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Introduction 

Section 4(f) as amended and codified in the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 
U.S.C. 303 (c), states that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) “may not approve the 
use of land from a significant publicly-owned public park, recreation area, or wildlife and 
waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless a determination is made that:  1) there is 
no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the property and 2) the action includes 
all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use” [23 CFR 
774.3(a)]. 

This Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared in accordance with 23 CFR Part 774 and 49 
U.S.C. 303 to assess the likely effects of the proposed action upon Section 4(f) resources and 
evaluate options that avoid or minimize impacts to those resources resulting from the project.  
After careful consideration of any comments received on the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, a 
Final Section 4(f) Evaluation will provide a final determination on whether feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternatives to the use exist, and whether the proposed action includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources. 

I. Purpose and Need  

The Maryland Department of Transportation’s State Highway Administration (SHA) is 
proposing to replace SHA Bridge No. 10089, which carries MD 478 over a branch of the 
Potomac River in Brunswick, Frederick County (Figure 1-1).  The purpose and need for the 
project is to protect public safety by addressing problems related to bridge hydraulics and 
structural and geometric deficiencies of the bridge.  This project would also require stormwater 
quantity and quality treatment in accordance with the Maryland Department of the 
Environment’s Maryland Stormwater Guidelines for State and Federal Projects.  The need for 
this action is described in more detail below. 
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Figure 1-1. Vicinity Map  
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MD 478 is classified as an urban minor arterial within the limits of this project and is on the 
National Highway System (NHS) for public transit (SHA 2014).  MD 478 extends 1.88 miles 
southeast from MD 180 (Knoxville, MD) to Florida Avenue (Brunswick, MD) and turns into 
West Potomac Street.  Land use within the proposed project area is variable with residential and 
commercial uses to the north and forest and agriculture uses to the south.  The Chesapeake and 
Ohio (C&O) Canal National Historical Park also borders MD 478 to the south, separated from 
MD 478 by the MARC rail system.  As MD 478 transitions to West Potomac Street, the land use 
is primarily residential. 

Bridge No. 10089 carries MD 478 over Crums Hollow Creek, a small tributary to the Potomac 
River, as MD 478 enters Brunswick from the west.  MD 478 has one eastbound and one 
westbound lane approaching Bridge No. 10089 from both directions. 

As part of the initial planning process, SHA evaluated the daily use of MD 478 within the design 
area.  As of 2013, average daily traffic (ADT) on MD 478 was 3,000 vehicles per day (vpd), with 
a projected increase to 5,400 vpd in 2033.  Approximately two percent of the ADT was estimated 
to be truck traffic in 2013, with no changes in that percentage anticipated by 2033.  The overall 
purpose and need for this project is to protect public safety by addressing problems related to 
bridge hydraulics and structural and geometric deficiencies of Bridge No. 10089.   

Bridge sufficiency ratings were developed by FHWA to serve as a tool to prioritize federal 
funding allocation.  The ratings vary from 0 percent (poor) to 100 percent (very good).  The 
formula for determining bridge sufficiency rating considers structural adequacy, whether the 
bridge is structurally obsolete, and level of service provided.  This structurally deficient bridge is 
rated 64.5 out of 100.  The existing bridge deck has extensive cracking and rebar is exposed 
throughout the underside of the bridge deck.  In addition, the bridge is geometrically deficient 
and does not currently meet American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) standards.  The existing bridge does not currently have shoulders and the 
parapets are located very close to the roadway. 

The retaining wall adjacent to 703 West Potomac Street is unstable as a result of the eastward 
migration of Crums Hollow Creek.  Hydraulic deficiencies are an issue that affects the existing 
bridge foundations.  The existing foundations have experienced undermining as a result of being 
constructed on top of the native rock. 

The existing roadway has a limited line of sight approaching the bridge limiting the visibility of 
oncoming traffic for motorists using MD 478.  In addition, the project study area currently lacks 
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations and is therefore inconsistent with SHA bicycle and ADA 
policies.  Additionally, providing bicycle and pedestrian accommodations between the 
commercial area west of the project area and the downtown business district of Brunswick will 
meet the future need of sidewalk continuity between those two areas. 
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II. Description of Proposed Action 

Preferred Alternative - Alternative 4A (Figure 2-1) 

Alternative 4A, the Preferred Alternative, serves as the proposed action for the purpose of this 
evaluation.  This alternative would involve removing the existing bridge, building a replacement 
bridge, constructing a new stormwater management (SWM) facility, and resurfacing the bridge 
approaches from both directions.  This alternative would also include roadway improvements for 
both bridge approaches.  Below is a detailed description of the improvements included in 
Alternative 4A.  Preliminary Engineering plans for the Preferred Alternative are included as 
Appendix 1. 

The Preferred Alternative would include the replacement of the existing bridge by slightly 
realigning MD 478 to the north and elevating the roadway to improve the line-of-sight of the 
travelling public.  Along with the realignment, the roadway would be widened and a sidewalk 
would be constructed on both sides.  The improvements associated with the Preferred Alternative 
would require the acquisition of additional right-of-way and easements.  The Preferred 
Alternative would require the acquisition of the dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street, as the 
widening and realignment of the roadway would impact the residence.  The acquisition of this 
dwelling would also eliminate the safety concern related to the parking area directly in front of 
the house, as the parking area is located in close proximity to the roadway and bridge and the 
line of sight for oncoming traffic is suboptimal.  A retaining wall on the eastern streambank has 
been undermined by the eastward migration of the stream and any effort to repair the wall risks 
damaging the dwelling.  The acquisition of the property would allow for the construction of the 
SWM facility.  Construction of the SWM facility would include the construction of sidewalks 
and a standard Type A concrete curb and gutter system at both bridge approaches.  The existing 
drainage pipe on the eastern bridge approach would be cleaned and modified and a retaining wall 
would be extended to the current location of the dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street.  A 
bioretention facility would be constructed in the northeast quadrant of the parcel.  An access road 
would be constructed at the current location of the dwelling leading from the roadway to the 
proposed bioretention facility.  The proposed bioretention facility would be constructed at the 
current location of the swimming pool and garage foundation on the north end of the 703 West 
Potomac Street parcel (See Figure 2-1).  Additionally, rip rap would be installed at the north side 
of the bridge along both stream banks to improve bank stability.  This would avoid additional 
impacts to the town’s sewer line, as well as to any other dwellings that contribute to the 
significance of the Brunswick Historic District.  A retaining wall would be constructed in front 
of the dwelling at 701 West Potomac Street that would include a concrete base topped with eight 
inches of coping and a three-foot ornamental fence.  A concrete staircase would be constructed at 
the location of the existing concrete walkway leading to the dwelling. 
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Figure 2-1. Alternative 4A: Preferred Alternative 



 

6 
 

III. Description of Section 4(f) Resources 

Bridge No. 10089 [Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP) # F-2-92] was constructed 
in 1925 by the State Roads Commission (Contract # F 83) as part of the Good Roads Movement, 
a statewide road improvement program developed to meet local transportation needs.  In 1995, 
SHA identified 113 historic beam bridges throughout the state.  This structure was accepted by 
the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) as a historic bridge on April 3, 2001.  The construction of 
Bridge No. 10089 was part of the general trend towards upgrading state roads and bridges to 
improve intrastate access and may contribute to the Brunswick Historic District.  This section of 
MD 478 is a designated scenic route and Bridge No. 10089 is surrounded by residential land use.  
This structure is a SHA-owned concrete beam bridge with a clear roadway width of 24 feet and a 
span length of 25 feet that crosses over Crums Hollow Creek, a branch of the Potomac River 
(Figure 3-1).  The bridge is constructed of five concrete girders, plain concrete wing walls and 
abutments, and solid paneled concrete parapets.  Both approaches are flanked by modern metal 
guardrails that do not extend along the inside face of the parapets.  This structure is not a 
significant example of its type, however, it does retain integrity of its character-defining 
elements:  slab, longitudinal beams and parapet for the superstructure and abutments, piers, and 
wing walls for the substructure. 

The Brunswick Historic District was listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
(NR # F-2-009) on August 29, 1979.  The Brunswick Historic District includes the original town 
of Berlin, Maryland (currently Brunswick), along with the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad yards 
and the part of the “boom town” following along the rail yards (Connie and James 1978).  The 
southern end of the Brunswick Historic District overlaps the C&O Canal National Historical 
Park (NRHP # F-2-011) along the Potomac River (Romigh 1979).  Of the three sites in Maryland 
with large rail yards (Baltimore, Cumberland, and Brunswick), Brunswick is the only site 
containing a railroad community, adding to its historical significance.  The American Legion 
Home, the John L. Jordan House, the Wenner farmhouse, and the Koenig House are the few 
buildings remaining from the first 100 years of the town: 1790-1890.  These buildings are all 
considered structures of particular historic merit within the Brunswick Historic District.  These 
buildings represent the early history of Berlin, as it existed as a small trade-oriented town prior to 
the construction of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad in the 1890’s.  The remainder of the historic 
district is representative of the Brunswick railroad town following the establishment of the large 
rail yard.  These buildings were constructed between 1890 and 1930 as a result of the railroad-
induced building boom.  Most of the houses built during this timeframe are closely spaced row-
type houses, constructed for railroad workers and affiliates. 
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Several historically important structures are located within the Brunswick Historic District and 
surrounding area (Figure 3-4).  The Brunswick Railway Station, also known as the Baltimore 
and Ohio Westbound Station, is located at the corner of South Maple Avenue, south of West 
Potomac Street (MIHP # F-2-106).  This Queen Anne style station was constructed in 1881 as an 
incentive for potential buyers of other Real Estate and Improvement Company properties within 
the town.  Another notable historic structure is the Brunswick Museum (MIHP # F-2-105), 
located at 40-45 West Potomac Street.  The Brunswick Museum was originally founded as the 
Brunswick Railroad Museum in 1974.  This museum originally focused on local railroad history, 
but has since expanded to include the general history of Brunswick. 

