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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY COMMENT 
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY RESPONSE 
The MDTA appreciates the input provided by Anne Arundel County on the Tier 2 Study Draft EIS.  

In response to specific comments contained in Anne Arundel County’s comment letter, the MDTA 

offers the following response:  

Thank you for the comment regarding the inclusion of a protected bicycle and pedestrian facility 

(shared-use path or SUP) with a new Bay Bridge.  The MDTA has considered all public comments 

provided during the Draft EIS comment period, including those specifically related to the SUP. 

After approval of the Final EIS/ROD, the MDTA will perform financial analysis and determine 

whether an SUP will be implemented.  If the SUP is included, additional coordination would occur 

among local, state, and Federal agencies regarding connections, parking, maintenance, and other 

features, as well as consistency with local pedestrian and bicycle plans, the 2025 Maryland State 

Transportation Trails Strategic Plan, and MDOT's Complete Streets Policy (See Final EIS 

Section 3.3.1). 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR – NATIONAL PARK 

SERVICE COMMENT 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR – NATIONAL PARK 

SERVICE RESPONSE 
The MDTA appreciates the input provided by the Department of the Interior (DOI) – National Park 

Service (NPS) on the Tier 2 Study Draft EIS.  In response to specific comments contained in 

NPS’s comment letter, the MDTA offers the following response:  

Natural Resources 

The MDTA has avoided and minimized impacts to forest where possible, and potential forest 

impacts from the Preferred Alternative have been updated in the Final EIS.  The MDTA will 

continue to assess opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts to trees during final design.  The 

Final EIS presents mitigation commitments and conceptual mitigation opportunities, including 

potential mitigation for forest impacts.  The mitigation opportunities identified in the Final EIS will 

be used to develop a Compensatory Mitigation Plan during permitting.  Details on vegetation 

restoration within the limits of disturbance as well as planting locations and planting design for 

any off-site mitigation will be developed during final design and coordinated with the appropriate 

regulatory agencies. 

Noise 

A Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on FHWA noise regulations (23 CFR 772) was published in 

the Federal Register in Fall 2024 and the comment period ended on December 17, 2024. The 

noise criteria used for the Bay Crossing Tier 2 Study follows and is in alignment with FHWA’s 

Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) outlined in 23 CFR 772. 

a. The noise criteria used for the Bay Crossing Tier 2 Study follows and is in alignment with 

FHWA’s Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) outlined in 23 CFR 772.  

b. A Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on FHWA noise regulations (23 CFR 772) was 

published in the Federal Register in Fall 2024 and the comment period ended on 

December 17, 2024. The noise criteria used for the Bay Crossing Tier 2 Study follows and 

is in alignment with FHWA’s Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) outlined in 23 CFR 772. 

c. 500'-1000' is a general guideline for where traffic noise impacts are typically found for 

roadway projects, however the noise analysis is not bound by that area. The extent of the 

impact analysis and modeling begins at the edge of the roadway shoulder and continues 

until impacts are no longer found. Holly Beach Farm is beyond the limits where the noise 

model identified impacts. 

d. FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model considers various ground zones, including water surfaces. 

Water is hard reflective surface and water ground zones have been input into the Tier 2 

Study model. The results presented in the EIS and Noise Technical Report incorporate 

these inputs.  

e. Noise impacts to wildlife are outside the scope of FHWA's noise regulations (23 CFR 772) 

and the Traffic Noise Model.  Any impacts to wildlife are being coordinated with U.S. Fish 

& Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service . If noise is raised as a concern 

by the Services, it will be addressed accordingly. 
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f. The MDTA followed MDOT State Highway Administration's (SHA) Highway Noise Policy, 

which states in Section 4.3.3 that for Activity Category C, impact weighting may be applied 

based on an assessment of use-time of the land use. The weighting procedures for 

equivalent residences (ER) for outdoor noise sensitive uses are presented in Appendix D 

of the Noise Policy, and involve determining the initial number of ER based on capacity 

and/or linear frontage, which is then reduced according to the relevant use-time 

percentage. For NSA 2-08-C (Sandy Point State Park), the final ER was calculated to be 

2.8, based upon 700 feet of linear frontage for the fishing jetty and beach adjacent to the 

highway, and adjusting by a usage factor of 0.5 due to the park being open every day of 

the year for an average of 12 hours per day (7AM to sunset),  ER = (700/125) * (12/12) * 

(7/7) * (12/24) = 2.8, as shown in Table 5-61 in the FEIS.  In accordance with SHA's 

Highway Noise Policy, since this value is below 3 it does not require investigation of 

mitigation measures. No comments were received from DNR regarding noise impacts at 

Sandy Point State Park.  

g. The MDTA followed MDOT State Highway Administration's (SHA) Highway Noise Policy, 

which states in Section 4.3.3 that for Activity Category C, impact weighting may be applied 

based on an assessment of use-time of the land use. The policy notes that if it is 

determined that the only outdoor noise sensitive use present within an NSA is not of 

sufficient frequency, duration, or permanence, then no further consideration is required, 

beyond identifying its use. This was the determination made for NSA 3-70-C (Terrapin 

Nature Park), as the trail has no permanent gathering areas and use is considered 

transitory in nature. No comments were received from Queen Anne's County regarding 

noise impacts at Terrapin Nature Park. 

h. There are no noise impacts on the main span because there are no noise-sensitive 

receptors next to it as it is over water. The landside impacts do include noise from the 

bridge. They do not include noise from bridge joints or open decking, per FHWA policy. 

There was no attachment included related to the Tacoma Narrows Bridge. However, every 

project is different and constrained by State policies and financial considerations. 

Lighting 

a. Thank you for your comment. This is noted in Section 5.3.3 of the Final EIS.  

b. Thank you for your comment. These elements will be considered in the lighting plan during 

final design.  

c. Thank you for your comment. These elements will be considered in the lighting plan during 

final design.  

d. Thank you for your comment. These elements will be considered in the lighting plan during 

final design, should a shared-use path be implemented.  

e. Thank you for your comment. These elements will be considered in the lighting plan during 

final design.  
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Signage 

If the shared-use path (SUP) is advanced after the Final EIS/Record of Decision, the MDTA would 

consider the inclusion of interpretive signage along the SUP and would coordinate with 

stakeholders such as the NPS on the content of such signage.  

Groundwell Water 

The MDTA has coordinated with USGS to obtain additional well data and more accurate well 

location information to assess potential impacts to groundwater wells. This information has been 

added to Final EIS Section 5.5.2.1. The Maryland-Delaware-DC Water Science Center will be 

contacted and given sufficient advance notice before construction occurs near the USGS 

groundwater wells. Additionally, the MDTA will coordinate with USGS and the MDE Water Supply 

Program during final design and construction to determine potential impacts to active and inactive 

groundwater wells; determine if any groundwater wells require abandonment and if so, coordinate 

the abandonment procedures; and determine if mitigation is required for these impacts.  These 

commitments are included in Final EIS Section 5.5.2.3. 

Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Properties 

a. The MDTA and FHWA will continue to coordinate with NPS as the project progresses.  

b. The MDTA refined Alternative C (the Preferred Alternative) eliminated impacts from 

roadway improvements to Sandy Point State Park and eliminated all impacts to Holly 

Beach Farm. The optional shared-use path (SUP) would impact the edge of Sandy Point 

State Park. Impacts to Sandy Point State Park associated with the optional SUP would 

enhance and benefit the outdoor recreation use of the park; therefore, a Section 6(f) 

conversion is not anticipated.  If the optional SUP is advanced, the MDTA will coordinate 

with MDNR and NPS regarding its development and construction, and any associated 

Section 6(f) requirements, after FHWA issuance of a NEPA decision.  

c. The MDTA refined the Preferred Alternative and eliminated impacts to Section 6(f) 

properties from roadway improvements. The optional shared-use path (SUP) would 

impact the edge of Sandy Point State Park. Impacts to Sandy Point State Park associated 

with the optional SUP would enhance and benefit the outdoor recreation use of the park; 

therefore, a Section 6(f) conversion is not anticipated.  If the optional SUP is advanced, 

the MDTA will coordinate with MDNR and NPS regarding its development and 

construction, and any associated Section 6(f) requirements, after FHWA issuance of a 

NEPA decision.  

d. Noise measurements of existing conditions were taken at or adjacent to Holly Beach Farm, 

Sandy Point State Park, and Terrapin Nature Park to validate the baseline noise model. 

