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8 MDTA RECOMMENDED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Bay Bridge is a critical link in the Maryland transportation network, being the only crossing of
the Chesapeake Bay in the state. The existing Bay Bridge does not provide adequate capacity
or reliable travel times, hinders mobility in the region, has existing roadway deficiencies, and does
not accommodate the USCG required navigational clearance. The MDTA is committed to
delivering a financially responsible solution to the challenges in the study area while minimizing
environmental impacts.

Each of the six build alternatives meet the study’s purpose and need and would therefore be
reasonable to implement. Although the build alternatives would have a higher initial cost than
Alternative A (No-Build), they would require less maintenance and rehabilitation over the next
several decades. The cost of a new Bay Bridge would be an important investment for the future
of Maryland that would allow the MDTA to build new infrastructure that would provide an
improvement to the challenges in the study area.

The traffic analysis described in Section 3.5 shows that the 8-8-8 and 8-10-8 alternatives
(Alternatives D, E, F, and G) provide relatively modest improvements to queuing and travel time
compared to the 6-8-6 alternatives (Alternatives B and C). However, Alternatives B and C have
much less environmental impact and lower cost than Alternatives D, E, F, and G. Furthermore,
the southern alignment alternatives (Alternative C, E, and G) would have less environmental
impact than the northern alignment alternatives (Alternative B, D, and F).

Therefore, based on analysis of a wide range of engineering, environmental, and cost
considerations, as described in this DEIS, as well as input received from the public and from state
and Federal agencies, Alternative C is the MDTA’s Recommended Preferred Alternative
(RPA). Alternative C offers several advantages over the other build alternatives as described
below. Atthis time, Alternative C is the MDTA’s recommended preference only, and an alternative
has not been selected to advance to design or construction. The MDTA and FHWA will not select
the Preferred Alternative until comments on this DEIS and input from the public and agencies
have been considered. The Selected Alternative will be identified in the combined FEIS/ROD.

All of the build alternatives differ in the degree of transportation benefit they would provide as well
as the likely environmental impacts and cost, as described in the following sections. However,
Alternative C would allow the MDTA to deliver a more financially responsible solution because it
would maximize the amount of transportation benefit provided for the cost. Alternatives D, E, F,
and G would be at least $2.6 billion higher than Alternative C, but the additional benefit they would
provide would not outweigh the additional cost.

8.1 Alternative C: Recommended Preferred Alternative

Alternative C (6-8-6 South) would meet the study’s purpose and need, which is described in
Chapter 2, by replacing the two existing Bay Bridge spans that have five total travel lanes with
two new bridge spans that would have eight total travel lanes (four lanes in each direction).

Alternative C would be an 8.3-mile-long improvement that would extend along U.S. 50/301 from
west of Oceanic Drive to east of Cox Creek to allow sufficient room to transition from six lanes on
the approach and departure roadways to eight lanes on the new bridge crossing. The existing
roadway alignment and number of lanes beyond these end points on the Western Shore and
Eastern Shore would not change. The travel lanes would be 12 feet wide on the Bay Bridge and
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approach roadways. Within the limits of these improvements, the median shoulders would be 12
feet wide on the Bay Bridge and approach roadways, and the outside shoulders would be 12 feet
wide on the approach roadways and 14 feet wide on the Bay Bridge.

Replacing both spans would eliminate the need for extensive maintenance and rehabilitation of
the existing spans. Alternative C would limit the use of two-way operations; therefore, the number
of lanes would remain constant on a regular day, would not be affected by inclement weather,
and would improve the reliability of crossing the Bay. The vertical navigational clearance would
be increased to meet the height established by the USCG, which is 230 feet to the underside of
the main span.

Alternative C could include an optional SUP that would provide connectivity for bicyclists and
pedestrians across the Bay Bridge where it currently does not exist. Following the identification
of the Selected Alternative in the ROD, further coordination would occur to determine whether an
SUP would be implemented. If financial considerations allow the SUP to be included, additional
coordination would occur among the potential responsible agencies regarding connections,
parking, maintenance, and other features.

Alternative C would include transit-related improvements that would be made through a financial
commitment from the MDTA. This commitment would focus on providing a one-time investment
for local transit agencies near the Bay Bridge. These transit agencies would determine the transit-
related improvements that would be most beneficial for them at that time, and they would be
separate and distinct projects from the Bay crossing.

Alternative C would have a cost of $14.8 to $16.4 Billion without the SUP, which would be the
lowest cost of the build alternatives. The SUP would be an additional $1.2 billion for a total cost
of $16.1 to $17.6 billion with the optional SUP, which would still be the lowest cost of the build
alternatives.

Additional information and considerations for Alternative C (i.e., tolling, SWM, utilities, truck weigh
and inspection stations, etc.) are located in Chapter 3.

The limit of disturbance (LOD) for the MDTA’s RPA (Alternative C) is displayed on the
environmental mapping in Appendix A, along with the LODs for the other build alternatives. The
environmental mapping for Alternative C is found in the map series in Figure 8-1, located at the
end of Chapter 8.

8.1.1 Traffic Analysis

All of the Build Alternatives would limit the need for two-way operations, thus improving reliability
for crossing the Bay. All of the Build Alternatives would also avoid the bottlenecks projected under
Alternative A (No-Build) at the Bay Bridge under NSWD. Under all of the Build Alternatives in
NSWD, there will be a bottleneck downstream of the Bay Bridge heading westbound, but no
bottlenecks eastbound. In SWED, there would be bottlenecks downstream of the bridge in both
directions for all of the Build Alternatives; however, Alternative A (No-Build) would have the
bottleneck starting at the Bridge.

As detailed in Section 3.5, Alternative C would generally perform better than Alternative A (No-
Build) and better than or similar to Alternatives B, D, E, F, and G. Based on an analysis of the
queues for all alternatives, Alternative C would provide the following operational benefits:
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Eastbound NSWD: There would be no queues approaching or downstream of the Bay
Bridge.

