were to impact this property, further 
investigation within the LOD may be prudent. Further 
research should be performed in order to obtain all monitoring 
well documentation to determine if any potential 
contamination has occurred. 

Site 193 Residence Dumping of abandoned heating oil AST and abandoned car at 
the rear of the property. If the proposed construction were to 
impact this property, further investigation within the LOD 
may be prudent. Soil sampling should be performed in the 
vicinity of the dumping in order to confirm or negate the 
presence of any contamination that may be encountered 
during the cut and fill operations of construction. 

 
9. Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis (ICE)  

 
The ICE Analysis examined the four sections of the MD 4 project study area; Calvert County 
mainline, the MD 4 Patuxent River bridge, St. Mary’s County widening mainline, and the MD 
4/MD 235 intersection. The past, present, and future effects on natural resources, socio-economic 
resources, and cultural resources were evaluated as part of the ICE analysis. 
 
An ICE analysis was prepared in 2009 (following modification of the ARDS), with an addendum 
prepared in August 2010 for inclusion in the EA. The addendum reviewed changes in cumulative 
and indirect effects due to further design modifications that occurred after submittal of the 
original technical report. In that addendum SHA recognized that the ICE boundary did not 
change, but SHA adjusted the timeframe for analysis due to the availability of new land use data. 
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Despite this adjustment, SHA found that the overall indirect and cumulative effects remained 
relatively unchanged. SHA made further engineering modifications to the proposed project 
design based upon public and stakeholder involvement after publication of the EA.  
 
There were no changes in ICE analysis methodology or in project geography; however, new 
stormwater regulations drove slight modification to environmental site design (ESD) measures. 
SHA also adjusted the past time frame from 1970 to 1973, but the future time frame remained 
unchanged (SHA 2010). Finally, since the 2009 ICE analysis St. Mary’s County’s 
Comprehensive Plan was approved in April 2010, which provides guidance for future growth, 
development, resource management, and provision of services.  
 

Indirect Effects 

St. Mary’s and Calvert counties are expected to experience continued growth regardless of the 
improvements associated with the MD 4 project. The proposed improvements to MD 4 are 
consistent with St. Mary’s County’s Comprehensive Plan (2010), the Solomon’s Master Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance (May, 2006), and the 2004 Comprehensive Plan, Calvert County 
Maryland. Although there are planned development within the Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
geographic boundary, the currently planned developments would occur regardless of the MD 4 
improvements. There are no planned public or private development projects that are dependent 
upon improvements associated with the MD 4 project. Therefore, no indirect impacts to 
environmental resources are anticipated as a result of any type of development-related projects 
that are dependent upon the MD 4 for completion. 
 
Based on the direct impacts associated with the SHA Preferred Alternative, including design 
modifications and changes in stormwater guidance that modified ESDs, there may be 
downstream indirect impacts on natural resources such as surface water, forest/terrestrial habitat, 
floodplains, and wetlands within the ICE boundary. The extent of these impacts, associated with 
construction is anticipated to be minor due to the inclusion of safeguards such as best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control.  
 
Since the EA was approved, design modifications along the MD 4 Mainline Alternative and the 
selection of MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Option D resulted in increased wetland and stream 
impacts. These design changes may have an incremental increase in downstream impacts on 
natural resources above the 2010 assessment. However, since these are relatively minor changes 
that would be subject to approved mitigation, the resulting indirect impacts to natural resources 
may be minimal. 
 
Overall, the direct impacts to natural resources including floodplains, vegetation and wildlife are 
anticipated to be somewhat higher than what was assessed in the EA; but given the relatively 
small net increases in direct impacts compared to the widespread area over which indirect 
impacts may occur, the resulting indirect impacts to natural resources are anticipated to remain 
minor. No additional indirect impacts are anticipated to parks and recreational facilities, 
communities or businesses, or to historic sites and structures over what was assessed in the 2009 
ICE. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Major known long-term growth plans and projections are addressed in the St. Mary’s County’s 
Comprehensive Plan (2010), the Solomon’s Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance (May, 2006), 
and the 2004 Comprehensive Plan, Calvert County Maryland. All planned developments would 
occur regardless of the MD 4 improvements and are not dependent upon this project; therefore, 
the anticipated cumulative impacts occurring from land use changes, community and business 
development, or other socioeconomic indicators into the reasonably foreseeable future would be 
consistent with local planning priorities.  Planned developments are listed in Table II-5. 
 

Table II-5: Planned Development. 
Project Name Location Description 

Calvert County 
The Harbours at Solomons Dowell Road Mixed Use (30 acres) 
Collision Works MD 765 Commercial (3 acres) 

St. Mary’s County 

Oakcrest Center 23326 Three Notch Road, 
California Mixed Use (19.5 acres) 

St. Andrews Corporate Center 44732 St. Andrews Church 
Road, California Office (0.3 acre) 

Park Place at Lexington Park 22954 Three Notch Road, 
California Mixed Use (5.5 acres) 

Woods at Myrtle Point Myrtle Point Road, California Residential (100 acres est.) 
St. Mary;s Marketplace MD 4 / MD 235 Commercial (5 acres) 
St. Mary’s Crossing MD 4 Residential (300) acres) 

PNC Bank 22610 Three Notch Road, 
Lexington Park Office (0.3 acre) 

St. Mary’s Industrial Park 27955 Three Notch Road, 
California Office (5 acres) 

Victory Housing 22381 Three Notch Road, 
Lexington Park Residential (47 acres) 

Patel Hotel Site 21885 Three Notch Road, 
Lexington Park Commercial (10 acres) 

Lexington Village 22555 Three Notch Road, 
Lexington Park Commercial, Retail (5 acres) 

Oak Crest Center 23326 Three Notch Road, 
Lexington Park Industrial (1 acre) 

Philip Bean Center Expansion 24035 Three Notch Road, 
Lexington Park Office (1 acre) 

 
Improved access along the Patuxent resulting from the MD 4 project, when coupled with the 
planned development identified above and presently unknown development in the ICE boundary, 
may increase the demand for supporting transportation infrastructure, as well as recreational uses 
in the area such as boating, hiking/biking, picnicking and fishing. While such development 
would have beneficial effects on transportation and recreation, there may be unintended adverse 
effects to surface water, forest/terrestrial habitat, floodplains, and wetlands. Likewise, as the 
comprehensive plans for both counties forecast development along the MD 4 corridor, there 
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would be some anticipated cumulative loss of natural resources throughout the ICE boundary 
over time. These losses are not presently quantifiable, but would be subject to regulatory 
oversight and review, and avoidance and impact minimization measures. There are presently no 
anticipated additional cumulative impacts to historic sites and structures and archeology sites; 
but adverse effects to known and currently undocumented resources may occur over time. 
Impacts to these resources cannot be reasonably determined.   

 
Mitigation 

Avoidance and minimization strategies have been incorporated into the SHA Preferred 
Alternative to reduce impacts on environmental resources resulting from construction of the 
project. SHA has developed mitigation for unavoidable direct impacts that remain and will 
incorporate measures into the project design that will limit indirect impacts (e.g., best 
management practices to reduce/control stormwater runoff). 
 
Future development and growth within the ICE boundary will be determined by state and county 
development plans. SHA will continue to work with local governments and state agencies to 
promote beneficial controls and suggest that local jurisdictions develop resource preservation 
plans. However, efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts caused by cumulative 
development impacts within the ICE boundary are beyond the control and funding authority of 
SHA. Calvert and St. Mary’s counties are ultimately responsible for monitoring and applying 
growth-management techniques that result in development at a consistent pace with roadways 
and other necessary infrastructure. Mitigation for cumulative effects on environmental resources 
must be considered by the responsible parties and regulatory agencies. 
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III.  SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 

1. Public Workshops and Hearing 
 
Alternatives Public Workshops were held on June 16, 2008, in Calvert County, and on June 17, 
2008, in St. Mary’s County. The workshops provided the opportunity for residents, business 
owners, and community members to review and comment on the mainline alternatives and the 
MD 4/MD 235 intersection options. A total of 343 people attended the two workshops and 242 
comment cards were returned during or after the meeting. The public commented on the 
Patuxent River Crossing design, cited concerns about property displacement and changes to 
access, and expressed concerns about pedestrian/bicyclist accessibility and safety. Following the 
Alternatives Public Workshop, the SHA, in coordination with the FHWA, reviewed public and 
agency comments to determine which alternatives should be studied in detail.  More information 
on these workshops and the corresponding public comment period, including responses to public 
comments, is available in the MD 4 EA (Appendix F). 
 
Following completion of the MD 4 EA, SHA held two Location/Design Public Hearings: on 
September 28, 2010, at Patuxent High School in Calvert County; and on September 29, 2010, at 
Esperanza Middle School in St. Mary’s County. The purpose of the public hearings was to 
formally present the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) and the results of the 
detailed engineering and environmental studies that have been conducted for this project. The 
hearings provided an opportunity for public participation in the overall planning process before a 
Preferred Alternative was selected. 
 
Representatives from the SHA presented the alternatives under consideration to 328 attendees 
and received approximately 180 written, 24 public testimonials, and seven private testimonial 
comments through the closing date of November 1, 2010. The public testimonials were 
overwhelmingly in support of the Alternative 4 in that the plans promote enhanced public safety 
for bicyclists and pedestrians, improve traffic flow and would reduce traffic accidents, and would 
support future community growth.  Elements of Alternative 4 were ultimately chosen as part of 
the SHA Preferred Alternative.  Several commenters offered their support for a higher bridge 
that would allow more clearance for larger boats. A few commenters expressed their discontent 
with project costs and offered alternative solutions for SHA to consider which unfortunately did 
not meet the purpose or need for the project. Business owners-operators in attendance 
encouraged SHA to consider engineering solutions that would enable safer access along MD 4, 
including adding acceleration lanes in some areas to improve merging. Other concerns included 
such topics as eminent domain and a need for more noise abatement. A transcript of the public 
hearing is available upon request. 
 
SHA, in coordination with FHWA considered all testimonial and written comments and made 
slight engineering modifications that reasonably addressed the public’s concerns while providing 
additional protection to the environment and meeting the project’s purpose and need.  
 