While existing and Preferred Alternative noise levels exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria 

threshold at Sandy Point State Park and Terrapin Nature Park, no reasonable or feasible 

noise mitigation was identified, as described below. Both the existing and Preferred 

Alternative noise levels along Skidmore Drive adjacent to Holly Beach Farm do not 

indicate a noise impact to this resource.  

MDOT SHA Noise Policy Section 4.3.3 states for Activity Category C, impact weighting 

may be applied based on an assessment of use-time of the land use. The weighting 

procedures for equivalent residences (ER) for outdoor noise sensitive uses are presented 
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in Appendix E of the Noise Policy, and involve determining the initial number of ER based 

on capacity and/or linear frontage, which is then reduced according to the relevant use-

time percentage.  If it is determined the use is sufficient, a use-time percentage adjustment 

is applied to the initial ER to determine the final ER. For Sandy Point State Park, the final 

ER was calculated to be 2.8. The policy notes that if it is determined that the only outdoor 

noise sensitive use present within an NSA is not of sufficient frequency, duration, or 

permanence, then no further consideration is required, beyond identifying its use. This 

was the determination made for Terrapin Nature Park. Thus, noise abatement is not 

reasonable at either property and further analysis is not required. 

Regarding Section 4(f), all possible planning to minimize harm has been completed for 

Sandy Point State Park and Holly Beach Farm, as engineering refinements to the 

Preferred Alternative eliminated all physical impacts to these properties. All possible 

planning to minimize harm has also been completed for Terrapin Nature Park which has 

resulted in de minimis impacts to the property. See Section 4.1.2, 4.1.3, and 4.1.5 of the 

Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.  

In addition, the Preferred Alternative will not result in any constructive use of Section 4(f) 

properties. The study area already includes moderate‑density urban residential and 

commercial development, high traffic volumes along U.S. 50/301, and the existing 

U.S. 50/301 alignment already in operation. Potential noise, visual, access, or vibration 

effects from the Preferred Alternative are not anticipated to substantially impair the 

protected activities, features, or attributes of the Section 4(f) properties. See Section 4.1 

of the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

e. Thank you for your comment. Please refer to constructive use regulations in 23 CFR 

774.15. As documented in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (See Section 4.0), the 

Preferred Alternative was evaluated for proximity impacts, including noise, to all Section 

4(f) properties. The analysis determined that there would be no constructive use as a 

result of the Preferred Alternative.  

Mitigation 

The MDTA refined the Preferred Alternative and eliminated impacts to Sandy Point State Park 

and Holly Beach Farm from roadway improvements; therefore, there are no Section 6(f) 

conversion requirements associated with these improvements. The optional shared-use path 

(SUP) would impact the edge of Sandy Point State Park. Impacts to Sandy Point State Park 

associated with the optional SUP would enhance and benefit the outdoor recreation use of the 

park; therefore, a Section 6(f) conversion is not anticipated.  If the optional SUP is advanced, the 

MDTA will coordinate with MDNR and NPS regarding its development and construction, and any 

associated Section 6(f) requirements, after FHWA issuance of a NEPA decision.  
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

COMMENT 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

RESPONSE 
The MDTA appreciates the input provided by the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) 

on the Tier 2 Study Draft EIS.  In response to specific comments contained in MDE’s comment 

letter, the MDTA offers the following response:  

The MDTA acknowledges the requirement for a comprehensive avoidance and minimization 

analysis during design and permitting. 

The MDTA acknowledges your support of the Preferred Alternative.  The MDTA will continue 

avoidance and minimization efforts through project planning, design, and construction and will 

coordinate these efforts with MDE and other resource and regulatory agencies as appropriate. 

Conceptual mitigation has been presented to the agencies in the Preferred Alternative and 

Compensatory Mitigation (PACM) Concurrence Package.  Proposed conceptual mitigation is also 

included in Section 5 of the Final EIS in the Minimization and Mitigation section for each resource 

where mitigation is required.  The conceptual mitigation will be further developed into a Final 

Compensatory Mitigation Plan (CMP) during design and permitting.  The Final CMP will be fully 

coordinated with MDE and other regulatory agencies. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

COMMENT 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

RESPONSE 
The MDTA appreciates the input provided by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

(MDNR) on the Tier 2 Study Draft EIS.  In response to specific comments contained in MDNR’s 

comment letter, the MDTA offers the following response:  

1. The information in the Draft and Final EIS is limited by federally mandated page limits (23 

U.S.C. 139(n)(3)).  Given that limitation, significant impacts and impacts with specific 

regulatory requirements that are critical to NEPA decision-making were prioritized for the 

Draft and Final EIS.  Additional information and analysis are provided in the Natural 

Environment Technical Report (NETR), Biological Assessment, and Essential Fish Habitat 

Assessment which are referenced throughout the Draft and Final EIS to allow readers to 

access the information while still meeting page limit requirements.  A reference to the 

availability of additional information in these documents has been added to the 

introduction to the Final EIS Section 5.5 Natural Resources for clarity. 

2. Thank you for your assistance in identifying these resources early in the EIS development.  

The MDTA will continue to coordinate with MDNR on measures to reduce potential 

adverse effects on these resources during design and construction. 

3. A Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be prepared during final design to maintain traffic 

flow and access to residences, businesses and community facilities such as Sandy Point 

State Park during approach roadway construction.  The public will be notified during 

construction and specific channels of communication with various property owners will be 

determined at that time.  The MDTA has continued to coordinate with MDNR during 

development of the Final EIS/ROD on potential temporary construction impacts to Mezick 

Pond access.   The MDTA will continue to coordinate with MDNR, including the Park 

Manager, through design and construction.  In addition to the Local Notice to Mariners 

coordination through the USCG, MDTA will develop and coordinate a Maintenance of 

Access Plan with MDNR during design that includes: a schedule of anticipated activities 

that could result in temporary closures of Mezick Pond, procedures for communication of 

closures, and processes for coordinating modifications to the plan. 

4. Thank you for the comment.  No revisions needed. 

5. Text added to Section 3.3.1 in the Final EIS to clarify that a connection into SPSP was 

not preferred because it would "result in the placement of a short bridge with height 

limitations over Mezick Pond." 

6. The MDTA will consider filling gaps in the Habitat Connectivity Network as part of the 

criteria for selecting forest mitigation opportunities during design and permitting as 

practicable.  The statement "All mitigation will be completed using native species and gaps 

identified in the Habitat Connectivity Network database will be targeted for both on-site 

and off-site restoration." has been added to Final EIS Section 5.5.8.1, Terrestrial Habitat, 

Minimization and Mitigation. 

7. Panamax Generation III vessels have a maximum draft or 39.5 feet (12 meters).  The 

latest class of Panama Canal traversing vessels, the Neopanamax ships, adjust their draft 

to range from 39.5 feet to 50 feet depending on the depth of the available water.  The 



Final Environmental Impact Statement 

October 2026                                                              Draft EIS Agency Comments and Responses - Appendix H-59 

Chesapeake Bay Bridge Channel is part of the USACE "50 foot Project" and is maintained 

at 50 feet deep along with the other Baltimore Harbor approach channels.  From 2012 to 

2021, the USACE surveys show that the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Channel is consistently 

several feet deeper than 50 feet.  The anticipated future shipping is constrained by the 

Panama and Suez canals.  The USACE has no current plans to dredge or deepen the 

Chesapeake Bay Bridge Channel.   

8. Text in the final paragraph on Page 2-9 references the separate pier protection project; 

however, additional discussion is not warranted in the Purpose and Need Chapter for the 

Tier 2 Study as it is a separate project.  The pier protection will not affect the channel.  The 

text in the final paragraph on Page 2-9 was updated to clarify that a Request for Proposals 

(RFP) was issued for the separate pier protection project. 

9. Potential impacts from the build alternatives on the entrance to Mezick Pond are discussed 

in Section 5.5.5.3, Maintained Navigational Channels, of the Final EIS.  The text states 

"All build alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, would temporarily impact the 

entrance of Mezick Pond due to temporary closings during in-river construction directly 

adjacent to the western shoreline of the Chesapeake Bay.  The MDTA will coordinate 

temporary closures of the Bay Bridge Marina channel and Mezick Pond access with the 

USCG, MDNR, marina operators, and emergency services."  