Westbound NSWD: There would be no queues approaching the Bay Bridge compared
to Alternative A (No-Build), which would have a 2.4-mile queue. Queues would be shorter
beyond the Bay Bridge (2.8 miles) compared to Alternative A (No-Build) (3.9 miles).

Eastbound SWED: There would be no queues approaching the Bay Bridge compared to
Alternative A (No-Build), which would have a queue longer than 7.1 miles. The queues
beyond the Bay Bridge (4.4 miles) would be the shortest compared to the other build
alternatives (4.4 to 11.1 miles).

Westbound SWED: Queues approaching the Bay Bridge would not be worse than
Alternative A (No-Build) within the study area. Under Alternatives A, B, C, D, and E the
queues would extend beyond the study limits. The queue beyond the Bay Bridge (8.7
miles) would be slightly shorter compared to the other build alternatives (8.7 to 9.3 miles).

Based on an analysis of the travel times for all alternatives, Alternative C would provide the
following operational benefits within the study area:

Eastbound NSWD: Overall travel time through the study area (25 minutes) and travel
time approaching the Bay Bridge (8 minutes) would be shorter than Alternative A (No-
Build) (33 minutes total, 17 minutes approaching the Bay Bridge) and approximately the
same as the other build alternatives (23 to 25 minutes total, 6 to 8 minutes approaching
the Bay Bridge).

Westbound NSWD: Overall travel time through the study area (36 minutes) would be
shorter than Alternative A (No-Build) (53 minutes). Travel time approaching the Bay
Bridge (9 minutes) would be shorter than Alternative A (No-Build) (20 minutes) and
approximately the same as the other build alternatives (9 to 10 minutes).

Eastbound SWED: Overall travel time through the study area (40 minutes) and travel
time approaching the Bay Bridge (9 minutes) would be shorter than Alternative A (70
minutes total, 54 minutes approaching the Bay Bridge) and shorter than or approximately
the same as the other build alternatives (40 to 85 minutes total, 6 to 10 minutes
approaching the Bay Bridge).

Westbound SWED: Overall travel time through the study area (126 minutes) would be
shorter than the other build alternatives (126 to 154 minutes); travel time approaching the
Bay Bridge (75 minutes) would be approximately the same as Alternative A (No-Build) (79
minutes). All of the alternatives would have average travel speeds below 10 mph
approaching the bridge, predominantly caused by the bottleneck at/near the west end of
the study limits and the resulting queues could extend back across the Bay Bridge.

Based on an analysis of the throughput for all alternatives, Alternative C would provide the
following operational benefits:

Eastbound and Westbound NSWD: Throughput (90 to 100 percent) would be higher
than Alternative A (No-Build) (80 to 90 percent) and within the same range as the other
build alternatives.

Eastbound SWED: Throughput (80 to 90 percent) would be higher than Alternative A
(No-Build) (60 to 70 percent).
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e Westbound SWED: Throughput (80 to 90 percent) would be higher than Alternative A
(No-Build) (70 to 80 percent) and within the same range as the other build alternatives.

8.1.2 Environmental Impacts

Alternative C would have the least impact to natural, cultural, and socioeconomic resources
compared to the other build alternatives, as follows:

e |east impact to historic properties.

e Lowest acreage of impact to residential, industrial, open urban land, and institutional
properties.

o Least impact to Section 4(f) properties, including park properties.

e Least impact to wetlands and non-tidal surface waters.

e Least impact to historic oyster bottom and submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV).
e Least impact to forested areas, Critical Areas and Critical Area Buffers.

Alternative C would result in an adverse effect to the fewest number of historic properties (two:
the Chesapeake Bay Bridge and Skidmore) and would have the smallest area of impact to historic
properties (1.0 acre) compared to the other build alternatives (1.2 to 2.0 acres).

Alternative C would result in the least impact to residential, industrial, open urban land, and
institutional properties compared to the other build alternatives. Alternative C would have a
slightly larger area of impact to commercial properties, and as a result, 0.9 acre more overall right-
of-way required, compared to Alternative B, but it would require 60 to 70 acres less than
Alternatives D, E, F, and G. Although Alternative B would have slightly less impact to right-of-
way compared to Alternative C, it is not the MDTA RPA because it would cause other
environmental impacts that Alternative C avoids, such as larger impacts to wetlands, SAV, and
critical areas. See Chapter 4 for additional environmental information.

Following the identification of the Selected Alternative in the ROD, further coordination would
occur to determine whether an SUP would be implemented. If financial considerations allow the
SUP to be included, there would be additional impacts to resources as shown in Table 4-61. If
the SUP is implemented, Alternative C would still have the least impact to natural, cultural, and
socioeconomic resources compared to other build alternatives. Section 4(f) of the US
Department of Transportation Act and Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act

Alternative C would likely result in the least overall harm to Section 4(f) properties. It would require
the use 3 of the fewest number of Section 4(f) properties, with a potential de minimis3% impact to
Broadneck Peninsula Trail, Sandy Point State Park (public park and historic site), Kent Island
Water Trails, Terrapin Nature Park, Eisinger Property, and Stevensville Middle School.

34 A Section 4(f) use is defined by 23 CFR 774.17 as a permanent incorporation of land into a transportation facility;
a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the Section 4(f) preservation purpose; or a constructive
use as determined by the criteria in 23 CFR 774.15.

35 per FHWA Section 4(f) regulations (23 CFR 774), for historic sites, a de minimis impact means no historic
property is affected or there will be “no adverse effect”; for parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, a de minimis impact is one that will not adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities qualifying the
property for Section 4(f) protection.
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Alternative C (and the other build alternatives) would also require permanent Section 4(f) use of
the Chesapeake Bay Bridge due to the removal of the historic bridge spans. Alternatives B and
C would avoid Section 4(f) use of the Cross Island Trail, Piney Creek Nature Area, Kent Narrows
Landing, and Dutch Mill Farm Restaurant, and the other build alternatives would require use of
these properties.