Following the Location/Design Public Hearings, an Informational Public Meeting was held on 
April 22, 2015 at Esperanza Middle School and attended by 225 residents and two County 
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Commissioners. The purpose of this meeting was to present the changes made to the SHA 
Preferred Alternative since the Hearings. Generally, the public supported the project and 
expressed interest in the design of the new bridge, funding opportunities, and how soon 
construction could start.  During the course of the planning study SHA held several meetings 
with community groups and other stakeholders.  Please see Table IV-2 for a list of these 
meetings. 
 

2. Summary of Written Comments from the Location/Design Public Hearings 
 
MD 4 Mainline, Calvert County 
Most comments were evenly split between Right-Turn Options A and B for the MD 4 Mainline 
in Calvert County, with 53 persons preferring to move the ramp from MD 4 southbound to 
Thomas Johnson Road to a four-way intersection and 49 preferring to move the ramp to a T-
intersection. The Left-Turn Option had 20 supporters, and the No-Build Option had 16. The 
Access-Control options for the MD 4 Calvert County Mainline had 50 supporters of the Median 
Shoulder Widening Option, 45 supporters of the No-Build Option, and 33 supporters of the 
Median Shoulder Widening with Access Closures Option (Figure III-1 and III-2). 
  
Patuxent River Crossing Alternative 4: Four-Lane Parallel Span 
Of the four bridge alternatives, Alternative 4: Four-Lane Bridge received the most support from 
the public, and as the majority of commenters supported a bridge with a lower height than the 
current 140-foot bridge. Alternative 3: Two-Lane Bridge received less than half the public 
support of Alternative 4; of the Alternative 3 supporters, the majority of commenters preferred a 
higher bridge (at or close to the 140-foot height of the existing bridge for aesthetic reasons). 
Several citizens commented that if the existing bridge remains in place, any parallel span should 
match its height. Alternatives 1 and 2 received minimal public support (Figure III-3). 
 
MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Option D: Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) 
Of the MD 4/MD 235 intersection options, Option A: Continuous Flow Intersection (CFI)  
received support from 46 commenters, Option B: Flyover from MD 4 westbound to MD 235 
southbound received support from 60, and Option D: SPUI received support from 54. Common 
concerns included the project cost and the intersection Level-of-Service (Figure III-4). 
 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Facility 
Most commenters (81 percent) supported the bike trail alongside the MD 4 Mainline in St. 
Mary’s County (Figure III-5). 
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Figure III-1: Breakdown of Public Comments on the Ramp Relocation Options. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Figure III-2: Breakdown of Public Comments Showing Support for Median Shoulder 
Widening Option under the MD 4 Calvert County Mainline Alternative. 
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Figure III-3: Breakdown of Public Comments Showing Support for Alternative 4 of the 
MD 4 Bridge Alternatives. 
 

 
Figure III-4: Breakdown of Public Comments Showing Support for Option D - SPUI at the  
MD 4/MD 235 Intersection. 
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Figure III-5: Breakdown of Public Comments Supporting Bike Trail Alongside MD 4 
Mainline in St. Mary’s County. 
 

3. Engineering Modifications After Public Hearing 
 
The engineering modifications described below were evaluated and/or implemented based on 
comments received at or subsequent to the September 2010 Public Hearings. These 
modifications were designed to minimize impacts, improve access, and improve safety.  The 
modifications proposed are shown in Appendix B – SHA Preferred Alternative. In addition, the 
environmental impacts associated with the engineering modifications are detailed in the 
discussion below. Generally, changes in impacts can be attributed to changes in the design of 
Option D: Revised (SPUI), modification of service roads, inclusion of stormwater 
management/environmental site design (SWM/ESD), and updated environmental resource 
boundaries. These changes were presented to the public at the 4/22/15 informational public 
meeting. 
 

4. MD 4 Mainline, Calvert County  
 
Crossing at Patuxent Point Parkway 
A crosswalk has been added to the MD 4 Mainline Alternative at the intersection of MD 4 and 
Patuxent Point Parkway to allow pedestrians to cross MD 4. The intersection would remain 
signalized, with the crosswalk placed south of Patuxent Point Parkway. 
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5. Patuxent River Crossing  
 
Solomons Island Ramp Relocation 
The Solomons Island Ramp was relocated to provide an adequate acceleration lane from the 
ramp to MD 4 prior to crossing Patuxent River. The ramp would be placed in a parcel that is 
currently occupied by an uninhabited building.  A portion of this property was previously 
identified for right-of-way acquisition to accommodate SWM. With the aforementioned 
modification, this parcel would be acquired by SHA in its entirety.  
 
Calvert County Visitor Center Relocation 
The relocation for the Visitor Center was considered to provide easier access and visibility of the  
Visitor Center to vehicles along MD 4.  The cost associated with moving the Visitor Center 
building would be the relocation, addition of a parking lot, new sidewalk and earthwork 
associated with the existing location. With the relocation of the building the retaining wall 
adjacent to bike/pedestrian trail could be removed and the area could be graded down prior to 
affecting Solomons Island Access Road. The relocation would occur on the property mentioned 
above for the Solomons Island Ramp Relocation. No additional ROW would be required. A 
decision on the relocation of the Visitors Center would be made during final engineering in 
consultation with Calvert County. 
 
Bridge Height Evaluation  
In March 2010, a newsletter was distributed to the project’s mailing list, which included all of 
the properties that have frontage along the navigable portion of the Patuxent River upstream of 
the Thomas Johnson Bridge, in an effort to gather feedback about the proposed bridge height. 
SHA did not receive any comments from upstream property owners as a result of the distribution 
of the March 2010 newsletter. Following the March 2010 newsletter, the Southern Maryland 
Sailing Association provided a written comment supporting an 80-foot-vertical clearance. A 
reduced bridge height (i.e., less than the existing 140 feet) would provide more manageable 
grades for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. During the Public Hearing process, the project 
team received comments from two upstream property owners who requested that the bridge 
height accommodate their sailboats, which have approximately 100-foot mast heights. The 
recommended possibilities of bridge heights for a new crossing of the Patuxent River are 70 feet, 
80 feet, 105 feet, and 140 feet. Vertical alignments for all four options have been developed. 
Providing a clearance of 105-foot would accommodate all known sailboats in the area. The 
proposed height of the bridge would be reevaluated during final engineering to determine the 
selected height, which could likely range from 70 to 140-feet. 
 
Access Point Relocation: Patuxent Plaza  
The existing access to Solomons Island Road from MD 4 would be aligned to the existing south 
entrance/exit into Patuxent Plaza. This alignment would provide more direct access to planned 
future development behind the Patuxent Plaza. The access location would limit vehicles from 
Solomons Island Road to MD 4 to a right-in/right-out movement. Vehicles would be allowed to 
make a left turn in from southbound MD 4 to Solomons Island Road. The access point relocation 
will be reevaluated during final engineering to consider changes in land use. 
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Access Modifications at Patuxent Beach Road North and Patuxent Beach Road South 
Construction of a “Z”- type median at the intersection of MD 4 and Patuxent Beach Road North 
and Patuxent Beach Road South would prevent left turn movements from these roadways; 
however the median would allow left turns from MD 4 into the Patuxent Beach Road. 
Northbound vehicles exiting Patuxent Beach Road North would be required to travel southbound 
on MD 4 and utilize a U-turn with an acceleration lane that has been developed south of 
Kingston Creek Bridge. Southbound vehicles exiting Patuxent Beach Road South would connect 
with MD 4 by way of Patuxent Beach Road South’s east connection with MD 4, where left turn 
movements are permitted. The “Z median” was developed due to safety concerns with the 
previous design having a full-movement unsignalized intersection at this location. The goal was 
to reduce vehicle conflicts and increase safety at this unsignalized intersection by reducing the 
number of movements. 
 

6. MD 4 Mainline, St. Mary’s County 
 
U-turn and Acceleration Lane 
A median opening for U-turn movement would be provided south of Kingston Creek Bridge. 
The opening would allow U-turns for southbound vehicles from MD 4, accommodating 
northbound vehicles accessing MD 4 from Patuxent Beach Road North. The U-turn would have 
additional pavement beyond the shoulder of the northbound direction to allow for larger design 
vehicles (i.e. car-boat trailers) to make this turn. An acceleration lane and taper length has been 
developed that utilizes the shoulder and ends prior to the bridge. A separate bridge will be 
provided for the hiker/biker trail. 
 
Patuxent Beach Road South Exit only 
The east connection of Patuxent Beach Road South would provide exit-only access to MD 4 
northbound at a median opening between the U-turn and Kingston Creek Road. Vehicles from 
Patuxent Beach Road South would be able to enter MD 4 by making a left turn movement. All 
other crossing movement would be precluded.  This modification was made to address safety 
concerns with the previous design having a full-movement unsignalized intersection at this 
location. The goal was to reduce vehicle conflicts and increase safety at this unsignalized 
intersection by reducing the number of movements. The missing movements can be made at the 
MD 4 intersection with North Patuxent Beach Road/South Patuxent Beach Road. 
 
MD 4 at Patuxent Boulevard Modifications 
A median opening would be provided at Patuxent Boulevard along MD 4 for all maneuvers 
throughout the intersection. Additional pavement beyond the shoulder would be added to allow 
for larger vehicles to make U-turns. U-turns would be necessary at the intersection for vehicles 
from Kingston Creek Road wanting to proceed northbound as well as vehicles exiting Oak Drive 
wanting to proceed southbound towards the MD 4/MD 235 intersection. 
 
At Patuxent Boulevard and Southbound MD 4, an island has been added to channelize vehicles 
to turn right from MD 4 to Patuxent Boulevard. The island would prevent vehicles from utilizing 
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the right turn lane as a thru lane along MD 4. A third thru lane has been added to accommodate 
vehicles entering the two-lane flyover ramp at the MD 4/MD 235 intersection. 
 
A crosswalk would be placed crossing MD 4 south of the intersection to allow for 
bicyclist/pedestrians to access the shared use path along northbound MD 4. 
 

7. MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Option D: Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) 
 
Single Point Urban Interchange 
The SPUI design presented at the September 2010 Location/Design Public Hearings had MD 4 
depressed under MD 235; MD 235 would have remained at its existing grade on a structure over 
MD 4. Based on updated traffic analysis, the SPUI design was revised to keep MD 4 at-grade 
and elevate MD 235. This revision results in reduced grading and right-of-way impacts because 
the ramps at the four quadrants of the interchange now remain at-grade.  In addition, the distance 
between the ramps and mainline MD 235 has been minimized relative to the 2010 SPUI design 
by incorporating retaining walls along MD 235. 
 