Another nearby SHA bridge, Bridge No. 10024, was nominated but determined ineligible for 
induction to the NRHP (MHT # F-2-37) because it is not a contributing resource to the 
Brunswick Historic District and it was constructed after the town’s period of significance.  
Bridge No. 10024 crosses the Potomac River approximately half of a mile from Bridge No. 
10089.  Constructed between 1953 and 1955, Bridge No. 10024 is a steel deck-girder and steel-
beam bridge that carries MD 17 over the Potomac River and CSX Railroad (formerly the 
Baltimore and Ohio Railroad) between Maryland and Virginia (Streett 2007).  The New Addition 
Survey District (MIHP # F-2-77), located to the west of Brunswick, is a 1906 suburb containing 
significant examples of architecture: vernacular middle-class dwelling houses (Davis 1991).  
MD 478 connects the southern edge of the New Addition Survey District with the Brunswick 
Historic District, crossing Bridge No. 10089 between the two. 

The dwellings at 703 West Potomac Street, 701 West Potomac Street, and 615 West Potomac 
Street are not recognized by the NRHP as having particular historic merit.  The residences do, 
however, fall under list three in the nomination form, which includes properties that are 
considered contributing elements to the Brunswick Historic District.  The Brunswick Historic 
District, as a whole, falls under the district category of the NRHP nomination form.  The 
dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street is the last property on the western edge of the Brunswick 
Historic District, located adjacent to Bridge No. 10089 on MD 478/West Potomac Street.  The 
dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street and the adjacent dwelling (701 West Potomac Street) are 
separated from the rest of the housing on West Potomac Street by an alley and existing utility 
right-of-way.  The residence at 615 West Potomac Street is located on the east side of this alley.  
Other examples of historic residences are located along West Potomac to the east of all three of 
the aforementioned residences.  The dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street sits on a 0.464 acre lot 
on the north side of MD 478, is privately-owned, and is currently listed as a principal residence.  
The residence at 701 West Potomac Street sits on a 0.168 acre lot to the east of 703 West 
Potomac Street, is privately owned, and listed as a principal residence.  The dwelling at 615 
West Potomac Street is separated from the 701 and 703 West Potomac Street residences by an 
alley.  It sits on a 0.235 acre lot, is privately-owned and listed as a primary residence as well.   
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In general, the dwellings at 703 West Potomac Street, 701 West Potomac Street, and 615 West 
Potomac Street were initially recognized by MHT and are listed on the NRHP because of their 
location within the Brunswick Historic District, however, they are located at the far western edge 
of the district and were not identified as having particular historic merit (Figure 3-3). 

 

Figure 3-1. SHA Bridge No. 10089 (MIHP # F-2-92) 

 

Figure 3-2. Dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street, Part of the Brunswick Historic District 
(NRHP # F-2-009) 
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Figure 3-3. Looking East on MD 478 at Bridge No. 10089 and 703 West Potomac Street 
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Figure 3-4. Location Map of Nearby Historic Structures 
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IV. Use of Section 4(f) Resources 

The proposed improvements associated with the Preferred Alternative involve the replacement of 
Bridge No. 10089 and total take of the property and dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street, a 0.46 
acre lot.  The Preferred Alternative includes the addition of sidewalks, curbs and railings to the 
bridge.  Additional bank stabilization (rip-rap) is proposed upstream of the bridge as well.  The 
Preferred Alternative also includes the addition of sidewalks and curb and gutter to MD 478, as 
well as a retaining wall at the current location of the residence at 703 West Potomac Street.  A 
SWM facility access road and bioretention pond are proposed within the boundaries of the 703 
West Potomac Street property.  The realignment of MD 478 would permanently impact 508 
square feet (0.012 acre) of the 701 West Potomac Street residence between the roadway and 
front yard for the construction of an additional retaining wall and concrete steps.  These 
alterations would add new visual elements to the area and alter the aesthetics in ways that do not 
match the surrounding historical properties.  The proposed improvements also include widening 
of the roadway, which would result in additional impacts to the Brunswick Historic District on 
the south side of the roadway.  The widening of MD 478 would result in additional impacts to an 
approximate 1,746 square foot (0.04 acre) strip along the south side of MD 478.  Currently, 0.77 
acre of the Brunswick Historic District is located within the proposed MD 478 limit of 
disturbance. 

Alternative 4A would require the removal of approximately 0.18 acre of trees and would impact 
268 linear feet of waters of the U.S. and 0.30 acre of the 100-year floodplain.  This alternative 
would require a total of 0.57 acre of fee simple right-of-way acquisition from five properties 
located outside of SHA right-of-way.  Alternative 4A would cost approximately $4,660,000 to 
design and construct.  This alternative would result in 0.84 acre of permanent impacts to land 
within the boundaries of the Brunswick Historic District.  Of that total, 0.27 acre of land is 
within SHA right-of-way and 0.57 acre of property is outside of existing SHA right-of-way.  
Therefore, this alternative would require the fee-simple acquisition of 0.57 acre of property 
outside of SHA right-of-way.  Alternative 4A would also result in 0.002 acre of permanent 
impacts to properties not designated as Section 4(f) resources, outside of SHA right-of-way.  
Only one property not designated as a Section 4(f) resource, owned by CSX Transportation, 
would be impacted as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 

While this alternative would result in adverse impacts to Bridge No. 10089 and the Brunswick 
Historic District, Alternative 4A meets the purpose and need by addressing the bridge hydraulics 
and structural and geometric deficiencies of the bridge, thus improving driver safety, prolonging 
the service life, and overall lowering the long-term costs at the project location.  In addition, the 
Preferred Alternative would improve the line-of-sight along MD 478 along the western boundary 
of the Brunswick Historic District, address the safety issue caused by the residential parking area 
adjacent to the existing bridge, and provide bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. 

 



 

12 
 

V. Section 4(f) Avoidance Alternatives 

In addition to the SHA Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4A), four alternatives were considered 
to avoid impacting Section 4(f) resources. 

Alternative 1 - No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would involve no alterations to the existing roadway and would not 
impact any historic properties.  It would also involve no permanent or temporary impacts to the 
adjacent residential properties.  Since no improvements are proposed under this alternative, 
nothing would be done to address the problems related to bridge hydraulics and structural and 
geometric deficiencies of the bridge.  The No Build Alternative was found not to be prudent as it 
does not address the purpose and need of this project, which is to address problems related to 
bridge hydraulics and structural and geometric deficiencies of the bridge.   

Impacts and Costs 

Alternative 1 would result in no impacts to natural resources or historic resources and no 
displacements.  In addition, this alternative would not result in any right-of-way impacts.  
Initially, it would appear that the only costs associated with Alternative 1 would be the cost of 
general maintenance, as no activities would occur.  However, the bridge has an anticipated life 
expectancy of 10 years if no actions are taken to address the issues with the existing bridge.  At 
that time, the bridge would need to be rehabilitated in order to prevent the closure of the bridge.  
Due to the problems with the bridge hydraulics, as well as structural and geometric deficiencies, 
leaving the existing bridge in place is not a prudent or feasible alternative.   

Conclusion 

Alternative 1 is not considered to be prudent because it compromises the project to a degree that 
it is unreasonable to proceed in light of the project's stated purpose and need and it results in 
unacceptable safety or operational problems.  It would not meet the purpose and need of the 
project because it does not replace the structurally and geometrically deficient bridge.  In 
addition, Alternative 1 would not stop or remediate the undermining of the retaining wall 
adjacent to 703 West Potomac Street, resulting in further destabilization of the retaining wall.  
This alternative would not address the issues with line-of-sight and it would not provide bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations. 
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Alternative 5A – Bypass North Alternative 

Alternative 5A would include the construction of a new roadway approximately 1.14 miles to the 
north of the existing bridge, avoiding all impacts to the Brunswick Historic District, as well as 
the bridge (see Figure 5-1).  The roadway would begin to the northwest of the MD 79/MD 17 
intersection and traverse toward the southwest before turning nearly due south, where it would 
cross a new bridge over Crums Hollow Creek to the northwest of the existing bridge before 
connecting to MD 478 to the west of the existing bridge.  This alternative would require a 
substantial amount of additional right-of-way, extensive tree clearing, and it would be much 
costlier than other alternatives evaluated.  Leaving the existing bridge in place would add 
inspection and maintenance costs to continue to address undermining issues and the retaining 
wall adjacent to the dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street.  While Alternative 5A may meet some 
aspects of the purpose and need, it is not a practical solution. 

Impacts and Costs 

Alternative 5A would require the removal of approximately 4.15 acres of trees and it would 
impact 0.92 acre of the 100-year floodplain of Crums Hollow Creek and 85 linear feet of waters 
of the U.S.  This alternative would require a total of over nine acres of fee simple right-of-way 
from four separate properties.  No residences or businesses would be relocated.  Alternative 5A 
would require substantial detours around the Brunswick Historic District, increasing travel times.  
The existing bridge would continue to require maintenance in order to prevent further 
deterioration of the bridge and retaining wall.  If the existing bridge is not replaced or 
rehabilitated, it would continue to deteriorate.  In addition, Crums Hollow Creek would continue 
to undermine the retaining wall, resulting in further instability of the wall and jeopardizing the 
residence at 703 West Potomac Street.  Alternative 5A would cost approximately $20,730,000 
for the design and construction of a new roadway and bridge.   

Conclusion 

In light of the project’s stated purpose and need, Alternative 5A is not considered to be prudent 
because it compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed and results in 
unacceptable safety and operational problems and it causes severe social, economic, and 
environmental impacts.  This alternative would not address the safety issue caused by the 
residential parking area.  It would not meet the purpose and need of the project because it does 
not provide bicycle or pedestrian accommodations.  Alternative 5A would not stop or remediate 
the undermining of the retaining wall adjacent to 703 West Potomac Street, resulting in further 
destabilization of the retaining wall.  In addition, this alternative would not meet the purpose and 
need, as it would require ongoing maintenance of the existing structurally deficient bridge.  
While impacts to historic resources would be avoided temporarily, the bridge and the residence 
at 703 West Potomac Street would be in jeopardy, as this alternative would not address the 
structural issues plaguing the retaining wall and the bridge. 