Alternative C would likely result in a de minimis impact to Sandy Point State Park, whereas
Alternative B would require permanent Section 4(f) use of the park due to the larger encroachment
into park property required for the northern bridge alignment. The new bridge piers proposed with
Alternative B would impact the southern part of the park’s beach area that Alternative C would
avoid. Additionally, Alternative B would result in traffic noise increases that extend further into
the park, whereas Alternative C would only result in a traffic noise increase along the beach
immediately adjacent to the bridge.

Alternatives C, E, and G would convert less park lands protected by Section 6(f) to non-
recreational land than Alternatives B, D, and F.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act

The MDTA and FHWA have considered the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (23 CFR 230) when
identifying the MDTA RPA. The guidelines require that activities requiring discharge of dredged
or fill material into WOTUS be the “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative”
(LEDPA) to the proposed action. The LEDPA is also referred to as a “no practicable alternative”
requirement,*® and the following questions have been considered:

1. Is the alternative practicable?
All build alternatives, including the MDTA RPA (Alternative C), would address the project
purposes and are practicable. Alternative A (No-Build) would not address the project
purposes and is therefore not practicable.

2. If it is practicable, does it cause less adverse impact to the aquatic ecosystem than
other practicable alternatives?
Alternatives B and C would cause less adverse impact to the aquatic ecosystem (WOTUS,
including wetlands) than Alternatives D, E, F, and G. Alternative B would have comparable
aquatic ecosystem impacts to Alternative C, resulting in 0.3 acre more impacts to wetlands
and 40 additional linear feet of impact to non-tidal surface waters. Alternatives B and C
would both impact 260 linear feet of tidal surface waters. Alternative C would impact
slightly more tidal surface waters than Alternative B — 136.6 acres compared to 133.4
acres —because Alternative C would require a slightly longer bridge given the Chesapeake
Bay shoreline location. Overall, Alternative B would have 2.5 acres less impact to the
aquatic ecosystem than Alternative C.

3. Ifitis practicable and causes less adverse impact to the aquatic ecosystem, does it have
other significant adverse environmental consequences?
Although Alternative B would have slightly less impact to the aquatic ecosystem compared
to Alternative C, it is not the MDTA RPA because it would cause other significant adverse
environmental consequences that Alternative C would avoid. Alternative B would require
bridge piers within the historic Sandy Point State Park, resulting in permanent acquisition

36 AASHTO, “Applying the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines in Transportation Project Decision-Making” (2016).
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of a portion of the public beach and introducing a new vertical clearance restriction to
waterway access to Mezick Pond. These improvements would result in 0.4 acres more
impact than Alternative C, a Section 4(f) permanent use (i.e., permanent incorporation of
land into a transportation facility), as well as conversion of land protected under Section
6(f). Alternative C would minimize the amount of land impacted within the park.
Alternative B would also directly impact 0.7 acre of historic and existing SAV beds,
whereas Alternative C would avoid direct impacts to SAV. Alternative B would also result
in greater impacts to horseshoe crab habitat and historic oyster bottom than Alternative
C.

Therefore, based on the review completed to date, the MDTA suggests that the Section 404
LEDPA for the Tier 2 Study is Alternative C. However, USACE and USEPA would make the
LEDPA determination following their further review.

8.2 Alternatives Not Preferred

Alternative A (No-Build) has been presented in this DEIS as the baseline condition for
alternatives comparison; however, it is not the Preferred Alternative because it would not meet
the Tier 2 Study purpose and need. The Bay Bridge is and will remain the major bottleneck in the
study area, under Alternative A (No-Build), even with two-way operations. Currently, with two-
way traffic operations, the Bay Bridge is not a bottleneck under NSWD, but it is a bottleneck under
SWED. If Alternative A (No-Build) were selected, the Bay Bridge would become a bottleneck
under NSWD, and a larger bottleneck than it is today under SWED, even with two-way operations.

Alternative A (No-Build) would not increase roadway capacity or mobility, correct roadway
deficiencies, or provide the vertical navigational clearance established by the USCG. Alternative
A (No-Build) would also require substantial maintenance and related lane closures that would
further increase congestion over time and compound existing traffic congestion, mobility, and
roadway deficiency issues. It would require the MDTA to continue to frequently operate two-way
traffic during peak periods, resulting in continued concerns with operations due to the limitations
of two-way fraffic. Alternative A (No-Build) would have the lowest environmental impact, but it
would not meet the Tier 2 Study purpose and need and therefore, would not be reasonable.

Alternatives B, D, E, F, and G are not preferred but would meet the Tier 2 Study purpose and
need by replacing the two existing Bay Bridge spans with two new spans. They could also include
an optional SUP that would provide connectivity for bicyclists and pedestrians across the Bay
Bridge where it does not currently exist. However, where these build alternatives would offer
some advantages over Alternative C, the larger footprint and limited additional transportation
benefit would not be enough to justify a cost over $2.6 billion more.

The following points provide a brief overview of why Alternatives B, D, E, F, and G are not
preferred due to the traffic operations, followed by a discussion of the environmental impacts.

o Alternative B would provide the same operational benefits as Alternative C.

e Eastbound on a non-summer weekday, Alternatives D, E, F, and G would not provide
any improvement in queuing over Alternative C and travel times would be approximately
the same.

o Westbound on a non-summer weekday, Alternatives D, E, F, and G would not provide
any improvement in queuing over Alternative C approaching the Bay Bridge. While
there would be additional queuing downstream of the Bay Bridge in Alternative C
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compared to Alternatives D, E, F, and G, the congestion would not be caused by the Bay
Bridge but rather a downstream bottleneck. The travel times for Alternatives D, E, F,
and G would be about 11 minutes shorter between the Bay Bridge MD 2/MD 450.

o Eastbound on a summer weekend day, Alternatives D, E, F, and G would not provide
any improvement in queuing over Alternative C and would actually have additional
queuing both approaching the Bay Bridge (Alternatives D and E) and downstream of the
Bay Bridge (Alternatives D, E, F, and G). Total travel times through the corridor would
be about 37 to 45 minutes longer for Alternatives D, E, F, and G than for Alternative C.

o Westbound on a summer weekend day, Alternatives D and E would not provide any
improvement in queuing over Alternative C. While Alternatives F and G would provide
an improvement in queuing over Alternative C, the primary cause of congestion in this
area would not be caused by the Bay Bridge, but rather a bottleneck downstream of the
Bay Bridge. The total travel times through the corridor would be about 10 to 28 minutes
longer for Alternatives D, E, F, and G than for Alternative C.