Additional service roads are being provided in the revised SPUI design to allow access for 
properties along MD 235.  Direct access to properties along the SPUI ramps will not be allowed 
due to safety concerns.  The ‘By The Mill Road’ service road has been extended north to connect 
to the commercial development at the existing MD 235/Wildewood Boulevard intersection.  A 
new service road along northbound MD 235 is proposed south of MD 4 to connect to the existing 
MD 235/First Colony Boulevard intersection.  Access to the businesses along southbound MD 
235 south of MD 4 will now be provided across the ex-railroad alignment owned by St. Mary’s 
County to connect to the existing shopping center development. 
 
Lane Drop NB MD 4 
From the MD 4/MD 235 intersection northbound MD 4 would be a three lane roadway, with two 
lanes as accepting thru movement from the intersection, the third lane would be a channelized 
right turn lane from MD 235 northbound. Beyond Oak Drive the three lanes begin to reduce to 
two lanes. The right lane would merge at an appropriate taper. 
 
MD 4 Realignment South of MD 235 
MD 4, south of MD 235, was realigned to avoid impacts to the parking lot of the shopping center 
and one parcel, currently occupied by two mobile homes previously considered relocations. The 
realignment of MD 4 would eliminate these relocations, reducing the number of relocations to 
zero for the flyover alternative.   
 
Closed Section (Curb and Gutter system) along MD 4 SB 
A closed section median would be provided from FDR Boulevard north to Oak Drive and the 
Patuxent River Assembly of God church access. This closed section median would utilize a curb 
and gutter system, which would continue from Oak Drive and the Patuxent River Assembly of 
God church access to Patuxent Boulevard (west side only). The closed system would permit 
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roadside landscaping beginning at Patuxent Boulevard and minimize the ROW requirement for 
this section of the roadway. 
 
On-Road Bike Lane 
On-road bike lanes were added in the closed section areas along MD 4 and MD 235, in 
conjunction with the sidewalk and shared use path that connect into Three Notch Trail. 
 
Oak Drive/Church Entrance/Exit 
The access to Oak Drive and the Patuxent River Assembly of God Church would be controlled 
with a “Z”-type median to only allow left turns into Oak Drive and the church from MD 4, as 
shown in Figure III-6. Vehicles exiting these locations would not be allowed to make left turns. 
A U-turn movement at MD 235 would accommodate the low volume of northbound vehicles 
leaving the church. A U-turn movement at Patuxent Boulevard would provide southbound access 
for vehicles exiting Oak Drive. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
              
      Figure III-6:  Oak Drive Intersection “Z”-Median. 
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IV. AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE AND COORDINATION 
 
Agency coordination and public involvement were conducted throughout the project planning 
process for the MD 4 Project. This section summarizes the coordination with federal, state, and 
local agencies that was conducted since the approval of the MD 4 Environmental Assessment in 
August 2010.  
 

1. Streamlined Process Coordination 
 
As part of the SHA streamlined environmental and regulatory review process, interagency 
meetings were held throughout the course of the MD 4 Project Planning Study. Agencies 
involved in the meetings included SHA,FHWA, NMFS, USFWS, Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), USACE, DNR, MDE, MHT, Maryland Transportation Authority (MDTA), 
Maryland Department of Planning (MDP), U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and other federal, state, 
and local government agencies. Key milestones of the Interagency Project Review included 
meetings for field reviews, concurrence on the project Purpose and Need, concurrence on 
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS), and concurrence on the SHA Preferred 
Alternative/Conceptual Mitigation (PACM) Package. 
 
The streamlined process coordination documentation for the Purpose and Need and ARDS can 
be found in the EA. Since approval of the EA, SHA presented the PACM package to the 
agencies. A draft Preferred Alternative Concurrence Package (PACM) package was submitted on 
March 7, 2012. After receiving agency comments, a revised PACM package was resubmitted to 
the agencies on April 16, 2012. Due to changes in the Preferred Alternative, a revised PACM 
was prepared and was submitted to the agencies for their review on May 8, 2015 in advance of 
the project being presented at the May 20, 2015 Interagency Review Meeting. Comments on the 
PACM have been addressed and the package has been submitted to the following agencies to be 
considered for concurrence:  
 

Table IV-1: AGENCY CONCURRENCES 
 Correspondence From Date 

Concurrence on PACM Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)  
Concurrence on PACM U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)  
Concurrence on PACM Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE)  
Concurrence on PACM Maryland Department of Planning (MDP)  
Concurrence on PACM Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR)  
Concurrence on PACM Maryland Historical Trust (MHT)  
Concurrence on PACM Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  
Concurrence on PACM United States Coast Guard (USCG)  
Concurrence on PACM National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
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2. Government Agency and Elected Officials Coordination  
 
Meetings were held with local, state, and federal agencies as well as the public at critical points 
in the project planning process to keep involved parties informed and solicit feedback. These 
meetings are listed below in Table IV-2.  

 
Table IV-2: SUMMARY OF MEETINGS 

 Meeting Purpose Date Attendees 

Briefing to the Property 
Owners Association of 
the Chesapeake Ranch 
Estates 

Briefing to residents in the Lusby 
area with a brief overview of the 
project. 

9/7/10 Community leaders and local 
property owners 

Meeting with Robert 
Swann and 
Commissioner Gerald 
Clark 

Provide a brief overview of the 
project and describe potential 
viewshed impacts on Solomons 
Island. 

9/9/10 Elected officials and local 
property owners 

Meeting with Town 
Point and S. Patuxent 
Road homeowners 

Provide a brief overview of the 
project. 9/11/10 Local property owners 

Meeting with Myrtle 
Point property owners 
and some members of 
the Southern Maryland 
Sailing Association 

Provide a brief overview of the 
project. 9/14/10 Local property owners 

Interagency Review 
Meeting (IRM) 

Provide an update on the project 
with focus on hearing 
alternatives. 

9/15/10 
SHA, FHWA, MDE, USACE, 
MTA, USFWS, CAC, MDP, 
BMC, EPA 

Meeting with Asbury 
Solomons community 
 

Provide a brief overview of the 
project. 9/27/10 Local residents 

Briefing to St. Mary’s 
County Commissioners 

Provide a brief overview of the 
project with focus on hearing 
alternatives. 

9/28/10 
Elected officials, business 
leaders, residents, community 
leaders, and Southern Maryland 
News/Independent/Enterprise 

Meeting with Bill 
Clements 

Respond to resident's concerns 
about property impacts. 10/19/10 Local property owners 

Meeting with Patuxent 
River Assembly of God 

Provide a brief overview of the 
project. 1/12/11 

Pastor and parishioners of 
Patuxent River Assembly of 
God church 

Meeting with Southern 
MD Delegation, 
Patuxent River 
Assembly of God, and 
Patuxent Presbyterian 
Church 

Provide an update on the project 
with focus on revised alternatives 
in response to Church comments. 

3/11/2011 Elected officials, religious 
leaders, local residents 
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Table IV-2: SUMMARY OF MEETINGS 
 

Briefing to St. Mary's 
County Commissioners 

Provide an update on the project 
with focus on revised 
alternatives. 

6/28/2011 
Elected officials, business 
leaders, residents, community 
leaders, and Southern Maryland 
News/Independent/Enterprise 

Briefing to Calvert 
County Commissioners 

Provide an update on the project 
with focus on revised 
alternatives. 

7/19/2011 
Elected officials, business 
leaders, residents, community 
leaders, and Southern Maryland 
News/Independent/Enterprise 

Interagency Review 
Meeting (IRM) 

Provide an update on the project 
with focus on preferred 
alternative. 

7/20/2011 
SHA, FHWA, MDE, USACE, 
MTA, USFWS, CAC, MDP, 
BMC, EPA 

Meeting with Southern 
MD Delegation Provide an update on the project. 8/25/2011 Elected officials 

Interagency Review 
Meeting (IRM) 

Provide an update on the project 
and present Preferred Alternative 
Concurrence Package. 

3/21/2012 

SHA, BMC, SHA-EPLD, 
WRA, MHT, MTA, USACE, 
EPA, NMP, MDP, PL GEC, 
MDE, USFWS, FHWA, FTA, 
DNR, MDOT 

Meeting with Southern 
MD Delegation and Tri-
County Council 

Provide an update on the project. 6/20/2013 Elected officials 

SHA/FHWA 
Coordination Meeting 

Brief FHWA on the reasons 
for modifying the Preferred 
Alternative from Option B 
Flyover to a “revised” Option 
D SPUI. 
 

12/13/2013 FHWA 

Meeting with St. Mary’s 
County Department of 
Public Works & 
Transportation 

Present the revised SPUI 
design to St. Mary’s County 
staff. 
 

2/27/2014 
St. Mary’s County Department 
of Public Works & 
Transportation 

Meeting with St. Mary’s 
County Commissioners 

Provide an update on the project 
with focus on the MD 4/ MD 235 
intersection options. 

4/4/2014 Elected officials 

Agency Jurisdictional 
Determination Field 
Review 

Review the revised wetland 
delineation in the field with 
the agencies. 

3/9/15 SHA, MDE, USACE, , 
USFWS, DNR, EPA,  

Agency Mitigation Field 
Reviews  

Review proposed conceptual 
mitigation in the field with the 
agencies. 

4/17/15 & 
4/24/15  

SHA, FHWA, NMFS, MDE, 
USACE, USFWS, DNR, EPA 

Informational Public 
Meeting 

Present changes made to the SHA 
Preferred Alternative since the 
Location/Design Public Hearings 

4/22/15 SHA staff, elected officials, 
225 residents 
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Table IV-2: SUMMARY OF MEETINGS 
 

IRM 
Present the Preferred 
Alternative Package to the 
agencies 

5/20/15 

SHA, BMC, SHA-EPLD, 
WRA, MHT, MTA, USACE, 
EPA, NMP, MDP, PL GEC, 
MDE, USFWS, FHWA, FTA, 
DNR, MDOT 
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Appendix C: 
 

Summary Statement from the SHA Preferred Alternative 
Concurrence Package 

 
MD 4 Project Planning Study 

FONSI 
 
Project Description 
The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) and Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) are conducting a project planning study for improvements to MD 4 (Solomons Island 
Road/Patuxent Beach Road), which spans both Calvert and St. Mary’s Counties. This study will 
examine proposed widening of MD 4 from the MD 2/4 split in Calvert County to the MD 235 
Intersection in St. Mary’s County and will also explore improvement opportunities along the 
Thomas Johnson Memorial Bridge and at the MD 4/MD 235 intersection. 
 
