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MD 198 — FROM MD 32 TO MD 295

SUMMARY

A. Description of Proposed Action/Purpose and Need

The purpose of the MD 198 project is to improve the existing capacity and traffic
operations, and to increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 198, while
supporting existing and planned development in the study area. MD 198 provides direct
access to the Fort George G. Meade Military Reservation (Fort Meade) from MD 32, MD
295, and generally points south and west of the study area. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) are the
lead agencies for the project.

Improvements in the study area are needed to address rapid growth and traffic volumes in
one of the fastest growing areas in Anne Arundel County. Fort Meade and the National
Security Agency (NSA), a tenant of the Fort Meade, have contributed to increased traffic
volumes in the area. As a result of the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process,
Fort Meade and the surrounding area are expected to continue to experience considerable
growth in traffic volumes. In addition to increased traffic, the study area is expected to
continue to see substantial increases in population, housing, and commercial activity as a
result of BRAC.

During the planning process of this project, Anne Arundel County Council rezoned the
Arundel Gateway parcel immediately adjacent to the MD 198 corridor. In coordination
with County staff, the project team completed a traffic sensitivity analysis to assess this
change in trip generation potential along MD 198. The rezoned parcel was shown to
generate a much greater amount of traffic when compared to the demographic forecast for
the traffic analysis zone in the adopted Baltimore Metropolitan Council Round 7C
Cooperative Forecast. This project will address projected operational and safety
deficiencies resulting from the expected growth within and adjacent to the project area.

B. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study

The proposed improvements involve widening MD 198 from a two-lane roadway to a
four-lane divided roadway with two through lanes in each direction. The additional width
would include a median, on-road bicycle lane, and a shared use pedestrian/bicycle path,
from west of the MD 295/MD 198 Interchange to the MD 32/MD 198 Interchange. The
western portion of the project includes some minor ramp improvements to the MD
295/MD 198 Interchange. In addition to the widening of MD 198, the project includes a
range of improvements to the MD 32/MD 198 Interchange.

Alternatives retained for further study include:
e Alternative 1: No-Build
e Alternative 2: Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
e Alternative 4 Modified: Divided Roadway with Off-Road, Shared-Use Facility
and a Sidewalk

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation S-1
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The MD 32/MD 198 Interchange Options retained for further study include:
e Option A: Flyover Ramp
e Option C: Diamond Interchange at Existing Interchange
e Option D: Two Bridge

C. Summary of Environmental Impacts

The build alternatives and interchange options will enhance the quality of life in the study
area by decreasing traffic congestion and improving the movement of national defense
generated travel. The build alternatives and interchange options will also benefit
businesses in the area by potentially increasing drive-by business. There will be no
impacts to schools, churches, or heath care facilities resulting from the build alternatives.
Table S-1 contains a comparative summary of impacts associated with the No-Build
Alternative, build alternatives, and interchange options. These impacts are briefly
described below.

e No residential displacements would be required by any of the alternatives and no
commercial displacements would be required by the interchange options;
however, a maximum of one commercial displacement would occur with the build
alternatives.

e A maximum of 35 commercial parcels and one residential parcel would be impacted
by the build alternatives and a maximum of two commercial parcels would be
impacted by the interchange options.

e The build alternatives and interchange options would have no adverse or
disproportionate impacts to any Environmental Justice communities.

e Alternatives 2 and 4 Modified would have direct impacts to the Baltimore-
Washingotn Parkway, administered by the National Park Service (NPS),which is
listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The impacts would range
from 1.02 to 5.93 acres.

e There are no significant archeological resources that will be impacted by the build
alternatives and interchange options.

e The build alternatives would permanently impact between 71 and 459 linear feet of
Waters of the U.S. (WUS) and the interchange options would permanently
impact between 190 and 252 linear feet of WUS.

e The build alternatives would permanently impact between 0.7 and 1.4 acres of
wetlands and the interchange options would impact between 0.9 and 2.6 acres of
wetlands.

e Alternatives 1 and 2 would not impact any floodplains within the study area.
Alternative 4 Modified would encroach on 0.1 acres and each interchange option
would impact 2.4 acres of the 100-year floodplain.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation S-2
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e There would be no project related impacts to fish under any of the build
alternatives and interchange options. Instream work is not permitted in Use | streams
during the period of March 15t Sth

through June 15~ of any given year.

e Woodland impacts range from 4.5 to 19.4 acres for the build alternatives. For the
interchange options, woodland impacts range from 4.6 to 5.9 acres.

e The study area contains Green Infrastructure composed of hubs, corridors, and
gaps. The build alternatives would impact a maximum of 4.1 acres of hubs, 9.4 acres
of corridors, and 3.9 acres of gaps, while the interchange options would impact a
maximum of 5.5 acres of hubs and 4.3 acres of gaps.

e There are 37 sites with potential for hazardous materials that could be affected by
the build alternatives. Depending on the amount of right-of-way required, further
investigations of some or all of the sites could be required and would be conducted
prior to acquisition.

e The State/National Ambient Air Quality Standards would not be exceeded by the
build alternatives or interchange options.

¢ Noise Sensitive Areas 03 and 06 would be impacted by Alternative 4 Modified.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation S-3
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1. Potential Displacements (No.)

Table S-1: Summary of Environmental Impacts

Socio-Economic & Cultural Resources

A. Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0
B. Commercial 0 0 1 0 0 0
Total 0 0 1 0 0 0
2. Properties Affected (No.)
A. Residential 0 0 1 0 0 0
B. Commercial 0 7 35 2 2 2
C. Fort Meade Property 0 0 1 1 1 1
D. Tipton Airport Authority 0 0 0 1 1 1
E. Federal Lands 0 0 0 1 1 1
F. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 0 0 0 1 1 1
G. NPS Property/Historic Site (/Baltimore- 0 1 1 0 0 0
Washington Parkway)
Total 0 8 38 6 6 6
3. Right-of-Way Required (Acres)
A. Residential 0 0 0.1 0 0 0
B. Commercial 0 3.1 19.3 0.4 0.4 0.4
C. Fort Meade Property 0 0 0.1 8.3 6.4 7.2
D. Tipton Airport Authority 0 0 0 4.0 4.0 3.7
E. Federal Lands 0 6.7 11 0.05 0.8 0.5
F. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 0 0 0 0.05 0.1 0.1
G. Archeological Site(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0
H. NPS Property/Historic Property (Baltimore- 0 1.02 5.93 0 0 0
Washington Parkway) **
Total 0 10.82 34.3 12.8 11.7 11.9
Natural Environment
Wetlands (Acres) 0 0.7 1.87 1.9 0.9 2.6
Wetlands of Special State Concern (Acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Wetlands (Acres) 0 0.7 1.87 1.9 0.9 2.6
Stream Crossings (No.) 0 1 7 3 3 3
Stream Impacts (LF) 0 71 716 93 190 252
100-Year Floodplain (Acres) 0 0 11 2.4 2.4 2.4
Woodland (Acres) 0 4.5 194 5.1 4.6 5.9
Baltimore-Washington Parkway** (Acres) 0 1.02 5.93 0 0 0
Potential Hazardous Waste Sites 0 6 33 4 4 4
Cost***
Preliminary Engineering $0 $25-$3.2 $9.9- $12.7 $136-%$174 $12.8-%$16.4 $10.7-%$174
Right-of-way $0 $13-%$21 $16.3-$255 $10-$1.6 $.8-%$13 $12-%19
Construction $0 $14.7 - $18.9 $65.9-$84.3 $90.6 - $116.0 $85.2-$109.0 $71.7-%91.7
Total Cost in Millions $0 $185-%$24.1 $92.1-%$1225 $105.2-%$135.0 $98.8-%$126.7 $83.6-%$107.4

*A complete build alternative for the MD 198 Project Planning Study will include one main line alternative paired with one interchange concept. The total impacts will be the summation of the two pieces.

**The land on which MD 198 crosses the Baltimore-Washington Parkway is owned by the National Park Service (NPS). In addition, the Baltimore-Washington Parkway is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

***Cost Range includes an inflation adjustment through 2020.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Environmental Assessment Form

The following Environmental Assessment Form is a requirement of the Maryland
Environmental Policy Act and Maryland Department of Transportation Order
11.01.06.02. Its use is in keeping with the provisions of 1500.4 (k) and 1506.2 and .6 of
the Council of Environmental Quality Regulations, effective July 31, 1979, which
recommend that duplication of Federal, State and Local procedures be integrated into a
single process.

The checklist identifies specific areas of the natural and social-economic environment
which have been considered while preparing this environmental assessment. The
reviewer can refer to the appropriate section of the document, as indicated in the
“Comment” column of the form, for a description of specific characteristics of the natural
or social-economic environment within the proposed project area. It will also highlight
any potential impacts, beneficial or adverse, that the action may incur. The “No” column
indicates that during the scoping and early coordination processes, that specific area of
the environment was not identified to be within the project area or would not be impacted
by the proposed action.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation S-5
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

YE
Land Use Considerations

1. Will the action be
within the 100 year
floodplain? X

2. Will the action require
a permit for construc-
tion or alteration within
the 50 year floodplain?

3. Will the action require
a permit for dredging,
filling, draining or
alteration of a wetland? X

4. Will the action require
a permit for the con-
struction or operation
of facilities for solid
waste disposal including
dredge and excavation
spoil?

5. Will the action occur on
slopes exceeding 15%?

6. Will the action require
a grading plan or a
sediment control permit? X

7. Will the action require
a mining permit for
deep or surface mining?

8. Will the action require
a permit for drilling a
gas or oil well?

NO

COMMENTS

See Section III. E.3. b.

See Section III. E. d.

See Section III. E. 1.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
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9. Will the action require
a permit for airport -

10.  Will the action require
a permit for the crossing
of the Potomac River by
conduits, cables or other
like devices?

11. Will the action affect
the use of a public
recreation area, park,
forest, wildlife manage-

ment area, scenic river
or wildland? X

COMMENTS

See Section III. B. 6. a.

12. Will the action affect
the use of any natural
or manmade features
that are unique to the
county, state, or nation?

13. Will the action affect
the use of an archeologi-
cal or historical site or
structure? X

Water Use Considerations

14. Will the action require
a permit for the change
of the course, current, or
cross-section of a stream
or other body of water? X

15. Will the action require
the construction, altera-
tion, or removal of a dam,
reservoir, or waterway
obstruction? X

& Section IV.

See Section II1. D.

See Section III. E. 3. d.

See Section III. E. 3. d.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
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16.  Will the action change
the overland flow of
stormwater or reduce the
absorption capacity of the
ground? X

17.  Will the action require
a permit for the drilling
of a water well?

18.  Will the action require
a permit for water
appropriation?

19.  Will the action require
a permit for the con-
struction and operation
of facilities for treatment
or distribution of water?

20.  Will the project require
a permit for the con-
struction and operation
of facilities for sewage
treatment and/or land
disposal of liquid waste
derivatives?

21. Will the action result
in any discharge into
surface or sub-surface
water? X

22. If so, will the dis-
charge affect ambient
water quality parameters
and/or require a discharge
permit? X

COMMENTS

See Section IIL. E. 3. a.

See Section III. E. 3. a.

See Section I11. E. 3. a.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Air Use Considerations

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Will the action result
in any discharge into

If so, will the dis-
charge affect ambient
air quality parameters or
produce a disagreeable
odor?

Will the action generate
additional noise which
differs in character or
level from present
conditions?

Will the action preclude
future use of related
air space?

Will the action generate
any radiological, elec-
trical, magnetic, or
light influences?

Plants and Animals

28.

29.

Will the action cause
the disturbance, reduc-
tion or loss of any

rare, unique or valuable
plant or animal?

Will the action result

in the significant reduc-
tion or loss of any fish
or wildlife habitats?

<
I
[0p]

.|

COMMENTS

See Section III. F.

See Section III. G.

See Section III. E. 6. b.

See Section I11. E. 6. c.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
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30.  Will the action require
a permit for the use of
pesticides, herbicides
or other biological,
chemical or radiological
control agents?

Socio-Economic

31. Will the action result
in a pre-emption or
division of properties
or impair their economic
use?

32. Will the action cause
relocation of activities,
structures, or result
in a change in the
population density or
distribution?

33. Will the action alter
land values?

34. Will the action affect
traffic flow and volume?

35. Will the action affect
the production, extra-
action, harvest or
potential use of a
scarce or economically
important resource?

36.  Will the action require
a license to construct
a sawmill or other plant
for the manufacture of
forest products?

<
(0]

COMMENTS

See Section I1I. A. 4. b.

See Section 1. A. 4. b.

See Section I1I. C. 5.

See Section L. C.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
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37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Is the action in accord
with federal, state,
regional and local
comprehensive or
functional plans-
including zoning?

Will the action affect
the employment
opportunities for persons
in the area?

Will the action affect
the ability of the area

to attract new sources of
tax revenue?

Will the action dis-
courage present sources
of tax revenue from
remaining in the area,
or affirmatively
encourage them to
relocate elsewhere?

Will the action affect
the ability of the area
to attract tourism?

Other Considerations

42.

43.

Could the action
endanger the public
health, safety or
welfare?

Could the action be
eliminated without
deleterious affects to
the public health,
safety, welfare or the
natural environment?

COMMENTS

See Section I1I. A. 1.

See Section III. C. 3.

See Section III. C. 4.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
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46.
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COMMENTS

<

Will the action be of
statewide significance?

Are there any other

plans or actions (federal,

state, county or private)

that, in conjunction with

the subject action could

result in a cumulative or

synergistic impact on the

public health, safety,

welfare, or environment? X See Section III.

Will the action require
additional power generation
or transmission capacity? X

This agency will develop

a complete environmental

effects report on the

proposed action. X See EA

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
Summary
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Purpose and Need
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED

A. Project Location and Description

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) are conducting a Project Planning Study for improvements to MD 198 (Laurel-Fort
Meade Road) from MD 295 to MD 32. The MD 198 planning project is located in northwestern
Anne Arundel County, Maryland, almost midway between Baltimore City and Washington D.C.
(Figure I-1).

MD 198 is on the State’s Secondary System of Highways and is functionally classified as an
Urban Other Principal Arterial under the Federal Functional Classification System. It is an east-
west route that extends from Montgomery County to the west, through the City of Laurel in
Prince George’s County and terminates at MD 32/Fort Meade at the eastern end of the roadway
limits. As part of the regional grid, it connects to major north-south arterials such as U.S. 29,
[-95, U.S. 1 and MD 295. Within the study limits (Figure I-2), MD 198 has grade-separated
interchanges with MD 295 and MD 32 and several at-grade intersections with local roadways.
MD 198 serves as a primary gateway to Fort Meade from the south side of the installation. The
existing typical sections for MD 198, within the project limits, primarily have one lane in each
direction with shoulders. The posted speed limit from east of the MD 295 interchange area to
Bald Eagle Drive is 50 mph, while the posted speed limit from Bald Eagle Drive to east of the
MD 32 interchange is 40 mph.

The MD 198 project is consistent with the goals and objectives of State, regional and local
planning documents. Improvements to MD 198 within the project study area are included in
SHA’s long range plan, the Highway Needs Inventory (HNI) and the Baltimore Metropolitan
Planning Organization’s Plan It 2035. The project is identified in the Anne Arundel County
Executive’s 2006 Transportation Priority Letter as a top priority and continues to be listed as
a top priority in subsequent letters including the letter in 2014.

B. Purpose of the Project

The purpose of the project is to improve the existing capacity and traffic operations, and to
increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 198, while supporting existing and planned
development in the area. MD 198 provides direct access to the Fort George G. Meade Military
Reservation (Fort Meade) from MD 32, MD 295 and generally points south and west of the
study area. Improving MD 198 would enhance access to Fort Meade and accommodate future
transportation needs in the project area.

C. Need for the Project

The area around Fort Meade is one of the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel County. Fort
Meade and the National Security Agency (NSA), a tenant of the Fort, combined represent the
largest employers in the State of Maryland. Fort Meade’s workforce is comprised of more than
42,000 military, civilian, and contractor personnel. As a result of the 2005 Base Realignment and

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation I-1
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Closure (BRAC) process, Fort Meade and the surrounding area are expected to experience
considerable growth. By 2011 approximately 5,800 additional new on-base jobs were added to
Fort Meade, and by 2020 an additional 20,000 or more new jobs are expected on Fort Meade.
Additionally, 77 defense contractors have either established or expanded their presence in and
around Fort Meade.

MD 198 provides a continuous connection between the City of Laurel and its suburbs with Fort
Meade. The Laurel area has been a traditional community of Fort Meade and this relationship
will continue as the Fort and its various tenant organizations increase in population and
employment. MD 198 is also the route to convey Odenton area-generated travel demand to the
Baltimore Washington Parkway (especially southbound) toward the Capital Beltway and the
Washington Metropolitan area.