Alternative B would have the same typical section as Alternative C, but it would follow a northern
bridge alignment (one bridge span north of the existing spans and one bridge span in between
the existing spans). Alternative B would have similar impacts to Alternative C, and in some cases
slightly lower impacts; however, Alternative B would result in greater impacts to wetlands, critical
areas and buffers, SAV (including coverage recorded in the last 5 years and historic SAV areas),
horseshoe crab habitat, and historic oyster bottom. Additionally, Alternative B would result in
greater impacts to historic and park properties, including Sandy Point State Park, with
approximately 0.4 more acre than the MDTA RPA due to the bridge alignment crossing over the
southern part of the park’s beach area. Additional details on the impacts for Alternative B can be
found in Tables 4-60 and 4-61 in Chapter 4.

Alternative D would follow a northern bridge alignment and increase the number of lanes across
the Bay Bridge from five to eight (four in each direction) and the number of lanes on the approach
and departure roadways from six to eight (four in each direction). Alternative E would have the
same typical section as Alternative D, but it would follow a southern bridge alignment. The
increased number of lanes on the approach roadways would require a longer transition area,
necessitating a 20.4-mile-long project that would require design modifications, reconfigurations,
and major reconstruction at several interchanges and bridges. Alternatives D and E would cost
substantially more than Alternatives B and C.

Alternative F would follow a northern bridge alignment and increase the number of lanes across
the Bay Bridge from five to ten (five in each direction) and the number of lanes on the approach
and departure roadways from six to eight (four in each direction). Alternative G would have the
same typical section as Alternative F, but it would follow a southern bridge alignment. Similar to
Alternatives D and E, the number of lanes on the approach roadways would require a longer
transition area, necessitating a 20.4-mile-long project that would require design modifications,
reconfigurations, and major reconstruction at several interchanges and bridges. Alternatives F
and G would cost substantially more than Alternatives B and C.

Alternatives D, E, F, and G would have the highest impacts to aquatic and on-land natural
resources, cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources due to the widening required to
accommodate the additional lanes on the approach and departure roadways. Compared to the
MDTA RPA, these alternatives would result in greater impacts to waters and wetlands,
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floodplains, forested areas, FIDS habitat, SAV (including coverage recorded in the last 5 years
and historic SAV beds), green infrastructure, oyster sanctuaries and historic oyster bottom, public
shellfishery areas, farmland soils, and local protected lands and environmental trust easements.
Alternatives D, E, F, and G would impact approximately 235 more acres of Critical Areas than the
MDTA RPA. Compared to the MDTA RPA, these alternatives would also impact more historic
properties (adversely affecting the Dutch Mill Farm Restaurant, which the MDTA RPA avoids),
more community facilities (25 properties compared to 8 properties for the MDTA RPA), more
business displacements (7 business displacements compared to 2 business displacements for
the MDTA RPA), and more residential displacements (1 residential displacement in Alternatives
F and G compared to 0 for the MDTA RPA). The greater impacts for Alternatives D, E, F, and G
would result in more right-of-way acquisition compared to the MDTA RPA, requiring more than 80
acres of right-of-way and partial acquisition from 210 properties, versus approximately 22 acres
of right-of-way from 49 properties for the MDTA RPA. Additional details on the impacts for
Alternatives D, E, F, and G can be found in Tables 4-60 and 4-61 in Chapter 4.

8.3 Summary of Environmental Impacts

The environmental consequences of the MDTA RPA and proposed mitigation measures, where
applicable, are summarized in Table 8-1. The potential environmental consequences for the
optional SUP are summarized independently from the MDTA RPA. Further minimization of
environmental impacts and refinements to mitigation measures will be developed prior to the FEIS
and during the final design phase, in coordination with agencies and the public.
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Table 8-1: Potential Environmental Consequences of the MDTA RPA and Mitigation Measures

. . . Potential Environmental
Environmental | Potential Environmental Consequences of the C f the Mitiaation Measures
Resource MDTA RPA °"geq.“e"ces o rtigati u
ptional SUP
Population and | The MDTA RPA would not result in any The optional SUP would not No impact — no mitigation is proposed.
Demographics | residential displacements. The MDTA RPA impact the existing population
would accommodate increased traffic from or demographic makeup of the
DEIS Section | projected regional population growth through region.
4.1.1 2040.
The MDTA RPA would ROW acquisition of The optional SUP would not All property owners, from whom partial
residential areas to accommodate proposed impact existing housing in the property would be acquired, would be
Housing roadway widening. There would be no area. compensated and paid fair market value for
residential displacements or demolitions. The the affected property in accordance with
DEIS Secti MDTA RPA would not bisect any residential Federal and state requirements.
ection . .
4190 areas or create mpe_dments to travel through
residential communities. The MDTA RPA would
not affect the overall distribution of age, type, or
tenure of housing stock.
The MDTA RPA would result in two business The optional SUP would All business property owners, from whom
Business, displacements and one partial acquisition. generate additional foot traffic partial or total property would be acquired,
Economics, Construction and operations and maintenance to nearby businesses and parks | would be compensated and paid fair market
and spending would represent substantial capital and could attract additional value for the affected property in accordance
Employment investment in the local economy. The economic | tourism spending to the area. with Federal and state requirements.
impact includes $15.6 billion in net capital
DEIS Section | expenditure, 61,723 in employment, $4.2 billion
4.1.3 in earnings, $12.8 billion in value added, and $23
billion in output.
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Envi . . Potential Environmental
nvironmental | Potential Environmental Consequences of the c f the Mitiaation Measures
Resource MDTA RPA °"geq.“°"°es o g
ptional SUP
The MDTA RPA would result in 1.2 acres of The optional SUP would All property owners, from whom partial or
community facility land impact from a total of 10 facilitate connections to total property would be acquired, would be
community facilities: one educational facility community facilities, particularly | compensated and paid fair market value for
partial acquisition, one place of worship partial existing and proposed trails and | the affected property in accordance with
acquisition, two park/recreational area partial recreational facilities. The Federal and state requirements.
Community acquisitions, two impacted recreational trails, one | optional SUP would impact 1.2
Facilities law enforcement facility partial acquisition, two acres of additional community As detailed in the Section 4(f) Evaluation,
transportation facility partial acquisitions, and one | facility land at two community mitigation for impacts to recreational sites will
DEIS Section | public utility facility partial acquisition. facilities (Sandy Point State be coordinated with the Officials with
4.1.4 Generally, the build alternatives would require Park and Terrapin Nature Jurisdiction. Mitigation may include