Clarifying text was also added to this section stating, "The southern alternatives 

(Alternatives C, E, and G) would avoid the need for a new structure across the Mezick 

Pond entrance channel for the new Bay Bridge span, thus avoiding any new height 

restrictions to the channel".  

Text was also added to the Mitigation discussion in Section 5.5.5.3 of the Final EIS 

regarding the Maintenance of Access Plan discussed in a previous response.  

Additionally, in Section 4.1.3 of the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, impacts to the entrance 

of Mezick Pond are addressed.  The Preferred Alternative would require "...temporary 

restrictions to the navigational entrance channel of Mezick Pond...for boaters accessing 

the Chesapeake Bay during construction...During early stages [of temporary dredging], 

shield barges and other navigational controls would be used, and there would be flexibility 

to maintain safe passage to Mezick Pond...During certain construction periods, access 

may be limited to commercial or government vessels only, while recreational boating 

access would be temporarily prohibited for safety reasons. The duration and timing of 

these restrictions would [range] from short-term closure lasting a few hours to longer, 

seasonal restrictions...[and would include] further coordination with MDNR...during final 

design to refine the timing, duration, and extent of any access restrictions and to ensure 

impacts to boaters are minimized to the greatest extent practicable." 

10. Installation of stormwater management facilities on the bridge structure was not explored 

due to concerns about additional structural loading and the limited ability to access and 

maintain potential facilities. 

11. The published title of the manual is "2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual".  There 

were select revisions made in May 2009; however, the manual title was not updated.  The 

proper reference for the  manual is "2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (Rev.  May 

2009)".  "Rev." was added to the reference in the Final EIS Section 5.5.4.2 Mitigation 
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discussion and also revised to be consistent in Final EIS Section 3.3.5.1.  All references 

in the Final EIS are now consistent. 

12. The Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation presents Section 4(f) impacts from the 

Preferred Alternative.  The anticipated Section 4(f) use determinations from Alternatives 

B through G presented in the Draft EIS and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will not be 

updated; however, any new impact determinations from the Preferred Alternative as a 

result of engineering refinements are included in the Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) 

Evaluation.  These refinements have avoided all impacts from the mainline improvements 

of Alternative C. 

13. Commitments to maintaining and/or improving aquatic organism passage where 

practicable are included in Final EIS Sections 5.5.5.1 and 5.5.7.3.  In 5.5.5.1, the Final 

EIS states:  "Where new culverts are warranted, bottomless or natural channel bottom 

designs will be included to the extent practicable, and all new culverts will be constructed 

so that the placement of riprap does not impede movement of aquatic species.  If existing 

culverts do not meet current aquatic life passage standards and are being extended rather 

than replaced, then opportunities for improving aquatic life passage are limited; however, 

the MDTA will work to maintain or improve aquatic life passage where practicable.  Tidal 

bridge and culvert extensions or replacements will take tidal flows into account to ensure 

maintenance of existing and estimated future tidal regimes to avoid impacts to aquatic 

organism passage and tidal flushing." 

14. Updated text regarding the hydrodynamic analysis is included in the Final EIS, 

Section 5.5.5.2. 

15. "Demolition activities" has been added to the referenced list of temporary impacts in Final 

EIS Section 5.5.5.2, Environmental Consequences.  The demolition activities will last a 

few years for each existing span.  Bottom impacts related to demolition will be temporary 

and will occur at various locations within the limits of disturbance at various times 

depending on demolition sequencing.  The text provides an example of construction 

activities that are likely to be considered permanent or temporary based on their duration 

for the purposes of permitting, but those examples are not meant to be an exhaustive list.  

Permanent and temporary impact details will be developed during final design and 

coordinated closely with regulatory agencies at that time. 

16. The reference to similar flow characteristics was intended to describe the overall impact 

to tidal circulation patterns and flow directions/influence in the Chesapeake Bay, rather 

than an assertion that peak velocities would remain unchanged at all locations.  The 

hydrodynamic modeling results show that while localized increases in tidal velocity occur 

within the navigation channel near bridge piers, these changes are confined to the 

immediate bridge vicinity and do not alter broader circulation patterns in the Chesapeake 

Bay.  Outside of the bridge corridor, modeled flow behavior under the proposed 

configuration remains consistent with existing conditions.  

The referenced statement has been revised in Section 5.5.5.2, Environmental 

Consequences of the Final EIS to say "The MDTA anticipates that the final design will 

have similar overall flow characteristics to the existing structures within the resource 

review area, despite localized differences in velocity, turbulence, and shear stress 

immediately around the new bridge.”  
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Text was also added to Final EIS Section 5.5.5.2, Minimization and Mitigation : “In 

addition, more detailed hydraulic modeling will be conducted in final design when pier 

locations and size, and pier protection designs, are available to determine flow dynamics 

and the need for any additional scour protection for the new bridge structures. If future 

modeling results in substantially different flow dynamics, those effects will be coordinated 

with regulatory agencies as necessary." 

17. Thank you for providing this resource.  The potential for beneficial use of dredged material 

will be considered during final design. 

18. Agree.  Additional non-federal channels are discussed in Final EIS Section 5.5.5.3. A 

statement was added to Section 5.5.5.3, Environmental Consequences, to explicitly state 

"The local channels accessing Whitehall Creek, Mill Creek, and Jackson Creek would not 

be affected." 

19. The X in this Table, now Final EIS Table 5-43, denotes affected channels (both permanent 

and temporary impacts).  The requested change was not made because all Final EIS 

impact tables include both temporary and permanent impacts.  Clarification for Table 5-

43 has been provided in the notes to make it clear that both temporary and permanent 

impacts are indicated by an X: “'X' denotes that the waterway is crossed by the alternative 

structures or temporarily impeded by areas of dredging, active construction, or demolition 

activity." 

Where possible, permanent versus temporary impacts are qualitatively described in the 

text.  The text describing permanent versus temporary impacts to the Mezick Pond 

channel from the southern alternatives has been clarified with the following statement "The 

southern alternatives (Alternatives C, E, and G), including the Preferred Alternative, would 

avoid the need for a new structure across the Mezick Pond entrance channel for the new 

Bay Bridge span, thus avoiding permanent impacts and any new height restrictions to the 

channel.  Impacts to the entrance of Mezick Pond for all of the build alternatives would 

include temporary closings during in-river construction directly adjacent to the western 

shoreline of the Chesapeake Bay.  The MDTA is committed to coordinating temporary 

closures of the Bay Bridge Marina channel and Mezick Pond access with the U.S. Coast 

Guard, MDNR, marina operators, and emergency services." 

Temporary impacts to Mezick Pond access are also discussed in Section 4.1.3 of the 

Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

20. Table 5-49 of the Final EIS has been updated in the Final EIS to include "Changes in 

depth characteristics" as a type of impact.  The table is meant to provide a summary of 

habitat impacts that applies throughout the section, thus, for consistency with other 

impacts, the change to depth was only specifically noted again in relation to indirect SAV 

impacts. 

21. The Preferred Alternative minimizes impacts to beach habitats by avoiding the Sandy 

Point State Park and Terrapin Nature Park beaches north of the existing bridges.  The 

majority of the shoreline south of the existing bridges where a new bridge would be built 

does not contain beach areas; most is fortified with riprap, and would likely continue to be 

fortified for pier and shoreline protection. 
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22. This has not yet been determined.  The MDTA will coordinate with resource agencies 

during permitting regarding what type of substrate would be used to restore dredged 

areas. 

23. The MDTA has added additional text to Final EIS Sections 5.1.3 and 5.5.7.2 to specifically 

note the commercial and recreational importance of various fisheries, including oysters 

and blue crabs, and to note additional environmental consequences (e.g., the removal of 

the existing bridge spans and associated underwater structure/habitat and associated 

temporary revenue losses).  Specific references to NETR sections for oysters and blue 

crabs were added to the Final EIS as the information in the EIS is limited by federally 

mandated page limits. 

24. The following text has been added to Final EIS Section 5.5.7.2 for Aquatic Biota, Affected 

Environment under Blue Crabs and Horseshoe Crabs: "[crabs] tend to be abundant in 

shallow-water areas during warm weather.  As the water temperature drops each year, 

they burrow into sediment in the deeper parts of the Chesapeake Bay for the winter.  See 

Section 13.7.2 of Natural Environment Technical Report for additional information 

regarding blue crabs."  Text acknowledging impacts to commercial fisheries, including 

commercial crabbing, has also been added to Section 5.1.3 of the Final EIS. 