 

14 
 

This alternative would require substantial detours around the Brunswick Historic District, 
increasing travel times.  Alternative 5A would result in a total of over nine acres of fee-simple 
right-of-way from four properties.  This alternative would result in additional tree impacts and 
has a significantly higher cost in comparison to the preferred alternative.   

Alternative 5B – Bypass Loop Alternative 

Alternative 5B would include constructing a new roadway approximately 0.81 mile to the north 
of MD 478, avoiding all impacts to the Brunswick Historic District, as well as the bridge (see 
Figure 5-1).  The roadway would begin to the west of the MD 17/Center Street intersection, 
travel west before turning south, where it would cross a new bridge over Crums Hollow Creek to 
the northwest of the existing bridge before connecting to MD 478 to the west of the existing 
bridge.  This alternative would require a substantial amount of additional right-of-way, extensive 
tree clearing, and it would be much costlier than other alternatives evaluated.  Leaving the 
existing bridge in place would add inspection and maintenance costs to continue to address 
undermining issues.  While Alternative 5B may meet some aspects of the purpose and need, it is 
not a prudent solution. 

Impacts and Costs 

Alternative 5B would require the removal of approximately 2.95 acres of trees and it would 
impact 0.92 acre of the 100-year floodplain of Crums Hollow Creek and 85 linear feet of waters 
of the U.S.  This alternative would require a total of over six acres of fee simple right-of-way 
from three separate property owners.  No residences or businesses would be relocated.  
Alternative 5B would require substantial detours around the Brunswick Historic District, 
increasing travel times.  The existing bridge would continue to require maintenance in order to 
prevent further deterioration of the bridge and retaining wall.  If the existing bridge is not 
replaced or rehabilitated, it would continue to deteriorate.  In addition, Crums Hollow Creek 
would continue to undermine the retaining wall, resulting in further instability of the wall and 
jeopardizing the residence at 703 West Potomac Street.  Alternative 5B would cost 
approximately $15,840,000 for the design and construction of a new roadway and bridge. 

Conclusion 

In light of the project’s stated purpose and need, Alternative 5B is not considered to be prudent 
because it compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed and results in 
unacceptable safety and operational problems and it causes severe social, economic, and 
environmental impacts.  This alternative would not address the safety issue caused by the 
residential parking area.  It would not meet the purpose and need of the project because it does 
not provide bicycle or pedestrian accommodations.  Alternative 5B would not stop or remediate 
the undermining of the retaining wall adjacent to 703 West Potomac Street, resulting in further 
destabilization of the retaining wall. 
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In addition, this alternative would not meet the purpose and need, as it would require ongoing 
maintenance of the existing structurally deficient bridge.  While impacts to historic resources 
would be avoided temporarily, the bridge and the residence at 703 West Potomac Street would 
be in jeopardy, as this alternative would not address the structural issues plaguing the retaining 
wall and the bridge.  This alternative would require substantial detours around the Brunswick 
Historic District, increasing travel times.  Alternative 5B would result in a total of over six acres 
of fee-simple right-of-way from three separate properties.  This alternative would result in 
additional tree impacts and has a significantly higher cost in comparison to the preferred 
alternative.   

Alternative 5C – Local Bypass Alternative 

Alternative 5C would include the construction of a new roadway approximately 0.65 miles to the 
north of the existing bridge, avoiding all impacts to the Brunswick Historic District, as well as 
the bridge (see Figure 5-1).  The roadway would begin to the north of the MD 17/West C Street 
intersection, traverse toward the west before turning toward the south, where it would cross a 
new bridge over Crums Hollow Creek to the northwest of the existing bridge before connecting 
to MD 478 to the west of the existing bridge.  This alternative would require a substantial 
amount of additional right-of-way, extensive tree clearing, and it would be much costlier than the 
Preferred Alternative and minimization alternatives evaluated.  Leaving the existing bridge in 
place would add inspection and maintenance costs to continue to address undermining issues.  
While Alternative 5C may meet some aspects of the purpose and need, it is not a practical 
solution.   

Impacts and Costs 

Alternative 5C would require the removal of approximately 2.36 acres of trees and it would 
impact 0.92 acre of the 100-year floodplain of Crums Hollow Creek and 85 linear feet of waters 
of the U.S.  This alternative would require a total of over five acres of fee simple right-of-way 
from four separate property owners.  No residences or businesses would be relocated.  
Alternative 5C would require substantial detours around the Brunswick Historic District, 
increasing travel times.  The existing bridge would continue to require maintenance in order to 
prevent further deterioration of the bridge and retaining wall.  If the existing bridge is not 
replaced or rehabilitated, it would continue to deteriorate.  In addition, Crums Hollow Creek 
would continue to undermine the retaining wall, resulting in further instability of the wall and 
jeopardizing the residence at 703 West Potomac Street.  Alternative 5C would cost 
approximately $13,780,000 for the design and construction of the new roadway and bridge. 
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Conclusion 

In light of the project’s stated purpose and need, Alternative 5C is not considered to be prudent 
because it compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed and results in 
unacceptable safety and operational problems and it causes severe social, economic, and 
environmental impacts.  This alternative would not address the safety issue caused by the 
residential parking area.  It would not meet the purpose and need of the project because it does 
not provide bicycle or pedestrian accommodations.  In addition, it would not meet the purpose 
and need of the project because it would not replace the structurally and geometrically deficient 
bridge.  Alternative 5C would not stop or remediate the undermining of the retaining wall 
adjacent to 703 West Potomac Street, resulting in further destabilization of the retaining wall. 

In addition, this alternative would not meet the purpose and need, as it would require ongoing 
maintenance of the existing structurally deficient bridge.  While impacts to historic resources 
would be avoided temporarily, the bridge and the residence at 703 West Potomac Street would 
be in jeopardy, as this alternative would not address the structural issues plaguing the retaining 
wall and the bridge.  This alternative would require substantial detours around the Brunswick 
Historic District, increasing travel times.  While impacts to historic resources would be avoided, 
Alternative 5C would result in a total of over five acres of fee-simple right-of-way from four 
separate properties.  This alternative would result in additional tree impacts and has a 
significantly higher cost in comparison to the preferred alternative.   
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Figure 5-1. Alternative 5 – Avoidance Alternatives 
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VI.  Least Overall Harm Analysis 

Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1), if the avoidance analysis determines that there is no feasible and 
prudent avoidance alternative, then only the alternative that causes the least overall harm may be 
approved.  The following 10 alternatives include reductions in various components of the project 
in an effort to minimize impacts to the bridge and the Brunswick Historic District.  Table 3 
summarizes each alternative, including quantities of Section 4(f) property ROW acquisition and 
cost.  Table 4 presents the Least Overall Harm Analysis, using the evaluation of seven factors 
identified in 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1).  

Alternative 2 – Rehabilitate Existing Bridge 

Alternative 2 would include the rehabilitation of the existing structure, retaining its historic 
integrity (see Figure 6-1).  The concrete has deteriorated to the point that it is cracked through to 
the reinforcing steel.  In addition, the footings for the bridge have been undermined by the 
stream bed, which is lower than the base of the footings.  Alternative 2 would require the 
replacement of the entire deck and concrete beam superstructure, including the existing parapet 
walls.  At a minimum, the undermined footings would need to be rehabilitated.  While 
rehabilitation would extend the serviceable life of the bridge by 10 to 15 years, the alternative 
would not address the functional obsolescence of the bridge nor its geometric and hydraulic 
deficiencies.   

This alternative would not prevent Crums Hollow Creek from continuing its eastward migration, 
which currently threatens to destabilize the foundation of the dwelling at 703 West Potomac 
Street, nor would it address the safety issue of having a residential parking area within SHA 
right-of-way at the northeast corner of the bridge.  The existing bridge does not meet current 
AASHTO criteria and it does not meet SHA Bicycle Compatibility Criteria.  Design exceptions 
for the AASHTO criteria and a waiver of the SHA Bicycle Compatibility Criteria are required.  
For these reasons, Alternative 2 does not meet the purpose and need for the project.  

Impacts and Costs 

Alternative 2 would require the removal of 0.03 acre of trees and it would impact 50 linear feet 
of waters of the U.S. and 0.03 acre of the 100-year floodplain of Crums Hollow Creek.  
Alternative 2 would not require any additional right-of-way, as it would only include the 
rehabilitation of the existing structure.  Alternative 2 would cost approximately $2,030,000 to 
design and construct.  Right-of-way costs have not been included, but would need to be 
considered.  This alternative would result in 0.14 acre of permanent impacts to land within the 
boundaries of the Brunswick Historic District, all of which is located within SHA right-of-way. 
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Conclusion 

The rehabilitation of the bridge would cost nearly half as much as the replacement of the bridge.  
While this alternative would extend the life of the bridge to 10-15 years, the life expectancy of a 
new bridge would be 75 to 100 years.  The concrete of the existing bridge has deteriorated to the 
point that it is cracked through to the reinforcing steel.  In addition, the footings for the bridge 
have been undermined by the stream bed, which is lower than the base of the footings.  These 
conditions make any rehabilitation of the bridge through sound engineering practices difficult.  
The rehabilitation of the existing bridge is not a feasible alternative due to the poor condition of 
the bridge.  In light of the project’s stated purpose and need, Alternative 2 is not considered to be 
prudent because it compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed and 
results in unacceptable safety and operational problems.  It would not meet the purpose and need 
of the project because it would not replace the structurally and geometrically deficient bridge.  In 
addition, Alternative 2 would not stop or remediate the undermining of the retaining wall 
adjacent to 703 West Potomac Street, resulting in further destabilization of the retaining wall.  
This alternative would not address the issues with line of sight and it would not provide bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations. 

Alternative 2A – Rehabilitate and Widen Existing Bridge 

Alternative 2A would include the rehabilitation and widening of the existing bridge (see Figure 
6-2).  This alternative would include the replacement of the deck and concrete beam 
superstructure, including the existing parapet walls.  The retaining wall located at the northeast 
corner of the bridge would need to be removed and rebuilt and the roadway would be widened, 
resulting in the demolition of 703 West Potomac Street.  While this resource is not an 
individually significant historic resource, it is listed as a in the NRHP as a structure that 
contributes to the significance of the Brunswick Historic District.  The wing wall on the 
northwest corner of the bridge would need to be replaced.  Widening the bridge and roadway to 
the north would push the roadway closer to the stream channel on the north side, requiring the 
construction of a retaining wall.  In addition, the existing abutments would need to be widened to 
the north.  The footings would need to be stabilized. 