Project Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this project is to improve existing capacity and traffic operations, and to increase 
vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 4 while supporting existing and planned development 
in the area.  
 
Purpose of Package 
The purpose of this package is to request agency concurrence with the SHA Preferred 
Alternative for the MD 4 Project Planning Study. Concurrence on specific mitigation sites and 
submission of a permit application for impacts to wetlands and waterways will be deferred until 
the final design stage. 
 
Description of the SHA Preferred Alternative 
Based on the information gathered during detailed engineering and environmental studies and the 
input received from agency and public comments, MD 4 Mainline, Calvert County; MD 4 
Mainline Widening, St. Mary’s County; Patuxent River Crossing Alternative 4: Four-Lane 
Parallel Span; MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Option D: Single Point Urban Interchange; and the 
Pedestrian-Bicycle Facility has been designated as SHA’s Preferred Alternative. The SHA 
Preferred Alternative would best address existing and projected operational needs while 
minimizing environmental impacts throughout the study area.  
 
MD 4 Mainline, Calvert County 
The MD 4 Mainline in Calvert County would be widened into the existing open grass median to 
provide a four-foot-wide inside shoulder in each direction from north of the Patuxent River 
crossing to the MD 4/Patuxent Point Parkway intersection. The median width would be narrowed 
to approximately 22 feet. The existing access from northbound MD 4 to southbound Solomons 
Island Road, closest to the Visitor’s Center, would be closed due to its proximity of the new 



 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT                                                                            MAY 2015 
MD 4 Project Planning Study 

	C‐2	

bridge span. In addition, the existing right-out from Solomons Island Road to MD 4 northbound 
would be closed. A new right-in/right-out access point for MD 4 northbound/Solomons Island 
Road would be provided at a location approximately 1000 feet north of the closed access. In the 
southbound MD 4, the intersection with Thomas Johnson Road would be reconstructed. The 
remaining access points along MD 4 would not be altered. 
 
Patuxent River Crossing Alternative 4: Four-Lane Parallel Span 
Alternative 4: Four-Lane Parallel Span would be built parallel to the south side of the existing 
Thomas Johnson Bridge. Upon completion of the new bridge, the existing bridge would be 
demolished. The bridge would consist of two 12-foot-wide lanes, a four-foot-wide inside 
shoulder, and a 10-foot-wide outside shoulder. In addition, a 10-foot-wide shared-use 
pedestrian/bicycle lane would be added on one side of the bridge and would be separated from 
the shoulder by a concrete barrier. The new bridge would be placed a minimum of 25 to 75 feet 
from the existing bridge. The final height of the bridge would be determined during final 
engineering. 
 
MD 4 Mainline Widening, St. Mary’s County 
The MD 4 Mainline in St. Mary’s County would be widened to a four-lane divided roadway 
from Oak Drive to North Patuxent Beach Road, with a 30-foot-wide median. The typical section 
would consist of two 12-foot-wide lanes in each direction, 10-foot-wide outside shoulders, and 
four-foot-wide inside shoulders. The two southbound lanes would be constructed to the north of 
the existing two-lane roadway. The northbound lanes would be constructed along the existing 
roadway. Turn lanes may be added to all intersections along MD 4. A 10-foot-wide bicycle and 
pedestrian facility to be constructed to the south side of MD 4, and separated by a 10-foot-wide 
buffer is included. North of Patuxent Beach Road, the entire MD 4 section would be shifted to 
the south of the existing roadway. The median narrows, and two through-lanes would be 
provided in each direction. 
 
MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Option D (Revised): Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) 
The Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) option is a grade-separated interchange, with 
MD 235 crossing over MD 4 in St. Mary’s County.  MD 4 would remain at its existing grade.  
All through traffic on MD 235 would be free-flowing (without a traffic signal) with two lanes in 
each direction.  Ramps are used to direct all turns to a single signalized intersection.  Through 
traffic along MD 4 would also cross through the signal, with two through lanes in each direction.  
A bicycle and pedestrian path would be provided through the intersection and connect with the 
county’s proposed Three Notch Trail.  Access to MD 235 would be provided via service roads 
behind the properties along northbound MD 235: no direct access to MD 235 would be provided 
due to safety concerns. 
 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Facility 
The ten-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle path would be constructed along the south side of MD 4 
connecting MD 235 to MD 4 north of the Thomas Johnson Bridge. This would connect the Three 
Notch Trail with St. Mary’s County on the west side of MD 235 and the designated bike 
shoulders on MD 4 in Calvert County, thereby completing the network through this region. 
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Description of Impacts  
The SHA Preferred Alternative would require three residential displacements, four business 
displacements and 56 acres of right-of-way (ROW) from a total of 128 properties along the 
project corridor. 
 
The SHA Preferred Alternative would have no adverse impacts on historic standing structures 
within the area of potential effects (APE). Five potentially significant archeological sites were 
identified within the APE. As mandated by a Programmatic Agreement executed on March 10, 
2011, Phase 2 archeological investigations will be conducted during the design phase of the 
project to determine the eligibility of impacted sites for listing in the NRHP. 
 
No violations of the applicable State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are 
expected from this project. The SHA Preferred Alternative would result in a total of five Noise 
Sensitive Areas (NSAs) – four residential and one restaurant – that would experience noise levels 
equal to or exceeding the 66-dBA criteria. Two of the five NSAs were identified as eligible for 
noise abatement and require further consideration during detailed design.  
 
The SHA Preferred Alternative would impact approximately 33.3 acres of the Chesapeake and 
Atlantic Coastal Bays Critical Area (CACBCA) due to earth disturbance, removal of vegetation, 
placement of fill, and increased impervious areas. 
 
There are a total of 48 sites potentially containing hazardous materials that would be impacted by 
the SHA Preferred Alternative. Based upon recommendations of the Initial Site Assessment 
(SHA, 2009) and SHA Project Impact Ranking Criteria (PIRC), a Preliminary Site Investigation 
Screening will be completed in the design phase for 26 of the 48 impacted sites in order to gather 
additional information regarding contamination of total petroleum hydrocarbons, polychlorinated 
biphenyls, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act metals, volatile organic compounds, and 
semi-volatile organic compounds. 
 
Approximately 50.56 acres of forest, including seven significant trees (trees with a diameter at 
breast height of 30 inches or greater), would be impacted by the SHA Preferred Alternative.  
 
The SHA Preferred Alternative would require mitigation for 1.75 acre of unavoidable wetland 
impacts and 6,370 linear feet (3.13 acre) of waters of the U.S. (WUS) impacts. Approximately 
2.65 acre of these impacts is associated with the proposed bridge piers. WUS impacts will be 
further defined as final design proceeds and the details regarding the bridge piers become 
available.  
 
Minimization and Mitigation Measures 
As part of the development of Alternatives for the MD 4 Project Planning Study, several 
avoidance and minimization efforts as well as mitigation measures have been introduced 
throughout the study corridor. Avoidance/minimization and mitigation efforts for the SHA 
Preferred Alternative include:  
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Socio-Economic Environment 
SHA undertook extensive community outreach in the development of its Preferred Alternative to 
minimize impacts on residential communities and community facilities. In order to avoid 
displacements of businesses and relocation of residences, retaining walls were incorporated into 
the revised SPUI design and the overall SPUI footprint was minimized, which resulted in fewer 
displacements as compared to the original SPUI design. 
 
Cultural Resources 
Mitigation measures, such as avoidance, have been incorporated into the SHA Preferred 
Alternative to minimize impacts to cultural resources. Five potentially significant archeological 
sites were identified within the APE. As mandated by a Programmatic Agreement executed on 
March 10, 2011, Phase 2 archeological investigations will be conducted during the design phase 
of the project to determine the eligibility of impacted sites for listing in the NRHP. 
 
Natural Environment 
Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
A detailed assessment of the project’s impacts to wetlands and WUS has been conducted 
throughout the planning process in an effort to minimize and avoid impacts to wetlands and 
WUS along MD 4. The project team has implemented 2 to 1 slopes and/or retaining walls in all 
locations where wetlands or WUS could be potentially impacted by the build alternatives. 
Avoiding and minimizing impacts to wetlands and WUS will be a priority as the project 
progresses through design. 

 
The Preferred Alternative’s impacts to tidal waters would be dependent on the removal of the 
existing bridge. Stream impacts for Alternative 4 associated with the proposed bridge piers are 
2.49 acre. The estimated temporary impact associated with potential dredging to accommodate 
placement of the proposed bridge piers is 0.93 acre. If the entire or a portion of the existing 
structure is removed, the acreage associated with removal of piers from the existing structure 
would be used as credit for placement of new piers for the proposed structure.  
 
The goals of the mitigation are to replace, preserve, restore, and enhance functions within the 
same watershed that were lost due to the impacts associated with the project. This amount of 
required mitigation is based on wetland replacement ratios stipulated in the Maryland 
Compensatory Mitigation Guidance developed by the Interagency Mitigation Task Force and 
Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.24.05.01 et seq. 
 
Based on standard acreage replacement ratios agreed upon by the USACE and MDE, the 
proposed project would require approximately 0.33 acres of tidal wetland mitigation, 2.46 acres 
of non-tidal wetland mitigation, 2.65 acres of tidal waterway mitigation and 2,803 linear feet of 
non-tidal stream mitigation to compensate for impacts associated with the MD 4 Thomas 
Johnson Bridge Project (Table C-1). This amount of mitigation is based on the wetland 
replacement ratios stipulated under Section 404.  Typically, emergent wetlands are mitigated at a 
1:1 replacement ratio, while forested and scrub-shrub wetlands are mitigated at a 2:1 replacement 
ratio.  The decision to replace function, acreage, or both may be adjusted at the discretion of the 
USACE or MDE, depending on the practicability of the proposed mitigation.  WUS impacts 
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(impacts to perennial or intermittent watercourses) will be mitigated at a 1:1 replacement ratio.  
It must be noted that approximately 367 linear feet of the 2,803 linear feet of required stream 
mitigation is to regulated ephemeral channels.  Impacts to ephemeral channels are expected to be 
mitigated on-site and in-kind.  
 