D. Travel Demand/Level of Service (LOS)

The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes compiled along MD 198 between MD 295 and
MD 32 are relatively even throughout, ranging from 21,600 to 24,000 ADT. Just west of the
MD 295 interchange the existing ADT is considerably higher, at 42,850. At the other end of the
study area the ADT drops to 14,800 at the MD 32 interchange (Table I-1).

The 2030 projected ADT was developed from the adopted Baltimore Metropolitan Council
(BMC) Cooperative Forecast — Round 7C which includes BRAC traffic. During the Purpose and
Need analysis, the forecast for the study area showed that the ADT is expected to increase
approximately 26 percent west of MD 295, with future volumes ranging between 57,900 ADT
just west of MD 295 to 33,450 ADT just west of the MD 32 interchange.

Table I-1: Average Daily Traffic

Average Daily Traffic

Location Existing Volume | Future Volume Percent

(2006) (2030) Growth
MD 295 South of MD 198 93,600 122,500 24%
MD 295 North of MD 198 90,500 115,000 21%
MD 198 West of MD 295 42,850 57,900 26%
MD 198 East of MD 295 23,950 41,300 42%
MD 198 Over MD 32 14,800 33,450 56%
MD 32 North of MD 198 46,150 63,425 27%
MD 32 South of MD 198 58,500 76,600 24%

'AM and PM peak hour volumes represent the highest volumes in the peak direction that occur on an
average weekday (Monday through Friday). AM peak hour times are from 6 AM to 9 AM and PM peak
hour times are from 4 PM to 7 PM.

Level of Service (LOS) is a scale measuring the freedom of mobility or severity of congestion
experienced by drivers. The LOS scale ranges from A to F. LOS A represents free flow

movements of traffic with little or no congestion. LOS F represents failure with stop-and-go
conditions and long queues of traffic. LOS D occurs near a critical boundary where traffic flows
become unstable. This level is generally considered acceptable during peak hours of traffic flow
on streets and highways in urban and suburban areas. At LOS E, the roadway is operating near
capacity with unpredictable daily delays. LOS is normally determined for the peak hours of the

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation I-2
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typical weekday. These levels have been determined through traffic research and are related to
measurable traffic characteristics such as delays, speeds, or traffic density.

The LOS as shown in the Purpose and Need Statement (2007) reflect both AM (6AM to 9AM)
and PM (4 PM to 7 PM) peak hours for the entire study area have a LOS E. By 2030, the LOS
will fail during both AM and PM peak hours (Table 1-2). Three intersections within the study
area limits operate at LOS E or F, under current traffic conditions, during both the AM and PM
peak hours. These intersections include: MD 198/Tischer Entrance, MD 198/Ourisman Entrance,
and MD 198/Welch’s Court. The intersection at MD 216 B (Old Portland Road) operates at
LOS E in the AM peak; the Bald Eagle Drive intersection operates at LOS F in the PM peak.

Table 1-2: Levels of Service (Including Vehicle/Capacity Ratios)

2006 LOS 2030 LOS
LIMITS AM | PM | AM | PM

MD 198 Mainline
(MD 295 to MD 32) E E F F
Market Place
Corridor/ Russett B € D F
Tischer Entrance F F F F
Ourisman Entrance F F F F
Arundel Gateway A B C C
MD 216 B E D F F
Welch’s Court E F F F
Center Avenue B D C F
Bald Eagle Drive A F C F
Airfield Road A A A D
MD 32 Eastbound Ramps A A B D
MD 32 Westbound Ramps B A F F

In addition to jobs, the study area is expected to see substantial increases in population, housing,
commercial activity and vehicular traffic as a result of the Arundel Gateway Development which
is a large mixed land use parcel south of MD 198. The Anne Arundel County Council approved a
zoning change for the Arundel Gateway parcel in 2010 based on the Anne Arundel County
General Development Plan — 1997. Much of this land use will also serve the BRAC
implementation in this area. The MD 198 Project Planning Study will address projected
operational and safety deficiencies resulting from the expected growth. A traffic sensitivity
analysis was completed for the corridor to reflect the changes to the traffic demand along the
corridor.

Although additional locations have been added, the revised existing Average Daily Traffic
(ADT) volumes which include traffic related to the Arundel Gateway parcel and BRAC along
MD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32 are relatively even throughout, ranging from 21,600 to
24,000 ADT. At the west end of study area, the existing ADT is considerably higher, at 42,850
west of MD 295. At the other end of the study area the ADT drops to 7,900 east of the MD 32
interchange entrance to Fort Meade (Table I-3).

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation I3
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By 2030, the projected ADTs in the study area are expected to increase by over 100 percent
within the majority of the MD 198 corridor, with future volumes ranging between 67,500 ADT

west of MD 295 to 16,000 ADT east of MD 32.

Table 1-3: Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Along MD 198

Existin Projected Percent
MD 198 Segment (2006) ’ (2036) Growth
West  MD 295 Interchange 42,900 67,500 57%

East of MD 295 Interchange 24,000 57,500 140%
East of Arundel Gateway 22,700 52,400 131%
West MD 216B 22,700 48,400 113%
West  Welch’s Court 21,900 48,400 121%
West of Center Avenue 21,900 48,100 120%
West of Bald Eagle Drive 21,600 47,800 121%
West of Airfield Road 21,600 47,800 121%
West of MD 32 Interchange 21,800 47,900 121%
East of MD 32 Interchange 7,900 16,000 103%

A Level of Service (LOS) analysis was conducted for existing (2006) and forecasted (2030)
No-Build conditions for the study area intersections and roadway segments based on the traffic

sensitivity analysis.

The existing LOS analysis shows that the study area intersections have LOS that ranges from
“A” to “F”, with five intersections operating at failing LOS in either the AM or PM peak hours.
In the 2030 design year, nine intersections are projected to operate at a failing LOS in either the
AM or PM peak hours, and the mainline roadway segment of MD 198 between MD 295 and

MD 32 is also projected to operate at a failing LOS during both peak periods (Table 1-4).

Table 1-4: Existing and No-Build Level of Service (LOS) and VVolume-to-Capacity Ratio

Mainline 2006 AM | 2006 PM | 2030 AM 2030 PM
MD 198 - from MD 295 to MD 32 E (0.77) | E(0.87) F (1.57) F (1.68)
Intersections with MD 198 2006 AM | 2006 PM | 2030 AM | 2030 PM
Corridor Market Place / Russett Green East| B (0.63) | C (0.78) E (0.98) E (1.00)
MD 295 Southbound Ramp F F F F
Tischer Entrance F F F F
Ourisman Entrance F F F F
Arundel Gateway Boulevard A B F F
MD 216B (Old Portland Road) E D F F
Welchs Court E F F F
Center Avenue ( Woodlands Job Corps Ctr) B D F F
Bald Eagle Drive A F F F
Airfield Road A(0.28) | A0.49) | A (0.56) C (0.76)
MD 32 Eastbound Ramps (Roundabout) A A B C
MD 32 Westbound Ramps (Roundabout) B A F F
Note: For unsignalized intersections, LOS is based on delay, and V/C ratio is N/A.
Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation -4




MD 198 — FROM MD 295 TO MD 32

E. Safety

The Maryland State Highway Administration, Office of Traffic and Safety (SHA-OOTS)
provided crash data for the 3.5-mile study area from 2003 to 2005. During that three-year period,
a total of 155 crashes were reported resulting in one fatality and 87 injuries.

Table I-5 summarizes reported crashes within the MD 198 study area by crash type for the years
2003, 2004, and 2005. The crash information in Table I-5 indicates that the crash rate falls well
below the statewide average rate for both MD 32 and MD 295 sections.

Table I-5: Crash Report Data

Statewide
Severity 2003 2004 2005 Total Study Rate| Average

Rate
MD 32: From Rogue Harbor Road to North of Mapes Road
Fatal - - - - 0.0 0.6
Injury - - - - 0.0 35.7
Property 2 4 5 11 10.3 48.5
Damage
Total Crashes 2 4 5 11 10.3 84.7
MD 198: From west of MD 295 to east of MD 32
Fatal 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A
Injury 18 15 26 59 N/A N/A
Property 38 16 41 95 N/A N/A
Damage
Total Crashes 57 31 67 155 N/A N/A
MD 295: From the Prince George’s County Line to the Little Patuxent River
Fatal - - - - 0.0 0.4
Injury 2 3 1 6 1.7 21.5
Property 3 3 3 9 2.6 32.8
Damage
Total Crashes 5 6 4 15 4.3 54.7
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1.  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
A. Alternatives Presented to the Public at the Alternates Public Workshop

An Alternates Public Workshop was held on June 24, 2008 to present two mainline build
alternatives, five interchange options, and the Traffic Systems Management (TSM) and No-Build
Alternatives. Mapping for alternatives and options presented in this section is depicted in the
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) document (SHA 2009). The following
alternatives were presented:

All of the mainline build alternatives include three basic elements:

. MD 198 mainline widening to include a grass median separating two lanes in either direction
. MD 198/MD 295 Interchange modifications
. Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations

Each of the mainline build alternatives includes the widening of MD 198 to improve safety,
traffic capacity, and overall operations and is compatible with any of the five interchange options
presented at the workshop.

Two mainline alternatives (Alternatives 3 and 4) and two interchange options (Options B and E)
were dropped from further consideration. The description of the alternatives and options dropped
and the rationale for dropping them are provided below.

Alternative 3 — Divided Roadway with Off-Road, Shared-Use Facility

Alternative 3 provided for two lanes in both directions (eastbound and westbound) divided by a
20-foot-wide grass median. On-road bicycle facilities were provided in both directions adjacent
to the outside travel lane. A five-foot-wide grass buffer along the south-side curb separated the
on-road bicycle lane from the shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path. The existing northern edge of
the roadway was held and widening was proposed along the south side.

This alternative was dropped due to the lack of a sidewalk on the north side of the roadway. With
proposed development along the corridor, the lack of a sidewalk would not promote pedestrian
safety and connectivity.

Alternative 4: Divided Roadway with Off-Road, Shared-Use Facility and a Sidewalk

This alternative provided for two lanes in both directions (eastbound and westbound) divided by
a grass median that varied throughout the corridor from 20 feet to 6 feet in width. On-road
bicycle facilities were provided in both directions adjacent to the outside travel lane. A five-foot-
wide grass buffer along the south-side curb separated the on-road bicycle lane from the shared-
use pedestrian/bicycle path. This path extended from just east of the bridge over MD 295 to the
ball-fields located adjacent to Bald Eagle Drive. East of Bald Eagle Drive, this path became a
five-foot-wide sidewalk to the eastern limits of the project. There was also a five-foot-wide grass
buffer along the north side of the curb that separated the on-road bicycle lane from the five-foot-
wide sidewalk. This sidewalk extended from the western limits of the project area to the
businesses located just east of the new location of Old Portland Road.
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This alternative was dropped because it no longer provided improved traffic operations as a
result of the increased traffic projections associated with redevelopment along the corridor.

Option B: Loop Ramp Option

This option maintained the existing configuration for the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange for the
southern portion (the existing roundabout closest to Tipton Airport). However, the northern
portion (the ramps closest to Fort Meade) was reconfigured. The existing roundabout was
removed and replaced with a signalized intersection. All traffic from northbound MD 32 that was
destined for Fort Meade would have utilized the ramp as it does today. All traffic from
northbound MD 32 that was destined for westbound MD 198 would have utilized the proposed
loop ramp. This configuration separated the traffic from Fort Meade from the traffic destined for
Laurel.

This option was dropped because it no longer provided acceptable traffic operations due to an
increase in the traffic projections.

Option E: Diamond Interchange with New Bridge

Option E created a signalized intersection along either side of MD 32 for drivers exiting and
entering MD 32 from MD 198. However, the crossing of MD 32 was moved to a new bridge
location to allow for a more direct connection. With this option, all traffic accessing MD 198 and
Fort Meade would have used the same bridge. Airfield Road would need to be reconfigured to
provide access to MD 198 under Option E.

This option was dropped because it did not separate traffic heading to Fort Meade from traffic on
MD 32. It provided only one bridge that allowed all traffic on MD 198 direct access to Fort
Meade. The option also required a significant amount of additional right-of-way for the
relocation of Airfield Road. Although this option had the fewest wetland impacts, the relocation
of Airfield Road and the interchange configuration would result in impacts on additional, high-
quality wetlands.

B. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study

1. Alternative 1: No-Build

No major improvements are proposed under the No-Build Alternative. Minor short-term
improvements would occur as part of routine maintenance and safety improvements. This
alternative does not address the Purpose and Need for the project. However, it serves as a
baseline for comparing the impacts and benefits associated with the other alternatives.

2. Alternative 2: Transportation Systems Management (TSM)

This alternative involves the implementation of TSM strategies to optimize the existing
transportation system by providing improvements with minimal capital cost (Figures II-1A and
II-1B). The TSM strategies being considered for this corridor include:

. Improvements to the off-ramps from MD 295 to MD 198 within the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway to alleviate confusion and increase merge distance
. Access management — combining several of the driveways and access points along

MD 198 to provide for fewer turns off of the main road
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o Left-turn lanes — including left-turn lanes for the combined access points to decrease the
left-turn conflict with the through movement

3. Alternative 4 Modified: Divided Roadway with Off-Road, Shared-Use Facility and a
Sidewalk

The proposed typical section for Alternative 4 Modified includes two lanes in either direction: an
11-foot-wide inside lane and a 12-foot-wide outside lane with a six-foot-wide bike lane (Figures
II-2 and 1I-3). The two directions are separated by an 18-foot-wide median. The proposed typical
section includes a 3-foot-wide buffer adjacent to the travel lane in both directions. A 5-foot-wide
sidewalk and a 10-foot-wide shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path is provided on alternating and
opposing sides of the roadway, outside of the 3-foot-wide grass buffer. A 2-foot-wide grass buffer
is provided on the outside of the sidewalk and path. The sidewalk begins at Russett Green East and
extends over MD 295 to Arundel Gateway Boulevard. The path extends from just east of the
bridge over MD 295 to the ball fields located adjacent to Bald Eagle Drive. East of Bald Eagle
Drive, the path becomes a 5-foot-wide sidewalk that extends to the eastern limits of the project.
A 5-foot- wide grass buffer along the north side of the curb separates the on-road bicycle lane
from the 5 -foot-wide sidewalk that extends from the western limits of the project to the
businesses just east of relocated Old Portland Road. Alternative 4 Modified will have a total
width of 103 feet.

Within the Baltimore-Washington Parkway boundary, Alternative 4 Modified will add an additional
lane to both southbound ramps as a closed roadway section, resurface the existing lanes, and add a
signal at the intersection of MD 198 and the ramps. On MD 198, within the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway and carried over the existing bridges, a shared use path will be added on the north side of
MD 198 and a sidewalk will be added on the south side of MD 198. This shared use path and
sidewalk will be new construction on the approaches to the bridge, and is considered a permanent
impact. T he shared use path and sidewalk within the bridge parpets on the MD 198 bridge is
considered a temporary impact since it is reusing the existing width on the bridge. The viewshed
and the stone facing on the exterior of the bridge parapet exterior will not change. The 5 foot wide
sidewalk is 630 feet long (4,000 square feet); the ten foot wide shared use path is 691 feet long
(6,035 square feet); the ramp widening is 2,400 feet long and varies in width from 1 — 12 feet
(16,250 square feet). Total permanent impacts to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway are 0.94 acre.
In addition, there will be 2.25 acres of landscape planting and the potential for up to 0.43 acre of
treeline impact to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway property. The proposed typical section from
the northbound on/off ramps for the Baltimore-Washington Parkway to the second access point of
Arundel Gateway Boulevard also includes a 12-foot-wide eastbound auxiliary lane which will widen
MD 198 in this area to 115 feet (Figure I1-2).

Coordination between SHA and NPS regarding SHA’s proposed improvements to MD 198 has
resulted in the design of Alternative 4 Modified being revised to minimize impacts to NPS property.
As aresult, environmental site design facilities that treat storm water quality, were removed from
NPS property. Drainage features necessary to provide a safe driving surface, and that are consistent
with existing drainage features already in use within the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, remain as
they protect the integrity of the roadway and park features susceptible to damage by storm water
runoff. These improvements are not intended to treat roadway storm water runoff for water quality
purposes and are included in the roadway improvements within the existing impact area
calculations.
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4. MD 198/MD 32 Interchange Options

i. Option A: Flyover Ramp

This option maintains the existing configuration of the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange. However, a
flyover ramp is introduced that allows traffic from northbound MD 32 to access westbound
MD 198 directly, completely separating this traffic from the roundabouts (Figures 1I-4, II-5A
and II-5B). All other traffic through the interchange would operate as it does today.

ii. Option C: Diamond Interchange at Existing Bridge

This option reconfigures the existing MD 198/MD 32 Interchange from two roundabouts to two
signalized intersections (Figures II-4, II-6A and II-6B).

iii. Option D: Two Bridge
This option maintains the existing MD 198/MD 32 Interchange configuration and adds a second
crossing of MD 32 with access into Fort Meade (Figures II-4, II-7A and II-7B). Vehicles
would exit northbound MD 32 as they do under existing conditions, utilizing the ramp to the
roundabout and exiting the roundabout in the direction in which they wish to proceed. Vehicles
coming from eastbound MD 198 would access Fort Meade from the second crossing of MD 32.