This alternative would not address structural deficiencies described above nor would it address 
the existing hydraulic deficiencies.  This alternative would not meet the project’s purpose and 
need.  As described earlier, the concrete has deteriorated to the point that it is cracked through to 
the reinforcing steel.  Additionally, the footings for the bridge have been undermined by the 
stream bed, which is lower than the base of the footings.  These conditions make any 
rehabilitation of the bridge through sound engineering practices difficult.  In addition, this 
alternative would not prevent the eastward migration Crums Hollow Creek, which currently 
threatens to destabilize the foundation of the dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street.  The existing 
bridge does not meet current AASHTO criteria and it does not meet SHA Bicycle Compatibility 
Criteria.  Design exceptions for the AASHTO criteria and a waiver of the SHA Bicycle 
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Compatibility Criteria are required.  For these reasons, Alternative 2 would not meet the purpose 
and need for the project. 

Impacts and Costs 

Alternative 2A would require the removal of approximately 0.23 acre of trees and it would 
impact 85 linear feet of waters of the U.S. and 0.03 acre of the 100-year floodplain of Crums 
Hollow Creek.  This alternative would require the fee-simple right-of-way acquisition of 0.53 
acre from three properties, including one residential displacement, located to the north of 
MD 478.  Alternative 2A would permanently impact approximately 0.83 acre of the Brunswick 
Historic District, including 0.30 acre within and 0.53 acre outside of SHA right-of-way.  
Alternative 2A would cost approximately $3,710,000 to design and construct.  Right-of-way 
costs have not been included, but would need to be considered.  Coordination with MHT would 
be required to adequately minimize impacts to the historic integrity of the bridge. 

Conclusion 

The rehabilitation and widening of the bridge would cost slightly less than the replacement of the 
bridge, but would only extend the life of the bridge to 10-15 years, whereas the life expectancy 
of a new bridge would be 75 to 100 years.  In light of the project’s stated purpose and need, 
Alternative 2A is not considered to be prudent because it compromises the project to a degree 
that it is unreasonable to proceed and results in unacceptable safety and operational problems and 
it causes severe social, economic, and environmental impacts.  It would not meet the purpose and 
need of the project as it would not replace the structurally and geometrically deficient bridge.  
The retaining wall located at the northeast corner of the bridge would need to be removed and 
rebuilt and the roadway would be widened, resulting in the demolition of 703 West Potomac 
Street.  This alternative would not address the issues with line of sight.  In addition, this 
alternative would result in significant impacts to trees and waters of the U.S. 
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Alternative 3 – Construct New Bridge Parallel and to the South 

Alternative 3 would include the construction of a new bridge on a parallel alignment to the south 
of the existing structure (see Figure 6-3).  Alternative 3 would require significant additional 
right-of-way from CSX Transportation; impact a large sewer line owned by the Town of 
Brunswick; require the relocation of overhead utility lines; and cause impacts to waters of the 
U.S. and trees.  Significant grading and paving would be required, which would result in 
increased stormwater management requirements.  Leaving the existing bridge in place would add 
inspection and maintenance costs to continue to address undermining issues.  In addition, this 
alternative would not prevent the eastward migration Crums Hollow Creek, which currently 
threatens to destabilize the foundation of the dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street.  The existing 
bridge does not meet current AASHTO criteria and it does not meet SHA Bicycle Compatibility 
Criteria.  Design exceptions for the AASHTO criteria and a waiver of the SHA Bicycle 
Compatibility Criteria are required.  While Alternative 3 may meet the purpose and need, it is 
not considered a prudent solution. 

Impacts/Costs 

Alternative 3 would require the removal of approximately 0.71 acre of trees and would impact 
121 linear feet of waters of the U.S. and 0.15 acre of the 100-year floodplain of Crums Hollow 
Creek.  This alternative would require a total of 1.08 acres of fee simple right-of-way acquisition 
from one property, CSX Transportation. 

Alternative 3 would cost approximately $7,770,000 to design and construct.  Right-of-way costs 
have not been included, but would need to be considered.  This alternative would result in one 
acre of permanent impacts to land within the boundaries of the Brunswick Historic District, 
including 0.60 acre outside of and 0.40 acre within SHA right-of-way. 

Conclusion 

While Alternative 3 would meet the project purpose and need, it is not considered to be prudent 
since it would cause severe social, economic, and environmental impacts.  This alternative would 
require a significant amount of right-of-way acquisition and would impact a large sewer line 
owned by the Town of Brunswick.  In addition, this alternative would result in significant 
impacts to trees and waters of the U.S.  The existing bridge would continue to require 
maintenance in order to prevent further deterioration of the bridge and retaining wall.  If the 
existing bridge is not replaced or rehabilitated, it would continue to deteriorate.  In addition, 
Crums Hollow Creek would continue to undermine the retaining wall, resulting in further 
instability of the wall and jeopardizing the residence at 703 West Potomac Street.  Alternative 3 
would cost almost twice as much to construct as the Preferred Alternative.  Due to the 
unacceptable safety issues and impacts anticipated, Alternative 3 would not be considered 
prudent. 
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Alternative 3A – Construct New Bridge Parallel and to the North 

Alternative 3A would include the construction of a new bridge on a parallel alignment to the 
north of the existing structure (see Figure 6-4).  Alternative 3A would impact a large sewer line 
and water lines, both owned by the Town of Brunswick, an overhead utility line, and would 
result in impacts to waters of the U.S. and trees.  In addition, this alternative would require the 
acquisition of three residences; 703 West Potomac Street, 701 West Potomac Street, and 615 
West Potomac Street, all of which contribute to the Brunswick Historic District.  Leaving the 
existing bridge in place would add inspection and maintenance costs to continue to address 
undermining issues.  In addition, this alternative would not prevent the eastward migration 
Crums Hollow Creek, which currently threatens to destabilize the foundation of the dwelling at 
703 West Potomac Street.  The existing bridge does not meet current AASHTO criteria and it 
does not meet SHA Bicycle Compatibility Criteria.  Design exceptions for the AASHTO criteria 
and a waiver of the SHA Bicycle Compatibility Criteria are required.  While Alternative 3A may 
meet the purpose and need, it is not considered a prudent solution.   

Impacts/Costs 

Alternative 3A would require the removal of 0.15 acre of trees and would impact 0.36 acre of the 
100-year floodplain of Crums Hollow Creek and 187 linear feet of waters of the U.S.  This 
alternative would require a total of 1.12 acres of fee simple right-of-way acquisition from eight 
separate properties, three of which would require residential relocation.  All three of the affected 
residences that would be displaced are considered contributing elements to the Brunswick 
Historic District. 

Alternative 3A would cost approximately $7,560,000 to design and construct.  Right-of-way 
costs have not been included, but would need to be considered.  This alternative would result in 
one acre of permanent impacts to land within the Brunswick Historic District boundary, 
including 0.56 acre outside of and 0.44 acre within SHA right-of-way. 
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Conclusion 

While Alternative 3A would meet the project purpose and need, it is not considered to be prudent 
because it causes severe social, economic, and environmental impacts.  This alternative would 
require a significant amount of right-of-way acquisition and would impact a large sewer line 
owned by the Town of Brunswick.  Alternative 3A would require the right-of-way acquisition of 
703 West Potomac Street, 701 West Potomac Street, and 615 West Potomac Street, all of which 
contribute to the Brunswick Historic District.  In addition, this alternative would result in 
significant impacts to trees and waters of the U.S.  The existing bridge would continue to require 
maintenance in order to prevent further deterioration of the bridge and retaining wall.  If the 
existing bridge is not replaced or rehabilitated, it would continue to deteriorate.  In addition, 
Crums Hollow Creek would continue to undermine the retaining wall, resulting in further 
instability of the wall and jeopardizing the residence at 703 West Potomac Street.  Furthermore, 
Alternative 3A would cost nearly twice as much to construct as the Preferred Alternative.  Due to 
the unacceptable safety issues and impacts anticipated, Alternative 3A would not be considered 
prudent.   

Alternative 4 – Replace Existing Bridge In-Kind 

Alternative 4 would include the in-kind replacement of the existing bridge along the current 
alignment (see Figure 6-5).  This solution would involve costly grading and stabilization, 
extensive design and engineering efforts, and considerable impacts to waters of the U.S. and 
trees.  The retaining wall adjacent to 703 West Potomac Street would be reconstructed, resulting 
in the demolition of the residence.  Relocating the SWM facility to another quadrant may not 
prevent the eastward migration of the stream, which currently threatens to destabilize the 
foundation of the dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street.  The existing bridge does not meet 
current AASHTO criteria and it does not meet SHA Bicycle Compatibility Criteria.  Design 
exceptions for the AASHTO criteria and a waiver of the SHA Bicycle Compatibility Criteria are 
required.  Given that a new bridge would be constructed and the future ADT would be 5,400, 
there is no justification for not meeting these criteria, which would require a wider bridge.  
Additionally, Alternative 4 would not address the safety issue caused by the residential parking 
area.  This alternative would not address the issues with line of sight and it would not provide 
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.  For these reasons, Alternative 4 would not meet the 
purpose and need of the project.  
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Impacts and Costs 

Alternative 4 would require the removal of 0.03 acre of trees and would impact 0.03 acre of the 
100-year floodplain of Crums Hollow Creek and 50 linear feet of waters of the U.S.  This 
alternative would require the acquisition and demolition of 703 West Potomac Street, since the 
replacement of the bridge would require the replacement of the retaining wall adjacent to the 
dwelling.  Alternative 4 would cost approximately $2,830,000 for the design and construction of 
a new bridge.  This alternative would result in 0.14 acre of permanent impacts to land within the 
boundaries of the Brunswick Historic District, all of which is located within SHA right-of-way.  
In addition, Alternative 4 would require the removal of the existing bridge.   