25. Text has been added to Final EIS Section 5.5.7.2, Environmental Consequences 

indicating that the methodology used to determine pile driving impacts on Federally-

managed fish species included in the document was developed by NOAA Fisheries for 

ESA-listed species.  While the results of this methodology could likely be extrapolated to 

include other fish species within this habitat, the data used to determine the NOAA 

Fisheries Multi-Species Pile Driving Calculator calculations and proxies is specific to ESA-

listed species specifically in the Greater Atlantic region and therefore the impact distances 

determined may not apply to all fish species within this habitat.  We received direction 

from NOAA Fisheries to apply this tool to Federally-managed fish species within the 

project area.  We included that the vibration impacts would impact all fish species, but we 

do not have a specific and generally accepted methodology to determine noise impacts 

for species other than the Federally-managed fish species covered by the NOAA Fisheries 

Multi-Species Pile Driving Calculator.  

Pile sizes have been added to the isopleth figure (Figure 5-29 of the Final EIS). 

26. Updated text regarding the Zone of Safe Fish Passage (ZSFP) has been added 

throughout Final EIS Section 5 to indicate that a practicable ZSFP has been determined 

in coordination with NOAA Fisheries and MDNR.  The MDTA coordinated directly with 

NOAA Fisheries, who coordinated with MDNR to discuss the ZSFP commitment included 

in the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment and Final EIS.  The Final EIS has been updated 

to indicate that there will be ongoing coordination with MDNR and NOAA Fisheries to 

refine and approve ZSFP locations and the migratory focal period during final design and 

permitting.  The MDTA will coordinate with MDNR and NOAA Fisheries to determine the 

appropriate time of year restriction for pile driving activities as design progresses. 

27. In Final EIS Section 5.5.7.3, revised to state "The MDTA will implement the following 

avoidance and minimization methods related to aquatic species and habitats, such as 

marine mammals, Federally listed aquatic species, EFH, and HAPC:" 
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In Final EIS Section 5.5.7.3, revised to state "A number of additional avoidance and 

minimization methods related to aquatic species and habitats, such as marine mammals, 

Federally listed aquatic species (sturgeon and sea turtles), EFH, and HAPC will be 

considered by MDTA in coordination with the resource agencies as design progresses. " 

Additional measures that will be considered and further coordinated with the resource 

agencies as design progresses, including measures to monitor water quality and address 

entrainment, are included in the Atlantic Sturgeon, Shortnose Sturgeon, and Sea Turtles 

Biological Assessment and the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment, included as supporting 

documents to the Final EIS. 

The list of aquatic species commitments in Final EIS Section 5.5.7.3 was updated to 

include the latest versions from the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment and the Atlantic 

Sturgeon, Shortnose Sturgeon, and Sea Turtles Biological Assessment. 

28. Thank you for the request to provide a graphic of the limits of disturbance for the Western 

Shore Connection #1; however, this connection was not preferred and is not being carried 

forward, primarily based on comments from MDNR.  In order to maintain a concise EIS 

document as required by FHWA, a graphic was not included for the connections that were 

not preferred. 

29. Thank you for the request to expand the explanation of why the shared-use path 

connection directly into Sandy Point State Park was not preferred.  Because this option 

was not preferred, or carried forward, the following text was added "The MDTA 

coordinated with MDNR (See Appendix C), who stated that the connection into Sandy 

Point State Park was not preferred because it would bring all path users through the heart 

of the park, near the beach, and would result in the placement of a short bridge with height 

limitations over Mezick Pond." 

30. Understood.  Text regarding Zone of Safe Fish Passage (ZSFP) was updated throughout 

Final EIS Section 5 to indicate that a practicable ZSFP has been determined in 

coordination with NOAA Fisheries and MDNR.  The MDTA coordinated directly with NOAA 

Fisheries, who coordinated with MDNR to discuss the ZSFP commitment included in the 

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment and Final EIS.  The Final EIS has been updated to 

indicate that there will be ongoing coordination with MDNR and NOAA Fisheries to refine 

and approve ZSFP locations and the migratory focal period during final design and 

permitting.  The MDTA will coordinate with MDNR and NOAA Fisheries to determine the 

appropriate time of year restriction for pile driving activities as design progresses. 

31. The text in the Final EIS Section 5.5.5.1 for Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands, 

Environmental Consequences has been updated to include the Natural Environment 

Technical Report section: "For a more in-depth discussion of impacts to waterways, 

including impacts to culverted waterways and waterway crossings, see Section 9.1.3 of 

the Natural Environment Technical Report." 

32. This comment refers to page 5-98 of the Draft EIS. We have added the following statement 

to Section 5.5.7.2 Aquatic Biota, Affected Environment of the Final EIS:  "The 

Chesapeake Fish Passage Prioritization database and MDNR’s diadromous fish GIS data 

indicate there are various diadromous fish species within the resource review area, 

including American shad (Alosa sapidissima) and hickory shad (Alosa mediocris), in 

addition to many of the species listed above." 
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33. Thank you for providing this information.  The MDTA reviewed the provided web map, and 

the information is consistent with what is provided in the Draft EIS and Final EIS. 

34. As noted in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, the MDTA will coordinate with MDNR and other 

resource agencies regarding appropriate time-of-year restrictions as the project 

progresses. 

35. The following text has been added to Final EIS Section 5.5.7.3: "The MDTA will also 

consider the use of telemetry tagging of certain fish species to understand when species 

may be more vulnerable to project impacts and inform time-of-year restrictions." 

36. The MDTA revised the TOYR to February 15 through June 15 for anadromous fish in Final 

EIS Section 5.5.7.3 and added, "Further coordination regarding the appropriate time of 

year restriction for this work would be ongoing as the project progresses." 

37. After further coordination with DNR, specific data is not available.  The following text has 

been added to Final EIS Section 5.5.7.3 Aquatic Habitat and Biota, Minimization and 

Mitigation: "There is also concern for young of year fish staging and migrating out of the 

project area from summer through fall.  These juvenile fish may be more susceptible to 

noise impacts, injury, and mortality than adult fish. The MDTA will work with resource and 

regulatory agencies to identify appropriate time-of-year restrictions and implement BMPs 

to minimize impacts to young of year fish, to the extent practicable." 

38. Dredging time-of-year restrictions (TOYRs) from COMAR 26.24.02.06 are already 

included in Final EIS Section 5.5.7.3, including those related to SAV and shellfish 

(including oysters).  The MDTA confirmed with DNR that there is no TOYR in COMAR for 

horseshoe crabs.  If a TOYR for horseshoe crabs or other species is added to COMAR 

prior to construction, it will be coordinated with DNR at that time. 

39. Revised text in Final EIS Section 5.5.8.1 Terrestrial Habitat, Environmental 

Consequences to specify the regulatory definition referenced is the MD Forest 

Conservation Act definition, and to include the definition in the text (trees and other woody 

plants covering a land area of 10,000 square feet or greater, containing at least 100 trees 

per acre with at least 50% of those trees having a 2 inch or greater diameter at 4.5 feet 

above the ground). 

40. The MDTA will coordinate with MDNR regarding Forest Conservation Easements during 

final design.  Additional detail has been incorporated into Final EIS Section 5.2.1.5, Land 

Use Planning, Environmental Consequences: "The protected lands data includes MDNR-

owned and local parks as well as Forest Conservation Act easement areas.  For park 

lands impacted, the MDTA will coordinate with the official with jurisdiction as detailed in 

Section 7.  Forest Conservation Act easement areas can be moved, but require approval 

from the Maryland Board of Public Works.  The MDTA will continue to coordinate with 

MDNR through final design regarding impacts to Maryland Forest Conservation Act 

easement areas." 