Table C-1: Preferred Alternative – Compensatory Mitigation for Wetlands and Waters 

 

Impacted System 
Tidal 

Scrub-
Shrub 

Wetlands 

Tidal 
Emergent 
Wetlands 

Non-Tidal 
PEM       

Wetlands 

Non-Tidal 
PFO 

Wetlands 

Non-Tidal  
PSS 

Wetlands 

Tidal 
Waters 

Non-
Tidal 

Waters

Impact (acres/linear feet) 0.02 0.29 0.42 0.92 0.10 2.65 2,803 
Mitigation Ratio 2:1 1:1 1:1 2:1 2:1 1:1 1:1 
Mitigation Required 
(acres/linear feet) 0.04 0.29 0.42 1.84 0.20 2.64 2,803 

 
Aquatic Resources  

Aquatic resources and water quality would be protected by the Use II in-stream work restriction, 
proper application of an approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, and other Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that meet the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual. 
Generally, no in-stream work would be permitted in the Use II streams from June 1st to 
September 30th, or December 16th through March 14th, inclusive, during any year. 

 
Short and long-term impacts would also be avoided and minimized through strict adherence to 
the Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal Projects. The 
stormwater management guidelines became effective on April 15, 2010, and supplement the 
Stormwater Management Regulations (COMAR 26.17.02), the Maryland Stormwater Design 
Manual, Volumes I and II, and the Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (Supplement 1, 
Chapter 5 Environmental Site Design (ESD)) adopted May 4, 2009. Stormwater management 
controls, including the integration of ESD, have been included in the SHA Preferred Alternative. 
The principles behind ESD embrace the conservation of natural features, the minimized use of 
impervious surfaces, and reducing runoff to increase infiltration and evapotranspiration. Full 
integration of ESD in the conceptual stormwater management plan would reduce the impact of 
any additional impervious surface introduced by the proposed activity and provide additional 
stormwater quality and quantity controls above what is currently provided on-site. The 
stormwater guidelines provide information necessary for submittal of stormwater management 
plans to the MDE Water Management Administration for review and approval. Additional 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures would be identified in the final environmental 
document. 
 
While this study demonstrates that the proposed expansion of MD 4 would have minimal effects 
on the surrounding natural resources, particularly surface water quality, the construction 
practices utilized during the actual construction of the roadway and bridge have the potential to 
create impacts beyond those demonstrated here. In order to address and minimize these potential 
impacts, the usage of BMPs must be adhered to by SHA. Included in these actions are sediment 
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and erosion control practices, stormwater management controls, minimization of vegetation 
impacts particularly to those within riparian or wetland buffers, and other general construction 
practices. 
 
Though impacts to groundwater are expected to be minimal, any groundwater contamination 
from construction activities would be kept to a minimum by implementation of BMPs. BMPs to 
protect streams may include seeding, sodding, and stabilizing slopes as soon as possible to 
minimize the exposed area during construction, as well as stabilizing ditches at the tops of cuts 
and at the bottoms of fill slopes before excavation and formation of embankments.  Temporary 
BMPs that would be utilized during construction activities include: using silt fence, re-vegetating 
disturbed areas, and designing grassed channels to control sediment and erosion from the work 
site. Permanent BMPs that would be utilized during construction activities and remain in place 
afterward would include stormwater management ponds and biofiltration systems, such as 
grassed medians and grassed drainage swales. 
 
A grading plan and erosion and sediment (E&S) control plan would be prepared and 
implemented in accordance with MDE regulations. The grading and E&S control plans would 
minimize the potential for impacts to water quality from erosion and sedimentation that would 
occur before, during, and after construction. Furthermore, temporary and permanent controls 
would be reviewed and approved by MDE prior to initiation of construction. Measures to prevent 
erosion in highly susceptible areas (i.e., steep slopes) would be included in the E&S control plans 
when necessary. 
 
Forest/Woodlands 
The project would comply with applicable laws and regulations regarding forest impacts. Per 
Natural Resources Article 5-103, "Reforestation Law," adopted 1989, amended 1990 and 1991, 
the construction of a highway by a unit of the state: 
 

1. May cut or clear only the minimum number of trees and other woody plants that 
are necessary and consistent with sound design practices, and 

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

 
Reforestation of 50.56 acres would be provided at a one-to-one ratio consistent with the 
Maryland Reforestation Act for forest impacts greater than one acre. To the extent possible, 
reforestation would be provided within the project limits. Reforestation off-site within the same 
sub-watershed and fee-in-lieu payments into the reforestation fund will be investigated as options 
if the full reforestation amount cannot be provided within the project limits.  Potential woodland 
mitigation sites will be identified during final design. Coordination is ongoing with the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to determine reforestation areas and would attempt to 
mitigate in such a manner as to support contiguous establishment of DNR’s Green Infrastructure 
by filling gaps between areas of Green Infrastructure. 
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Impacts to FIDs habitat will be minimized to the extent practicable and mitigation will be 
determined on a case by case basis with further consultation with DNR. Mitigation will be 
accomplished through either creation of new FIDS habitat or protection of existing FIDS habitat.  
 
Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 
Impacts to fish are most likely to occur during construction. Pile driving of hollow steel piles 
greater than 4 feet in diameter can cause an oscillation that is lethal to fish. If larger sized piles 
are required, sound dampening techniques would be required. BMPs, such as turbidity curtains, 
will likely be employed to minimize re-suspended sediment movement and transport away from 
the construction site. In addition, dredging, power-driving of large hollow steel piles (exceeding 
4’ in diameter), and cofferdam installation and removal will be restricted between April 1 – June 
30, which is the period of maximum abundance of early juvenile summer flounder in the coastal 
bays. Bubble curtains contained by a “can” will likely be used to minimize the shock wave 
effects of power driving large diameter hollow steel piles.  Consultation with the DNR, US Fish 
and Wildlife Service and NOAA - National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing and will 
continue throughout the planning, design and construction process in an effort to avoid, or 
minimize impacts to fish and other important aquatic species 
 
If dredging is required within 500 yards of the natural oyster bars in the project vicinity, NMFS 
recommends the time-of year constricting for mechanical dredging from June 1st to September 
30th and December 15th to March 15th, and the time-of-year restriction for hydraulic dredging is 
June 1st to September 30th. The time-of-year restrictions would protect oyster spawning and 
winter quiescence during dredging operations. 

 
The American Peregrine Falcon (Falcon peregrinus anatum) has been identified as “In Need of 
Conservation” status in Maryland. The Maryland DNR Wildlife and Heritage Division has 
requested that a survey be performed near the time of construction to evaluate the potential of its 
presence. If the Falcon is identified, a restriction of work conducted within 0.25 mile of the nest 
site during the nesting season (February to August) may be required. 
 
In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, FHWA and SHA prepared a 
Biological Assessment (BA), which evaluated the potential impact of the proposed new Thomas 
Johnson Bridge on the shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon that may occur within the study area. 
Based on available scientific data and the general lack of suitable spawning and foraging habitat 
for shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon in the Patuxent River, the BA concluded that it is unlikely 
that these fish would be found within the action area of the MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge 
project during any time of the year.  However, based on the capture data, it is still possible that 
shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon may be present within the Patuxent River.  The likelihood of 
adults, larvae, or eggs being present in the project area would be greatest from late March 
through May 15.  According to BAs for the Nice Bridge and Woodrow Wilson Bridge projects in 
the Potomac River, the probability of encountering sturgeon was assumed to be lowest outside 
the spring migration period, from July 15 to February 14. Should one or both of the sturgeon 
species be present in the study area during construction, potential impacts could result from 
pressure waves due to pile driving, increased turbidity due to bottom excavation, and release of 
sediment during dredging.     
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SHA is proposing to commit to protection methods during construction for the sturgeon, 
particularly during dredging and power driving of piles for the new bridge. Additionally, 
particular attention would be placed on ensuring the navigational channel, and the deep water 
areas within the navigational channel, are protected from violations of the Underwater Noise 
Standards (UNS) discussed during the spring migration of sturgeon (February 15 to July 14).  
 
NMFS-Annapolis noted methods are improving for mitigating shock waves produced from 
power driving of hollow steel piles, and bubble curtain technology has been introduced for pile 
driving in deep waters, where use of a “can” structure surrounding a pile being driven may be 
infeasible. Pile driving is proposed to be permitted year-round; however, if required, all pile 
driving will employ construction techniques to limit pressure waves to 4 psi and to satisfy the 
NMFS noise thresholds.  Should these techniques not mitigate pressure waves and noise to 
comply with the thresholds, prohibition of pile driving could occur between February 15 and 
July 14. 
 
Mechanical dredging is proposed to be permitted from mid-July through mid-February.  This 
time-of-year restriction considers the presence of yellow perch and other anadromous fish 
species (February 15 through June 15), as requested in a letter from NMFS-Annapolis dated June 
16, 2009.  Mechanical dredging using a clamshell bucket to dig sediment from bottom substrates 
can lead to increased turbidity within the water column as compared to hydraulic dredging that 
vacuums sediment through a pipe.  However, hydraulic dredging has been shown to kill 
sturgeon.  Therefore, mechanical dredging is proposed to reduce the potential take of shortnose 
or Atlantic sturgeon.  Muck removal from inside a cofferdam would be permitted between mid-
February and mid-July.     
 
In NMFS’ October 2009 letter, they stated that if dredging would occur within 500 yards of 
Natural Oyster Bars within the project area, the following time-of-year restrictions were 
recommended to protect oyster spawning and winter quiescence during dredging operations (see 
time-of-year restrictions chart).  Also as required by NMFS (letter dated June 16, 2009), should 
blasting be required to demolish the existing bridge, seasonal restriction (as depicted in the time-
of-year restriction chart) during periods of peak abundance and/or movements of finfish through 
the project area could be implemented to protect them from blast-related shock waves.  
 
SHA is committed to continuing consultation with NMFS to ensure that a “not likely to 
adversely affect” determination is appropriate and that the project would not have a significant 
impact on either shortnose or Atlantic sturgeon. 
 