Conclusion 

In light of the light of the project’s stated purpose and need, Alternative 4 is not considered to be 
prudent because it compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed and 
results in unacceptable safety and operational problems.  It would not meet the purpose and need 
of the project because it would not address the geometric deficiencies of the bridge.  In addition, 
Alternative 4 would not stop or remediate the undermining of the retaining wall adjacent to 703 
West Potomac Street, resulting in further destabilization of the retaining wall.  This alternative 
would not address the issues with line of sight or the safety issue caused by the residential 
parking area and it would not provide bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.   

Alternative 4A – Realign and Replace Existing Bridge – Preferred Alternative 

As described under Section II, Description of the Proposed Action, the Preferred Alternative 
would include the replacement of the existing bridge by slightly realigning MD 478 to improve 
the line-of-sight of the travelling public.  Along with the realignment, the roadway would be 
widened and a sidewalk would be constructed on both sides.  The improvements associated with 
the Preferred Alternative would require the acquisition of additional right-of-way and easements.   

Alternatives 2 and 2A include the rehabilitation of the exiting bridge.  Alternatives 3 and 3A 
propose a new roadway and bridge alignments.  Alternative 4 would include the in-kind 
replacement of the bridge along the existing alignment.  Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, 3A and 4 would 
not meet current AASHTO criteria or SHA Bicycle Compatibility Criteria.  Alternative 4A 
includes the replacement and realignment of the bridge and roadway.  This alternative would 
include the widening of the roadway and sidewalk construction, which would enable the 
alternative to meet current AASHTO criteria, as well as SHA Bicycle Compatibility Criteria.  
Alternative 4A is the only alternative that would meet AASHTO design criteria, as well as SHA 
Bicycle Compatibility Criteria.  Alternative 4A would address the geometric deficiencies of the 
bridge and address the issues surrounding the existing retaining wall.  This alternative would 
minimize impacts to natural resources to the maximum extent practicable, while meeting the 
necessary criteria mentioned. 
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The Preferred Alternative would require the acquisition of the dwelling at 703 West Potomac 
Street to eliminate the safety concern related to the parking area directly in front of the house, as 
the parking area is located in close proximity to the roadway and bridge and the line of sight for 
oncoming traffic is suboptimal.  This wall has been undermined by the eastward migration of 
Crums Hollow Creek, which has resulted in the instability of the wall and currently jeopardizes 
the residence at 703 West Potomac Street.  Any effort to repair the wall risks damaging the 
dwelling.  The acquisition of the property would allow for the construction of the SWM facility.  
Construction of the SWM facility would include the construction of sidewalks and a standard 
Type A concrete curb and gutter system at both bridge approaches.  The existing drainage pipe 
on the eastern bridge approach would be cleaned and modified and a retaining wall would be 
extended to the current location of the dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street. 

A bioretention facility would be constructed in the northeast quadrant of the parcel.  An access 
road would be constructed at the current location of the dwelling leading from the roadway to the 
proposed bioretention facility.  The proposed bioretention facility would be constructed at the 
current location of the swimming pool and garage foundation on the north end of the 703 West 
Potomac Street parcel (refer back to Figure 2-1).  Additionally, rip rap would be installed at the 
north side of the bridge along both stream banks to improve bank stability.  This would avoid 
additional impacts the town’s sewer line, as well as to dwellings that contribute to the 
significance of the Brunswick Historic District.  A retaining wall would be constructed in front 
of the dwelling at 701 West Potomac Street that would include a concrete base topped with eight 
inches of coping and a three-foot ornamental fence.  A concrete staircase would be constructed at 
the location of the existing concrete walkway leading to the dwelling. 

Impacts and Costs 

Alternative 4A would require the removal of approximately 0.18 acre of trees and would impact 
268 linear feet of waters of the U.S. and 0.30 acre of the 100-year floodplain of Crums Hollow 
Creek.  This alternative would require a total of 0.57 acre of fee simple right-of-way acquisition 
from five properties.  Alternative 4A would cost approximately $4,660,000 to design and 
construct.  This alternative would result in 0.84 acre of permanent impacts to land within the 
boundaries of the Brunswick Historic District, including 0.57 acre of property outside of existing 
SHA right-of-way.  Alternative 4A would also result in 0.17 acre of permanent impacts to 
properties not designated as Section 4(f) resources, outside of SHA right-of-way.  Only one 
property not designated as a Section 4(f) resource, owned by CSX Transportation, would be 
impacted as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Conclusion 

While this alternative would result in an adverse impact to Bridge No. 10089 and the Brunswick 
Historic District, Alternative 4A best meets the purpose and need by addressing the bridge 
hydraulics and structural and geometric deficiencies of the bridge, thus improving driver safety, 
prolonging the service life, and overall lowering the long-term costs at the project location.  In 
addition, the Preferred Alternative would improve the line-of-sight along MD 478 along the 
western boundary of the Brunswick Historic District, address the safety issue caused by the 
residential parking area adjacent to the existing bridge, and provide bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations. 

Temporary Impacts to Natural Resources 

Since the avoidance and minimization alternatives were developed, the Preferred Alternative has 
been further refined and mitigation measures have been developed.  The Preferred Alternative 
would result in temporary impacts to approximately 130 linear feet of Crums Hollow Creek and 
0.17 acre of the 100-year floodplain of Crums Hollow Creek. 

These impacts would be a result of the temporary stream diversion required for the construction 
of the bridge and retaining wall, as well as stream stabilization measures both upstream and 
downstream from the existing bridge.  In addition, the Proposed Alternative may impact 
approximately 0.33 acre of forest, primarily to the south of MD 478, as a result of utility 
relocations.  It is reasonable to expect that Alternatives 2A and 3A would result in similar 
impacts, as they would require a temporary stream diversion, stream stabilization, and utility 
relocations, similar in nature to those expected as part of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Figure 6-1. Alternative 2: Rehabilitate Existing Bridge 
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Figure 6-2. Alternative 2A: Rehabilitate and Widen Existing Bridge 
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Figure 6-3. Alternative 3: Construct New Bridge to the South, Retain Existing Bridge 
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Figure 6-4. Alternative 3A: Construct New Bridge to the North, Retain Existing Bridge 
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Figure 6-5. Alternative 4: Replace Existing Bridge In-Kind 
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Table 1: Impact Summary of Project Alternatives 

Alternative/Option 
Section 4(f) 
Resource 

Avoidance? 

Meets 
Purpose 

and 
Need?* 

4(f) Property 
Impacts 

[perm/temp 
(ac)]** 

Forest 
Impacts 

(ac) 

Impacts to 
Water 

Resources 
(Floodplain/ 

Waters of the 
U.S.) 

Non- 4(f) 
Property 
Impacts 

[(# of 
properties) 
perm/temp 

ac] 

Likely Effect 
Determination to 

Brunswick 
Historic District 

Approximate 
Cost (Design 

and 
Construction) 

Alternative 4A: 
Realign and Replace 
Existing Bridge - 
Preferred Alternative 
 

No Yes (3) 0.84/0 0.18 0.30 ac./268 LF (1) 0.17/0 Adverse Effect $4,660,000 

Avoidance          

Alternative 1: No 
Build Yes No 0 0 0 ac./0 LF 0 No Effect $570,000 

Alternative 5A: 
Bypass to the North 
Avoidance Alternative 

Yes No – B, D 0 4.15 0.92 ac./85 LF (4) 9+/0 No Adverse Effect $20,730,000 

Alternative 5B: 
Bypass Loop 
Avoidance Alternative 

Yes No – B, D 0 2.95 0.92 ac./85 LF (3) 6+/0 No Adverse Effect $15,840,000 

Alternative 5C: Local 
Bypass Avoidance 
Alternatives 

Yes No – B, D 0 2.36 0.92 ac./85 LF (4) 5+/0 No Adverse Effect $13,780,000 

Minimization      

Alternative 2: 
Rehabilitate Existing 
Bridge 

No No – A, B, 
C, D (2) 0 /0.14 0.03 0.03 ac./50 LF 0 No Adverse Effect $2,030,000 

Alternative 2A: 
Rehabilitate and 
Widen Existing Bridge 

No-  No – A, B, 
C, D (3) 0.83/0 0.23 0.03 ac./85 LF 0 Adverse Effect $3,710,000 
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Alternative/Option 
Section 4(f) 
Resource 

Avoidance? 

Meets 
Purpose 

and 
Need?* 

4(f) Property 
Impacts 

[perm/temp 
(ac)]** 

Forest 
Impacts 

(ac) 

Impacts to 
Water 

Resources 
(Floodplain/ 

Waters of the 
U.S.) 

Non- 4(f) 
Property 
Impacts 

[(# of 
properties) 
perm/temp 

ac] 

Likely Effect 
Determination to 

Brunswick 
Historic District 

Approximate 
Cost (Design 

and 
Construction) 

Alternative 3: 
Construct New 
Bridge to the South, 
Retain Existing 
Bridge 

No No- B (1) 1.00/0 0.71 0.15 ac./121 LF (1) 1.08/0 No Adverse Effect $7,770,000 

Alternative 3A: 
Construct New 
Bridge to the North, 
Retain Existing 
Bridge 

No No- B (5) 1.00/0 0.15 0.36 ac./187 LF (5) 0.12/0 Adverse Effect $7,560,000 

Alternative 4: 
Replace Existing 
Bridge 

No No- B, C, 
D (2) 0.14/0 0.03 0.03 ac./50 LF 0.40 Adverse Effect $2,830,000 

 
* (A) - Structural and Geometric Deficiencies; (B) –Hydraulic Deficiencies; (C) – Line of Sight Improvement; (D) – ADA Compliant Sidewalks 
** The total acreage does not include impacts within existing SHA right-of-way 
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Table 2: Least Overall Harm Analysis 

 
23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 
Factor 

Alternative 2: Rehabilitate 
Existing Bridge 

Alternative 2A: Rehabilitate 
and Widen Existing Bridge 

Alternative 3: Construct 
New Bridge to the South, 
Retain Existing Bridge 

Alternative 3A: Construct 
New Bridge to the North, 

Retain Existing Bridge 

Alternative 4: Replace 
Existing Bridge 

Alternative 4A: Realign and 
Replace Existing Bridge - 

Preferred Alternative 

Conclusions 

i. the ability to mitigate 
adverse impacts to each 
Section 4(f) property 
(including any measures 
that result in benefits to the 
property) 