C. Travel Demand/Level of Service (LOS) for Build Alternatives

A Level of Service (LOS) analysis was conducted for future (year 2030) conditions for each of
the Build alternatives. Alternative 2 (TSM) is projected to improve operations by consolidating
access points along the corridor. However, the analysis results indicate that five intersections
would still be projected to operate at failing LOS in the year 2030 under Alternative 2, and the
mainline segment of MD 198 would also be projected to continue to operate at LOS F during
both peak periods (Table II-1).

Table 11-1: 2030 Build Alternative 2 (TSM) Level of Service (LOS) and
Volume-to-Capacity Ratios (shown in parenthesis)
Mainline AM LOS PM LOS
MD 198 - from MD 295 to MD 32 F (1.57) F (1.68)
Intersections with MD 198 AM LOS PM LOS
Corridor Market Place / Russett Green East E (0.98) E (1.00)
MD 295 Southbound Ramp F (1.20) F (1.16)
Arundel Gateway Boulevard / Tischer / Ourisman F (1.63) F (1.74)
MD 216B / Welchs Court / Center Avenue F (1.42) F (1.37)
Bald Eagle Drive F (1.37) F (1.37)
Airfield Road A (0.56) C (0.76)
MBD 32 Eastbound Ramps (Roundabout) B C
MD 32 Westbound Ramps (Roundabout) F F
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Alternative 4 Modified (Four-lane Divided Roadway) is projected to improve operations along
the mainline segment of MD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32 to LOS D during both the AM
and PM peak hours in the design year of 2030. Alternative 4 Modified is also projected to
improve all intersections within the study area to LOS E or better (Table II-2).

Table 11-2: 2030 Build Alternative 4 Modified Level of Service (LOS) and
Volume-to-Capacity Ratios (shown in parenthesis)
Mainline

MD 198 - from MD 295 to MD 32 D (0.70) D (0.69)
Corridor Market Place / Russett Green East E (0.98) E (1.00)
MD 295 Southbound Ramp D (0.83) D (0.82)
Arundel Gateway Boulevard E (0.95) E (0.93)
Arundel Gateway — Second Access D (0.90) D (0.89)
MD 216B (Old Portland Road) / Welchs Court D (0.81) C (0.76)
Center Avenue / Liberty Valley Access D (0.82) D (0.81)
Bald Eagle Drive C (0.75) C (0.77)
Airfield Road A (0.56) C (0.76)

The MD 198 / MD 32 interchange improvement options were also analyzed to determine the
LOS for each intersection under year 2030 conditions. The results indicate that all intersections
are projected to operate at LOS E or better for each of the three retained interchange options

(Table II-3).

Table 11-3: 2030 Build Interchange Options Level of Service (LOS) and
volume-to-Capacity Ratios (shown in parenthesis)
Option A (Flyover) AM LOS PMLOS
MD 198 at MD 32 Eastbound Ramps (roundabout) B D
MD 198 at MD 32 Westbound Ramps (roundabout) A A
Option C (Diamond Interchange) AMLOS | PMLOS
MD 198 at MD 32 Eastbound Ramps (signal) E (0.96) B (0.70)
MD 198 at MD 32 Westbound Ramps (signal) E (0.97) D (0.90)
Option D (Two Bridge) AM LOS PM LOS
MD 198 at MD 32 Eastbound Ramps (roundabout) C B
MD 198 Westbound at Mapes Road (signal) D (.088)| D (0.86)

Note: For unsignalized intersections, LOS is based on delay, and V/C ratio is N/A

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
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111, EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section describes the existing conditions in the study area and the potential impacts of the
proposed improvements to MD 198. The categories presented affect relevant environmental
disciplines identified in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 23 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 771, “Environmental Impact and Related Procedures” and all other appropriate federal,
state, and local laws.

A. Land Use
1. Existing and Future Land Use

The study area is primarily composed of forest and institutional lands, with smaller areas classified as
commercial, industrial, residential and parkway (Figure III-1). The large amount of institutional
land use is a result of the project’s proximity to Fort Meade and the District of Columbia
Children’s Center on the north side of MD 198, between MD 295 and MD 32. Other institutional uses
include the Patuxent Research Refuge and the Tipton Airport along the south side of MD 198.
Commercial and industrial facilities are sparsely scattered along the MD 198 corridor. The majority
of these facilities are concentrated along the western edge of the study area, east of MD 295. A
single residential community, Welch’s Mobile Home Park, is located within the study area, with
direct access to MD 198. A few single-family homes are scattered along the study area but are not
part of a community. MD 295, the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, bisects the project area near its
western limit. This property is owned and administered by the NPS as a scenic highway connecting
Baltimore and Washington DC and as the grand entrance into the nation’s capital, however there are no
active recreational uses of the parkway within the MD 198 study area.

Three master plans govern land use in the study area: the Anne Arundel County General Development
Plan (GDP) (2009), the Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan (2004), and the Odenton Small
Area Plan (2003). The project falls mostly within the Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan.
Both the GDP and the Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan recommend capacity improvements
along MD 198 through the study area. Figure I11-2 displays the projected land use for the study area.

MD 198 provides a continuous connection between the City of Laurel and its suburbs with Fort
Meade. The Laurel area has been a traditional community of Fort Meade, and this relationship will
continue as the Fort and its various tenant organizations increase in population and employment.
Based on SHA'’s estimate, the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process is expected to
generate 2,000 additional daily trips through the study area along MD 198 and approximately
34,000 average daily trips (ADT) by 2015: a 77.3 percent increase over the existing 22,000 ADT.
Also, traffic generated within the Odenton area uses MD 198 to reach the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway (especially the southbound lanes), along which it travels toward the Capital Beltway and the
Washington Metropolitan Area.

The study area and the surrounding region expect considerable growth. Projected regional growth
trends indicate an increased need for housing, services, and businesses. Arundel Gateway is a mixed-
use village planned for construction on the south side of MD 198, just east of the MD 198/MD 295
Interchange. The 300-acre mixed-use property, as proposed in the bond bill, would include
approximately 150,000 square feet retail space, 300,000 square feet office space, 150 hotel rooms and
1,650 apartment/condominium space. The traffic impact studies completed
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in March 2011 show the following breakdown for the proposed development: a) Arundel
Gateway — 150,000 square foot shopping center, 100,000 square foot office space, 1,050
townhouse/condominiums and 360 apartments, and b) Liberty Valley (originally part of Arundel
Gateway, but now a separate development) — 440 apartments. Specifics of the development will be
finalized as the land development approval process is completed.

Effects on Land Use

The No-Build Alternative requires no land-use changes from displacements or right-of-way
(ROW) acquisitions. Alternative 2 would result in the transfer of 10.8 acres from commercial land
use to transportation use through ROW acquisition. Future land-use projections are shown in Figure
II-2.

Alternative 4 Modified and the interchange options each require conversion of residential and
commercial land to transportation uses, whether through displacement or ROW acquisition. The
minimum amount of land use conversion would be 48.2 acres with the combination of Alternative 4
Modified and Interchange Option C. The maximum amount of land use conversion would be 49.3
acres with the combination of Alternative 4 Modified and Interchange Option A. The mainline
alternative and the interchange options are consistent with local land-use plans. The expansion of
MD 198 and the addition of accessible, user-friendly pedestrian and bicycle facilities should attract
residents and businesses to locations in and around the study area.

Alternative 4 Modified improvements in capacity, pedestrian and bicycle facilities at the MD 198/MD
295 interchange would convert 0.94 acre of NPS property to transportation use.

B. Social Characteristics

A socio-economic land use inventory was conducted as part of the MD 198 study and is
summarized in the following narrative. For additional details, refer to the MD 198 Community
Effects Assessment (SHA, 2010).

The inventory involved the identification of communities, community facilities, and commercial and
industrial facilities within the study area. In addition, data regarding population, ethnicity,
economics, and other demographics, which were available through the U.S. Census Bureau’s
Census 2000, were compiled and evaluated. Data was collected at the census tract block group level.
The census tract block groups that encompass the study area are depicted in Figure I11-3.

1. Population and Housing

Table III-1 shows the population statistics for the State of Maryland, Anne Arundel County, and
the study area. The population for Maryland is expected to increase by 1,387,764 or approximately 26
percent while Anne Arundel County’s population is expected to increase by 83,144 or approximately
17 percent. Approximately four percent of the study area is over the age of 65, less than half that of the
State and County. The percent of persons within the study area with one or more disabilities is 12, the
same as the county but lower than the State. The median household income for the study area is
$66,962, which is more than Maryland ($52,686) and
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Anne Arundel County ($61,768). Approximately four percent of the study area is over the age of 65, less
than half that of the State and County. The population for Maryland is expected to increase by
approximately 26 percent while Anne Arundel County’s population is expected to increase by
approximately 17 percent.

Table III-2 gives the housing statistics for Maryland and Anne Arundel County. Information on the
housing characteristics for the study area has not been included due to changes in the census tract
boundaries between 1990 and 2000. The number of households in Anne Arundel County has
increased by 19 percent between 1990 and 2000; during the same period, the State experienced an
increase of 13 percent.

Table I11-1: Population Characteristics

Anne Arundel
Characteristic Maryland County Study Area
Total Population 5,296,486 510,778 N/A'
Projected Population by 2030 6,684,250 572,800 N/A'
Percent of Population 65 Years or Older* 11.3 11.1 4.4
Percent of Population in Poverty* 8.5 51 8.4
Median Household Income” $70,005 $83,398 $66,962*
Percent of Population with One or More 28 12 12
Disabilities*
Racial Distribution White 64 75.7 51.1*
(%) Black 28 14.6 37.7*
Alaska Native/ <1 0.2 0.4*
American Indian
Asian/ Pacific 4 3 4.4*
Islander
Hispanic” 2 4.2 3.6*
Minority" 2 1.4 48.9*

'Changes in the census tract boundaries between 1990 and 2000 resulted in the inability to estimate the overall population of the study area.

?A household, as defined by the U.S. Census, is a place (structure) where one or more persons reside on a regular basis. A family is defined as two
or more persons related by birth, marriage, or legal adoption who occupy a place on a regular basis.

*Hispanic is an origin, not a racial designation. Origin can be viewed as the heritage, nationality group, lineage, or country of birth of the person or
the person's parents or ancestors before their arrival in the United States. People who identify their origin as Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino may be of
any race.

“Percent Minority includes populations of two or more races and populations of one race alone other than the races listed above in addition to
Black, Alaska Native/American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islander, and Hispanic populations.

*Figures from Census 2000 only. Information was not available in the 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-year Estimates data

Table 111-2: Housing Characteristics

Percent Housin Housin Percent
Households | Households Change USINg USINg h :
in 1990 in2000 | from1990to | OMtSIN U ool
1990 2000 1990 to 2000
2000
Maryland 1,748,991 1,980,859 13.3% 1,891,917 2,145,283 13.4%
Anne
Arundel 149,114 178,670 19.8% 157,194 186,937 18.9%
County
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2. Environmental Justice

Based on a review of census data and coordination with churches and schools in the vicinity of
the study area, no Environmental Justice (EJ) populations were identified. A field review
conducted on February 15, 2007, also did not identify minority or low-income populations
within the MD 198 study area.

a. Methodology

The SHA obtained baseline demographic information at the block group level from Census 2000 and
used it to identify potential locations of minority and low-income populations. Project team members
compared that block group data to the overall study area minority and poverty level totals to
identify concentrations of minority and low-income populations and consulted local planning
officials to identify other potential EJ populations within the study area.

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, defines minority persons as follows:

e Black (a person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa);

e Hispanic (a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other
Spanish culture origin, regardless of race);

e Asian American (a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, South East
Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands);

e American Indian and Alaska Native (a person having origins in any of the original peoples of
North America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or
community recognition).

A person whose median household income is at or below the Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS) poverty guidelines is defined as “low income.” The DHHS guidelines are
derived from the poverty thresholds updated each year by the U.S. Census Bureau. DHHS 2008
poverty guidelines are $10,400 for the first person in a household and $3,600 for each additional
person, up to $21,200 for a family of four.

b. Findings

According to the criteria above, Census 2000 indicates that minority populations make up 48.9
percent of the study area. Approximately 51 percent are White; 37.7 percent are Black; 3.6
percent are Hispanic; 4.4 percent are Asian, Hawaiian, or Pacific Islander; and 0.4 percent is
American Indian or Alaska Native (Table III-3).

The Anne Arundel County Office of Planning and Zoning and the Maryland Department of
Planning did not have any information about low-income or minority communities within the
study area. The D.C. Children’s Center, a federal facility providing training and residential
services for juveniles in the court system, is 600 feet north of MD 198.

SHA guidelines (Appendix D) define a minority block group as a ‘block group with a meaningfully
greater percentage of minorities than the study area as a whole.” SHA’s analysis of the Census 2000
data determined that no minority block groups exist in the study area.
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SHA uses the following criterion to determine low-income block groups: a block in which the
percentage of families below the poverty level exceeds the percentage of families below the
poverty level in the greater geographic area. In addition to its review of census information, SHA
conducted a field review in attempt to identify minority and/or low-income communities within or
adjacent to the project area. The field review identified no minority or low-income communities
within the project corridor. The study area has relatively the same percentage of population
considered below the poverty level as the State, but is higher than the County.

On October 12, 2007, SHA mailed 7,306 newsletters (Appendix B) to notify all potentially
affected populations (including EJ populations) about the project. To date, no EJ communities
have contacted SHA. Based on the population characteristics within the study area low
percentage of non-English speaking population), the newsletter was not translated into any other
languages. Project team members met with the owners of Welch’s Mobile Home Park on
December 8, 2008 to discuss the project. SHA provided a description of the MD 198 Project
Planning Study, alternatives, and project schedule and a definition of Environmental Justice
populations. SHA interviewed the Welch’s Mobile Home Park owners to determine EJ
eligibility. The answers to the interview questions obtained by SHA at this meeting indicated that
Welch’s Mobile Home Park could not be confirmed as an EJ community.

Table I11-3: Racial Distribution, Median Household Income, and Population
Below Poverty Status for Anne Arundel County and the Study Area

Census ﬁl\:’:is\lf; Asian/ Median Population
Block White | Black American Pacific | Hispanic | Minority = Household Below
iU (%) (%) indian | 'stander (%)" (%)* Income® Poverty
[0) [0)
(%) (%) (1999) (%) (1999)
Anne
Arundel 79.8 13.4 0.3 2.4 2.6 20.3 $61,768 5.1
County
Study | 511 | 377 0.4 4.4 3.6 48.9 $66,962 8.4
Area
7405/ 1 48.7 36.8 0.2 8.0 33 51.3 $77,620 5.7
7405/ 4 62.1 244 0.3 5.4 5.5 38.0 $59,412 3.6
7406.03/1 65.7 22.9 0 2.9 2.9 344 N/A N/A
7406.03/ 3 50.2 36.7 0.9 5.9 32 49.9 $35,278 32.8
7411/1 29.0 67.7 0.4 0 2.9 71.0 $162,500 0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000

'Hispanic is an origin, not a racial designation. Origin can be viewed as the heritage, nationality group, lineage, or country of birth of the person
or the person's parents or ancestors before their arrival in the United States. People who identify their origin as Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino may
be of any race.

ZPercent Minority includes populations of two or more races and populations of one race alone other than the races listed above in addition to
Black, Alaska Native/American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islander, and Hispanic populations.

*A household, as defined by the U.S. Census, is a place (structure) where one or more persons reside on a regular basis. A family is defined as
two or more persons related by birth, marriage, or legal adoption that occupy a place on a regular basis.

“The figures shown for the study area were determined by calculating the average value of the census tract block groups in the study area.
*Information was not available for the representative block groups in the 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-year Estimates data

c. Effects on Minority and Low-Income Populations

Analysis of census data and field reviews and coordination with churches and schools in the
vicinity of the study area have identified no known concentrations of minority or low-income
(Environmental Justice/EJ) populations.
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No direct impacts are expected for the residents of Welch’s Mobile Home Park community, but
they would benefit from the project’s improved access, safety, and roadway capacity. The
shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path, bicycle lanes, and sidewalk proposed under the build
alternatives would provide Welch’s residents with safe alternatives to vehicular travel. SHA will
continue to coordinate with the owner and residents of the mobile home park community to
update them on project status and offer the opportunity for comments and questions about the
project.