41. The MDTA appreciates the additional information for listed bat species.  We have 

coordinated extensively with USFWS and DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) 

throughout preparation of the EIS and information about the state-listed species was not 

previously shared.  The MDTA added the two state-listed bat species (eastern small-

footed bat and little brown bat) to the Final EIS Section 5.5.9.1 as potentially occurring in 
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the resource review area.  Upon further coordination with DNR, it was noted that the bat 

species referenced in this comment occur in similar habitats in nearby states, and could 

presumably be in the area.  However, the MDTA did not add Indiana bat to the Final EIS 

because coordination with USFWS has indicated the project is outside the range of this 

Federally-listed species.  As noted in the EIS, bat surveys will continue to be conducted, 

likely several times, prior to construction and MDTA will continue to coordinate with 

USFWS and DNR WHS to ensure that impacts to all listed bat species that could occur 

within the project area are assessed. 

42. Thank you for providing this information.  The Final EIS Section 5.5.9.2, Minimization and 

Mitigation, was updated to state that bridge and culvert surveys "would be completed 

every two years and prior to construction activities at these structures to ensure probable 

absence of NLEB and TCB, as well as state-listed bat species. As outlined in USFWS 

guidance and refined in consultation with MDNR, surveys would be conducted in two 

seasons: Summer maternity pup season (May 15 to July 31) and Winter torpor season 

(December 15 to February 15)."   Since the species listed by MDNR use similar habitats 

to the Federal species being coordinated with USFWS, the surveys would be aimed at 

documenting any of the Federal or state species noted.  During design, the MDTA will 

continue to coordinate with USFWS regarding Federal bat species and will include MDNR 

WHS in this coordination. 

43. Thank you for providing this reference. We added this reference to Final EIS Section 

5.5.9.1, Environmental Consequences along with the reference to the USFWS 2024 

survey guidelines as both documents include survey protocols for bridges and culverts. 

44. Thank you for providing this clarification and GIS data source.  All of Section 5.5.10 of the 

Final EIS has been updated to present the 2024 Habitat Connectivity Network information 

rather than Green Infrastructure with the following text explaining the change:  In 2024, 

MDNR updated their Green Infrastructure (GI) data layers and renamed GI to Maryland’s 

Habitat Connectivity Network (HCN).  The HCN provides additional breakdown of habitat 

types and includes identification of restorable and non-restorable gaps within the hubs 

and corridors.  The HCN also includes additional corridors that cross U.S. 50/301 not 

previously identified in Maryland's GI Assessment or Draft EIS.  The discussion of GI in 

the Draft EIS has been updated to reflect the HCN for this Final EIS."  

45. Thank you for providing this information.  The MDTA has added the two state-listed bat 

species to the Final EIS and will continue to coordinate with USFWS and MDNR Wildlife 

and Heritage Service (WHS) as the project progresses, including regarding future bat 

surveys.   

46. Thank you for providing this information.  The document in which these misconceptions 

are listed has been referenced in Final EIS Section 5.5.9.1, Environmental 

Consequences. 

47. Thank you for providing this information.  The MDTA will continue to coordinate with 

USFWS and DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) for Federal and state-listed bats 

as the project progresses regarding survey methods. 

48. Thank you for providing this information. 
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49. Alternative C would not shift additional congestion toward the entrance of Sandy Point 

State Park.  It would eliminate queues on eastbound U.S. 50/301 approaching the Bay 

Bridge, and thus would remove the reason for drivers to divert from that roadway.  

Management of the ramps approaching the Bay Bridge has been performed by SHA for 

the past four summers (2022-2025).  Additional information about that effort may be found 

at: https://mdot-sha-us50-301-broadneck-peninsula-service-roads-

maryland.hub.arcgis.com/. 

50. The Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation presents Section 4(f) impacts from the 

Preferred Alternative.  Any new impact determinations from the Preferred Alternative as a 

result of engineering refinements are included in the Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) 

Evaluation. 

51. As noted in the response to Comment #20 from MDNR, the notes for Final EIS Table 5-

43 have been revised to clarify the X denotes permanent or temporary impacts that could 

occur.  The Final EIS text below the table was revised to more clearly state that the 

southern alignment alternatives do not require a structure over Mezick Pond.  Temporary 

construction impacts (e.g., closures/access restrictions) would occur for all build 

alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative.  

Temporary impacts to Mezick Pond access are also discussed in Section 4.1.3 of the 

Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

ARDS Concurrence Package 

The Bay Bridge Protection Project (BBPP) for the existing Bay Bridge is separate from the pier 

protection measures that would be associated with new bridge spans for the Tier 2 Study.  The 

protection system proposed as part of the BBPP is intended to remain in place and be 

incorporated as part of the protection system for a new crossing and was coordinated with the 

Tier 2 Study Preferred Alternative to avoid conflicts in foundation construction of a new crossing. 

Hydrodynamic Report (Appendix F) 

Modeling that includes details for the actual bridge to be built, including existing pier protection 

structures (from the separate Bay Bridge Protection Project) and all proposed structures will occur 

in final design.   Text was added to Final EIS Section 5.5.5.2, Minimization and Mitigation to 

clarify this: "In addition, more detailed hydraulic modeling would be conducted in final design when 

specifics on pier locations and size and pier protection designs are available to determine flow 

dynamics and the need for any additional scour protection for the new bridge structures. If future 

modeling results in substantially different flow dynamics, those effects will be coordinated with 

regulatory agencies as necessary at that time."   

Navigation Impact Report 

Table 5-43 has been revised in the Final EIS to note that Mezick Pond would be affected by 

Alternative C rather than crossed by it.  The text following the table in Section 5.5.5.3, 

Environmental Consequences, discussing impacts has also been revised to better clarify that the 

Preferred Alternatives does not include structures across Mezick Pond, but will include temporary 

construction impacts.  The MDTA has continued to coordinate with MDNR during development of 

the Final EIS/Record of Decision on potential temporary construction impacts to Mezick Pond 

access.   The MDTA will continue coordinating with MDNR, including the Park Manager, through 

https://mdot-sha-us50-301-broadneck-peninsula-service-roads-maryland.hub.arcgis.com/
https://mdot-sha-us50-301-broadneck-peninsula-service-roads-maryland.hub.arcgis.com/
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design and construction.  In addition to the Local Notice to Mariners coordination through the 

USCG, the MDTA will develop and coordinate a Maintenance of Access Plan with MDNR during 

design that includes: a schedule of anticipated activities that could result in temporary closures of 

Mezick Pond, procedures for communication of closures, and processes for coordinating 

modifications to the plan. 

Natural Environment Technical Report 

1. Thank you for providing this information.  The technical reports published with the Draft 

EIS will not be updated; however, the MDTA has updated the existing impervious surface 

percentage values in Table 5-26 of the Final EIS to reflect the 2024 values in the provided 

resource. 

2. Requirements under COMAR 26.17.02 will be considered during future project phases, 

including areas where requirements could potentially be exceeded. 

3. This specific sentence is not in the Final EIS, therefore, no edits were made. 

4. This information has been added to Final EIS Section 5.5.4.2 Water Quality 

Environmental Consequences: "Increased salinity and temperature can lower the ability 

of oxygen to dissolve in water, with the potential to affect aquatic biota." 

5. Final EIS Section 5.5.4.3 Wild and Scenic Rivers, Environmental Consequences has 

been revised to state: "Alternative A, the No-Build Alternative, would have no impacts to 

the Severn River or its viewshed, defined as the geographic area visible from the Severn 

River." 

6. As stated in the Final EIS and NETR, Alternatives B and C would impact three tributaries 

(Meredith Creek, Thompson Creek, and Cox Creek), as well as the Mezick Pond 

connection to the Chesapeake Bay.   The Preferred Alternative and optional SUP design 

included in the Draft EIS and Final EIS do not include a structure across the entrance to 

Mezick Pond.  Potential temporary impacts during construction (dredging and demolition) 

will be coordinated with MDNR during final design and construction. 

7. This is correct and consistent in the NETR and Draft EIS and Final EIS for nontidal and 

tidal waterways, not including the Chesapeake Bay.  The MDTA assumes it is the 

separation of Bay impacts vs. other tidal and nontidal waters that is confusing.  NETR 

Table 9-10 and Final EIS Tables 5-32 and 5-33 clarify the exclusion of the Bay from this 

calculation.  A clarifying statement has also been added to the Final EIS text in Section 

5.5.5.1, Environmental Consequences to provide additional clarity.  "Table 5-32 identifies 

the total impacts to tidal and nontidal waterways associated with each build alternative, 

excluding the Chesapeake Bay (See Section 5.5.5.2 for Bay impacts).  Table 5-33 

provides a summary of potential impacts to waterways, exclusive of the Bay, due to the 

SUP option associated with each build alternative." 