• No mitigation required. • Mitigation measures 
include updating NRHP 
form, developing historic 
context report, or 
developing Historic 
American Buildings 
Survey (HABS) 
documentation 

• SWM facility would be 
constructed on 703 W. 
Potomac Street 

• No mitigation required. • Mitigation measures 
include updating NRHP 
form, developing historic 
context report, or 
developing Historic 
American Buildings 
Survey (HABS) 
documentation 

• SWM facility would be 
constructed on 703 W. 
Potomac Street 

• Parapets of  new bridge 
would feature recessed 
paneling on the exterior 
to match design of 
existing structure 

• Mitigation measures 
include updating NRHP 
form, developing historic 
context report, or 
developing Historic 
American Buildings 
Survey (HABS) 
documentation 

• Parapets of  new bridge 
would feature recessed 
paneling on the exterior 
to match design of 
existing structure 

• Mitigation measures 
include updating NRHP 
form, developing historic 
context report, or 
developing Historic 
American Buildings 
Survey (HABS) 
documentation 

• SWM facility would be 
constructed on 703 W. 
Potomac Street 

• Parapets of  new bridge 
will feature recessed 
paneling on the exterior 
to match design of 
existing structure 

• Alternatives 2 and 3-  no 
mitigation 

• Remaining build alternatives 
have equal ability to mitigate  

• Mitigation measures include 
updating the NRHP form, 
developing a historic context 
report, or developing HABS 
documentation 

• The SWM facility would be 
constructed on 703 W. Potomac 
Street  

• Parapets of  new bridge would 
feature recessed paneling on the 
exterior to match design of the 
existing structure 

ii. The relative severity of 
the remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to the protected 
activities, attributes, or 
features that qualify each 
Section 4(f) property for 
protection 

• Bridge would remain in 
place 

• 0.14 acre temporary 
impacts within the 
Brunswick Historic District 

• While the bridge would 
remain in place, it would 
include a significant 
rehabilitation that would 
affect the historic 
integrity of the bridge 

• 703 W. Potomac Street 
would be demolished 

• Would require 0.53 acre 
of fee simple acquisition 
and 0.30 acre of impacts 
within SHA ROW are 
within the Brunswick 
Historic District 

• Bridge would remain in 
place 

• Would impact 1.00 acre of 
the Brunswick Historic 
District, including 0.40 
acre within SHA ROW 
and 0.60 acre within 
property owned by CSXT 

• Bridge would remain in 
place 

• 703 W. Potomac Street, 
701 W. Potomac Street, 
and 615 W. Potomac 
Street would be 
demolished 

• Would impact 1.00 acre of 
the Brunswick Historic 
District, including 0.44 
acre within SHA ROW 
and 0.56 acre on private 
property 

• Bridge would be replaced 
• Would impact 0.54 acre 

of the Brunswick Historic 
District, including 0.14 
acre within SHA ROW 
and 0.40 acre on private 
property 

• Bridge and 703 W. 
Potomac Street would be 
demolished 

• Impacts to 701 W. 
Potomac Street would be 
minimal 

• Would impact 0.84 acre 
of the Brunswick Historic 
District, including 0.30 
acre within SHA ROW 
and 0.57 acre on private 
property 

• Alternatives 2 and 3- no adverse 
effect to bridge and the 
Brunswick Historic District.   

• Alternatives 2A and 3A- would 
preserve the existing bridge, but 
would adverse effect to the 
Brunswick Historic District due 
to the displacement of residences 

• Alternatives 4 and 4A- removes 
existing bridge and requires the 
demolition of 703 W. Potomac 
Street, resulting in an adverse 
effect to the Brunswick Historic 
District 

• Alternative 4 Alternative 3A- 
greatest amount of impact to 
Section 4(f) resources 

iii. The relative 
significance of each 
Section 4(f) property. 

• Bridge No. 1008900 and 
the Brunswick Historic 
District are considered 
significant Section 4(f) 
Resources 

• Bridge No. 1008900 and 
the Brunswick Historic 
District are considered 
significant Section 4(f) 
Resources  

• 703 W. Potomac Street 
contributes to the historic 
district 

• The Brunswick Historic 
District is considered a 
significant Section 4(f) 
Resource. 

• Bridge No. 1008900 and 
the Brunswick Historic 
District are considered 
significant Section 4(f) 
Resources.   

• 703 W. Potomac Street, 
701 W. Potomac Street, 
and 615 W. Potomac 
Street are contributing 
elements to the historic 
district. 

• Bridge No. 1008900 and 
the Brunswick Historic 
District are considered 
significant Section 4(f) 
Resources.   

• Bridge No. 1008900 and 
the Brunswick Historic 
District are considered 
significant Section 4(f) 
Resources.   

• 703 W. Potomac Street 
and 701 W. Potomac 
Street are contributing 
elements to the historic 
district. 

• Bridge No. 1008900 and the 
Brunswick Historic District are 
considered significant Section 
4(f) resources.   

• Residences at 703 W. Potomac 
Street, 701 W. Potomac Street, 
and 615 W. Potomac Street are 
contributing elements to the 
historic district. 
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23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 
Factor 

Alternative 2: Rehabilitate 
Existing Bridge 

Alternative 2A: Rehabilitate 
and Widen Existing Bridge 

Alternative 3: Construct 
New Bridge to the South, 
Retain Existing Bridge 

Alternative 3A: Construct 
New Bridge to the North, 

Retain Existing Bridge 

Alternative 4: Replace 
Existing Bridge 

Alternative 4A: Realign and 
Replace Existing Bridge - 

Preferred Alternative 

Conclusions 

iv. The views of the 
officials with jurisdiction 
over each Section 4(f) 
property 

 This alternative would likely result in an adverse effect to 
historic resources 

This alternative would likely 
result in de minimis impacts to 
historic resources  
 

This alternative would likely result in an adverse effect to historic resources Alternatives 2, 2A, 3A, 4, and 4A 
would all likely result in an adverse 
effect to historic resources.  
Alternative 3 would likely result in de 
minimis impacts to historic resources. 

v. The degree to which 
each alternative meets the 
purpose and need for the 
project. 

Does not meet purpose and need Meets most components of the purpose and need. Does not meet purpose and 
need 

Meets all components of the 
purpose and need. 

Only Alternative 4A meets all 
components of the project purpose 
and need. 

vi. After reasonable 
mitigation, the magnitude 
of any adverse impacts to 
resources not protected by 
Section 4(f) 

• 0.03 acre of the 100-year 
floodplain of Crums 
Hollow Creek 

• 50 linear feet of stream 
• 0.03 acre of trees 

• 0.03 acre of the 100-year 
floodplain of Crums 
Hollow Creek 

• 85 linear feet of stream 
• 0.23 acre of trees 

• 1.08 acre of property 
owned by CSXT 

• 0.15 acre of the 100-year 
floodplain of Crums 
Hollow Creek 

• 121 linear feet of stream 
• 0.71 acre of trees 

• 0.12 acre of land from 
five properties outside of 
historic district 

• 0.36 acre of the 100-year 
floodplain of Crums 
Hollow Creek 

• 187 linear feet of stream 
• 0.15 acre of trees 

• 0.03 acre of the 100-year 
floodplain of Crums 
Hollow Creek 

• 50 linear feet of stream 
• 0.03 acre of trees 

• 0.002 acre of property 
owned by CSXT 

• 0.30 acre of the 100-year 
floodplain of Crums 
Hollow Creek 

• 268 linear feet of stream 
• 0.18 acre of trees. 

• Alternative 2, 2A, and 4 - least 
amount of impacts 

• Alternative 4A- moderate 
amount of impacts  

• Alternatives 3 and 3A- increased 
amount of impacts when 
compared to Alternative 4A.   

vii. Substantial differences 
in cost among the 
alternatives 

$2,030,000 $3,710,000 $7,770,000 $7,560,000 $2,830,000 $4,660,000 The costs of alternatives are 
comparable; the preferred alternative 
is less expensive than Alternatives 3 
and 3A, but slightly more expensive 
than the remaining alternatives. 
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VII. All Possible Planning to Minimize Harm 

 
"All possible planning" includes all reasonable measures taken to minimize harm and mitigate 
for adverse impacts and effects.  For this Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, SHA has taken several 
steps to minimize the impacts of the Preferred Alternative, and it is documented in this section.  
However, the final determination of whether all possible planning has occurred has been 
reserved for the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, after consideration of comments on the Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation.  The Preferred Alternative includes the following measures to minimize 
adverse impacts on the 4(f) properties:  

1. Reduction in Proposed Travel Lane Width.  Lane width would be reduced from 12 
feet, as originally proposed, to 11 feet, to minimize the amount of roadway widening required 
while still meeting AASHTO standards. 
 
2. Reduction in Proposed Shoulder Width.  Shoulder width would be reduced to 5 feet - 3 
½ inches in order to minimize the amount of roadway widening required.  This is less than the 
minimum for bicycle compatibility (6 feet) and AASHTO requirements (8 feet). 
 
3. Minimizing Alterations to Current Profile.  The current profile does not meet 
AASHTO requirements.  To correct this, the roadway would need to be elevated several feet, 
which would increase the overall impact on the surrounding properties.  SHA is pursuing a 
design exception in order to maintain the current profile as much as possible. 
 
4. Avoiding Total Take of Additional House.  There are two houses located within the 
historic district adjacent to the bridge.  The house closest to the bridge, 703 West Potomac Street, 
is too close to avoid the total take and eventual demolition of the dwelling.  For the house at 701 
West Potomac Street, current plans involve placing a small retaining wall along the front of the 
property to minimize the impacts to the front yard. 
 
5. Maintaining Current Alignment of Roadway.  The current alignment of the roadway 
will be maintained due to the location of a sewer main that parallels the MD 478 roadway to the 
South.  Any shift of the road would require the acquisition of additional right-of-way and 
extensive tree impacts on the north side of the road. 