Title VI Statement

It is the policy of the SHA to ensure compliance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 and related civil rights laws and regulations which prohibit discrimination on the
grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, age, religion, or physical or mental handicap in all
SHA programs and projects funded in whole or in part by the FHWA. The SHA will not
discriminate in highway planning, highway design, highway construction, right of way
acquisitions, or the provision of relocation advisory assistance. This policy has been
incorporated in all levels of the highway planning processes to ensure that proper consideration
may be given to the social, economic, and environmental effects of all highway projects. Alleged
discriminatory actions should be addressed for investigation to the Equal Opportunity Section of
the SHA, to the attention of Ms. Jennifer Jenkins, Director, Office of Equal Opportunity, 707
North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202.

2. Public Participation

Outreach strategies for the MD 198 Project Planning Study are ongoing. SHA has documented
the public’s concerns about current congestion along MD 198, the impacts of BRAC, and the
expansion of MD 198. These and other project-related concerns were expressed at the
November 7, 2007, Informational Open House and the June 24, 2008, Alternates Public
Workshop. A list of the stakeholders and summaries of the meetings are included in Section IV
and Appendix B.

The Informational Open House was held on November 7, 2007. The open house provided the
opportunity for residents, business owners, and community members to review and comment on
the conceptual designs. Approximately 80 people attended the meeting and four comment cards
were returned during or after the meeting. Many citizens are concerned about the BRAC
improvement and want the MD 198 improvement to take place as soon as possible. Several
citizens suggested that clearer signage on 1-295, MD 32, MD 198, and other major roadways is
needed for trucks and visitors traveling to Fort Meade. Many citizens and business owners want
to be better informed and involved about project status and meetings. The comments received
from the meeting are included in Appendix B.

The Alternates Public Workshop was held on June 24, 2008. The workshop provided the
opportunity for residents, business owners, and community members to review and comment on
the mainline alternatives and MD 198/MD 32 Interchange options. Many citizens commented on
the project’s ability to maintain pedestrian and bicycle access and expressed concerns about the
MD 198/MD 32 Interchange roundabouts and the environmental impacts associated with the
widening of MD 198. The comments received from the meeting are included in Appendix B.
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3. Neighborhoods/Communities
a. Existing Conditions

The following communities/developments were identified during a study area field review:
Summitt Russett, Russett Green, and Welch’s Mobile Home Park (Figure I11-4). One residential
community, Welch’s Mobile Home Park, is located within the study area. The communities of
Summitt Russett and Russett Green are located just outside the study area’s western limits and
consist of condominiums, townhouses, and single- and multi-family homes, which are
representative of other residential communities surrounding the project study area. Welch’s
Mobile Home Park consists of 25 units, with portions of the property leased for use as an
upholstery store, a mechanic shop and a storage facility.

b. Effects

Impacts on communities and neighborhoods typically fall into three categories: community
cohesion/isolation/accessibility; community social values/quality of life; and effects on
community visual and aesthetic resources.

Community Cohesion/Isolation/Accessibility

Community cohesion refers to a personal recognition of belonging to a neighborhood or
community through social interaction. Isolation of a community is similar to a reduction in
community cohesion. It can result from residential structure displacements or from a physical
barrier dividing or isolating a neighborhood or community.

The No-Build Alternative would result in no residential displacements, ROW acquisitions, or
property impacts. This alternative would have no effect on community and neighborhood
cohesion or isolation.

Alternative 2 does not require any displacements, but does result in the acquisition of 10.8 acres
of ROW from seven commercial properties. The acquisitions would be minor linear sliver takes,
which would not affect accessibility to the businesses or community cohesion.

Alternative 4 Modified would require one commercial displacement, 36.5 acres of ROW
acquisitions and 37 property impacts (Table III-4). Impacts associated with this alternative
would neither displace residents within the study area nor affect community and neighborhood
cohesion or isolation. Alternative 4 Modified proposes integrating a traffic signal at the entrance
to Welch’s Mobile Home Park and Arundel Gateway, which would allow the residents safe
access to and from the community, as there are no signals there today. The proposed relief in
traffic congestion would improve accessibility to study area residences and businesses. Although
there would be one commercial displacement, the 198 Barber Shop located at the corner of
Gateway Boulevard and MD 198, the remaining businesses are expected to benefit from the
improved accessibility to and within the study area. Upgrades to MD 198 have been designed to
add an American Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path on the
south side of MD 198, a sidewalk along the northern edge of the roadway, and bicycle lanes in
either direction, thereby improving access for both pedestrians and bicyclists. The design
includes widening the existing MD 198 roadway to add an additional lane in each direction,
which would provide additional capacity to handle projected growth.
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Interchange Options A, C, and D result in commercial ROW acquisition and property
impacts, but no displacements. These impacts are similar in nature to those of
Alternative 4 Modified and would not cause community or neighborhood isolation or loss of
cohesion. The proposed upgrades to the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange would create a more
accessible, user- friendly interchange with the additional capacity to handle projected growth
and growth due to BRAC. The interchange designs offer improved traffic movement, in some
cases separating Fort Meade traffic to reduce traveler confusion and unintentional arrival at the
Fort Meade gate.

Table 111-4: Displacements/Right-of-Way Impacts

ALL A2 | A4 . . :
B(Dlitljc-i) (TSM) | Modified Option A | OptionC | Option D
Number of Potential
Displacements
Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0
Commercial 0 0 1 0 0 0
Total 0 0 1 0 0 0
ROW Required (acres)
Residential 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Commercial 0.0 10.8 36.4 12.8 11.7 11.9
Total 0.0 10.8 36.5 12.8 11.7 11.9
Number of Properties
Impacted
Residential 0 0 1 0 0 0
Commercial 0 7 35 2 2 2
Fort Meade Property 0 0 1 1 1 1
Tipton Airport Authority 0 0 0 1 1 1
Federal Property 0 0 0 1 1 1
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Services 0 0 0 1 1 1
Total 0 7 37 6 6 6

Saocial Values/Quality of Life

Quality of life is a combination of community cohesion, accessibility, health and safety concerns,
and social changes. Health and safety concerns that can affect quality-of-life include changes in
the response time of police, fire, and other emergency services providers. Social change that can
affect quality-of-life includes the displacement of neighbors, community facilities, and
businesses.

The impacts associated with Alternative 2, Alternative 4 Modified, and the interchange options
would have a positive effect on the quality-of-life in and around the study area through reduced
roadway congestion, increased traffic safety, and improved pedestrian and bicyclist access.
Alternative 4 Modified requires no residential displacements and only results in one commercial
displacement, a barber shop located along MD 198, adjacent to the Arundel Gateway
Development. The owner of the barber shop plans to relocate the business to the proposed Anne
Arundel Gateway Center when it is completed, regardless of whether or not Alternative 4
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Modified is constructed. Because plans exist to relocate the barber shop and additional barber
shops are located in Maryland City, impacts to the surrounding community from displacement of
this business would be minimal (Figure I-2). Since no residential displacements are required,
social change associated with the build alternatives would be minor. The interchange options
require no commercial or residential displacements.

The proposed upgrades to MD 198 have been designed to add an ADA-compliant shared-use
pedestrian/bicycle path on the south side, a sidewalk along the northern edge of the roadway, and
an on-road bicycle lane in both directions, to improve access for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
additional lane capacity on MD 198 provided by Alternative 4 Modified would reduce current
traffic congestion and prevent an increase in congestion as the roadway absorbs the projected
study area growth and the additional growth expected as a result of BRAC. The interchange
design offers improved traffic movement, in some cases separating Fort Meade traffic to reduce
traveler confusion and unintentional arrival at the Fort Meade gate.

4. Effects on Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Although there are some minor improvements associated with Alternative 2, the changes are so
minor relative to the existing visual landscape that it is not considered to have any aesthetic or
visual impacts. The improvements proposed in Alternative 2 are associated with the existing
transportation system, which would not impact the viewshed or physical nature of the MD 198
corridor.

Alternative 4 Modified would alter the visual landscape by widening MD 198 to a four-lane
highway with on-road bicycle lanes, a shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path, and a sidewalk. The
proposed typical section for Alternative 4 Modified includes two lanes in either direction with
the inside lane being 11 feet wide and the outside lane being 12-foot with a six-foot-wide bike
lane. The two directions are separated by an 18-foot-wide median. The proposed typical section
includes a three-foot-wide buffer adjacent to the travel lane in both directions with a five-foot-
wide sidewalk with a two-foot grass buffer outside the sidewalk on the westbound side and an
ten-foot-wide shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path with a two-foot grass buffer outside the path on
the eastbound side. Alternative 4 Modified will have a total width of 103 feet, an increase of
approximately 59 to 79 feet over the dimensions of the existing roadway. An auxiliary lane
begins east of the northbound on/off ramps for the Baltimore-Washington Parkway to the
second access point of Arundel Gateways.

The improvements within the NPS property include adding an additional lane to the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway ramps, resurfacing the roadway and adding a signal, and along MD 198
within the Park property the improvements include adding a shared use path and sidewalk.
Although the ramp improvements occur in an area of maintained lawn, the potential exists for up
to a 0.43 acre of tree impacts along the adjacent treeline. Any tree loss would be replaced on a
1:1 ratio, with species and locations approved by NPS, with SHA maintainance for three years.
One part of the treeline that could be impacted is in an area of tree buffer previously thought to be
owned by retail corporations, but was recently identified as owned by NPS.

Interchange Option A includes a flyover ramp to allow traffic from northbound MD 32 to merge
onto westbound MD 198, completely separating that traffic from the roundabouts. Under
Interchange Option D, a second bridge crossing MD 32 is added for vehicles accessing Fort
Meade from eastbound MD 198. Under each of these options, the new structures (the flyover

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation 111-9



MD 198 — FROM MD 295 TO MD 32

ramp and the bridge) would be approximately 32 feet taller than dominant features in the
landscape.

Interchange Option C reconfigures the existing MD 198/MD 32 Interchange from two
roundabouts to two signalized intersections. This option’s visual impact under existing
conditions is minimal, and it has the fewest visual impacts of the four proposed options.

Roadway widening along MD 198 is not proposed in the vicinity of the Summitt Russett
and Russett Green residential communities; therefore, there would be no visual impacts to
these communities. Although widening is planned for MD 198 adjacent to Welch’s
Mobile Home Park, the existing forested buffer would be maintained and there would be no
visual impacts to this community.

Roadway widening along MD 198 and the proposed interchange options would have
minor visual impacts on the businesses located within the study area. Although newer,
larger visual elements associated with the proposed alternatives and interchange options would
be introduced into the landscape, the modified views would remain consistent with the
existing highway corridor. In addition to the improved accessibility and safety features, the
new pedestrian and bicycle facilities provide a more aesthetically pleasing quality to the MD
198 corridor.

Aesthetic treatments would be considered once an alternative and interchange option are
selected and detailed design work begins. If SHA selects an alternative that includes a new
bridge or flyover ramp, aesthetic treatments can be incorporated into the final design of the
structures to make them more visually pleasing to the adjacent homes, businesses, and
roadway commuters - and more consistent with the overall study area landscape.

5. Community Facilities and Services

Community facilities and services were identified and inventoried by reviewing census
data, geographical information systems (GIS) mapping, ADC maps, discussions with local
planners, and field reconnaissance. There were no public schools, places of worship, libraries,
health care facilities, or emergency service provider facilities identified within the study area.

a. Parks and Recreational Areas

No community recreation centers lie within the study area. The closest recreation facility is
Emancipation Community Park, in Laurel, Maryland, west of the study area and east of the I-
95/MD-198 interchange. The study area contains portions of the Patuxent Research Refuge and
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway which will be impacted by the proposed improvements.
Proposed impacts to the refuge and parkway are discussed below.

Patuxent Research Refuge

The Patuxent Research Refuge is located within the southern section of the study area, south of
MD 198, but outside the project area. The Refuge owns and manages wildlife refuge lands and
four ball fields located at the southeast corner of the MD 198/Bald Eagle Drive intersection. The
Patuxent Research Refuge is one of more than 540 Refuge areas in the National Wildlife Refuge
System, administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The Refuge area totals
12,641 acres and consists of three tracts. Portions of the North Tract are located in the study area
off MD 198, 1.4 miles east of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. The North Tract includes
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8,100 acres of a former military training area transferred from the Department of Defense by
Congressional mandate in 1991.

The Refuge permits activities compatible with research and wildlife management objectives,
including hiking, bicycling, horseback riding, hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, and
environmental education. The ball fields can be utilized by the public and by governmental
agencies.

Baltimore-Washington Parkway

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway (Parkway) is a 29-mile scenic artery within the park and
parkway system of the nation’s capital that extends from Baltimore to the eastern boundary of
the District of Columbia. The National Park Service manages a 19-mile section of the Parkway
between Fort Meade (MD 32) and the formal entrance to the District of Columbia. There are no
active recreational activities within the Parkway, but there are several places of interest along the
Parkway that the public can visit. The Parkway is encompassed by a historic boundary and is
listed as a historic district on the National Register of Historic Places (NHRP).

Effects to Parks and Recreational Facilities

Both the Patuxent Research Refuge and the Parkway are considered Section 4(f) resources
under the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1988 (49 USC 3030(c)). Section 4(f) permits
the use of land from a significant publically-owned public park, recreation area, wildlife or
waterfowl refuge, or land of a historic site of national, state, or local significance (as determined
by federal, state, or local officials having jurisdiction over the resource), only if there is no
feasible or prudent alternative to the use of such land and if the action includes all possible
planning to minimize harm to the protected property resulting from such use. A Section 4(f)
“use” occurs when a property from a Section 4(f) resource is permanently acquired and
incorporated into a transportation project or when there is occupancy of land that is adverse in
terms of the statute’s preservationist purposes of maintaining the integrity of the resource, or
when there is a constructive use of land. In some cases, the project proponent(s) and the
reasonable official(s) with jurisdiction over the resource may agree that a particular use of
Section 4(f) land would have no adverse affect on the protected resources, resulting in a de

minimis impact finding.

The project would have no direct impacts on the Patuxent Research Refuge or the associated ball
fields located at the intersection of MD 198 and Bald Eagle Drive. However, there is a small area
owned by Fort Meade, which is located between MD 198 and the ball fields that will be
impacted by the proposed interchange options. This area is currently undeveloped and is used
informally for overflow parking during ballgames. All four interchange options propose
improvements to this area that create a paved parking lot that would provide 28 parking spaces.

The primary parking area for the ball fields is a gravel lot along Bald Eagle Drive, which is one
of the access points to the Patuxent Research Refuge. This lot contains approximately 47 parking
spaces. To offset the loss of the informal pull-over parking lot along MD 198, an improvement
and expansion of the primary parking lot that is Patuxent Research Refuge-owned is proposed.
These improvements to the lot would result in a paved 62 space lot and would result in no net
change in parking spaces. In addition, further improvements at Bald Eagle Drive include a new
traffic signal, with a median break and turn lanes onto MD 198.
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There is 0.94 acre of permanent impact and up to 8 acres of temporary impacts to the NPS-
owned Baltimore-Washington Parkway property associated with construction of Alternative 4
Modified. Section 4(f) Evaluations quantify impacts through its ‘use’ definition - which uses
ownership and time periods as factors. Refer to Section IV — Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
completed for the impacts to the Parkway.

Permanent changes to the NPS property resulting from Alternative 4 Modified include:

a) 0.94 acre of impact from the addition of pavement needed to widen the southbound
ramps to two lanes, a signal at the ramp intersection with MD 198, and the addition of
a sidewalk and a path on MD 198,

b) up to 0.43 acre of treeline impact. This impact will be refined during the next stage of
project development when both ground level survey and tree survey are completed,
and the design is finalized,

c) 2.25 acres of new tree plantings, and

d) 5.32 acres of temporary access for maintenance or construction activities (i.e.,
resurfacing and restriping the roadway and bridge pavement, and resetting the slopes
supporting the ramp widening).

The bridge abutments and bridge facing will not be impacted.

The NPS places a strong emphasis on avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating potentially adverse
environmental impacts. To help ensure the protection of natural and cultural resources and the

quality of the visitor experience, the following protective measures would be implemented as part of

the action alternative, under NPS monitoring.