8. Table 5-43 has been revised in the Final EIS to note that Mezick Pond would be affected 

by Alternative C rather than crossed by it.  The text following the table in Section 5.5.5.3, 

Environmental Consequences, discussing impacts has also been revised to better clarify 

that the Preferred Alternatives does not include structures across Mezick Pond, but will 

include temporary construction impacts.  The MDTA has continued to coordinate with 

MDNR during development of the Final EIS/Record of Decision on potential temporary 
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construction impacts to Mezick Pond access.   The MDTA will continue coordinating with 

MDNR, including the Park Manager, through design and construction. In addition to the 

Local Notice to Mariners coordination through the USCG, the MDTA will develop and 

coordinate a Maintenance of Access Plan with MDNR during design that includes: a 

schedule of anticipated activities that could result in temporary closures of Mezick Pond, 

procedures for communication of closures, and processes for coordinating modifications 

to the plan. 

9. The following text was added to the Final EIS Section 5.5.5.3 Maintained Navigational 

and Civil Works Projects, Affected Environment: "Other channels are State, County, or 

privately maintained and provide important recreational, law enforcement, and commercial 

boating access to the Bay." 

10. The following text has been added to the Final EIS Section 5.5.7.2 Aquatic Biota, 

Environmental Consequences: "It should be noted that vibration impacts would impact all 

fish species within the vicinity of the pile driving activities, not just those that are Federally 

managed.  This includes potential impacts to migrating anadromous species, depending 

on the time of year." 

11. The following text has been added to the Final EIS Section 5.5.7.2 Aquatic Biota, 

Environmental Consequences, Fish: "All build alternatives would also impact tidal and 

nontidal fish species by increasing impervious land cover.  Alternatives F and G would 

have the greatest potential fish impacts from water quality effects resulting from increased 

impervious area.  High impervious surface coverage can negatively affect fish species 

diversity and reproductive success in anadromous species (CWP 2003).  See Tables 5-

29 and 5-30 for a comparison of impervious surface increases by alternative." Specific 

sources of roadway runoff pollutants are included in Final EIS Section 5.5.4.2 Water 

Quality, Environmental Consequences, which includes "vehicular sources (including tire 

wear, lubricants, brake linings, exhaust gases, antifreeze, and windshield fluids)." 

Potential contaminants such 6PPD-quinone, are not specifically listed but are included 

under the overall identification of vehicular sources, with impervious surfaces acting as an 

overall measure of relative level of impact for each alternative necessary in the Final EIS 

to compare impacts to resources across the build alternatives. 

12. This table has been revised in the FEIS to note that Mezick Pond would be affected by 

Alternative C rather than crossed by it.  The MDTA has continued to coordinate with MDNR 

during development of the Final EIS/Record of Decision on potential temporary 

construction impacts to Mezick Pond access.   The MDTA will continue coordinating with 

MDNR, including the Park Manager, through design and construction.  In addition to the 

Local Notice to Mariners coordination through the USCG, the MDTA will develop and 

coordinate a Maintenance of Access Plan with MDNR during design that includes: a 

schedule of anticipated activities that could result in temporary closures of Mezick Pond, 

procedures for communication of closures, and processes for coordinating modifications 

to the plan. 

13. Sandy Point Channel is shown on Figure 9-3 Navigation Channels in the NETR and 

Figure 5-20 Navigation Channels of the Final EIS.  Sandy Point Channel is located at the 

point north of the bridge from which Sandy Point derives its name rather than the Mezick 

Pond connection.  Final EIS Section 5.5.5.3 Maintained Navigational Channels and Civil 
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Works Projects, Environmental Consequences, has been updated to clarify the impacts 

to Mezick Pond. 

Socioeconomic and Land Use Technical Report & Cultural Resources Technical Report 

The MDTA has added additional text to Final EIS Sections 5.1.3 and 5.5.7.2 to specifically note 

the commercial and recreational importance of various fisheries, including oysters and blue crabs, 

and to note additional environmental consequences (e.g., the removal of the existing bridge spans 

and associated underwater structure/habitat and associated temporary revenue losses).  Specific 

references to NETR sections for oysters and blue crabs were added to the Final EIS as the 

information in the EIS is limited by federally mandated page limits. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING COMMENT 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING RESPONSE 
The MDTA appreciates the input provided by the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) on the 

Tier 2 Study Draft EIS.  In response to specific comments contained in MDP’s comment letter, 

the MDTA offers the following response:  

PFA Law 

Section 4-101(h) of the Transportation Article, defines the Bay Bridge as an existing facility, which 

Section 5-7B-01 of the PFA law exempts from the definition of “growth-related project.”  

Additionally, no Maryland state infrastructure funds will be used to construct the Preferred 

Alternative, including approaches to the Bay Bridge.  Since no Maryland state infrastructure funds 

will be used to construct the Preferred Alternative, the consistency requirements of the Smart 

Growth Priority Funding Areas Act of 1997 (the PFA law) would not apply.  This text was added 

to FEIS Section 5.2.1.5. 

For these reasons, a separate document is not necessary to demonstrate that the requirements 

of the Smart Growth Priority Funding Areas Act of 1997 (the PFA law) do not apply. 

The MDTA Recommended Preferred Alternative (RPA) 

The MDTA will continue to work with MDOT, local agencies, and the Metropolitan Planning 

Organizations (MPOs) to consider TDM and TSM opportunities along the U.S. 50/301 study area. 

Text was added to the Preferred Alternative description in Section 4.1 in the Final EIS, that states, 

"The MDTA would coordinate with MTA, local governments, and local transit agencies to help 

them determine the (transit) opportunities."  Additional explanatory text in the Final EIS also 

states, "These transit agencies would determine the transit-related improvements most beneficial 

for them at that time, and they would be separate and distinct projects from the Preferred 

Alternative."  The transit agencies will be responsible for implementing these transit-related 

improvements. 

In Section 3.3.4 TSM/TDM Considerations, the Final EIS states "Congestion pricing could be 

used in the future to provide flexibility for toll management strategies that the MDTA could use to 

further reduce congestion and achieve future transportation goals.  Public input would be 

requested prior to the implementation of congestion pricing."  This indicates that although 

congestion pricing was part of the ARDS, it is not part of the RPA in later Chapters.  

In Section 3.3.3 Transit-related Improvements, the Final EIS states "transit-related opportunities 

would be determined in the future, closer to the time of construction......The following are some 

examples of potential improvements....: Improvements to park-and-ride lots...."  This indicates 

that park-and-ride improvements could be made with the transit-related financial commitment 

from MDTA. 

In Section 3.3.4 TSM/TDM Considerations, the Final EIS states "Although the build alternatives 

have been developed to accommodate PTSU, the operation of PTSU lanes is not being included 

as part of the build alternatives.  Future implementation of PTSU is not precluded."  This indicates 

that although part-time shoulder use was part of the ARDS, it is not part of the RPA. 

SHA's ROUTE project (U.S. 50 from Bay Bridge to Ocean City) is a design-build project that is in 

the procurement phase.  The Notice to Proceed date for the winning contractor is proposed for 
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Summer 2026.  The MDTA will not know about the proposed improvements until after the winning 

contractor is awarded the work.  Additionally, the contract amount is between $5M and $10M for 

construction; therefore, any proposed improvements within the Bay Crossing Tier 2 study area 

would not have an appreciable impact on the results of this study.  The MDTA will continue to 

coordinate with SHA on the potential for improvements within the study area and include any 

applicable information in the Final EIS. 

Text was added and revised in Final EIS Section 4.1 to state "After approval of the Final 

EIS/ROD, the MDTA will perform financial analysis and determine whether an SUP would be 

implemented.  If the SUP is included, additional coordination would occur among local, state, and 

Federal agencies....as well as consistency with local pedestrian and bicycle plans, the 2025 

Maryland State Transportation Trails Strategic Plan, and MDOT's Complete Streets Policy." 

Other Comments 

The following text has been added to Final EIS Section 3.2.2: "The MDTA continually seeks to 

optimize traffic operations on the Bay Bridge and its approach roadways, and works with both 

state and local agencies to advance that effort. These efforts include traffic enforcement and 

incident management, and will continue into the future." 