6. Parapets with Recessed Paneling.  The parapets of the new bridge will feature recessed 
paneling on the exterior to match the design of the existing structure and minimize changes to 
bridge aesthetics.
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VIII. Coordination  

On August 19, 2016, coordination was initiated with MHT to determine the effect that the 
proposed project would have on historic resources (see Appendix A).  It was determined that the 
proposed project would result in an adverse effect to historic resources.  On January 17, 2017, 
MHT concurred with this determination.  SHA will continue to coordinate with MHT and 
FHWA regarding mitigation for adverse impacts to historic resources and will continue to 
develop the Draft Memorandum of Agreement.   
 
On January 23, 2017, SHA requested that FHWA notify the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) that the proposed project would result in an adverse effect to historic 
properties (see Appendix A).  On February 9, 2017, the ACHP declined to participate, however, 
a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is required to be submitted with the ACHP upon 
completion of the consultation process. 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT AMONG 
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION, 

THE MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION’S 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION AND 

THE MARYLAND STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
PURSUANT TO 36 CFR PART 800 REGARDING 

THE REPLACEMENT OF MDOT/SHA BRIDGE NO. 1008900 
IN FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 

 
WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) proposes to assist the 
Maryland Department of Transportation’s State Highway Administration (MDOT/SHA) 
with the Replacement of MDOT/SHA Bridge No. 1008900 on MD 478 over a Branch of 
Potomac River in Brunswick, Frederick County (Undertaking); and  
 
WHEREAS, after detailed study of alternatives, the MDOT/SHA has selected the 
following Preferred Alternative for construction: Alternative 4A, replacing MDOT/SHA 
Bridge No. 1008900, realign MD 478, and acquiring for demolition the dwelling at 703 
West Potomac Street; and 
 
WHEREAS, the FHWA has determined that the Undertaking shall have an adverse effect 
on MDOT/SHA Bridge No. 1008900, which is eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion C; and  
 
WHEREAS, the MDOT/SHA has determined that mitigation for the adverse effect on 
MDOT/SHA Bridge No. 1008900 shall follow the method established in the Historic 
Bridge Programmatic Agreement among the Maryland Historical Trust, the FHWA, the 
MDOT/SHA and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council) on July 19, 
2013; and 
 
WHEREAS, the FHWA has determined that the Undertaking shall have an adverse effect 
on the Brunswick Historic District, which is listed in the NRHP under Criteria A and C; 
and  
 
WHEREAS, the FHWA has consulted with the Maryland State Historic Preservation 
Officer (MD SHPO) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, the regulations implementing Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 USC 306107); and 
 
WHEREAS, the FHWA has identified and consulted with the following parties in the 
Section 106 process: Frederick County Historic Preservation Commission; and  
 
WHEREAS, the MDOT/SHA has participated in consultation, has responsibilities for 
implementing stipulations under this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), and pursuant 
to 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(2) has been invited to be a signatory to this MOA;  
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WHEREAS, the FHWA notified the Council of the Undertaking’s adverse effect on 
historic properties and it has declined to participate in the consultation in a letter dated 
[Preparer’s Note: date will be inserted here]; and 
 
WHEREAS, the MD SHPO agrees that fulfillment of the terms of this MOA shall satisfy 
the responsibilities of any Maryland state agency under the requirements of the Maryland 
Historical Trust Act of 1985, as amended, State Finance and Procurement Article §§ 5A-
325 and 5A-326 of the Annotated Code of Maryland, for any components of the 
Undertaking that require licensing, permitting, and/or funding actions from Maryland 
state agencies; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, the FHWA, the MDOT/SHA and the MD SHPO agree that upon 
the FHWA’s decision to proceed with the construction of the Undertaking, the FHWA 
shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented in order to take into account 
the effects of the Undertaking on historic properties, and that these stipulations shall 
govern the Undertaking and all its parts until this MOA expires or is terminated. 
 

STIPULATIONS 
 
The FHWA and MDOT/SHA shall ensure that the following measures shall be 
implemented: 
 
I. Addendum Forms  

 
A. MIHP Addendum Form – At the conclusion of the project, the MDOT/SHA 

shall complete an MIHP Addendum Form for MDOT/SHA Bridge No. 
1008900 (F-2-092) to document the demolition of the bridge.   

 
B. NRHP Addendum Form – MDOT/SHA shall also complete an NRHP 

Addendum Form for the Brunswick Historic District.  The update will 
include: 
• An inventory listing of contributing and non-contributing resources, 

noting any demolitions or alterations to resources that have resulted in a 
change in integrity; 

• Mapping of contributing and non-contributing resources; 
• General streetscape photographs documenting the historic district’s overall 

appearance; 
• Updated statement of significance with additional historic context 

focusing on the historic district’s Baltimore & Ohio Railroad history; 
• One (1) page documentation of both 703 W Potomac Street and 

MDOT/SHA Bridge No. 1008900 including photographs of each resource 
prior to demolition and its relationship to buildings/landscape in the 
historic district. 

 



Memorandum of Agreement 
Replacement of MDOT/SHA Bridge No. 1008900 
Frederick County, Maryland 
Page 3 
 

C.  Use of Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Historical 
Investigations in Maryland – The Addendum Forms shall be developed in 
consultation with the MD SHPO’s Project Review and Compliance Section 
and shall follow the requirements detailed in the Standards and Guidelines for 
Architectural and Historical Investigations in Maryland (Maryland Historical 
Trust 2000) and in the Standards for Submission of Digital Images to the 
Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (Maryland Historical Trust 2008, 
as Revised January 2015).  The documentation shall include black and white 
digital photographs sufficient to portray the elevations and architectural 
details and a historic context that provides an accurate record of the resources.  
The documentation associated with the MIHP Forms shall consist of black 
and white photographs; negatives or slides (if used); color digital images on a 
75-year “gold”-type archival CD or DVD; photo log; and two location maps 
using the USGS Quadrangle Map.   

 
D.  Submission – The MDOT/SHA shall submit the MIHP Addendum Forms 

including the accompanying documentation to the MD SHPO for review and 
comment within five (5) years of execution of this MOA.  The MD SHPO’s 
review is subject to a thirty (30) day period beginning upon the date of receipt 
by the MD SHPO of said documentation package.  If applicable, the 
MDOT/SHA shall revise the MIHP Addendum Forms to address any MD 
SHPO comments. 

 
II. Public Interpretation 

A.  Interpretive Materials – The MDOT/SHA shall complete a public 
interpretive element that may include, but is not limited to, a temporary 
interpretive display and accompanying pamphlet.  These elements would 
focus on evolution of transportation routes in and through Brunswick 
throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and their importance 
to the city’s growth and prosperity. 

 
B.  Submission –The MDOT/SHA shall submit the proposed interpretive 

materials to the MD SHPO and Frederick County for review and comment 
within one (1) year of completion of the undertaking.  The MD SHPO’s 
review is subject to a thirty (30) day period beginning upon the date of receipt 
by the MD SHPO of said documentation package.  If applicable, the 
MDOT/SHA shall revise the interpretive panel to address any MD SHPO 
comments. 

 
III. Design Development, Alignment Modifications and Ancillary Activities 

The project may result in unforeseen effects on other historic properties due to 
changes made during design development, alignment modifications, or as a result 
of associated ancillary activities including, but not limited to: construction staging 
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areas, stormwater management facilities, wetland mitigation areas, reforestation 
areas, environmental stewardship activities, or other actions.  All design and 
construction elements that may affect historic properties shall be subject to review 
and concurrence by the MD SHPO.  The FHWA and the MDOT/SHA shall 
ensure that avoidance of adverse effects to historic properties is the preferred 
strategy and shall utilize all feasible, prudent, and practicable measures to avoid 
adverse effects. 

Should such activities be added for which cultural resources studies have not been 
completed, the MDOT/SHA shall ensure that consultation ensues with the MD 
SHPO, the FHWA and other relevant consulting parties as appropriate, and that 
all required cultural resources studies are implemented in accordance with the 
applicable performance standards in Stipulation IV and with the following 
procedures: 

A.  Identification --  The MDOT/SHA professional cultural resources staff shall 
review any additions or changes to the project and implement identification 
investigations as necessary to identify any historic properties that may be 
impacted by the proposed activity or alignment modification.  The 
MDOT/SHA shall provide all completed information to the MD SHPO and 
relevant consulting parties under this MOA for review and comment.   If the 
MD SHPO does not provide comments within thirty (30) calendar days of 
receipt, the MDOT/SHA may assume the MD SHPO acceptance of the 
results. 

B.  Evaluation -- The MDOT/SHA shall evaluate all cultural resources identified 
in the areas inventoried under Stipulation II.A. in accordance with 36 CFR § 
800.4(c) to determine their eligibility for the NRHP.  The MDOT/SHA shall 
provide the results of any such evaluation efforts to the MD SHPO and 
relevant consulting parties for review and comment.  If the MD SHPO does 
not provide comments within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt, the 
MDOT/SHA may assume the MD SHPO’s acceptance of the results. 

C.  Treatment -- Should any property eligible for inclusion in the NRHP be 
identified under Stipulation II.B., the MDOT/SHA shall make a reasonable 
and good-faith effort to avoid adversely impacting the resources by relocating 
or modifying the proposed action.  If adverse effects are unavoidable, the 
MDOT/SHA, the FHWA, the MD SHPO and relevant consulting parties shall 
consult in accordance with 36 § CFR 800.6 to resolve adverse effects on 
NRHP-eligible historic properties.  If adverse effects are unavoidable, the 
MDOT/SHA, the FHWA, the MD SHPO and relevant consulting parties shall 
develop and implement appropriate treatment and mitigation options as part of 
a Treatment Plan.  The FHWA shall ensure that the MDOT/SHA shall 
implement the Treatment Plan once the MD SHPO concurs with the Plan.  
The MDOT/SHA shall ensure that any resulting cultural resources work is 
accomplished in accordance with the relevant performance standards in 
Stipulation IV.  
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III. Unexpected Discovery of Historic Properties during Construction 

If historic properties are discovered or unanticipated effects on historic properties 
are found after the Undertaking is implemented the MDOT/SHA shall ensure that 
reasonable efforts are made to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to such 
properties, and shall consult with the MD SHPO and relevant consulting parties to 
resolve any adverse effects pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.13(b).  The MDOT/SHA 
shall ensure that any resulting cultural resources work is accomplished in 
accordance with the relevant performance standards in Stipulation IV.   
 