acquisition of undeveloped strips of land from Park). measures such as parkland replacement,
properties along U.S. 50/301. While some enhancements, or new amenities.
driveways and parking may be impacted, these
impacts are not expected to restrict access to
facilities.
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Environmental

Potential Environmental Consequences of the

Potential Environmental
Consequences of the

Mitigation Measures

transportation developments along U.S. 50/301
to transportation land use.

Improvements would be compatible with planned
and future development in Anne Arundel and
Queen Anne's counties. However, the MDTA
RPA is not consistent with the Anne Arundel
County Corridor Growth Management Plan
(2012) at this time. The MDTA RPA would not
preclude the eventual widening of U.S. 50/301.

Resource MDTA RPA Optional SUP
The MDTA RPA would require 26.9 acres of land | The optional SUP would require | All property owners, from whom partial or
currently not designated for transportation use 1.1 acres of land currently not total property would be acquired, would be
from low-density residential, medium-density designated for transportation compensated and paid fair market value for
residential, high-density residential, commercial, use from institutional, urban the affected property in accordance with
institutional, open urban land, and other land land, and other land uses. The | Federal and state requirements.
uses. This includes 2.5 acres of protected land optional SUP is consistent with
that would be converted to transportation ROW. Walk & Roll Anne Arundel!
With the exception of two commercial/business (2023), Queen Anne's County

Land Use displacements, the MDTA RPA would primarily Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
convert strips of land from undeveloped areas or | Plan (2024), and other local

DEIS Section | 87€@s _of Iand_scaping and.trees, and paved areas | plans.
421 associated with commercial and other
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Environmental
Resource

Potential Environmental Consequences of the
MDTA RPA

Potential Environmental
Consequences of the

Mitigation Measures

Property, and
Communities

Bridge and its approaches.
With the exception of two commercial/business
displacements, the MDTA RPA would primarily

Optional SUP

49 properties would be impacted by the MDTA 2 properties would be impacted | All property owners, from whom partial or
RPA from temporary or permanent ROW by the optional SUP; these total property would be acquired, would be
acquisition. These properties are located in properties are already compensated and paid fair market value for
Cape St. Claire and Broadneck on the Western anticipated to be impacted by the affected property in accordance with
Shore, and Kent Island on the Eastern Shore. the MDTA RPA. The optional Federal and state requirements.
The MDTA RPA would improve transportation SUP would enhance safe

Right-of-Way, | capacity, reliability, and mobility at the Bay pedestrian and bicycle access

and would connect the Western
and Eastern Shores.

DEIS Section | convert strips of land from undeveloped areas or
4.2.2,4.2.3 areas of landscaping and trees, and paved areas
associated with commercial and other
transportation developments along U.S. 50/301
to transportation land use. While some
driveways and parking may be impacted, these
impacts are not expected to restrict access to
facilities.
The MDTA RPA would result in visual impacts The optional SUP would have The design of the highway elements and new
Visual due to the increased height and lighting of a new | minimal additional visual impact | Bay Bridge could incorporate aesthetic
R bridge across the Chesapeake Bay. since it would be constructed architectural elements that enhance the
esources , X
on the new bridge structure. visual appeal.
DEIS Section The _optional S.UP would . . I
43 provide new views of the The MDTA will develop a bridge lighting plan
’ Chesapeake Bay and nearby during the design phase.
shorelines from the new bridge.
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Environmental

Potential Environmental Consequences of the

Potential Environmental
Consequences of the

Mitigation Measures

Resource MDTA RPA Optional SUP
17 architectural historic properties were identified | The optional SUP would not The MDTA has prepared a draft Section 106
Cultural in the APE. The Chesapeake Bay Bridge result in additional adverse PA that addresses adverse effects to historic
Resources (William Preston Lane Jr. Memorial Bridge) and effects to historic properties. properties from the MDTA RPA in
(Historic Skidmore would be adversely affected by the accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA.
Architecture MDTA RPA.
and Typical Section 106 mitigation for
Archaeology) | The MDTA RPA would not impact archaeological architectural resources could include
historic properties. elements such as: context-sensitive design,
DEIS Section creation of interpretive materials,
4.4 documentation, or property-specific initiatives

(Refer to DEIS Appendix D).

Section 4(f)
and Section
6(f) Resources

DEIS Section 5
and Draft
Section 4(f)
Evaluation
(Appendix E)

The MDTA RPA would impact a portion of seven
recreational properties and two historic sites. A
de minimis impact determination is anticipated for
eight properties. The MDTA RPA includes
demolition/removal of the historic Chesapeake
Bay Bridge, which is considered a ‘use’, requiring
individual Section 4(f) evaluation.

The MDTA RPA would require land acquisition
from a portion of two Section 6(f) properties:
Sandy Point State Park and Holly Beach Farm.

The optional SUP would affect
Sandy Point State Park and
Terrapin Nature Park.
However, the park facilities
would be enhanced through
greater access and increased
recreational opportunity.