Text in Final EIS Section 5.2.1.4 has been amended and now reads, "State-concurred Priority 

Funding Areas (PFAs)." 

Final EIS Table 5-9 footnote has been revised to include footnote 2 “Other Land” refers to the 

remaining land not covered under another category. Examples include but are not limited to rural 

or agricultural lands, single-family residential parcels greater than or equal to 20 acres in size, 

and undeveloped portions of large parcels containing urban uses (See MDP’s Statewide 

Classification Definitions). 
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NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 

ADMINISTRATION FISHERIES COMMENT 
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NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 

ADMINISTATION FISHERIES RESPONSE 
The MDTA appreciates the input provided by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA) Fisheries on the Tier 2 Study Draft EIS.  In response to specific comments 

contained in NOAA’s comment letter, the MDTA offers the following response:  

1. Updated to replace "GARFO" with "NOAA Fisheries" and to ensure the date in the citations 

is 2025 throughout when referencing the Multi-Species Pile Driving Calculator in the Final 

EIS; Atlantic Sturgeon, Shortnose Sturgeon and Sea Turtles Biological Assessment, and 

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment. 

2. Text in Final EIS Section 5.5.7.2, Environmental Consequences has been updated to 

read "Chesapeake Bay fish stock assessments for bluefish and summer flounder could 

be conducted by a fisheries stock assessment biologist based on this recent ChesMMAP 

data; however, no stock assessment specific to the Chesapeake Bay currently exists, as 

these species are managed as a coastwide stock." 

3. Final EIS has been updated in Section 5.5.7.2, Aquatic Biota, Environmental 

Consequences to read "Chesapeake Bay fish stock assessments for bluefish and summer 

flounder could be conducted by a fisheries stock assessment biologist based on this 

recent ChesMMAP data; however, no stock assessment specific to the Chesapeake Bay 

currently exists, as these species are managed as a coastwide stock." 
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US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS COMMENT 
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US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS RESPONSE 
The MDTA appreciates the input provided by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on the 

Tier 2 Study Draft EIS.  In response to specific comments contained in USACE’s comment letter, 

the MDTA offers the following response:  

1. Thank you for your comment and confirmation of the Clean Water Act Section 404 

requirements. 

Thank you for your comment.  These items have been evaluated in the Draft and Final 

EIS in coordination with USACE throughout the NEPA process. 

2. The Bay Bridge Protection Project (BBPP) for the existing Bay Bridge is separate from the 

pier protection measures that would be associated with new bridge spans for the Tier 2 

Study.  The protection system proposed as part of the BBPP is intended to remain in place 

and be incorporated as part of the protection system for a new crossing and was 

coordinated with the Tier 2 Study Preferred Alternative to avoid conflicts in foundation 

construction of a new crossing. 

Several types of pier protection were considered for the Bay Crossing Tier 2 Study 

including dolphins, islands, and fenders.  During final design, a ship collision study will be 

performed to assess the specific requirements of the new structures to determine the 

recommended approach and design of the pier protection, including the incorporation of 

any structures that will be installed as part of the BBPP. 

3. The MDTA will closely monitor any potential changes to the definition of waters of the U.S., 

including wetlands (WOTUS), and understands that all WOTUS will need to be delineated 

within the project area using the 1987 Corps Wetland Delineation Manual and appropriate 

Regional Supplement based on the WOTUS definition in effect during permitting. 

4. The Final EIS includes planning level impacts to all waters of the U.S., including 

jurisdictional wetlands, for each build alternative.  More detailed impacts, including square 

feet of temporary and permanent impact, will be provided in the future final design and 

permitting phases. 

5. The Final EIS includes an analysis of reasonably foreseeable effects within the project 

watersheds. 

6. Final EIS Section 5.5.5.2 discusses the impacts associated with dredging and includes 

planning level impact quantities.  Final EIS Section 5.5.5.2 also identifies several dredged 

material placement sites that are accepting materials.  The MDTA will prepare a Dredge 

Material Management Plan in the future final design and permitting phases, which will 

include final methods proposed, minimization measures specific to dredging operations, 

and detailed information regarding the transport and management of dredge material. 

7. The MDTA has developed conceptual mitigation which is included in Section 5 of the 

Final EIS and in the Preferred Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation (PACM) Concurrence 

Package.  For Waters of the U.S. specifically, conceptual mitigation is discussed in Final 

EIS Section 5.5.5, Minimization and Mitigation.  The conceptual mitigation opportunities 

identified in the Final EIS/Record of Decision will be used to develop a more detailed Final 
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Compensatory Mitigation Plan during final design and will be coordinated with USACE 

and other regulatory agencies during permitting. 

8. Section 5.5.5.3 of the Final EIS discusses Federally maintained navigational channels 

that are considered Section 408 projects.  The MDTA will submit all required permits, 

including a Section 408 request, during the future permitting phase. 

9. The anticipated impacts associated with removing the existing bridge spans are included 

in the resource impacts for all build alternatives in the Final EIS.  Avoidance and 

minimization will continue through the future final design phase. 

10. Thank you for your comment regarding the inclusion of a protected bicycle and pedestrian 

facility (shared-use path or SUP) with a new Bay Bridge.  The MDTA has considered all 

public comments provided during the Draft EIS comment period, including those 

specifically related to the SUP. 

After approval of the Final EIS/ROD, the MDTA will perform financial analysis and 

determine whether an SUP will be implemented.  If the SUP is included, additional 

coordination would occur among local, state, and Federal agencies regarding 

connections, parking, maintenance, and other features, as well as consistency with local 

pedestrian and bicycle plans, the 2025 Maryland State Transportation Trails Strategic 

Plan, and MDOT's Complete Streets Policy (See Final EIS Section 3.3.1).   
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US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY COMMENT 
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US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY RESPONSE 

The MDTA appreciates the input provided by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on 

the Tier 2 Study Draft EIS.  In response to specific comments contained in EPA’s comment letter, 

the MDTA offers the following response:  

Water Resources 

The USACE and other cooperating agencies were involved in the development of the EIS and 

have concurred on the Preferred Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation (PACM).  Concurrence on 

this milestone confirms that no alternative needed for permitting purposes has been eliminated.  

It is anticipated that the EIS can be used by any of the cooperating agencies for their NEPA 

approvals concurrent with permitting or other Federal actions, consistent with 23 U.S.C. 139 and 

42 U.S.C. 4336a.  

Final EIS Section 4.1.1 discusses why the Preferred Alternative is anticipated to be the least 

environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA); however, the USACE and EPA would 

make that determination as part of their project review.   

Final EIS Section 5 includes proposed conceptual mitigation in the Minimization and Mitigation 

section for each resource where mitigation is required.  The conceptual mitigation opportunities 

identified in the Final EIS/Record of Decision will be used to develop a more detailed Final 

Compensatory Mitigation Plan during final design and will be coordinated with USACE and EPA 

during permitting.  

The limits of disturbance developed for the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) 

include anticipated space needed for bridge piers, pier protection, and temporary construction 

activities associated with a new bridge.  The limits of disturbance were used to calculate 

anticipated in-water impacts from all proposed activities caused by the Tier 2 Study alternatives 

(including pier protection).  Details of potential pier protection structures for the new Bay Bridge 

will be developed during final design and permitting and will be coordinated with agencies at that 

time. 

The Bay Bridge Protection Project (BBPP) for the existing Bay Bridge is separate from the pier 

protection measures that would be associated with new bridge spans for the Tier 2 Study.  The 

protection system proposed as part of the BBPP is intended to remain in place and be 

incorporated as part of the protection system for a new crossing and was coordinated with the 

Tier 2 Study Preferred Alternative to avoid conflicts in foundation construction of a new crossing.  
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QUEEN ANNE’S COUNTY COMMENT 
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QUEEN ANNE’S COUNTY RESPONSE 

1. The County Commissioners have documented their support for adding capacity to the 

Bay Crossing to relieve congestion and improve mobility in and through Queen Anne’s 

County. 

Thank you for your comment.  The MDTA is continuing to include Queen Anne's County through 

the agency coordination process and the monthly coordination meetings. 

2. The proposed alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, except for the no build alternative, are 

generally consistent with the goals and objectives of the 2022 Queen Annes County 

Comprehensive Plan. 

Thank you for your comment. 