Unique and Sensitive Areas 
SHA will continue to coordinate with DNR during the project planning phase to ensure that all 
measures are taken to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the Patuxent River, a scenic river under 
the Maryland Scenic and Wild Rivers Program. 
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Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays Critical Area 
The preferred alternative would impact approximately 33.3 acres of the Critical Area and 
approximately 2.562 acres of the 100-foot buffer. The impacts are due to the disturbance 
required for the new bridge construction and tie-in of the bridge to the roadway including 
removal of vegetation, placement of fill, and increased impervious area. Mitigation for any 
disturbance to the Buffer will be required at 3:1 ratio and mitigation for disturbance to vegetation 
outside the 100-foot Buffer will be required at a 1:1 ratio. All mitigation will be shown on a 
planting plan that identifies species, stocking density, and a planting schedule. SHA will 
continue coordination of the project with CAC during the design phase of the project. 
 
Air Quality 
Based on the improved traffic flow for the re-designed roadway coupled with emissions 
reductions through EPA-mandated fuel and vehicle inspection programs, it can be assumed that 
impacts to air quality would be kept to a minimum for carbon monoxide and would not cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS for CO. 
 
Short-term impacts to air quality due to construction of the SHA Preferred Alternative can be 
minimized through adherence to accepted construction site air quality control measures in the 
handling of materials and as part of any potential demolition. Fugitive dust controls such as 
water spraying of access roads and stockpiles and the employment of dust covers on vehicles 
transporting dust-emitting materials has been shown to be effective in controlling emissions. 
Contractors will be required to adhere to the SHA’s “Specifics for Constructions and Materials.” 
Therefore, during the construction phase, all appropriate measures (Code of Maryland 
Regulations 26.11.06.03D) would be incorporated to minimize the construction-phase impact of 
proposed transportation improvements on the air quality of the area. 
 
Noise 
During construction of the project, the residences closest to the construction area will likely be 
impacted by construction noise as a result of the project. In order to minimize the impact to the 
residential community, all proposed construction will comply with applicable Federal, State and 
Local noise control regulations, as well as the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970. 
Where practicable, construction activity should be confined to time periods that would create a 
minimum amount of disturbance to the community. The Contractor should use only equipment 
adapted to operate with the least possible noise, and should conduct his work so that annoyance 
to occupants of nearby property and the general public would be reduced to a minimum. 
 
Noise impacts/abatement measures were determined based on a noise analysis using the revised 
SHA Highway Noise Policy that came into effect July 13, 2011.  Consideration of noise 
abatement was warranted at five NSA’s. Three of these five NSAs (NSAs 14, 18 and 20) 
warranted consideration, but were found to not meet the reasonableness criteria.  However, two 
NSAs (NSAs 15 and 19) involving condominiums within the vicinity of the SPUI, were found to 
meet both feasibility and reasonableness criteria, and require further consideration.  NSA 15 
includes a newly constructed complex, north of the existing MD 235/MD 4 intersection and NSA 
19 includes the existing condominiums located between Wildewood Boulevard and FDR 
Boulevard.  According to SHA Policy, as part of the final reasonableness determination, the 
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views of the benefitted property owners and residents in each condominium complex must be 
solicited regarding the acceptability of providing noise barriers; there must be greater than 50 
percent opposition from the benefitted owners and residents for either barrier to be excluded 
from the project. 
 
Hazardous Materials 
There are a total of 48 sites potentially containing hazardous materials that would be impacted by 
the SHA Preferred Alternative. Based upon recommendations of the Initial Site Assessment 
(SHA, 2009) and SHA Project Impact Ranking Criteria (PIRC), a Preliminary Site Investigation 
Screening will be completed in the design phase for 26 of the 48 impacted sites in order to gather 
additional information regarding contamination of total petroleum hydrocarbons, polychlorinated 
biphenyls, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act metals, volatile organic compounds, and 
semi-volatile organic compounds. This investigation could include soil sampling and 
groundwater testing to determine whether hazardous materials remain on-site that require proper 
excavation and removal/disposal. SHA’s Office of Materials and Technology (OMT) will handle 
any extraction and/or remediation of underground storage tanks. 
 
Aesthetics 
Aesthetic treatments would be incorporated into the ultimate design of the new bridge structure 
and flyover ramp to make them more visually pleasing to adjacent homes, businesses, and 
roadway commuters and more consistent with the overall landscape of the study area. Aesthetic 
treatments to the proposed bridge may include but are not limited to finishes for exposed 
concrete surfaces, guardrails and lighting.  
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Appendix D: 
Commitments and Considerations 

MD 4 Project Planning Study 
FONSI 

 
 

MD 4 Mainline: Calvert County 
There have been no commitments and/or special considerations identified within the MD 4 
Mainline: Calvert County segment of the planning study. 
 
 
Patuxent River Crossing Alternative 4: Four-Lane Parallel Span 
The SHA has committed to maintaining access to the Pepper Langley Fishing Pier and Boat 
Launch Facility upon completion of the project. Temporary access closures may be necessary to 
reconstruct the access entrance. 
 
There have been several considerations that should be evaluated and coordinated further during 
final engineering design. These considerations include: 
 

 A preferred concept has been selected for a new access from northbound MD 4 to 
Solomons Island Road South. The new access location was developed in consideration of 
engineering requirements, operations and safety along northbound MD 4, adjacent land use 
activities, public and Calvert County official input. There are several adjacent undeveloped 
and/or underutilized parcels within the immediate area. During final engineering, the SHA 
will consider any changes in the adjacent parcels and access points. 
 

 The Calvert County Visitor’s Information Center is located along northbound MD 4. The 
Preferred Alternative includes a retaining wall to avoid the building and minor parking lot 
adjustments to retain the same number of existing parking spaces. A potential for relocation 
of the Visitor’s Center was identified by Calvert County within the reconstructed 
intersection with Thomas Johnson Road. During final engineering, the SHA will coordinate 
with Calvert County to evaluate the Preferred Alternative versus a relocation of the 
Visitor’s Center. 
 

  Consideration will be given during final engineering to the bridge height. Based upon the 
mast-height surveys and public input an under-clearance of no less than 80’ and no greater 
than 105’ should be considered. 
 

 A consideration for a bridge competition should be evaluated prior to final engineering. 
The bridge competition should consider the bridge type, height implications, cost 
differentials, architectural treatments and the view shed from Solomons Island.  
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MD 4 Mainline Widening, St. Mary’s County 
There have been no commitments identified within the MD 4 Mainline: St. Mary’s County 
segment of the planning study. 
 
There has been one consideration that should be evaluated and coordinated further during final 
engineering design. This consideration includes: 
 

 The use of steep slopes and retaining walls have been identified on the Preferred 
Alternative mapping to avoid and/or minimize impacts to environmental resources. During 
final engineering, detailed delineations of the resources will be updated. Consideration of 
the latest state of the art engineering techniques will be evaluated to avoid/minimize 
environmental resource impacts.  

 
 
MD 4/MD 235 Intersection Option B: At-Grade Intersection with One-Directional Flyover 
Ramp 
There have been no commitments identified within the MD 4 Mainline: St. Mary’s County 
segment of the planning study. 
 
There have been several considerations that should be evaluated and coordinated further during 
final engineering design. These considerations include: 
 

 The use of steep slopes and retaining walls have been identified on the Preferred 
Alternative mapping to avoid and/or minimize impacts to environmental resources. During 
final engineering, detailed delineations of the resources will be updated. Consideration of 
the latest state of the art engineering techniques will be evaluated to avoid/minimize 
environmental resource impacts.  
 

 Alternative access to Oak Drive has been discussed with St. Mary’s County. If an 
alternative access is provided to Oak Drive, consideration of closing the access location on 
MD 4 will be evaluated. 
 

 Consideration should be given by SHA and St. Mary’s County for access consolidation 
along southbound MD 235, north of the MD 4 intersection. The Preferred Alternative plan 
identifies a future commercial access location. 
 

 Consideration should be given by SHA and St. Mary’s County for access consolidation 
along northbound MD 235, south of the MD 4 intersection. The Preferred Alternative plan 
identifies a future commercial access location. 

 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities 
There have been no commitments and/or special considerations identified within the 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities segment of the planning study. 
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Gregory Murrill 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration, DelMar Division 
10 South Howard Street, Suite 2450 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
NORTHEAST REGION 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 

Re: MD 4 Thomas Johnson Memorial (MD 4 TJ) Bridge 

Dear Mr. Murrill, 

We would like to offer the following comments in response to your letter dated June 26, 2013, 
and other correspondence related to a consultation, pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, regarding the MD 4 TJ Bridge Project over the 
Patuxent River in Maryland. You have been identified as the lead action agency for this project, 
which includes the construction of a new four-lane parallel span just south of the existing MD 4 
TJ Bridge. Following construction of the new bridge, the existing bridge will be demolished. 

Coordination on the proposed project has been ongoing between NOAA's National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) since 2009. 
You would like to eventually initiate section 7 consultation with us regarding the impacts ofthe 
proposed project on federally-listed shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and five 
distinct population segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) that 
may use the Patuxent River. Section 7 consultation is necessary as certain aspects of the 
proposed project, specifically bridge construction and demolition activities (e.g., pile driving, 
dredging, and subaqueous blasting), may affect shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. The project 
proponent, the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA), has indicated that a final design 
for the new bridge has not yet been determined. As construction plans for the new bridge and 
demolition plans for the existing bridge are not yet finalized, it is not currently possible to 
adequately analyze the effects of this project on shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. 

Although the Maryland SHA has indicated their commitment to certain construction techniques, 
time-of-year restrictions, and performance specifications, we still require specific project 
information such as the number (or a more defined range) of in-water piers to be constructed, the 
number (or a more defined range) of piles that will be proposed, the types and sizes of piles that 
will be driven, the location and amount of dredging that will occur, and the types and sizes of 
explosives that will be used during subaqueous blasting activities. Although the recently 
completed Woodrow Wilson Bridge has been mentioned as a comparable project, we cannot use 
design specifications and mitigation measures from that project as a proxy during the section 7 



consultation process since the proposed MD 4 TJ Bridge is neither identical to it nor will 
construction/demolition activities occur under identical circumstances. Per the ESA section 7 
regulations, we must review each proposed Federal action individually. 