MDTA will continue to coordinate with
Officials With Jurisdiction to identify further
avoidance and minimization measures to
Section 4(f) Properties.

Mitigation measures for historic sites are
outlined in the draft PA (Refer to DEIS
Appendix D). Minimization and mitigation
measures for each historic property are
identified in coordination with MHT and other
Section 106 consulting parties.

Mitigation for Section 4(f) recreational
properties will be coordinated with the
Officials with Jurisdiction. Mitigation may
include measures such as parkland
replacement, enhancements, or new
amenities.

In coordination with NPS and MDNR, any
conversion of land protected under Section
6(f) would require a 1:1 land replacement to
satisfy mitigation requirements.

January 2026
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Consequences of the Mitigation Measures
Resource MDTA RPA .
Optional SUP
The MDTA RPA would impact 20.4 acres of The optional SUP would impact | The MDTA will prepare Form NRCS-CPA-
prime farmland and soils of statewide importance | 0.9 acres of additional prime 106 (Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for
outside the limits of census-designated urban farmland and soils of statewide | Corridor Type Projects) in accordance with
areas and existing transportation ROW. importance. Construction may | the FPPA. The MDTA will implement BMPs
Soils and Construction of the MDTA RPA would result in result in additional soil and an MDE-approved ESC plan during
soil displacement. Soil may also be compacted displacement. Increases in construction to minimize impacts to soils.
Groundwater | . ! ) :
in some areas due to heavy equipment impervious surface could
. operations. impact groundwater recharge
DEIS Sections that enters the Magothy and The MDTA will continue to evaluate
4.5.1and 4.5.2 . . . . .
Private wells and wellhead protection areas Aquia aquifers. measures to reduce impacts to groundwater
would not be impacted by the MDTA RPA. The resources through SWM measures that
MDTA RPA could impact groundwater recharge mimic natural infiltration to meet (and exceed
that enters the Magothy and Aquia aquifers due where feasible) water quality protection
to an increase in impervious surfaces. requirements.
The MDTA RPA would result in 35.6 acres of The optional SUP would result | The MDTA has avoided or reduced
temporary and permanent encroachments to in 1.4 acres of temporary and encroachments where practicable, using
floodplains from fill to support road widening, permanent encroachments to steeper slopes, retaining walls, and other
Floodolai culvert extensions, and the new bridge structure. | floodplains. measures to reduce the LOD. Avoidance
oodplains and minimization efforts will continue through
, final design. H&H studies will be performed,
DEIE geézt/on changes to floodplain elevations will be
e mitigated as appropriate, and floodplain
permits will be obtained in accordance with
23 CFR 650 Subpart A, and MDE and FEMA
regulations.
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ptional SUP
The MDTA RPA footprint is located in four The optional SUP would result | The MDTA will provide SWM systems to help
watersheds. Short-term construction of the in 7.1 acres of additional impact | control runoff and reduce peak flows in
MDTA RPA can increase turbidity due to erosion | to MD 12-digit watersheds, accordance with COMAR 26.17.2. Approved
and sediment disturbance, which can lead to including an increase of 12.1 ESC measures will be implemented during
Surface Water | channel disturbance, aquatic habitat damage, acres of impervious surfaces. construction in accordance with COMAR
Resources and increased flood risk. The MDTA RPA would 26.17.0 to minimize erosion and prevent
impact 351.9 acres within the MD 12-digit sedimentation downstream. The MDTA will
DEIS Section | watersheds, which includes an increase of 95.7 obtain a Section 401 WQC from MDE to
4.5.4 acres of impervious surfaces. Increased ensure discharges comply with Federal and
impervious surfaces can increase runoff levels, state laws, regulations, and requirements.
flow levels, and contaminants to surface waters. The MDTA will develop a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan.
The MDTA RPA would impact 0.1 acres (670 The optional SUP would impact | The MDTA will develop a compensatory
linear feet) of nontidal waterways, and 1 acre less than 0.1 acres (30 linear mitigation plan for unavoidable adverse
(290 linear feet) of tidal waterways. These feet) of nontidal waterways. It impacts to all wetlands and waterways in
impacts do not include the Chesapeake Bay would impact less than 0.1 coordination with regulatory agencies and
(Refer to Chesapeake Bay Tidal Waters). acres and 0.0 linear feet of tidal | supporting resource agencies. BMPs will be
waterways. The optional SUP developed based on resources including
Regulated The MDTA RPA would also impact 4.2 acres of would have no impact to MDE’s Best Management Practices for
Wetlands and | nontidal wetlands, 10.0 acres of nontidal wetland | nontidal wetlands and nontidal Working in Nontidal Wetlands, Wetland
Waterways buffer, and 1.5 acres of tidal wetlands. wetland buffers. There would Buffers, Waterways, and 100-Year
] be a 0.7-acre impact to tidal Floodplains and the NOAA Fisheries/FHWA
DEIS Section wetlands. Best Management Practices Manual for
4.5.5.1 Transportation Activities in the Greater
Atlantic Region. Mitigation will adhere to the
USACE mitigation hierarchy, as described in
the 2008 mitigation rule (33 CFR 332.4(c)),
and the NOAA Mitigation Policy for Trust
Resources.
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The MDTA RPA would impact 131.9 acres of The optional SUP would require | The MDTA will continue to avoid and
Chesapeake Bay tidal open waters from slightly larger bridge piers and minimize impacts to the Chesapeake Bay
construction of the new bridge structure and would impact an additional 1.9 tidal open waters and substrate to the
removal of existing bridge piers. acres of Chesapeake Bay greatest extent practicable through final
substrate. design, permitting, and construction.
Chesapeake The MDTA RPA would also impact 50.4 acres The MDTA will prepare a Dredge Material
Bay Tidal (317,400 cubic yards) of Chesapeake Bay There would be no additional Management Plan. Compensatory mitigation
Waters substrate from dredging. Dredging directly impacts from dredging. will be developed for impacts from new work
impacts benthic organisms. Additionally, new dredging in shallow water areas and within
DEIS Section | Work dredging (i.e., dredging an area that hasn’t the boundaries of NOBs. The MDTA will
4.552 been previously dredged) in shallow water areas consider restoration of bottom contours, as
can alter bottom substrate and depth well as potential for beneficial reuse of
characteristics, potentially displacing species that appropriate dredge material, during later
utilize shallow areas, and impact sandy bottom phases of design.
habitat. Dredging also increases turbidity in the
water column.
Four identified navigation channels would be No additional maintained The MDTA will coordinate closely with USCG
temporarily impacted during construction. The navigational channels would be | and USACE to obtain a Section 9 Rivers and
Chesapeake Bay Bridge Channel is a Federally affected by the optional SUP. Harbors Act Bridge Permit and USACE
Maintained maintained channel under the USACE Section Section 408 approval due to construction of a
Navigational 408 program. The Chesapeake Bay Auxiliary new bridge in or near the Federal navigation
Channels Channel is not maintained or marked except at channel. Permit conditions will ensure that
the existing bridge. The Bay Bridge Marina and any construction effects to ongoing
DEIS Section | Mezick Pond access channels are State navigation are minimized and mitigated (if
4.5.5.3 maintained. required). The MDTA will coordinate with
MDNR and the Bay Bridge Marina regarding
temporary impacts to the access channels
during design and construction.
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The MDTA RPA would impact 164.1 acres of The optional SUP would impact | The MDTA will obtain approval from the
Critical Area at the Eastern and Western Shores. | an additional 2.5 acres of Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission
The MDTA RPA would also include 17.7 acres of | Critical Area. It would impact and adhere to the authorization requirements
impact to the Critical Area 100-ft Buffer and 29.1 1.0 acres of Critical Area 100-ft | established under COMAR 27.01. Where
acres of impact to the Critical Area Expanded Buffer and 1.5 acres of Critical practicable, the MDTA will reduce the
Chesapeake | Buffer. Area Expanded Buffer. roadway footprint in Critical Area habitats
Bay Critical and natural shorelines through the use of 2:1
Areas The MDTA RPA would impact 10.4 acres of FIDS | The optional SUP would not slopes and other ESD measures. Mitigation
habitat and 45.8 acres of SSPRA within the impact any FIDS habitat. The will be provided for impacts to forest within
DEIS Section | Critical Area. optional SUP would impact an the Critical Area at a ratio dependent upon
4.5.6 additional 2.1 acres of SSPRA. | the percent of forest acreage cleared,
designated land use classification, and
whether impacts fall within the identified
Critical Area Buffer. Where practicable, the
MDTA will prioritize reforestation within the
LOD.
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Consequences of the
Optional SUP