IV. Performance Standards 
A. Professional Qualifications – the MDOT/SHA shall ensure that all cultural 

resources work performed pursuant to the MOA is carried out by or under the 
direct supervision of a person or persons meeting at a minimum the 
Professional Qualifications Standards set forth in the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Architectural History and Archeology (36 CFR Part 
61). 

B. Standards and Guidelines -  the MDOT/SHA shall ensure that all cultural 
resources investigations and work performed pursuant to this MOA shall be 
conducted in a manner consistent with the principles and standards contained 
in the documents (and subsequent revisions thereof) listed below: 

• Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and 
Historic Preservation (1983 and successors); 

• Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland 
(Shaffer and Cole 1994); 

• Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Historical Investigations 
in Maryland (Maryland Historical Trust 2000);  

• Guidelines and Resources for Compliance-Generated Determinations of 
Eligibility (DOEs) (Maryland Historical Trust 2009);  

• Standards for Submission of Digital Images to the Maryland Inventory of 
Historic Properties (Maryland Historical Trust 2008, as Revised January 
2015) 

• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation – Section 106 Archaeology 
Guidance (Council 2007); 

• Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties (36 CFR Part 68). 

 
VI.        Administration 

A. Resolution of Objections by the Signatories - Should the MD SHPO, or any 
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of the signatories to this MOA, object in writing within thirty (30) days to any 
plans or actions proposed pursuant to this MOA, the FHWA shall consult with 
the objecting party to resolve the objection.  If the FHWA determines that 
such objection cannot be resolved, the FHWA shall:  

 
1)  Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including the FHWA’s 
proposed resolution, to the Council. The Council shall provide the FHWA 
with its advice on the resolution of the objection within thirty (30) days of 
receiving adequate documentation. Prior to reaching a final decision on the 
dispute, the FHWA shall prepare a written response that takes into account 
any timely advice or comments regarding the dispute from the Council, 
signatories and concurring parties, and provide them with a copy of this 
written response.  The FHWA shall then proceed according to its final 
decision. 
 
2)  If the Council does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the 
thirty (30) day time period, the FHWA may make a final decision on the 
dispute and proceed accordingly.  Prior to reaching such a final decision, the 
FHWA shall prepare a written response that takes into account any timely 
comments regarding the dispute from the signatories and concurring parties to 
the MOA, and provide them and the Council with a copy of such written 
response. 
 
3)  The FHWA's responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the 
terms of this MOA that are not the subject of the dispute remains unchanged. 

 
B. Resolution of Objections by the Public - At any time during implementation 

of the measures stipulated in this MOA, should an objection pertaining to this 
agreement or the effect of the undertaking on historic properties be raised by 
another consulting party, a concurring party to the MOA, or a member of the 
public, the FHWA shall notify the parties to this agreement and take the 
objection into account, consulting with the objector and, should the objector 
so request, with any of the parties to this MOA to resolve the objection. 

 
C. Amendment - If one of the signatories believes that the terms of the MOA 

shall not or cannot be carried out, or that an amendment to the terms must be 
made, that signatory shall immediately consult with the other signatories to 
develop amendments.  This MOA may be amended when such an amendment 
is agreed to in writing by all signatories. The amendment shall be effective on 
the date a copy signed by all of the signatories is filed with the Council.  If an 
amendment cannot be agreed upon, the dispute resolution process set forth in 
Stipulation VI.A. shall be followed. 
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D. Termination - If any signatory to this MOA determines that its terms shall 
not or cannot be carried out, that party shall immediately consult with the 
other parties to attempt to develop an amendment per Stipulation VI.C, above. 
If within thirty (30) days (or another time period agreed to by all signatories) 
an amendment cannot be reached, any signatory may terminate the MOA 
upon written notification to the other signatories. 
 
This Agreement may be terminated by the execution of a subsequent 
agreement that explicitly terminates or supersedes its terms.  
 
Termination of this Agreement without a subsequent agreement in place 
would require compliance with 36 CFR 800. Once the MOA is terminated, 
and prior to work continuing on the undertaking, the FHWA must either (a) 
execute an MOA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6, or (b) request, take into 
account, and respond to the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR § 800.7.  
The FHWA shall notify the signatories as to the course of action it shall 
pursue. 

 
E. Duration - This MOA shall be null and void if its terms are not carried out 

within five (5) years from the date of its execution, unless the signatories 
agree in writing to an extension for carrying out its terms. 

 
  



Memorandum of Agreement 
Replacement of MDOT/SHA Bridge No. 1008900 
Frederick County, Maryland 
Page 8 
 
 
Execution of this MOA by the FHWA, MDOT/SHA and MD SHPO, its subsequent 
submission to the Council and implementation of its terms, is evidence that FHWA and 
MDOT/SHA have taken into account the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. 
 
 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
 
 
 
By:                Date:    
 Gregory Murrill, Division Administrator 
 
 
 
 
MARYLAND STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
 
 
 
By:                        Date:    

Elizabeth Hughes, State Historic Preservation Officer 
 
 
 
 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION’S STATE HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION 
 
 
 
By:         Date:    
 Gregory C. Johnson, P.E. , Administrator 
 
 
 
 



ACHP Coordination 



January 23, 2017

Mr. Gregory Murrill
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration
City Crescent Building – Suite 2450
10 South Howard Street
Baltimore MD  21211

Attn.:  Joy Liang

Dear Mr. Murrill:

The Maryland Department of Transportation’s State Highway Administration (SHA) respectfully 
requests, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), that you notify the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the determination that the proposed SHA Project No. 
FR102A21, MD 478, Replacement of SHA Structure No. 1008900 has an adverse effect on 
historic properties, including Structure 1008900 (F-2-092) and the Brunswick Historic District 
(F-2-009). The Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer (MD SHPO) was notified 
concerning the effects of this project on August 19, 2016 and agreed with the adverse effect 
finding on January 17, 2017.  We are providing the ACHP’s e-106 Form conforming to the 
documentation requirements cited at 36 CFR § 800.11(e) which has been provided for your use 
in notifying the ACHP (Attachment 1).  SHA recommends that FHWA does not need to invite 
the ACHP to participate in consultation.  The proposed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
between SHA, the MD SHPO and FHWA is included for your review and comment (Attachment 
2). MD SHPO comments on the MOA are forthcoming.

Thank you for your assistance in expediting this project’s Section 106 consultation process.  If 
you have any further questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact Dr. Julie 
Schablitsky, Assistant Division Chief, Environmental Planning Division, at 410-545-8870, or via 
email at jschablitsky@sha.state.md.us.  SHA will be pleased to assist you.  
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Sincerely,

Gregory C. Johnson, P.E.
Administrator

_______________________________________
by: C. Scott Pomento, P.E., Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering

Enclosures: 1) e106 Form and Supporting Documents
2) Draft MOA

cc: Mr. Steve Archer, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Sarah Groesbeck, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Elizabeth Hughes, MD State Historic Preservation Officer, MHT
(w/Attachments)
Dr. Lisa Kraus, SHA-EPLD 
Mr. Jamie Lake, SHA- EPLD
Mr. John Narer, SHA-OOS
Dr. Julie Schablitsky, SHA-EPLD

Digitally signed by don sparklin 
DN: cn=don sparklin, o=sha, 
ou=oppe, 
email=dsparklin@sha.state.md.us
, c=US 
Date: 2017.01.20 15:54:03 -05'00'



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

February 9, 2017 

 

 

Ms. Joy Liang 

Federal Highway Administration  

Maryland Division  

City Cresent Building  

10 South Howard Street, Suite 2450 

Baltimore, MD 21201 

 

Ref:   Replacement of SHA Bridge No. 1008900 carrying MD 478 over a Branch of the Potomac River 

 Brunswick, Frederick County, Maryland 

 MDOT/SHA Project No. FR102A21 

  

Dear Ms. Liang: 

 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 

documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties listed 

or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based upon the information provided, we 

have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 

Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to this 

undertaking. Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to resolve adverse 

effects is needed. However, if we receive a request for participation from the State Historic Preservation 

Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), affected Indian tribe, a consulting party, or 

other party, we may reconsider this decision. Additionally, should circumstances change, and it is determined 

that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us. 

                                                                                                                            

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 

developed in consultation with the Maryland State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and any other 

consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation process. 

The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to complete the 

requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

 

Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require 

further assistance, please contact Sarah Stokely at 202-517-0224 or via e-mail at sstokely@achp.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

LaShavio Johnson 

Historic Preservation Technician 

Office of Federal Agency Programs 


	Introduction
	I. Purpose and Need
	Figure 1-1. Vicinity Map

	II. Description of Proposed Action
	Figure 2-1. Alternative 4A: Preferred Alternative

	III. Description of Section 4(f) Resources
	Figure 3-1. SHA Bridge No. 10089 (MIHP # F-2-92)
	Figure 3-2. Dwelling at 703 West Potomac Street, Part of the Brunswick Historic District (NRHP # F-2-009)
	Figure 3-3. Looking East on MD 478 at Bridge No. 10089 and 703 West Potomac Street
	Figure 3-4. Location Map of Nearby Historic Structures

	IV. Use of Section 4(f) Resources
	V. Section 4(f) Avoidance Alternatives
	Figure 5-1. Alternative 5 – Avoidance Alternatives

	VI.  Least Overall Harm Analysis
	Figure 6-1. Alternative 2: Rehabilitate Existing Bridge  Figure 6-2. Alternative 2A: Rehabilitate and Widen Existing Bridge  Figure 6-3. Alternative 3: Construct New Bridge to the South, Retain Existing Bridge  Figure 6-4. Alternative 3A: Construct Ne...
	Figure 6-5. Alternative 4: Replace Existing Bridge In-Kind

	VII. All Possible Planning to Minimize Harm
	VIII. Coordination
	IX. References