During the construction period, SHA will follow all applicable federal and state regulations to
minimize adverse effects including:
e Adherence to an erosion and sediment control plans completed in accordance with the
Maryland Department of the Environment’s 2011 Standards and Specifications for Soil

Erosion and Sediment Control, including stabilization of all exposed soil or fill material at

the earliest practicable date;
e Placement of excavated material on an upland site;
Marking the vegetation clearing limits on construction documents and in the field to
minimize the alteration of vegetation and wildlife habitat;
Minimization of tree removal whenever possible;
Incorporation of native tree planting;

Avoidance of construction during peak visitor use periods (e.g., weekday rush hour);
Development of a safety plan (for workers, park personnel and park visitors) prior to the
initiation of construction;

Replacement of trees at a 1:1 ratio, with SHA responsible for their viability for three years;

e Placement of construction fencing at the intersections of the construction area to discourage

visitors from entering a construction site; and
e [Ifarcheological resources are discovered during construction, all work in the immediate

vicinity of the discovery must be halted and SHA cultural resources staff notified, who, if

necessary, will consult with the NPS and the State Historic Preservation Officer to ensure
that the resources are protected.

b. Emergency Services
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SHA anticipates emergency response times would improve from the improvements associated
with the build alternatives. SHA requested several emergency services within the study area to
review the proposed alternatives and options for the project in terms of possible impacts on
response times for emergency services. Anne Arundel County Fire and Police Departments
stated that Alternative 4 appeared to provide the best response time for emergency vehicles. The
Anne Arundel County Office of Emergency Management did not foresee any issues regarding
emergency response, as the area in question has very limited service population and the proposed
alternatives allow access for emergency vehicles. The emergency services correspondence is
included in Appendix B. The signals proposed under Alternative 4 Modified will have signal
preemption functions and therefore act the same as Alternative 4 did for emergency vehicles.

c. Pedestrians and Bicyclists

Between the Little Patuxent River and MD 32, MD 198 is signed as a designated bicycle route.
This designation extends onto MD 32, east of the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange, to MD
175 and provides bicycle-compatible connectivity to the Odenton MARC Station and the
Odenton Town Center. Bicycles and pedestrians are prohibited from MD 32 west of the MD
198/MD 32 Interchange. SHA plans to designate MD 198 as a bicycle route from MD 32
to Old Columbia Pike in Montgomery County. The Anne Arundel County Pedestrian and Bicycle
Master Plan (2003) recommends improvements to enhance bicycle and pedestrian compatibility
along MD 198 through the project limits.

There are no established pedestrian or bicycle facilities in the study area. The No-Build
Alternative and Alternative 2 provide no pedestrian or bicycle facilities and make no
improvements to study area access. Alternative 4 Modified proposes adding on-road bicycle
lanes, a sidewalk and a shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path, which would improve access to
MD 198 and increase pedestrian and bicyclist safety.

d. Transportation Facilities and Other

Bus service is not available along the MD 198 corridor from MD 295 to MD 32. The closest bus
route is west of MD 295 in Maryland City.

MARC commuter-train service is not available in the study area, but the Odenton MARC Station
and the Laurel MARC Station are located within a few miles of the project limits.

Tipton Airport is located in the study area along the south side of the MD 198/MD 32
Interchange. Plans indicate that Tipton will be redeveloped as a state-of-the-art general aviation
facility.

The local transportation system should benefit under the build alternatives and interchange
options as they allow more reliable travel through the study area, reducing congestion and
increasing traveler safety along MD 198 and through the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange.
Expanding the existing roadway would allow drivers to use the additional lanes during
emergencies and construction and maintenance activities. Since roadway closures during those
activities should be unnecessary, continuous service would be maintained.

e. Public Utilities
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Public water and wastewater service along MD 198 is unavailable within the study area with two
exceptions. First, Fort Meade has a federally owned water and wastewater treatment plant near
the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange, adjacent to the Little Patuxent River. Both systems actively
support Fort Meade, the NSA Complex, D.C. Children’s Center, the Woodland Job Center,
Sarah’s House, all Anne Arundel County Public Schools located on Fort Meade property, and
Tipton Airport. Second, the National Park Service has recently approved a finding of no
significant impact document for a water and sewer extension across the Parkway. This system
would be used by the proposed Arundel Gateway development.

Electric service is available in the study area through the Baltimore Gas and Electric Company.
The study area contains no natural gas service.

Neither the water or the wastewater system would be impacted by any of the build alternatives or
interchange options. However, gas and electric lines would be relocated under the build
alternatives.

C. Economic Environment

The following information is summarized from the MD 198 Community Effects Assessment
(SHA, 2009):

1. Employment Characteristics

Based on the Census 2000 data in Table III-5, the average per capita income for Maryland
and Anne Arundel County is $25,614 and $27,578, respectively, and the average per capita
income for the study area is $31,408. The per capita income for the study area is slightly
higher than for the state and the county.

The Census 2000 data shows that 80 percent of the study area is employed. This
employment rate is slightly higher than in Maryland (65 percent) and Anne Arundel County
(71 percent).

The top two occupations, in descending order, in Maryland and Anne Arundel County are
(1) management, professional, and related occupations; and (2) sales and office occupations.
The State and County differ in their third-largest occupations: professional and related
occupations in the state, and service occupations in the county. The top three occupations, in
descending order, within the study area are (1) management, professional, and related
occupations; (2) sales and office occupations; and (3) service occupations. Employers
within the study area include Fort Meade, NSA, Tipton Airport, and a number of smaller
businesses.

The majority of State, County, and study area residents drive a car, truck, or van to work
without carpooling. Carpooling represents the second-highest mode of workforce
transportation and public transportation represents the third-highest mode in the state, county,
and study area.
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Table 111-5: Employment Characteristics

Population Percent

Characteristics Maryland Anne Arundel County Study Area
Average Per Capita $25,614 $27,578 $31,408
Income

Employed 64.6 71.1 80.1

Primary Industries
Employing
Residents

Educational, health and
social services;
professional, scientific,
management,
administrative, and waste
management services; and
public administration

Educational, health and
social services;
professional, scientific,
management,
administrative, and waste
management services;
and public administration

Educational, health and
social services;
professional, scientific,
management,
administrative, and
waste management
services

Primary Occupations

Management, professional,

Management,

Management,

percent); carpooling (12.4
percent); and public
transportation (7.2
percent)

percent); carpooling (10.7
percent); and public
transportation (2.5
percent)

of Residents and related occupations; professional, and related | professional, and related
sales and office occupations; sales and occupations; sales and
occupations; and office occupations; and office occupations; and
professional and related service occupations service occupations.
occupations

Primary Modes of Drive a car, truck, or van Drive a car, truck, or van | Drive a car, truck, or van

Transportation without carpooling (73.7 without carpooling (80.3 | without carpooling (78.6

percent); carpooling
(13.2 percent); and
public transportation
(4.5 percent)

2. Effects on Regional Employment Characteristics

The MD 198 corridor should experience increased use resulting from study area growth. Under
the No-Build Alternative and Alternative 2, the current highway configuration would remain
unchanged, and capacity and safety concerns would continue to grow, resulting in additional
congestion and increased traffic hazards. Continuing traffic concerns could increase commute
times and discourage trips along this portion of MD 198, as travelers choose less-congested
routes. Changes in traffic patterns would affect regional economy and employment by reducing
drive-by business in some areas and increasing it in others. Ultimately, the effect on businesses
in the study area would be negative and regional growth patterns would be altered.

The implementation of build alternatives and any of the interchange options should affect
regional economy and employment by decreasing congestion, increasing accessibility, and
improving safety along the MD 198 corridor. The reduction in congestion could increase
regional use of MD 198, resulting in increased drive-by business and higher rates of
employment. Commuters and travelers from more congested routes within the region might
choose to travel MD 198, thus decreasing drive-by business in some areas and altering regional
growth patterns.

3. Effects on Local Employment Characteristics

The SHA anticipates a substantial increase in the use of the MD 198 corridor as a result of the
projected growth of the study area and the additional growth expected from BRAC. Under the
No-Build Alternative and Alternative 2, the current highway configuration would remain
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unchanged, and capacity and safety concerns would continue to grow, resulting in additional
congestion and increased traffic hazards. Repeated traffic delays could increase commute times
or discourage trips along this portion of MD 198, as travelers choose other routes. The reduction
in drive-by business could negatively impact study area businesses and future growth.

The SHA expects that the implementation of the build alternatives and interchange options
would have varying effects on the local economy and employment. Alternative 4 Modified
would decrease congestion and increase safety and accessibility more than any of the other
alternatives by widening the roadway and adding shared-use pedestrian/bicycle facilities, bicycle
lanes, and sidewalks. The reduction in congestion could increase local and regional use of the
MD 198 corridor, resulting in increased drive-by business opportunities and promoting future
growth within the study area. Alternative 4 Modified would result in one commercial
displacement, a barber shop located adjacent to the Arundel Gateway Development.

4. Tax Base

The 2009 property-tax rates for Anne Arundel County and the City of Laurel are identified
below:

Anne Arundel County: $0.888 per $100 of assessed value of real property
City of Laurel: $0.71 per $100 of assessed value of real property

The general revenue for general property taxes collected for Fiscal Year 2007 was
$470,163,256. The County expected growth in the property-tax revenue for Fiscal Year 2008.
The property tax collected from the City of Laurel in Fiscal Year 2008 was $13,690,678. The
City of Laurel projected that Fiscal Year 2009 property-tax revenue would increase to
$16,248,217.

As a result of the 2005 BRAC, the study area anticipates substantial increases through 2010 in
population, housing, and commercial activity, and expects to add approximately 5,695 new on-
base jobs at Fort Meade.

5. Effects to Tax Base

Because the No-Build Alternative and Alternative 2 would involve few, if any, roadway
improvements beyond routine repairs and require no property acquisitions, the local tax base
should experience no direct effects. Alternative 2 would require 10.8 acres of commercial ROW
acquisition, which would reduce the value of the land from which they would be acquired by
reducing the size of the properties.

Alternative 4 Modified would displace one commercial property and the acquisition of
commercial and residential ROW. By using commercial land for transportation purposes, the
project would reduce the tax base, and by reducing property sizes, the ROW acquisitions would
reduce the value of the land from which they are acquired. The minor reduction in tax base
would be offset in the future as tax revenue increases with study area growth.

As a result of the proposed expansion, MD 198 should become a well-traveled, congestion-free
corridor with the potential to increase commercial growth. To take advantage of the improved
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conditions, regional businesses may relocate and new businesses may establish themselves
within the study area.

6. Compliance with Smart Growth Initiatives

The Smart Growth Initiative requires direct funding from the state for highways and economic
development in areas designated as Priority Funding Areas (PFA). The MD 198 project limits
are entirely within a PFA; therefore, regardless of the alternative selected, the project is in
compliance with Smart Growth initiatives.

7. Livability Principles and Sustainability

As part of its Every Day Counts initiative, FHWA has established six principles of livability.
Departments of Transportation are encouraged to be mindful of the following principles during
project planning.

e Provide more transportation choices to decrease household transportation costs, reduce
our dependence on oil, improve air quality, and promote public health.

e Expand location and energy-efficient housing choices for people of all ages, incomes,
races, and ethnicities to increase mobility and lower the combined cost of housing and
transportation.

e Improve economic competitiveness of neighborhoods by giving people reliable access
to employment centers, educational opportunities, services and other basic needs.

e Target federal funding toward existing communities through transit-oriented mixed-
use development and land recycling to revitalize communities, reduce public works costs,
and safeguard rural landscapes.

e Align federal policies and funding to remove barriers to collaboration, leverage funding
and increase the effectiveness of programs to plan for future growth.

e Enhance the unique characteristics of all communities by investing in healthy, safe,
and walkable neighborhoods, whether rural, urban, or suburban.

In early 2009, an intermodal working group was formed to start shaping the U.S. Department of
Transportation’s (USDOT) vision of livability. Initial steps included the identification of all
existing programs and authorities within the USDOT that already supported livability and
drafting possible changes to these programs that would allow the USDOT to make livability a
priority and make real improvements in the lives of American citizens.

In June 2009, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, USDOT, and the EPA
united to form the Partnership for Sustainable Communities, an unprecedented agreement to
coordinate federal housing, transportation, and environmental investments, protect public health
and the environment, promote equitable development, and help address the challenges of climate
change. The three agencies are working together to coordinate federal policies, programs, and
resources to help urban, suburban, and rural areas and regions build more sustainable
communities, to make those communities the style of development in the United States, and to
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remove policy or other barriers that have kept Americans from doing so.
a. Effects on Livability Principles and Sustainability

The purpose of the MD 198 project is to improve capacity and traffic operations,
increase vehicular and pedestrian safety, and support development in the study area. The
proposed improvements will improve economic competitiveness of neighborhoods by giving
people reliable access to Fort Meade and to the Parkway, educational opportunities,
services and other basic needs. It will also support existing communities by supporting
mixed-use development within an existing Priority Funding Area and by enhancing the
unique characteristics of all communities by investing in healthy, safe and walkable
neighborhoods. SHA has worked extensively with the Anne Arundel County officials to address
local and regional transportation needs with respect to the development trends and setting of
the communities.

Alternative 4 Modified will widen MD 198 to provide improved capacity and traffic
operations to and from the commercial center of Fort Meade. It will provide a 16-foot-wide
outside shared- use lane to accommodate bicyclists on the roadway as well as a five-foot-wide
sidewalk (westbound) and an eight-foot-wide shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path (eastbound)
for walkers and recreational bicyclists from the bridge over the Parkway to the ball fields.
At this point the project narrows so that only a single sidewalk extends eastward to Fort
Meade. In total, these features will provide a more walkable neighborhood.

These design efforts ensure that the project is being developed in concert with the
growth elements of the three master plans: the GDP, the Jessup/Maryland City Small Area
Plan, and the Odenton Small Area Plan. The project falls mainly within the Jessup/Maryland
City Small Area Plan which recommends capacity improvements along MD 198 as a means
to achieve its future land use goals. The project will address the needs identified in the land
use plans by alleviating the predicted traffic congestion throughout the study area. In addition
to improving community and commercial access, the project will provide improvements to
pedestrian facilities.

D. Cultural Resources

Identification and evaluation of historic architectural and archeological resources were
conducted in accordance with federal and state laws, which protect significant cultural
resources. Background research and field surveys were conducted to facilitate
identification of cultural resources. An Area of Potential Effect (APE) was delineated in
which to identify resources and evaluate the potential impacts of those resources.

All cultural resources identified during the architectural and archeological surveys were
evaluated for their eligibility to be included on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP).

The NRHP criteria evaluates the significance of properties based on their integrity, and
determine if those properties are associated with broad patterns of our history (Criterion A);
or are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B); or that embody
the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction representing the
work of a master, or have artistic value (Criterion C); or that yield information important in
prehistory or history (Criterion D) (36 CFR 60.4, and National Register Bulletin No. 15).
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A compliance report containing a historic context and property evaluations was submitted
by EHT Traceries Inc. to Maryland Historic Trust (MHT) for eligibility evaluations in August
2007; this report only included architectural history evaluations. After final plans were decided
upon in the Spring of 2009, architectural and archeological cultural resource evaluations were
continued. The architectural survey has been finished, but problems with land access at the
D.C. Children’s Center/Oak Hill Property have delayed the completion of archeological
survey. A preliminary report on the completed survey “Phase I Archeological Survey of
Portions of MD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32, Anne Arundel County, Maryland” was
completed in October of 2009.

All cultural resources identified were documented and submitted to MHT for eligibility
determinations or to comment on the need for further evaluation.

1. Historic Standing Structures

“Historic standing structures” refers to any above-ground building, structure, district, or object
that attributes to our cultural past. When these resources meet the criteria for listing in the
NRHP, they are historic properties that must be considered under the requirements of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The Parkway is listed on the NRHP and the Post
Core of Fort Meade was determined to be eligible for listing in 2001. The D.C. Forest
Center was determined to be eligible in 2007. The MHT concurred on November 4, 2009 and
September 24, 2014 that the project would have no adverse effect on the D.C. Children’s
Center - Forest Haven District and the Parkway (Appendix B). Please refer to Section IV —
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for additional information concerning the de minimis determination
for the Parkway.

The proposed build alternatives will affect the D.C. Children’s Center - Forest Haven District by
closing the existing entrance and constructing a new shared entrance for the property, which will
be located east of the existing entrance. Neither existing nor proposed entrances are located
within the historic boundary of the D.C. Children’s Center; therefore, there will be no impacts
from the proposed project.

The concrete and stone structure of the MD 198 bridge over the Parkway will not be altered; the
proposed improvements are to the travel surface. Both build alternatives would minimally
widen the off ramp from southbound Parkway at the intersection of MD 198, potentially add a
signal, and maintain the ramp profile. Alternative 4 Modified would add an additional lane to
the Parkway southbound on ramp. Signage and guardrail will be retained and either reinstalled
or replaced in-kind. Additional native plantings, subject to NPS approval, will maintain the
quantity of vegetation in the Parkway within a mile of the project area. Thus, the minor increase
in the roadway section proposed by the build alternatives will not adversely impact the character
defining features of the Parkway.