Mitigation Measures

Aquatic Habitat

The MDTA RPA would impact aquatic habitat
and biota by removing or altering aquatic habitat
during construction and could degrade habitat
and affect biota long-term. Impacts include
increased flow volumes, sedimentation or
siltation, water temperature, turbidity, underwater
noise, and shading, decreased base flows,
changes in substrate composition, and water
quality degradation. These impacts can affect
animal behavior, such as feeding, migration,
nesting, and spawning, or potentially cause injury
or mortality.

The optional SUP would include
an additional impact to 0.7
acres of nontidal and tidal
wetlands, less than 0.1 acres of
nontidal and tidal waterways
(excluding the Chesapeake
Bay), 0.9 acres of NOBs, 1.0
acres of historic oyster bottom,
0.6 acres of public
shellfisheries, and 4.0 acres of
EFH. There would be no
additional impact to oyster
sanctuaries, horseshoe crab

The MDTA will observe the TOYRs listed in
Section 4.5.7.3 for aquatic biota to the
greatest extent practicable and work with the
resource agencies to develop a construction
plan that provides protection for sensitive
resources. The MDTA will coordinate with
NOAA Permits and Conservation Division to
secure an IHA for impacts to marine
mammals, which would include appropriate
BMPs to minimize harassment to the extent
practicable. The MDTA will commit to
specific avoidance and minimization methods
related to marine mammals, Federally-listed

and Biota The MDTA RPA would impact 5.6 acres of habitat, or waterfowl staging aquatic species, EFH, and HAPCs to
, nontidal and tidal wetlands, 1.1 acres of nontidal | and concentration areas. mitigate underwater noise/hydroacoustic
DEIS Section and tidal waterways (excluding the Chesapeake energy; turbidity and sedimentation; reduced
4.5.7 Bay), 10.2 acres of NOBs, 24.1 acres of historic water quality; habitat alteration; impingement
oyster bottom, 0.6 acres of oyster sanctuaries, and entrainment, and vessel interaction, as
6.1 acres of public shellfisheries, 136.0 acres of noted in Section 4.5.7 of the DEIS. The
EFH, 290 linear feet of horseshoe crab habitat, MDTA will coordinate additional avoidance
and 2.5 acres of waterfowl staging and and minimization measures for EFH with the
concentration areas. The MDTA RPA would also agencies during final design and permitting.
impact Mezick Pond and the Bay Bridge Pier
Islands, which are used by colonial waterbirds as
nesting sites. Since the MDTA RPA is located
across the Chesapeake Bay, the construction
activity and structure would impact local marine
mammals that inhabit the Chesapeake Bay.
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Construction activities also generate noise,
vibration, and light pollution, which can disturb
wildlife behavior and stress sensitive species.