3. The preferred alternative proposes widening of 2.25 miles of the US 50/301 corridor in 

Queen Anne's County and not the entire 10 miles in the study area. Planning should 

continue for future widening of US 50/301 from Cox Creek to Queenstown. 

The MDTA will continue to work with SHA to evaluate roadway needs and traffic operations along 

U.S. 50/301 approaching the Bay Bridge, outside of this study.  SHA will also continue to 

coordinate with Queen Anne's County on the temporary ramp closures during the Summer Ramp 

Management initiative. 

4. The preferred alternative proposes a new merge condition near Cox Creek (eastbound) 

and Oceanic Drive (westbound). Please provide information on the potential for new 

congestion at the new merger locations as traffic volumes increase. 

Today, each lane on the Bay Bridge has a lower capacity, by a factor of approximately 30 percent, 

than a lane on the approach roadways on the Eastern and Western Shores. Factors which reduce 

the capacity on the bridge include the uphill grade, lack of shoulders, horizontal curve, speed limit, 

and lane restrictions for heavy vehicles.  The physical environment, including the view from the 

bridge, also contributes to the reduction in capacity.  While some of these factors are expected to 

be improved by the Preferred Alternative, most of them are expected to remain, with the result 

being that a lane on the new bridge in the Preferred Alternative will still be expected to have a 

lower capacity than a lane on the approach roadways. The Preferred Alternative addresses this 

by providing four lanes in each direction on the bridge, while tying into the existing three lanes in 

each direction on U.S.  

50/301.  It is anticipated that, if traffic moves smoothly in three lanes approaching the bridge, it 

will move smoothly in the four lanes on the bridge, and also move smoothly in the three lanes 

beyond the bridge, after the fourth lane is dropped.  This is the condition which is expected on 

Non-Summer Weekdays in 2045, in both directions of travel.  It is also the condition expected on 

Summer Fridays, in the eastbound direction.  Congestion is expected in the westbound direction 

on Summer Sundays, due to a bottleneck beyond the Bridge at Bay Dale Drive, which would be 

expected to back up through the westbound lane drop, and across the Bridge. 

As described above, the new merge proposed for just east of Cox Creek is not expected to be 

congested in 2045.  Thus, no diversion onto local roads would be expected where there are 

proposed merges. 
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If volumes were to increase to the point that there was congestion at the merge on Kent Island, 

diversion would be expected at ramps prior to the merge.  Such diversion could occur at 

Thompson Creek Road and/or MD 8.  Diversion would not be expected at Cox Creek Road, 

because that ramp is located beyond the proposed merge.  Once traffic is beyond a congested 

merge, it should flow relatively well. 

On non-summer weekdays, if volumes were to increase to the point that there was congestion at 

the merge in Anne Arundel County, diversion would be expected at Oceanic Drive (the ramp 

immediately prior to the merge).  On summer weekend days, congestion from the Bay Dale Drive 

interchange will back up through the merge, and diversion would be expected.   

Travel demand forecasts beyond 2045 have not been prepared for the Bay Crossing Tier 2 Study. 

When the Tier 2 Study was initiated, 2045 was the most distant future year for which forecasts 

were available from the Maryland Statewide Transportation Model.   

The Preferred Alternative does not preclude any of the transportation improvements identified in 

these documents, but does not explicitly include them.  The MDTA will continue to work with state 

and local agencies to enable continued compatibility among these initiatives. 

5. Queen Annes County appreciates the continued opportunity to review and comment 

on the proposed property impacts, road improvements and multimodal improvements 

as additional detailed information becomes available during engineering and design. 

MD 8 Interchange 

The MD 8 interchange is included within the limits of Alternative C, but the MD 8 overpass bridge 

is not anticipated to be reconstructed at this time.  The proposed typical section associated with 

the Preferred Alternative would fit underneath the existing MD 8 overpass; thus, reconstruction 

would not be necessary.  The interchange is included within the LOD to allow for the ramps to be 

realigned as necessary to tie into the wider footprint of U.S. 50/301 and any other construction 

needed in this area.  Any future reconstruction of the MD 8 overpass bridge would be determined 

by SHA. 

Continued Support and Implementation of US 50/301 Summer Ramp Management 

The MDTA will continue to work with state and local agencies to enable continued improvement 

in traffic operations along U.S. 50/301, including through the Summer Ramp Management 

initiative. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

Thank you for your comment regarding the inclusion of a protected bicycle and pedestrian facility 

(shared-use path or SUP) with a new Bay Bridge.  The MDTA has considered all public comments 

provided during the Draft EIS comment period, including those specifically related to the SUP.   

After approval of the Final EIS/ROD, the MDTA will perform financial analysis and determine 

whether an SUP will be implemented.  If the SUP is included, additional coordination would occur 

among local, state, and Federal agencies regarding connections, parking, maintenance, and other 

features, as well as consistency with local pedestrian and bicycle plans, the 2025 Maryland State 

Transportation Trails Strategic Plan, and MDOT's Complete Streets Policy (See Final EIS Section 

3.3.1). 
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US 50/301 Pedestrian Overpass 

Thank you for your comment regarding the U.S. 50/301 Pedestrian Overpass.  The MDTA agrees 

that Queen Anne's County and MDOT should continue to coordinate regarding the design and 

engineering of both projects to ensure they do not conflict with each other. 

Consider Complete Streets Implementation on Service Roads & MD 8 in the LOD 

The MDTA considered the MDOT and County Complete Streets policies when evaluating the 

frontage roads that need to shift as a result of U.S. 50/301 widening.  Although Thompson Creek 

Road, Sherman Drive, and Shopping Center Drive are included within the limits of disturbance 

(LOD) for the Preferred Alternative, it is not anticipated that any of these frontage roads would be 

shifted.  These roads were included within the LOD to accommodate the construction along U.S. 

50/301, but it is anticipated that impacts to these roads would be temporary.  As a result, 

pedestrian and bicycle accommodations were not included along these roads, but are not 

precluded from being constructed as part of a different project in the future. 

Public Property Impacts 

At this time, the limits of disturbance (LOD) have not been separated into temporary and 

permanent impacts.  It is anticipated that this refinement will occur as the project advances into 

design.  The MDTA looks forward to coordinating with Queen Anne's County on permanent and 

temporary impacts to public property as this detail becomes available in design.  
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CITY OF ANNAPOLIS COMMENT 

From testimony provided February 10, 2026: 

I'm here in my capacity as Chief of Comprehensive Planning for the City of Annapolis. In my work 

for the city, I do plans, policies, projects, aimed at making the city a more resilient, healthy, 

equitable place in a region. When I talk to community members, the most straightforward way 

they can envision that is a place, a home, a region that is safer for pedestrians and cyclists. We 

completed a comprehensive plan, 10 year comprehensive plan, just a couple years ago that was 

unanimously adopted by our city council in 2024. That included content related to the Bay 

Crossing, advocating for an alternative where the shared use path for bikes and pedestrians is 

not optional, and advocating for dedicated transit lanes. I believe this shared use path on the bay 

crossing would have a similar effect. I want to commend MDTA for a comprehensive process and 

looking at all of the costs and benefits of this project, but I do want to make sure that you're looking 

at all of the benefits of a shared use path. I think it could be transformative. And to be totally 

candid, I think to not do that would be the greatest missed opportunity, my planning career, and 

it would be hard to defend that decision to my daughter who's 10 years old and an avid cyclist. 
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CITY OF ANNAPOLIS RESPONSE 

The MDTA appreciates the input provided by the City of Annapolis on the Tier 2 Study Draft EIS.  

In response to specific comments contained in the City of Annapolis’ testimony, the MDTA offers 

the following response:  

Thank you for your comment regarding the inclusion of a protected bicycle and pedestrian facility 

(shared-use path or SUP) with a new Bay Bridge.  The MDTA has considered all public comments 

provided during the Draft EIS comment period, including those specifically related to the SUP.   

After approval of the Final EIS/ROD, the MDTA will perform financial analysis and determine 

whether an SUP will be implemented.  If the SUP is included, additional coordination would occur 

among local, state, and Federal agencies regarding connections, parking, maintenance, and other 

features, as well as consistency with local pedestrian and bicycle plans, the 2025 Maryland State 

Transportation Trails Strategic Plan, and MDOT's Complete Streets Policy (See Final EIS Section 

3.3.1). 
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