2. Archeological Resources

Archeological resources relate to evidences of past human occupation that can be used to
reconstruct the lifeways of past peoples. These include sites, artifacts, environmental and all
other relevant information, as well as the contexts in which they occur. All archeological
(prehistoric and historic) sites must be evaluated for their eligibility for the NRHP by the MHT.
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A Phase I Archeological Survey in June and September of 2009 identified no archeological sites.
The MHT concurred on November 4, 2009 that the project would have no adverse effect on
archeological resources within the maximum limits of disturbance for the build alternatives
(Appendix B).

E. Natural Environment

The following information is summarized from the MD 198 Natural Environmental Technical
Report (SHA, 2009):

1. Topography, Geology, and Soils

Alternative 4 Modified will add a sidewalk along MD 198 eastbound roadway, a shared use path
along MD 198 westbound roadway, and add a lane to the ramps from southbound Baltimore-
Washington Parkway. To incorporate these improvements, approximately 0.71acre of additional
fill soil will be needed to tie back into the existing roadway. The existing topography of the slopes
between the ramp lanes and MD 295 will be reset and reseeded after construction.

The study area lies within the Coastal Plain Province. Underlying geology includes a thin layer
of Quaternary gravel, and sand covers the older formations. Mineral resources of the Coastal
Plain are mostly sand and gravel. The landscape in this area consists primarily of level to gently
rolling topography ranging from 100 feet in the Little Patuxent floodplain to about 220 feet
above sea level.

The No-Build Alternative would have no anticipated impacts to topography or geology in the
study area. The improvements associated with Alternative 2 would have only minor cut/fill
requirements. The interchange options, roadway widening and ramp configuration changes with
Alternative 4 Modified would require larger quantities of cut/fill. The use of two to one slopes
and/or retaining walls along the roadway embankments would minimize the footprints of the
mainline alternatives and interchange options on the topography and geology of the study area.
Table I11-6 shows the estimated cut/fill amounts for each alternative.

The study area contains hydric soils, prime farmland soils, and soils of statewide importance.
However, as a result of extensive disturbance to study area soils, actual soil types may differ
from the Soil Survey. Original soils within the area, especially those near the MD 198/MD 295
and MD 198/MD 32 Interchanges, have been graded, filled, paved or removed since the Anne
Arundel County Soil Survey was published in 1975.

The No-Build Alternative and Alternative 2 would not increase erosion or sedimentation.
Alternative 4 Modified and the interchange options would increase erosion and sedimentation
primarily during the construction phase. Most erosion would be caused by the removal of
vegetation and impervious surfaces during construction, which may lead to increased exposure
of soils to weathering and stormwater runoff potential. Areas that remain exposed to stormwater
runoff during the construction phase would have the greatest erosion and sedimentation
potential.
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Table 111-6: Estimated Cut/Fill Amounts

. Estimated Cut/Fill (cubic yards)
Alternative Cut Fill Net Fill
Alternative 1 0 0 0
Alternative 2 4,373 8,294 3,921
Mainline Alternatives
Alternative 4 Modified 59,000 83,000 24,000
Interchange Options
Option A 38,169 49,253 11,084
Option C 34,104 45,569 11,465
Option D 23,042 70,955 47,913

In accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), since the soils that are being
impacted are not on land that is agriculturally zoned, a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form
is not required for this project. Therefore, Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide
Importance located/mapped within the study area are exempt from FPPA coordination.

For all of the build alternatives, keeping erosion and sedimentation to a minimum would be a
priority. Several methods could be implemented to decrease erosion effects, including structural,
vegetative and operational methods during construction. These control measures may include:

. seeding, sodding, and stabilizing slopes as soon as possible to minimize the exposed
area during construction,

. stabilizing ditches at the tops of cuts and at the bottoms of fill slopes before
excavation and formation of embankments,

. the proper use of sediment traps, silt fences, slope drains, water holding areas and
other control measures, and

. the use of diversion dikes, mulches, netting, energy dissipaters, and other physical

erosion controls on slopes where vegetation cannot be supported.

A grading plan and erosion and sediment (E&S) control plan would be prepared and
implemented in accordance with Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) regulations.
The grading and E&S control plans would minimize the potential for impacts to water quality
from erosion and sedimentation that would occur before, during, and after construction.
Furthermore, temporary and permanent controls would be reviewed and approved by MDE prior
to initiation of construction. Measures to prevent erosion in highly susceptible areas (i.e., steep
slopes) would be included in the E&S control plans when necessary.

2. Water Resources

a. Water Quality
The study area falls within one 8-digit watershed, the Little Patuxent River sub-watershed
(02-13-11-05). According to the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR), the Little

Patuxent River and its tributaries are classified as a Use [ stream.

Water quality data were measured at each monitoring station including four stations upstream of
MD 198 and four stations downstream of MD 198. The results are summarized in Table III-7.
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The water quality is consistent with general expectations based on the type of stream and
uses within the watershed.

Table 111-7: Surface Water Quality Data (2009)

parameter | Temperature | Conductivity D(')S)f%‘éﬁ]d . Turbidity
(°C) (ms/cm) (NTU)
(mg/L)
UPSTREAM STATIONS
Station # 1 11.09 0.514 13.32 6.92 9.08
Station # 2 10.21 0.473 12.26 6.70 8.36
Station # 3 10.3 0.477 12.37 6.64 8.43
Station # 4 10.11 0.469 12.14 6.52 8.28
AVERAGE 10.43 0.483 12.52 6.70 8.54
DOWNSTREAMSTATIONS
Station # 1 12.41 0.557 12.83 8.21 8.11
Station # 2 11.73 0.503 11.58 7.4 9.31
Station # 3 10.78 0.484 11.15 7.13 10.18
parameter | Temperature | Conductivity D(')S)f%‘éﬁ]d . Turbidity
(°C) (ms/cm) (NTU)
(mg/L)
Station # 4 9.87 0.443 10.21 6.52 7.22
AVERAGE 11.20 0.497 11.44 7.32 8.71
TOTAL
AVERAGE 10.81 0.490 11.98 7.01 8.62

Overall, in situ water quality measurements collected during the Spring 2009 baseline
monitoring were all found to be within the acceptable limits set forth by COMAR for this area
of the Little Patuxent River.

Surface water grab samples were also collected at each sampling station (Table I11-8).
The parameters of the analysis were selected according to the Specifications for Consulting
Engineers’ Services, Volume Il: Section 1V, Project Development; Stage Il, Final Project
Planning.

Table I11-8: Surface Water Analytical Data (2009)

Monitoring Station Upstream Stations Downstream Stations
Parameter Units #1 #2 #3 | #4 #1 #2 | #3 #4
Turbidity NTU 8.5 7.8 26 | 23 2.4 21| 1.9 1.7
Inorganic Anions
Nitrate mg/L 1.6 ND 1.6 1.5 1.6 21 | 1.8 1.8
Phosphorus mg/L ND ND ND | ND ND 0.14 | 0.09 0.08
Residue
Total Solids mg/L 230 140 110 | 160 240 230 | 130 360
Suspepded mg/L 17 9 4 3 5 2 1 2
Solids
RCRA Metals
Barium | wugL | 80 | 35 [ 76 | 75 | 77 | 43 ] 55 | 57
Fecal Coliform
E-Coli | MPN/100ml | 119 [ 326 | 96 | 84 | 16.1 [ 75 [ 12.1] 10.9
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The acceptable standard for turbidity in the Little Patuxent River is less than 150 NTUs.

Therefore, the turbidity levels observed in the laboratory analysis are minimal and do not pose
a major concern. The levels of nitrates and phosphorus observed within the study area are
consistent with levels observed throughout the watershed. The barium detections in the
Little Patuxent surface water samples ranged from 35 ug/L to 80 ug/L. Therefore, the levels
of barium detected in the laboratory analysis are minimal and do not pose a major concern.
The barium detections in the Little Patuxent surface water samples ranged from 35 ug/L to 80
ug/L. Therefore, the levels of barium detected in the laboratory analysis are minimal and do
not pose a major concern. Extremely low E. Coli levels were detected at all monitoring
stations except Station #2 of the upstream section where the laboratory analysis detected the
presence of E. coli at 326 MPN/100ml. According to COMAR 26.08.02.03-3, this level is
unsuitable for moderately frequent and frequent full body contact during recreation in the
stream; however, this level would be suitable for occasional to infrequent full body contact
during recreation in the stream.

Maryland Biological Stream Survey (MBSS) sampling data was available for the Little Patuxent
River sub-watershed. Five sample locations were located within this sub-watershed. Based on
these samples recorded by the MBSS between 2000 and 2004, Fish Index of Biotic Integrity
(IBI) scores ranged from good to poor with two sites rated as good (40 percent), two sites rated
as fair (40 percent), and only one site rated as poor (20 percent). However, mostly all sample
locations were rated as having poor Benthic IBI scores (80 percent), with only one site rated as
fair (20 percent) (Table III-9).

Table 111-9: Descriptions of Stream Biological Integrity Associated with IBI Scores

IBI Narrative I
Score | Integrity Class ClielEeie s Es
4.0-5.0 Good Comparable to reference streams considered to be minimally impacted.
T Falls within upper 50% of reference site conditions.
Comparable to reference conditions, but some aspects of biological
3.03.9 Fair integrity may not resemble the qualities of these minimally impacted

streams. Falls within the lower portion of the range of reference sites
(10™ to 50™ percentile).

Significant deviation from reference conditions, with many aspects of
2.0-2.9 Poor biological integrity not resembling the qualities of these minimally
impacted streams, indicating some degradation.

Strong deviation from reference conditions, with most aspects of
1.0-1.9 Very Poor biological integrity not resembling the qualities of these minimally
impacted streams, indicating severe degradation.

Alternative 2 would increase the impervious area in the project area by 1.5 acres, Alternative 4
Modified would add 13.9 acres, and the interchange options would add 2.4 to 7.3 acres. These
changes to impervious surfaces within the drainage area of the watershed would be minimal and
are unlikely to impact surface water quality. Water quality data collected in the field is well
within the acceptable limits set forth in COMAR.

While this study demonstrates that the proposed improvements to MD 198 would have minimal
effects on the surrounding natural resources, and particularly surface water quality, the
construction practices utilized during the actual construction of the roadway have the potential to
create impacts beyond those demonstrated here. In order to address and minimize these potential
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impacts, the usage of Best Management Practices (BMPs) must be adhered to. Included in these

actions are sediment and erosion control practices, stormwater management controls,
environmental site design practice, minimization of vegetation impacts particularly to those
within riparian or wetland buffers, and other general construction practices.

The standard operating procedures of SHA provide consideration for BMPs for roadway
construction. Utilization of these standards and compliance with all relevant Federal, State, and
local guidelines addressing protection of natural resources would provide assurances that the
surface water quality of the Little Patuxent River will remain consistent with pre-construction
conditions.

b. Floodplains

A review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain mapping
reveals that the 100-year floodplain of the Little Patuxent River crosses the project area.

The proposed project was evaluated with respect to potential impacts on regulated floodplains.
Alternatives 1 and 2 would not impact any floodplains within the study area. The anticipated
permanent impacts to the Little Patuxent River floodplain for Alternatives 4 Modified and the
interchange options are presented in Table I1I-10.

Table 111-10: Estimated Impacts to 100-Year Floodplains

Alternative Impact (acres)
Alternative 1 0
Alternative 2 0
Mainline Alternatives |
Alternative 4 Modified | 0.1
Interchange Options |
Option A 2.4
Option C 2.4
Option D 2.4

c. Aquatic Habitat

One single fish blockage (a dam) was identified within the study area at the bridge where
MD 198 crosses two sections of the Little Patuxent River. The dam is located beneath the
bridge, and utilizes a working fish ladder to facilitate the free passage of fish within the
stream channel. There were no other fish blockages observed within the vicinity of the
study area.

Several areas of woody debris were observed within the stream channel that would benefit
the fish habitat; however there was nothing that would create a fish blockage. A significant
amount of trash was observed within and around the stream channel from illegal dumping
and roadside debris. The trash does pose a minimal threat to the overall health of the fish
population within the study area.

On August 12, 2009, SHA conducted fish sampling collections at two locations in Little
Patuxent River. One location was upstream (Upstream Station #1) and the other was
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downstream (Downstream Station #4) of the MD 198 crossing. Fish sampling methods
outlined in the Maryland Biological Stream Survey Sampling Manual: Field Protocols
were followed. The upstream and downstream sites represent the reaches of the Little
Patuxent that most closely resembled the low flow conditions described in the manual.

At the Upstream Station #1, located approximately 3,000 feet upstream from the
intersection of the Little Patuxent and MD 198, the sample consisted of 14 unique species
and 158 individuals collected. The most dominant species in the collection was
Rhinichthys atratulus (Blacknose Dace) with 47 individuals collected. Fish IBI scores
for the upstream sample collection are summarized in Table III-11.

Table I11-11: IBI Scores for Upstream Station #1 (2009)

Metrics Value Score

Number of Native Species (adjusted by stream size) 9 5
Number of Benthic Fish Species (adjusted by stream size) 2 5
Number of Intolerant Species (adjusted by stream size) 3 5
Percent Tolerant Fish 50% 5
Percent Abundance of Dominant Species 29% 5
Percent Generalists, Omnivores, and Invertivores 85% 5
Number of Individuals per Square Meter 185 1
Biomass (g) per Square Meter 3.175 1
Final IBI Score 4.00 (Good)

At the Downstream Station #4 site, located approximately 1,600 feet downstream from
the intersection of the Little Patuxent and MD 198, the total fish capture included 10 unique
species and 109 individuals. Lepomis macrochirus (Bluegill) was the most dominant
species in the collection at a total of 53 individuals. Fish IBI scores for the downstream

sample collection are summarized in Table I1I-12.

Table 111-12: 1BI Scores for Downstream Station #4 (2009)

Metrics Value Score

Number of Native Species (adjusted by stream size) 7 5
Number of Benthic Fish Species (adjusted by stream size) 1 3
Number of Intolerant Species (adjusted by stream size) 1 5
Percent Tolerant Fish 60% 3
Percent Abundance of Dominant Species 49% 3
Percent Generalists, Omnivores, and Invertivores 100% 1
Number of Individuals per Square Meter 127 1
Biomass (g) per Square Meter 3.175 1
Final IBI Score 2.75 (Poor)

Upon calculation of the Fish IBI scores at the collection sites, it was determined that the
upstream reach is minimally impacted, whereas the downstream reach was observed to be
in poor condition and demonstrates a significant deviation from a minimally impacted site.

There would be no project related impacts to fish under any of the build alternatives and
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owever it is not permitted in Use
, of any given year.

interchange options. No instream work is anticipated,
I streams during the period of March 15t through June 15t

d. Waters of the United States (WUS)

Wetland identification and delineation efforts occurred during December 2008 in
accordance with the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, Technical
Report Y-87-1(Department of the Army Waterways Experiment Station, 1987) and supplemental
guidance (Figures I11-5A thru 111-5K).

Impacts to WUS and wetlands for each of the build alternatives and interchange options are
summarized in Tables III-13 and III-14. Alternative 2 would have 0.7 acre of permanent
impacts to wetlands and 71 linear feet of permanent WUS impacts. Alternative 4 Modified
would permanently impact 1.4 acres of wetlands and 459 linear feet of WUS. The interchange
options would permanently impact between 0.9 and 2.6 acres of wetland and between 93 and 445
linear feet of WUS.

Table 111-13: Estimated Impacts to Waters of the United States*

WUS Impacts
Alternative Permanent Permanent | Temporary** | Temporary**
(linear feet) | (square feet) | (linear feet) (square feet)
Alternative 1 0 0 0 0
Alternative 2 71 356 0 0
Mainline Alternative
Alternative 4 Modified 459 1,994 105 505
Interchange Options
Option A 93 976 266 10,569%**
Option C 190 1,476 460 11,375%%*
Option D 252 2,169 304 10,723 %%

*For a detailed breakdown of WUS types for all permanent and temporary impacts refer to Appendix A.
**All temporary impacts were calculated using a 15 foot offset from the cut/fill line.
***All temporary impacts square footage includes the bridge span crossing over Little Patuxent River.

Table 111-14: Estimated Impacts to Wetlands*

Wetland Impacts
Alternative Permanent Permanent | Temporary** | Temporary**
(acres) (square feet) (acres) (square feet)
Alternative 1 0 0 0 0
Alternative 2 0.7 28,181 0 270
Mainline Alternatives
Alternative 4 Modified 1.4 58,631 0 0
Interchange Options
Option A 1.9 83,382 1.1 46,156
Option C 0.9 38,018 0.8 34,392
Option D 2.6 112,747 1.3 55,308

*For a detailed breakdown of wetland types for all permanent and temporary impacts refer to Appendix A.
**All temporary impacts were calculated using a 15 foot offset from the cut/fill line.
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DNR indicated that there is a Non-Tidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC)
(WET-19) and associated 100-foot upland buffer located south of MD 198 along the Little
Patuxent River. The 100-foot buffer would be impacted by each of the interchange options
Approximately 11,380 square feet of the 100-foot buffer would be permanently impacted, while
temporary impacts would total 3,295 square feet.