You have been working with the Maryland SHA during their project scoping to address the 
potential impacts of the project to shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon, and the FHWA will be 
reviewing and approving the final designs for the bridge construction and demolition when they 
are prepared. At that time, we request that a final Biological Assessment (BA) be prepared and 
submitted with your request for consultation, after which we will then assess the impacts of the 
proposed project on listed species in the Patuxent River. Once the bridge construction and 
demolition designs are complete and a final BA prepared, we anticipate that we will have the 
information necessary to conduct a section 7 consultation. 

We believe that this approach is the most practical way to move forward with the consultation on 
this project, and that the information and analysis in the May 2013 draft BA supports a path 
forward for the final design of the bridge improvement project that will minimize effects to listed 
species. We expect to receive periodic updates from the FHWA on the progress ofthe project 
and the development of the final bridge plans. 

My staff looks forward to continuing to work cooperatively with your staff as this project moves 
forward. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this correspondence, please 
contact either Bill Barnhill (978-282-8460; William.Barnhill@noaa.gov) or Chris Vaccaro (978-
281-9167; Christine.Vaccaro@noaa.gov). 

ec: Vaccaro, F/NER3 
Boelke, F /NER 4 
Jeanette Mar, FHW A 

File Code: Sec 7 FHW A Thomas Johnson Memorial Bridge Project 

Sincerely, 

~· 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Protected Resources 



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office

177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401

PHONE: (410)573-4599 FAX: (410)266-9127

Consultation Code: 05E2CB00-2015-SLI-0605 February 16, 2015
Event Code: 05E2CB00-2015-E-00521
Project Name: MD 4 Project Planning Study

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of
your proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ).et seq.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having



similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment

2
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Preliminary Species list
 

Provided by: 
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office

177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE

ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401

(410) 573-4599
 
Consultation Code: 05E2CB00-2015-SLI-0605
Event Code: 05E2CB00-2015-E-00521
 
Project Type: Transportation
 
Project Name: MD 4 Project Planning Study
Project Description: The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) and Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) are conducting a project planning study for improvements to MD 4, which
spans both Calvert and St. Marys Counties. This study will examine proposed widening of MD 4
from the MD 2/4 split in Calvert County to the MD 235 Intersection in St. Marys County and will
also explore improvement opportunities along the Thomas Johnson Memorial Bridge and at the MD
4/MD 235 intersection.
 
Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by'
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: MD 4 Project Planning Study
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Project Location Map: 

 
Project Coordinates: MULTIPOLYGON (((-76.469158 38.3443699, -76.4593818 38.34128, -
76.4652183 38.3266029, -76.4815176 38.3152833, -76.4916542 38.3123268, -76.4943922
38.3084206, -76.5072668 38.3065281, -76.5124166 38.3084206, -76.5198066 38.2984522, -
76.5271795 38.3028977, -76.5161932 38.3139431, -76.500572 38.3119228, -76.4858091
38.3225628, -76.4789426 38.3231015, -76.4695013 38.3318547, -76.469158 38.3443699)))
 
Project Counties: Calvert, MD | St. Mary's, MD
 

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: MD 4 Project Planning Study
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Endangered Species Act Species List
 

There are a total of 0 threatened or endangered species on your species list.  Species on this list should be considered in

an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain

fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species.  Critical habitats listed under the

Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area.  See the Critical habitats within your

project area section further below for critical habitat that lies within your project.  Please contact the designated FWS

office if you have questions.

 

There are no listed species identified for the vicinity of your project.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: MD 4 Project Planning Study
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Critical habitats that lie within your project area
There are no critical habitats within your project area.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: MD 4 Project Planning Study
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Gregory Murrill 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration, DelMar Division 
10 South Howard Street, Suite 2450 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
NORTHEAST REGION 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 

Re: MD 4 Thomas Johnson Memorial (MD 4 TJ) Bridge 

Dear Mr. Murrill, 

We would like to offer the following comments in response to your letter dated June 26, 2013, 
and other correspondence related to a consultation, pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, regarding the MD 4 TJ Bridge Project over the 
Patuxent River in Maryland. You have been identified as the lead action agency for this project, 
which includes the construction of a new four-lane parallel span just south of the existing MD 4 
TJ Bridge. Following construction of the new bridge, the existing bridge will be demolished. 

Coordination on the proposed project has been ongoing between NOAA's National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) since 2009. 
You would like to eventually initiate section 7 consultation with us regarding the impacts ofthe 
proposed project on federally-listed shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and five 
distinct population segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) that 
may use the Patuxent River. Section 7 consultation is necessary as certain aspects of the 
proposed project, specifically bridge construction and demolition activities (e.g., pile driving, 
dredging, and subaqueous blasting), may affect shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. The project 
proponent, the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA), has indicated that a final design 
for the new bridge has not yet been determined. As construction plans for the new bridge and 
demolition plans for the existing bridge are not yet finalized, it is not currently possible to 
adequately analyze the effects of this project on shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. 

Although the Maryland SHA has indicated their commitment to certain construction techniques, 
time-of-year restrictions, and performance specifications, we still require specific project 
information such as the number (or a more defined range) of in-water piers to be constructed, the 
number (or a more defined range) of piles that will be proposed, the types and sizes of piles that 
will be driven, the location and amount of dredging that will occur, and the types and sizes of 
explosives that will be used during subaqueous blasting activities. Although the recently 
completed Woodrow Wilson Bridge has been mentioned as a comparable project, we cannot use 
design specifications and mitigation measures from that project as a proxy during the section 7 



consultation process since the proposed MD 4 TJ Bridge is neither identical to it nor will 
construction/demolition activities occur under identical circumstances. Per the ESA section 7 
regulations, we must review each proposed Federal action individually. 

You have been working with the Maryland SHA during their project scoping to address the 
potential impacts of the project to shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon, and the FHWA will be 
reviewing and approving the final designs for the bridge construction and demolition when they 
are prepared. At that time, we request that a final Biological Assessment (BA) be prepared and 
submitted with your request for consultation, after which we will then assess the impacts of the 
proposed project on listed species in the Patuxent River. Once the bridge construction and 
demolition designs are complete and a final BA prepared, we anticipate that we will have the 
information necessary to conduct a section 7 consultation. 

We believe that this approach is the most practical way to move forward with the consultation on 
this project, and that the information and analysis in the May 2013 draft BA supports a path 
forward for the final design of the bridge improvement project that will minimize effects to listed 
species. We expect to receive periodic updates from the FHWA on the progress ofthe project 
and the development of the final bridge plans. 

My staff looks forward to continuing to work cooperatively with your staff as this project moves 
forward. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this correspondence, please 
contact either Bill Barnhill (978-282-8460; William.Barnhill@noaa.gov) or Chris Vaccaro (978-
281-9167; Christine.Vaccaro@noaa.gov). 

ec: Vaccaro, F/NER3 
Boelke, F /NER 4 
Jeanette Mar, FHW A 

File Code: Sec 7 FHW A Thomas Johnson Memorial Bridge Project 

Sincerely, 

~· 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Protected Resources 







MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge Project Planning Study 
  

Informational Public Workshop 
April 22, 2015, 5:30-8:00 PM 

 
Esperanza Middle School Cafeteria 

22790 Maple Road 
Lexington Park, MD 20653 

 
Project Team Attendees:   

Jennifer Armes, SHA District 5 Right-of-Way 
Jeremy Beck, SHA-PMD, Project Manager 
Christina Brandt, SHA-EPLD, Environmental Manager 
Sagun Dahal, SHA-PMD  
Sarah Gary, SHA-TFAD 
Joe Harrison, Jr., SHA-EPLD, Public Involvement 
Edward  Jastrzembski, SHA-PMD 
Tom Kable, SHA District 5 Right-of-Way 
Kian Liong, Calvert County 
Geoffrey McCammon, SHA-EPLD, Public Involvement 
Gary Monroe, SHA-EPLD Public Involvement 
Judy Murray, SHA-PMD 
John Narer, SHA-OOS 
Robert Rager, SHA District 5 Community Liaison 
Zane Rettstatt, St. Mary’s County 
Brandon Scott, SHA-PMD, Assistant Division Chief 
Gregory Slater, SHA-OPPE Director 
Donald Sparklin, SHA-EPLD Division Chief 
Kim Tran, SHA District 5 Traffic 
Julian Willis, Calvert County 

 
Public Attendees: 

Approximately 225 members of the public attended 
 Delegate Tony O’Donnell 
 St. Mary’s County Commissioner Mike Hewitt 
 St. Mary’s County Commissioner Todd Morgan 

 
 

GENERAL COMMENTS-QUESTIONS 

Funding Many individuals wanted to know the timing for funding the 4 segments 
of the Preferred Alternative; how the funding decisions will be made and 
how many years before project will be finished. 



MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge Project Planning Study 
  

Informational Public Workshop 
April 22, 2015, 5:30-8:00 PM 

 

Noise Several residents along MD 4 requested sound barriers. 

Traffic There were many questions about why, after improvements do the 
intersections function at LOS "C" or "worse".   

Neighborhood Access Some residents of Woodland Acres continue to want a traffic signal at MD 
4/Oak Drive 

Several residents adjacent to North and South Patuxent Beach Roads are 
unhappy with the elimination of free left turn onto MD 4. 

Evacuation Plan It was suggested that a plan be developed to identify how the new bridge 
will work if evacuation from Calvert County is needed. 

MD 4 Calvert County 

Access to Service Road Is there to be a traffic light for traffic to go to/from the bridge and MD 4 
from HG Truman Road? 

Thomas Johnson Bridge-St. Mary's and Calvert Counties 

Funding Consider asking Dominion LNG and Calvert Cliffs nuclear power plant for 
funds, as the bridge is part of their evacuation plan. 

Timing When will design RFP be released? 

When will bridge construction start? 

How long will it take to construct the bridge? 

Design How high will bridge be?  Some people suggest they want it lower than 
current height to make it easier for pedestrians and bicyclists; others 
prefer it remain at its current height.  

Will public participate in design of new bridge? 

Is a suspension bridge design under consideration? 

Would the project team reconsider the two-lane bridge alternative? 

Noise A property owner located adjacent to the bridge requested noise 
abatement 

 Evacuation Route It was suggested that a written evacuation plan be developed in case of an 
accident at Nuclear Power Plant or LNG facility. 

Boat Ramp Access Will boat access be restricted during construction of the bridge? 



MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge Project Planning Study 
  

Informational Public Workshop 
April 22, 2015, 5:30-8:00 PM 

 

Boat Ramp Access Will the Solomon's boat ramp be allowed to operate while bridge is under 
construction?  Will there be a loss of parking at the pier after completion 
of the bridge? 

Existing Bridge Can the existing bridge be retained? 

Who will demolish existing bridge? 

Can part of the old structure be used to create underwater habitats for 
local bay/river/creek area? 

Can the existing bridge be retained for use for legalized Base jumping 
temporarily?  They do this at New River Gorge once a year. 

Neighborhood Access Some Chesapeake Ranch Estates residents have petitioned for a tunnel 
north of current location of new bridge.  They requested a meeting to 
discuss their concerns. 

MD 4- St Mary's County 

Alignment Some residents felt that expansion of MD 4 to the north disrupts more 
property than if it were shifted to the south And asked why that decision 
was made. 

Noise Several residents requested sound barriers  along MD 4. 

Neighborhood Access 
  

Residents proximate to the intersection of North Patuxent and South 
Patuxent Beach Roads were dissatisfied with the elimination of the free 
left turn on MD 4 at the intersection. 

Some Woodland Acres residents were unhappy with access to the 
community from MD 4 north of interchange.  They want a different 
solution exiting Woodland Acres than right-turn-out. 

MD 4/MD 235 Intersection 

Access Some property owners expressed concern that the project would limit 
access to their homes and businesses resulting in loss of value. 

A resident requested that driveways on MD 235 not be closed as part of 
the SPUI design. 

Traffic After improvement, will there still be traffic back-ups due to NAS Pax River 
traffic? 

SPUI Design  It was suggested that MD 235 should remain with 3 lanes southbound 
from Wildewood Boulevard through MD 4 past NAS Pax River Gate 2. 



MD 4 Thomas Johnson Bridge Project Planning Study 
  

Informational Public Workshop 
April 22, 2015, 5:30-8:00 PM 

 

SPUI Design 
It was suggested that MD 235 should be 3 lanes northbound from NAS Pax 
River through MD 4 up to Wildewood Boulevard. 

 
It was suggested that two lanes passing over MD 4 and one turn lane 
won't fix congestion. 
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OPEN HOUSE COMMENTS (October 2007) 
The following is a summary of the comments received during the Open House.  SHA used this input to 
develop the alternatives presented at the Alternates Public Workshop.   
 

• Overall support for the project  
• Concerns regarding right-of-way, environmental impacts, and potential bridge closures.  
• Complaints regarding the planning costs and the lateness of this project. 
• A significant number of citizens inquired about a potential crossing at Myrtle Point, rather than a 

parallel structure or replacement one by the existing bridge.  
• Use of variable messaging signs to present expected delays for people to choose alternate 

traveling path. 
• Overpass the intersection of MD 4 and MD 235. 
• Signal the intersections along MD 4 for community access.  
• Gate the exits near the bridge during rush hour to reduce merging/slowing movements.  
• Vehicles that travel along the MD 2 corridor travel north at high speed and come to a yield 

sign but fail to yield and just proceed onto MD 4. This creates significant queues along MD 4.  
• Some of attendees recommended that the MD 2 ramps be closed and further suggested 

that those motorist who want access onto MD 4 from MD 2 use other access points north of the 
ramps.  

• Use of jersey barriers or some other measure to separate the MD 2 and MD 4 traffic to 
minimize the merge problem and right-of-way concerns.  

• Reversible lanes to reduce the number of needed lanes.  
• Attendees were not clear on where the roadway segments were located on ADT board and had 

to reference points on ADC maps.  
• Landfill trucks on the MD 4 corridor. The Saint Andrews Landfill is located south of the MD 

4/MD 235 intersection. The comments where that trucks impede travel speeds along the MD 4 
corridor.      

 
ALTERNATES PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENTS (June 2008) 
The following is a summary of the comments received during the Workshop.  SHA provided direct 
responses to those who asked questions.  Copies of the letters and responses will be available in the 
draft environmental document. 
 

Thomas Johnson Memorial Bridge / Patuxent River Crossing 
• More citizens were in favor of removing the existing bridge if the height of the new 

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

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

• Many people believe that the existing bridge will collapse soon and thus support the 
idea of building a new one either upstream or near the existing one. 

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

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

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

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

• How will you handle the noise as a result of the additional traffic on the bridge?  Can 
something be done about trucks using “jake” brakes?   
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• Have you coordinated with the Navy and the Rec. Center staff about the Alternate 5 
alignment?  Update: Coordinating with cultural resources staff regarding features on 
Naval Rec. Center.  

• What is the expected life span of the existing bridge?  
• What is the average BSR [Bridge Sufficiency Rating] for structures in the state?    
• What BSR do bridges typically start at?    
• How can we use the current BSR [67.9] to determine when the bridge will reach a BSR 

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

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

• Allow for lanes to be converted to all one-way for emergency evacuation 
• Why does the existing bridge need to be demolished if Alternative 4 (4-lane 

replacement) is constructed?  Citizens felt it should remain to allow for up to 6 travel 
lanes for evacuation or remain solely as a bike/pedestrian facility. 

• Pedestrians and/or bicycles should not be allowed over the bridge and thus a shared 
use path should not be considered.  Even though there will be a fence, people will 
continue to jump off the bridge and will have easier access to the high point.  Also, 
even with a traffic barrier, it will still be unsafe for both peds and vehicles.  Will there 
even be a demand for bike/ped movements between counties? 

• Consider constructing the new bridge on the north side to avoid impacts on the Calvert 
County side, and also so that the bridge could be placed within the shadow of the 
existing bridge, especially during the winter time. 

• A tunnel option was dismissed too soon.  Why not consider a tunnel a few miles north, 
where the depths are shallower.  

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

• Many citizens asked where the idea of the Myrtle Point Crossing came from, one cited 
developer interest in the area, while others recognized that the Town Creek and 
Patuxent Beach residents had requested it. 

• Build the Myrtle Point crossing for through traffic and leave the existing bridge for local 
traffic. 

• If the new road is built through the Myrtle Point area, property owners not being directly 
affected should be compensated because of the reduction in the value of their 
properties.  They should also be compensated for all the noise/disturbance they will 
have to face from then on. 

• Building a parallel bridge will affect sailing maneuverability. 
• Concern regarding damages to property (i.e. noise, foundation problems) because of 

explosion to tear down the existing bridge. 
 

Mainline MD 4 
• Where are the signals going to be located along this corridor?  Will any be added in the 

short term?   
• At least a dozen residents along Patuxent Blvd and near Myrtle Point Park expressed 

their opposition to Alternative 5 (Myrtle Point Option), primarily based on noise and 
property home value concerns.     

• Are you impacting the church on the corner of Kingston?   
• If access is closed from MD 4 to Solomons Island Rd. (MD 2/MD 765), it will negatively 

affect all of the businesses along this road. 
• The U-turn of the road that goes under the bridge (near the water treatment plant) to 

get on the bridge should be modified. It is too dangerous to try to merge onto MD 4; 
cars are approaching very fast and there are some bushes that hinder sight 
distance/traffic recognition. 
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• For Alternate 2, will the signalized intersections look like the ones on MD 4 in Calvert 
County?  (Modified T’s)   

• Will the additional traffic create more noise?  What are you going to do about it?   
• Can you reconnect Sandy Hill Road to the new MD 4? 
• If MD 4 is widened, will any improvements be made to the Oak Drive intersection? 

Crossing MD 4 will become difficult. 
• Do not remove the cul-de-sac at the end of Shady Mile Drive to connect it to MD 4. If 

done people will use Shady Mile Drive as a shortcut to get from MD 4 to MD 235 and 
avoid the intersection. Residents on this area have been fighting about this for years. 

 
MD 4 / MD 235 Intersection 

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

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

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

• Would it be more beneficial to put MD 235 over MD 4 for Options C and D?       
• The continuous flow intersection looks very confusing and unsafe for pedestrians.   
• How are properties along MD 4 and MD 235 accessed using the continuous flow 

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

mixing bowl in Virginia) 
• At peak hours the right turn lane on MD 235 to go North onto MD 4 is very long and a 

considerable amount of drivers just keep going straight on an adjacent lane and make 
an illegal turn at the intersection. Currently, no signs are posted prohibiting these illegal 
turns.  Although it should be assumed that this maneuver is illegal, a sign stating such 
should be posted. It should also be considered to assign a police officer to watch the 
intersection. 

 
Utilities 

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

 
Environmental 

• Concern towards potential impacts to Myrtle Point Park since the alignment of 
Alternative 5 will be just south of it. 

• Many concerns were expressed for the Myrtle Point Crossing and it’s notably higher 
environmental impacts and cost. 

• Citizens commented on the presence of submerged marine vessels in the project 
vicinity.  Follow-up:  A submerged S-49 submarine is located due west of Point 
Patience near the St. Mary’s County side.   

• One citizen asked if the impacts to the Naval Recreation Facility would be considered a 
Section 4(f) and/or Section 106 impact. 

• The bridge causes too much disturbance (noise) to the residents where it is now; if the 
Myrtle Point option is built, it will not bother as many people. 
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Misc. 
• The community understands that something needs to be done, and they like the idea 

that SHA is considering several options. 
• Complaints about the mailing list, as several homeowners did not receive the 

Alternates Public Workshop brochures and notifications while their neighbors did, 
especially near the Myrtle Point area.  There were 9 addresses in the Myrtle Point area 
on the mailing list to receive the brochure.  After the meeting, an additional packet of 
brochures was sent to a local neighborhood representative, Mr. Oliver Kangas at his 
request.  These brochures were distributed by Mr. Kangas throughout the community 
north of Patuxent Boulevard.  Additionally, updates have occurred to ensure that these 
citizens are included on future mail distributions. 

• How much Federal funding will be used for construction? 
• Could you explain TSM / TDM better at the workshops? 
• The topographic map is not updated enough; some houses where not shown, as well 

as a new marina at the south end of Solomons Island. 
 
 
 



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

 
Citizen concerns though verbal discussion:  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Mainline MD 4 - Prelim. Engr. 

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

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

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

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

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

 
MD 4 / MD 235 Interchange - Prelim. Engr. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Utilities 

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

 
Environmental 

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

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

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

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

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

 
Misc. 

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

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

 
 
Potential Solutions to these issues are currently being drafted by the team 
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