Resource MDTA RPA Optional SUP
The MDTA RPA could cause habitat The optional SUP would impact | The MDTA will complete a forest stand
fragmentation and the introduction and spread of | 0.2 acres of additional forested | delineation to identify forest limits regulated
invasive species. The MDTA RPA includes 27.4 | areas. It would also impact under Maryland Reforestation Law or Critical
acres of impact to forested areas. The majority tidal wetlands; Refer to Area Law. The MDTA will adhere to Critical
of impacts would occur within habitat edges Regulated Wetlands and Area authorization requirements for impacts
along existing roadways. Wetlands would also Waterways. to forests and trees within the Critical Area
Terrestrial be impacted by the MDTA RPA; Refer to and Maryland Reforestation Law for forest
Habi Regulated Wetlands and Waterways. and tree impacts outside the Critical Area.
abitat and . .
Biota . _ _ Reforc_estahon _plans W|Il_t_)e developed and
Beyond habitat loss, construction can result in coordinated with the Critical Area
DEIS Section increased risk of mortality for less mobile wildlife Commission and MDNR during final design
458 due to construction disturbance or vehicle strikes. and permitting. The MDTA will coordinate

with MDNR to ensure compliance with all
applicable environmental regulations
associated with terrestrial biota, as noted in
Section 4.5.8.2 of the DEIS. The MDTA will
incorporate TOYRs to the greatest extent
practicable to limit work during breeding or
migration seasons for sensitive species.
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Resource MDTA RPA Optional SUP
The MDTA RPA could potentially adversely No additional species would be | The MDTA prepared Biological Assessments
impact RTE species from demolition, affected from the optional SUP. | to evaluate impacts to Federally listed or
construction, and operational activities that could proposed species and will continue to
remove or degrade habitat, cause physical injury, coordinate with USFWS and NOAA Fisheries
or alter behavior. on measures to avoid and minimize potential
impacts. The MDTA will develop ESC and
The northern long-eared bat and tricolored bat SWM plans to minimize impacts to species.
are USFWS Federally listed and proposed The MDTA will follow OSHA, MDOT, and
species present in the action area. The MDTA SHA requirements and will consider DarkSky
RPA may affect but is not likely to adversely principles for changes to permanent and
affect the species. There are several Federally temporary lighting where practicable.
listed species under NOAA Fisheries jurisdiction, The MDTA will look to replace trees and
Rare including Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, forests, where practicable, within the LOD
Threater’le d loggerhead sea turtle, Kemp's ridley sea turtle, according to Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
and ' green sea turtle, and leatherback sea turtle. The regulations and Maryland Reforestation Law,
Endangered MDTA RPA may gﬁect and is likely to adversely requiring an impact to replacement ratio of
Species affect these species. The MDTA RPA would 1:1 to 3:1.
impact habitat for several state listed species of The MDTA will adhere to TOYRs coordinated
DEIS Section shorebirds, including ITegst Tgrn, and Sora Rail. with USFWS, MDNR, an'd NOAA Fisheries to
459 The removal of the existing bridge structure and the greatest extent practicable.
e piers would make the structure and islands Where practicable, the MDTA will use
unavailable for nesting, which is currently used specific construction techniques and
by Peregrine Falcons and waterbirds, including equipment to reduce aquatic impacts. These
Great Egret, Snowy Egret, Cattle Egret, and techniques will be coordinated with NOAA
Black-Crowned Night Heron. The Delmarva fox Fisheries during final design and permitting.
squirrel, a Species in Need of Conservation, may The MDTA will commit to specific avoidance
also be affected due to impacts to forested areas and minimization methods for NOAA
in Queen Anne's County. Fisheries listed species to address
underwater noise/hydroacoustic energy;
turbidity and sedimentation; reduced water
quality; habitat alteration; and vessel
interaction, as noted in Section 4.5.7 of the
DEIS.
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Resource MDTA RPA .
Optional SUP
The MDTA RPA would impact 0.4 acres of Green | The optional SUP would include | The MDTA will prioritize designs that avoid
Uni q Infrastructure hubs and corridors and 109.4 acres | 0.1 acres of additional impact to | Gl and SSPRA-designated areas to the
s nique 2” of SSPRA. Green Infrastructure hubs and maximum extent practicable. Where
ensitive Areas corridors and 4.5 acres of practicable, the MDTA will follow TOYRs to
, additional impact to SSPRA. limit work during breeding or migration
D Elf 58‘198”0” seasons for sensitive species and restore
- habitat by replanting disturbed areas with
native vegetation.
The MDTA RPA would impact 46 identified sites | No additional sites of concern The MDTA will complete a full ASTM-
of concern, including 25 rank 1 sites (sites with a | would be impacted by the compliant Phase | Environmental Site
high potential for impact), eight rank 3 sites (sites | optional SUP. Assessment prior to any property acquisition.
with a medium/high potential for impact), three Additional environmental investigations will
Hazardous rank 4 sites (sites with a medium potential for be required to determine the extent of
Materiall; impact), and 10 rank 5 sites (sites with a low potential impacts based on ground
potential for impact). The majority of impacts disturbance activities. A project-specific
DEIS Section would occur at greater depth due to releases materials management plan will be
4 gc ° associated with USTs, gasoline stations, and developed during the final design phase and
’ various commercial properties. implemented during the construction phase
to establish procedures for identifying,
handling, transporting, and disposing of soils,
groundwater, or construction materials
generated during construction.
MSAT emissions for the MDTA RPA are The optional SUP could slightly | The MDTA will obtain all construction-related
Air Qualit expected to remain the same or increase slightly | increase temporary air quality permits from MDE prior to construction. The
y when compared to 2045 No-Build conditions. impacts during construction. MDTA will coordinate with the contractor to
DEIS Section Construction-related temporary air quality implement measures to minimize and
47 impacts would be localized to the site and mitigate temporary construction impacts to
’ surrounding area. air quality.
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ptional SUP
The MDTA RPA would result in traffic noise Construction of the optional Three barriers were identified as feasible and

impacts to 28 NSAs. Per the noise analysis, SUP would have minimal to no | reasonable based on the preliminary noise

further consideration of noise abatement is additional noise impact due to analysis for the MDTA RPA. The barriers
Noise required within 11 of the impacted NSAs. the proximity of the existing would provide noise abatement for the 11
highway and the construction impacted NSAs. The MDTA will complete

DEIS Section | Construction activities could result in temporary | noise generated from the further study to determine the design details
4.8 noise disturbance. MDTA RPA. of any feasible and reasonable barriers as
design of the MDTA RPA progresses.
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Figure 8-1: Recommended Preferred Alternative Impacts Mapping
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