Avoidance and Minimization

For the build alternatives and interchange options, avoiding and minimizing impacts to wetlands
and WUS will be a priority as the project progresses through design. Avoidance and
minimization of impacts to wetlands and WUS may involve the design of steeper fill slopes
and/or a retaining wall in the vicinity of the wetlands and/or WUS identified along the mainline
and within and around the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange. Minimization efforts at this stage of the
planning process have included decreasing right-of-way impacts through design and construction
techniques as allowed under the American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials guidelines. Specifically, total shoulder widths were reduced from 12 feet to 4 feet
wherever feasible.

Wetland mitigation could involve creating wetlands of comparable function and value to those
impacted by construction, or restoration and/or enhancement of existing wetlands. Mitigation for
waterways could involve creation or restoration of waterways, creation or enhancement of
riparian buffers, and/or removal of fish passage impediments and creation or enhancement of fish
habitat. A mitigation site search will be conducted during the next stage of project planning, and
summarized in the FONSI, which is the anticipated final document for this project. Mitigation
would target both on-site and off-site locations within the watershed.

Aquatic resources and water quality would be protected by the Use I in-stream work restriction,
proper application of an approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, and other Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that meet the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual.
Generally, no in-stream work is permitted in Use I streams from March 1 to June 15, inclusive,
during any year.

Short and long term impacts would also be avoided and minimized through strict adherence to
the Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal Projects. The
stormwater management guidelines became effective on July 1, 2001, and supplement the
Stormwater Management Regulations (COMAR 26.17.02) and the Maryland Stormwater Design
Manual, Volumes | and Il. The stormwater guidelines provide information necessary for
submittal of stormwater management plans to the MDE Water Management Administration for
review and approval. Additional avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures will be
identified in the final environmental document.

3. Groundwater

The groundwater in the study area is obtained from the Patapsco aquifer. Groundwater
contamination from construction activities would be minimized by implementation of BMPs.
Temporary BMPs that would be utilized during construction activities include: using silt fence,
re-vegetating disturbed areas, and designing grassed channels to control sediment and erosion
from the work site. Permanent BMPs that would be utilized during construction activities and
remain in place afterward would include stormwater management ponds and biofiltration
systems, such as grassed medians and grassed drainage swales.
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4. Terrestrial Habitat
e. Forest/Woodlands

The project area within the Parkway is lawn with a thin fringe of tree buffer between the ramps
and the adjacent commercial and utility uses to the west and east. The improvements within the
Parkway will add impervious surface to the mainline with a sidewalk and path, and to the
southbound ramps to MD 295 with lane widening. The potential exists for up to 0.43 acre of
treeline impact from these improvements across all four quandrants of the interchange.

Forest stands within the study area exist but have been fragmented directly or indirectly by
agriculture, urbanization, timber harvesting and natural factors. There are no old-growth forests
identified within the study area. The largest blocks of continuous forests are located along the
Little Patuxent River floodplain and along the southern portion of the study area adjacent to the
Patuxent Research Refuge. Forest land within the study area is primarily associated with stream
buffers, wetlands, and undeveloped areas on private lands. The forest stands in the eastern
portion of the study area are smaller in size because of the Ft. Meade base and associated
development in this area. The study area contains four associations; the Willow Oak-Loblolly
Pine Association, the Tulip Poplar Association, the River Birch-Sycamore Forest Association,
and the Sycamore-Green Ash-Box Elder—Silver Maple Forest Association.

Permanent impacts to forests would involve the conversion of forested habitat to impervious
road and associated infrastructure, and forest fragmentation where new roads would bisect
existing habitat (Table III-15). However, because Alternatives 2, 4 Modified, and the
interchange options are generally along the existing alignment, the majority of these impacts
would occur to the existing forest edge and/or to narrow rows of trees next to the roadway.
Worst-case permanent forest impacts would be 25.3 acres which includes the worse case potential
impact of 0.43 acre of treeline impact within the Baltimore-Washington Parkway.

Table I11-15: Estimated Forest Impacts

Alternative Forest
Alternative 1 0
Alternative 2 4.5
Alternative 4 Modified 19.4
Interchange Options
Option A 5.1
Option C 4.6
Option D 5.9

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

The project would comply with applicable laws and regulations regarding forest impacts. Per
Natural Resources Article 5-103, "Reforestation Law," adopted 1989, amended 1990 and 1991,
the construction of a highway by a unit of the state:

1. May cut or clear only the minimum number of trees and other woody plants that are
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necessary and consistent with sound design practices, and
2. Shall make every reasonable effort to minimize the cutting or clearing of trees and other
woody plants

The Reforestation Law also requires the replacement, on public land, for removed wooded areas
or contribution to the State Reforestation Law Fund. These mitigation measures are required on
an acre-for-acre (1:1) basis for impacts to one acre or more of forest. SHA will replace the trees
impacted on NPS land at a 1:1 ratio with three years of maintenance to ensure survivability.

f. Large and Significant Trees

A large and significant tree survey was conducted concurrent with the wetland investigation
during December 2008. There were 20 significant trees identified throughout the study area. None
are within the right-of-way of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway.

There would be no large or significant trees impacted by Alternatives 1, 2, or 4 Modified.
Interchange Option A would impact nine and Interchange Options C and D will impact 10
significant trees. A significant tree is considered impacted if any portion of the Critical Root
Zone (CRZ), the region measured outward from a tree trunk representing the area of the roots
that must be maintained or protected for the tree’s survival, is disturbed in any fashion.
Significant trees are removed when more than 30% of the CRZ is impacted, as the tree will not
be able to survive.

5. Wildlife
a. Terrestrial Wildlife

Wildlife was observed throughout the study area, primarily in naturally forested areas, fields,
wetlands and wildlife corridors occurring along floodplains and greenways. Observations in the
study area indicate the presence of white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), raccoon (Pyrocon
lotor), beaver (Castor canadensis), opossum (Didelphis marsupialis), eastern chipmunk (Tamias
striatus), gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), woodchuck (Marmota monax), red fox (Vulpes
fulva), gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus) and eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus).
Herptiles present within the study area include green frog (Rana clamitanc), spring peeper
(Psuedacris crucifer), gray tree frog (Hyla versicolor), garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis),
American toad (Bufo americanus), wood frog (Rana sylvatica), black ratsnake (Elaphe obsoleta)
and snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentina). Observed signs of mammals and herptiles included
actual sighting, observed tracks and scat, road-kill, habitat, dwellings and breeding calls.

The No-Build Alternative and Alternative 2 would have no impact on terrestrial habitat and
therefore no effect on terrestrial wildlife within the study area. Since Alternative 4 Modified and
the interchange options would only expand the existing roadway, minimal impact on the wildlife
communities within the study area is anticipated. Generally, road widening pushes back existing
roadside edge area. Roadside edge habitat is broadly defined as the area influenced by roadway
drainage, slope limits, sun light penetration or maintenance activity. However, roadway
widening is of special concern when improvements impair the passage of wildlife between areas
of adjacent habitat. Alternative 4 Modified and the interchange options would not affect the
passage of wildlife in or out of the good habitat areas.

b. Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species
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On December 28, 2006, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Environmental
Review Unit indicated that the Fisheries Service has documented spawning activities of both
white perch (Morone americana) and herring (Alosa sp.) in the Little Patuxent River near the
project area. These fish spec1es should be ade(%ﬁately protected by the Use I instream work
prohibition period (March 15t through June 157). Additional correspondence from DNR on
December 28, 2006 indicated the presence of state threatened Etheostoma vitreum (glassy darter)
and Lampetra appendix (American brook lamprey) in the area where MD 198 crosses the thtle
Patuxent River. The DNR recommended a time of year restriction from March 15! to June 15
for any in-stream work. Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on
January 19, 2007, indicated that there were no federally proposed or listed endangered or
threatened species known to exist in the project area. Please refer to Section V and Appendix
B for all correspondence between SHA, DNR, and USFWS referencing rare, threatened, and
endangered species in the study area.

6. Benthic Macroinvertebrates

Benthic samples were collected at eight monitoring locations in accordance with the Maryland
Biological Stream Survey (MBSS) protocols developed by the DNR. Sampling was performed in
a riffle area when present. Sampling also occurred in habitats such as gravel/broken peat and/or
clay lumps in a run area, snags/logs that create a partial dam or in a run habitat, undercut banks
and associated root mats in moving water, submerged aquatic vegetation and associated bottom
substrate in moving water, and detrital/sand areas in moving water.

Results of the benthic macroinvertebrate analysis identified an average of 76 individuals in each
samples collected in the Little Patuxent River upstream of MD 198. There were an average of
127 individuals in each of the samples collected downstream of MD 198. A Hilsenhoff Biotic
Index (HBI) score was calculated using tolerance values for each individual sample that was
collected. Table III-16 summarizes the data that was received from the benthic
macroinvertebrate laboratory analysis for the upstream and downstream stations. All analytical
results can be found in the MD 198: MD 32 to MD 295, Water Quality and Aquatic Habitat
Survey.

Table 111-16: HBI Score for MD 198 Stations (2009)

Station
Upstream 1 7.51 Poor
Upstream 2 8.08 Poor
Upstream 3 6.40 Fair
Upstream 4 6.91 Fairly Poor
Downstream 1 8.03 Poor

Table 111-16: HBI Score for MD 198 Stations (2009)

Station
Downstream 2 8.29 Poor
Downstream 3 8.20 Poor
Downstream 4 7.99 Poor

The HBI scores show that the upstream water quality is slightly better than the
downstream water quality. The average of the upstream HBI Scores is 7.22 (fairly poor)
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and the downstream HBI scores average 8.21 (poor). Upstream stations exhibited greater
numbers of individuals that are sensitive to pollution, such as the Maccafertium (mayfly).
The dominance of pollution tolerant taxons at all stations signifies that water quality is
impaired throughout this portion of the Little Patuxent; however this is consistent with
the water quality for the remainder of the watershed.

While this study demonstrates that the build alternatives and interchange options would
have minimal effects on the surrounding natural resources, and particularly surface
water quality, BMPs must be adhered to in order to minimize potential impacts due to
construction. Included in these actions are sediment and erosion control practices,
stormwater management controls, environmental site design practice, minimization of
vegetation impacts particularly to those within riparian or wetland buffers, and other
general construction practices.

The standard operating procedures of SHA provide ample consideration for BMPs for
roadway construction. Utilization of these standards and compliance with all relevant
federal, state and local guidelines addressing protection of natural resources will provide
assurances that the surface water quality of the Little Patuxent River will remain
consistent with pre-construction conditions.

7. Unique and Sensitive Areas
a. Maryland’s Green Infrastructure

The GreenPrint Program (2001) was established by the Maryland General Assembly in an effort
to “preserve the most ecologically valuable natural lands in Maryland” (Maryland’s Green
Infrastructure Assessment, 2003). These areas haves been identified in DNR’s Green
Infrastructure data set, which was created using satellite imagery, road and stream locations, and
biological data. Identified areas include unfragmented natural areas, called “hubs”, which include
large blocks of contiguous interior forest and large wetland complexes; linear stretches of land,
called “corridors”, such as stream valleys that allow animals and seeds to move between “hubs”;
and areas of disconnect between the “hubs” and “corridors”, called “gaps”.

The SHA, in coordination with County planners and the regulatory agencies, will use green
infrastructure data in the planning process to locate areas of land that could be targeted for
protection or restoration to help ensure habitat for Maryland’s plants and wildlife, as well as to
promote a healthier environment including improved outdoor recreation, clean drinking water,
and erosion prevention. At the time Maryland’s Green Infrastructure Assessment (2003) was
published, it was determined that 74 percent of Maryland’s Green Infrastructure is unprotected;
and 13 percent of hubs and less than one percent of corridors were in areas managed primarily
for natural values.

The study area contains green infrastructure hubs, corridors, and gaps. All of the impacts
associated with the Alternatives 2, 4 Modified, and the interchange options are from the
proposed widening of MD 198 and the ramp improvements to the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange.
Alternative 4 Modified would result in the most impacts to green infrastructure. All interchange
option impacts are similar. Green infrastructure impacts resulting from Interchange Options A
through D are shown in Table III-17 below.
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Table 111-17: Impacts to Green Infrastructure

Alternative Hubs (acres) Corrdiors (acres) Gaps (acres)

Alternative 1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Alternative 2 0.0 1.7 0.6
Alternative 4 Modified 4.1 9.4 3.9
Interchange Option A 5.5 0.0 4.3
Interchange Option C 5.5 0.0 4.3
Interchange Option D 5.4 0.0 4.2

The project’s total mitigation package (wetlands, WUS, and forest) would prioritize sites that
are within or in close proximity to Maryland’s green infrastructure network, focusing on the
obvious gap areas first. Part of the mitigation package could include protecting areas of the
green infrastructure network that are not currently protected.

b. Scenic River and Research Refuge

The Little Patuxent River is recognized as a scenic river under the Maryland Scenic and
Wild Rivers Program. Also, the Patuxent Research Refuge is a nationally recognized wildlife
refuge that is located to the south of the project area.

The current crossing over the Little Patuxent River floods the roadway during heavy rain
events. All of the interchange options include a new bridge span across the Little Patuxent
River that would eliminate the flooding that currently occurs at this crossing. The new bridge
span would also allow the current fish ladder located at the crossing to remain intact. It is not
anticipated that any in-stream work is necessary for the construction of the proposed bridge
span. Other than the wider and longer span over the Little Patuxent River, there are no other
improvements associated with interchange options that would impact the Little Patuxent
River. SHA will continue to coordinate with DNR during the project planning phase to
ensure that all measures are taken to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the Little Patuxent
River.

None of the interchange options would impact the Patuxent Research Refuge.

F. Air Quality

A project-level air quality analysis was conducted in accordance with U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidelines. The
purpose of this project-level air quality analysis was to evaluate the potential effects of
the proposed alternatives on the air quality, including the analysis of carbon monoxide
(CO), fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or smaller in size (PM2.5), and Mobile Source Air
Toxics (MSATSs). Refer to the Air Quality Technical Report MD 198: Russett Green
(West  Of MD 295) To MD 32 (May, 2009) for details on the technical analysis and its
components.

1. Attainment Status

Under the authority of the CAA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
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developed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for certain air pollutants (criteria
pollutants) deemed harmful to public health and the environment. These criteria pollutants
include: nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), CO, ozone (O3), PM2.5, PM10, and
lead (Pb).

The EPA designates areas where ambient concentrations are below the NAAQS as being in
“attainment” and designates areas where a criteria pollutant level exceeds the NAAQS as being
in “nonattainment.” Ozone (O3) nonattainment areas are categorized based on the severity of
pollution: marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or extreme. The project area is designated as
moderate nonattainment for O3 under the eight-hour standard and as nonattainment for PM2. ",
In addition, although the area is an attainment area for CO, the Baltimore Central Business
District is under a CO Maintenance Plan, which provides for continued attainment of the CO
standard through December 15, 2015.

The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) is the regional agency that prepares the
State Implementation Plan (SIP), which documents how the Baltimore, MD region will meet the
NAAQS. The SIP provides an inventory of existing air emissions and accounts for planned
projects within the region that have potential to increase pollutant emissions. The SIP accounts
for general increases in vehicular travel throughout the region, as well as anticipated changes in
land use and demographic/employment patterns.

2. Carbon Monoxide Micro-scale Evaluation

Carbon monoxide (CO) impacts were analyzed as the accepted indicator of vehicle-generated air
pollution. The EPA CAL3QHC (1993) dispersion model was used to predict CO concentrations
for air quality sensitive receptors for the Open to Traffic (2015) year and Design year (2030).
The detailed analyses predicted air quality impacts at each receptor location from CO vehicular
emissions for the No-Build and build alternatives. Modeled one-hour and eight-hour average CO
concentrations were added to background CO concentrations (1.4 ppm one-hour and 0.9 ppm
eight-hour) for comparison to the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(S/NAAQS). The objective of the analysis is to evaluate the effect(s) of the proposed
improvements to the MD 198 in Anne Arundel County, Maryland on the local ambient air
quality relative to the NAAQS. Air quality is assessed to determine whether the proposed
transportation improvement project conforms to the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA).

Air quality receptors were selected to represent air quality sensitive locations within the study
area These consist of 25 at the MD 198/MD 295 Interchange, 11 at the MD 198/MD 32
Interchange, and 25 at the MD 198/Russett Green Intersection. In addition one receptor was
selected to represent the Welch’s Trailer Park and two were selected to represent baseball fields
at Bald Eagle Road. The analysis indicates that the one-hour and eight-hour concentration of CO
would not exceed the NAAQS at any receptor locations within the project area for any of the
design alternatives and options. The one-hour CO NAAQS is 35 ppm and the eight-hour
NAAQS is nine ppm.

