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The purpose of the Chesapeake Bay Crossing Study: Tier 2 NEPA (Tier 2 Study) is to address existing and future
transportation capacity needs and access across the Chesapeake Bay and at the Chesapeake Bay Bridge
approaches along the U.S. 50/301 corridor. The Tier 2 Study is evaluating measures to reduce congestion,;
improve travel times and reliability, mobility, and roadway deficiencies; and accommodate maintenance activities
and navigation, while minimizing impacts to local communities and the environment. This Tier 2 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) presents the purpose and need, alternatives considered, the existing
environmental conditions, and an analysis of the anticipated beneficial and adverse environmental effects of the
alternatives. The Draft EIS provides a comparative analysis between the No-Build Alternative and six build
alternatives, and identifies the Maryland Transportation Authority-Recommended Preferred Alternative as
Alternative C.
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) intends to issue a combined Final EIS / Record of Decision unless
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