The CAL3QHC model comparisons between the build alternatives and the No-Build Alternative
demonstrate that the highest CO concentrations occur at the same location in both 2015 and
2030. The maximum calculated one-hour No-build CO concentration is 7.3 ppm in 2015 and 7.2
ppm in 2030. The maximum calculated eight-hour No-build CO concentration is 4.4 ppm in
2015 and 4.3 ppm in 2030. These maximum concentrations occur at the MD 198/Russett Green
intersection. The maximum calculated one-hour Build CO concentration is 6.1 ppm in 2015 and
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6.0 ppm in 2030. The maximum calculated eight-hour Build CO concentration is 3.3 ppm in
2015 and 3.3 ppm in 2030. These maximum concentrations occur at the MD 198/MD 295
Interchange.

1. PMasRegional and Hot-Spot Conformity Determination

The project area is located in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, which is in the Baltimore, MD
PM2.5 nonattainment area. The area was designated as nonattainment for PM2.5 on January
5, 2005 by the EPA. This designation became effective on April 5, 2005, 90 days after
EPA's published action in the Federal Register. Transportation conformity for the PM2.5
standards applied on April 5, 2006, after the one-year grace period provided by the Clean Air
Act.

The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) of the Baltimore Metropolitan Council

(BMC) is the federally recognized Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for transportation

planning in the Baltimore region. Annually, the BMC and the BRTB develop the region’s

Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP) and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The

CLRP for the region is called “The Transportation Outlook 2035”. The CLRP is a
comprehensive plan of transportation projects and strategies that the Transportation Board
realistically anticipates can be implemented over the next 20 years. The 2008-2012 TIP is a five-
year program that describes the time frame for federal funds to be obligated to state and local
projects. Each year the TIP is approved after the BRTB ensures that it meets the federal
requirements relating to air quality and is in conformity with the SIP. The Transportation
Outlook 2035 and 2008-2012 TIP were adopted by the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board
(BRTB) on November 27, 2007. The MD 198 project is included in the Maryland Department of
Transportation’s (MDOT) Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) as Anne Arundel County
Line 8. Although it is currently referenced as a study” in the CLRP, it is not included as
a specific project in the currently approved CLRP or in the current TIP. Upon determination of
a Selected Alternative and the provision of federal funding, the project will be analyzed as part
of the BRTB regional emissions analysis.

On March 10, 2006, EPA issued amendments to the Transportation Conformity Rule to address
localized impacts of particulate matter: "PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analyses in Project-
level Transportation Conformity Determinations for the New PM2.5 and Existing PM10
National Ambient Air Quality Standards" (71 FR 12468). These rule amendments require the
assessment of localized air quality impacts of Federally-funded or approved transportation
projects in PM]é) and PM2.5 nonattainment and maintenance areas deemed to be projects of air
quality concern” as enumerated in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1).

SHA has prepared the following assessment of the proposed improvements:

e The MD 198 Project is considered under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i), as amended, which
includes “New or expanded highway projects that have a significant number of or
significant increase in diesel vehicles

e The MD 198 Project is also considered under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(ii), as amended,
which includes “Projects affecting intersections that are at Level-of-Service D, E, or
F with a significant number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to Level-of-
Service D, E, or F because of increased traffic volumes from a significant number of
diesel vehicles related to the project
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''U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Six Common Air Pollutants — Designations. Website Address:
http://www.epa.gov/air/urbanair/designations.html.

e The proposed construction would improve the operation and safety of MD 198, and
provide sufficient capacity to address existing and projected travel demands
throughout PM2.5 emissions.

e Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act and the federal conformity rule require that
transportation plans and programs conform to the intent of the state implementation
plan (SIP) through a regional emissions analysis in PM2.5 nonattainment areas.
The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) of the Baltimore
Metropolitan Council (BMC) is the federally recognized Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for transportation planning in the Baltimore region. The BMC

e and the BRTB develop the region’s Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP) and the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The CLRP for the region is called
“The Transportation Outlook 2035”. The 2008-2012 TIP is a five-year financial
program that describes the schedule for obligating federal funds to planned state
and local transportation projects. Each year the TIP is approved after the BRTB
ensures that it meets the federal requirements relating to air quality and is in
conformity with the SIP. The Transportation Outlook 2035 and 2008-2012 TIP
were adopted by the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) on
November 27, 2007. The MD 198 project is included in the Maryland Department
of Transportation’s (MDOT) Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) as

Anne Arundel County Line 8. Although it currently referenced as a study4 in
the CLRP, it is not included as a specific project in the currently approved CLRP or
the current TIP. Upon determination of a Selected Alternative and the provision of
federal funding, BRTB will include the project as part of their regional emissions
analysis.

e Based on the above preliminary review and analysis, SHA proposes that the MD
198 Project (including all options) is not a project of air quality concern as defined
under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(1) & (ii). Since the project would meet the Clean
Air Act and 40 CFR 93.109 requirements, the project would not be expected to
cause or contribute to a new violation of the PM2.5 NAAQS, or increase the
frequency or severity of a violation. Upon determination of a Selected
Alternative and the inclusion of the project in the BRTB regional emissions
analysis, the PM2.5 discussed herein analysis will be updated and a final PM2.5
Conformity Determination will be provided for Interagency Consultation.

1. Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis (MSATS)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA

Documents5 requires analysis of Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) under specific conditions.
The EPA has designated six prioritized MSATSs, which are known or probable carcinogens or
can cause chronic respiratory effects. The six prioritized MSATs are: Benzene; Acrolein;

- Transportation Outlook 2035 (page 18) states: “This is a study to address capacity needs on MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
(2.66 miles). Bicycle and pedestrian access will be provided where appropriate. MD 198 is a key link to Fort Meade from points
south and west. The area in and around Fort Meade will likely experience substantial growth as a result of BRAC project

planning underway. Anne Arundel County will be contributing $4.5 million for the planning phase.
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Formaldehyde; 1,3-Butadiene, Acetaldehyde; and Diesel Exhaust (Diesel Exhaust Gases and
Diesel Particulate Matter). Per SHA traffic analysis, the Build traffic volumes (ADT) and truck
percentages are equal to the No-build traffic volumes (ADT) and truck percentages. Also, the
maximum 2030 traffic volume (ADT) is 42,300 on MD 198 and 96,500 on MD 32; both of
which are less than 140,000. Therefore the MD 198 project would be a “minor widening
project[s] and new interchange[s, such as those] that replace(s) a signalized intersection on a
surface street” ... “that serves to improve operations of highway.....without adding substantial
new capacity or creating a facility that is likely to meaningfully increase emissions™® and would
be considered a Project with Low Potential MSAT Effects.

Included herein is a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emissions impacts of this project.
However, available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts
of the emission changes associated with any of the build alternatives. Due to these limitations,
the following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b))
regarding incomplete or unavailable information. Evaluating the environmental and health
impacts from MSAT on a proposed highway project would involve several key elements,
including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in order to estimate ambient concentrations
resulting from the estimated emissions, exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure
to the estimated concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based on the

estimated exposure. Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain
science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of this project.
The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are not sensitive to key
variables determining emissions of MSAT in the context of highway projects. The tools to
predict how MSAT disperse are also limited. Even if emission levels and concentrations of
MSAT could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current techniques for exposure
assessment and risk analysis preclude reaching meaningful conclusions about project-specific
health impacts. Research into the health impacts of MSAT is ongoing. For different emission
types, there are a variety of studies that show that some either are statistically associated with
adverse health outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels
found in occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes when
exposed to large doses. The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of
exposures to these pollutants.

Even though reliable methods do not exist to accurately estimate the health impacts of MSAT at
the project level, it is possible to qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT emissions under
the project. Although a qualitative analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from
MSAT, it can give a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT
emissions, if any, from the build alternatives. For each alternative, the amount of MSAT emitted
would be proportional to the annual average daily traffic (AADT), or vehicle miles traveled
(VMT). Although the Build traffic volumes (ADT) and truck percentages are equal to the No-
build traffic volumes (ADT) and truck percentages, the VMT within the study area estimated for
the build alternatives may be slightly greater than that of the No-build, because the build

3 Criteria for identifying projects of air quality concern is described in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1), as amended.

Transportation Outlook 2035 (page 18) states: “This is a study to address capacity needs on MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
(2.66 miles). Bicycle and pedestrian access will be provided where appropriate. MD 198 is a key link to Fort Meade from points
south and west. The area in and around Fort Meade will likely experience substantial growth as a result of BRAC project

planning underway. Anne Arundel County will be contributing $4.5 million for the planning phase.
> Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents
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alternatives would reduce congestion and increase efficiency of the roadway, and may attract
additional trips from elsewhere in the transportation network. This slight increase in VMT may
lead to slightly higher MSAT emissions along the MD 198 corridor for the build alternatives.
The emissions increase due to increased VMT is offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates
due to increased speeds, since according to EPA's MOBILE 6.2 emissions model, emissions of
all of the priority MSAT, except for diesel particulate matter, decrease as speed increases. The
extent to which these speed-related emissions decreases would offset VMT-related emissions
increases cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent deficiencies of technical models. The
additional lanes would have the effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes and
businesses; therefore, there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT
could be higher under the build alternatives than the No-build Alternative. The localized
increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the side where the
roadways shift towards the residences and businesses. However, as discussed above, the
magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No-build alternative
cannot be accurately quantified due to the inherent deficiencies of current models.

In summary, when a highway is widened and, as a result, moves closer to receptors, the localized
level of MSAT emissions for the build alternatives could be higher relative to the No-build
Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion
(which are associated with lower MSAT emissions). Also, MSAT would be lower in other
locations when traffic shifts away from them. Furthermore, at both the project location and
regionally, MSAT concentrations would decrease in future years due to EPA's vehicle emission
and fuel regulations (Figure I11-6). MSAT dispersion studies have shown that air toxics from the
roadway start to drop off at about 100 meters, and that by 500 meters, most studies have found it
very difficult to distinguish the roadway air toxic concentrations from background air toxic
concentrations in any given area. Sensitive receptors are those facilities most likely to contain
large concentrations of the more sensitive population. There does not appear to be any sensitive
receptors within this project area.

Figure llI-6. U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) vs.
VMT Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions, 2000-2020 gnissions

(trillions/year) (tons/year)
6
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Formaldehyde (-65%)

Acetaldehyde(-62%)

1,3-Butadiene (-60%)

Acrolein (-63%) 0 P ; ¥ -
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Notes: For on-road mobile sources. Emissions factors were generated using MOBILE6.2. MTBE proportion of market for oxygenates
is held constant, at50%. Gasoline RVP and oxygenate content are held constant. VMT: Highway Statistics 2000, Table VM-2 for
2000, analysis assumesannual growth rate of 2.5%. "DPM +DEOG" is based on MOBILEG6.2-generated factors for elemental carbon,
organiccarbon and SO4 from diesel-powered vehicles, with the particle size cutoff set at 10.0 microns.
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1. Construction Emissions

The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential to impact the local ambient air
quality by generating fugitive dust through activities such as demolition and materials handling.
The SHA has addressed this possibility by establishing “Specifications for Construction and
Materials” which specifies construction procedures to be followed by contractors involved in site
work. The Maryland Air and Radiation Management Administration has been consulted to
determine the adequacy of SHA’s specifications in terms of satisfying the requirements of the
“Regulations Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland.” The Maryland
Air and Radiation Management Administration found the specifications to be consistent with the
requirements of these regulations. Therefore, during the construction period, all appropriate
measures (Code of Maryland Regulations 26.11.06.03D) would be incorporated to minimize the
impact of the proposed transportation improvements on the air quality of the area.

G. Noise

This project-level noise analysis has been completed in accordance with FHWA and SHA
guidelines, including Title 23 of the CFR, Part 772 Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic
Noise and Construction Noise (23 CFR, Part 772) and the MDOT — SHA Sound Barrier Policy
(April 2011). This analysis has been based on the revised federal and state regulations, which
become effective July 13, 2011, concerning the Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic
Noise and Construction Noise. Refer to the MD 198 Noise Technical Report (SHA, 2011) for a
detailed discussion of the component portions of the noise analysis.

1. Noise Abatement Criteria and Noise Sensitive Areas

The determination of traffic noise impacts is based on the relationship between the ambient noise
levels and the established noise abatement criteria (NAC) for the study area. The effects of noise
are judged in accordance with the Federal Highway Administration guidelines as established by
23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 772 and current SHA Policies. The State Highway
Administration Noise Abatement Criteria provided in Table III-18 are derived from Federal
criteria, which are based on specific land uses and are used in determining the need for studying
noise attenuation measures. The majority of the study area evaluated in this report is Land Use
Category B, however the area also includes Land Use Categories C, E, and G. FHWA guidelines
require that states define their impact criteria as being at least 1 dB(A) less than the NAC. The
State Highway Administration has set the noise impact levels at 1 dB(A) less than the NAC as
shown in Table I11-18.

For a Type I project, SHA considers a sensitive land use to be impacted if:

e The design year noise levels are projected to equal or exceed the Noise abatement criteria
in Table III-18, or

e The projected noise levels are anticipated to increase over existing year noise levels by
the amount shown in Table II1-19 below.
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Table 111-18: State Highway Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level in
Decibels (dBA)*

Activity
Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an
56 . . . e =
A (Exterior) important public need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.
66 . .
B (Exterior) Residential.

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, day
66 care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of
C . worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional
(Exterior) : . . . . . .
structures, radio studios, recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites,
schools, television studios, trails and trail crossings.
Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of

D (Intseiior) worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio
studios, recording studios, schools, and television studios.

E 71 Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/ bars, and other developed lands, properties or

(Exterior) activities not included in A-D or F.

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging,

F - maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, ship
yards, utilities (water resources, water treatment, electrical), and warehousing.

G - Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.

1. Activity Categories and Description of Activity Categories are from the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria. The Noise Abatement
Criteria Noise Levels are established at one dB(A )less than the FHWA noise levels.

Table 111-19: SHA Substantial Noise Increase Criteria Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level in Decibels

(dBA)
Existing Noise Level

45 dB(A) or less 15 dB(A)

46 dB(A) 14 dB(A)

47 dB(A) 13 dB(A)

48 dB(A) 12 dB(A)

49 dB(A) 11 dB(A)

50 dB(A) or greater 10 dB(A)

Noise Sensitive Areas (NSAs) can be residential or non-residential. Residential NSAs include
single-family residences, single-family attached residences (townhouses), multi-family
residences (condominiums and apartments), motels and hotels. Non-residential NSAs include
recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, schools, places of worship, libraries,
restaurants, bars, medical facilities, and hospitals. Country clubs and golf courses are not
considered noise sensitive areas. There are six NSAs in the study area.

Noise has been measured and/or modeled at selected points throughout the study area within the
NSAs and these locations are referred to as ‘Receptors’. In this study, receptors have been
labeled according to the following convention: ‘M’ receptors were measured in the field and
modeled, ‘R’ receptors were only modeled.

2. Analysis

Worst case noise levels were predicted using Traffic Noise Model (TNM) Version 2.5 for the
following conditions: Existing, 2030 No-Build, 2030 Build Alternative 2, and 2030 Build
Mainline Alternative 4 Modified. Calibration is used to validate the accuracy of a particular
noise model (TNM 2.5), using measured highway traffic noise levels and the concurrent highway
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traffic counts. SHA considers a TNM Model to be properly calibrated when the modeled noise
levels are within (I three dB(A) of the measured noise levels for most of the receptors. In order
to bring a model into calibration, modifications such as additional terrain and structural
elements can be added to the model and re-tested until the SHA calibration criteria are met.

Locations of the six NSAs determined what portions of Alternative 2 (Figures III-7A:7F) and
Alternative 4 Modified (Figures III-8A:8F) were modeled. The interchange options were not
modeled because they are not in the vicinity of the NSAs. To predict worst case traffic noise
levels and sound barrier performance, predicted 2030 traffic volumes were used in the analysis.
Both AM and PM traffic conditions were analyzed to determine which produced the loudest
noise levels. The traffic condition which produced the highest noise levels for each of the
receptors was used in the model.

Twenty-two measurement receptors (M-01 thru M-09 and M-11 thru M-23) were used for
predicting the TNM noise levels, barrier design, and analysis. In addition, sixteen receptors (R-
01 thru R-16) were added in order to establish the 66 dB(A) and 71 dB(A) contours. Table III-
19 indicates the predicted noise levels for the Existing Worst Case, 2030 No-Build, 2030 Build
Alternative 2, and 2030 Build Mainline Alternative 4 Modified conditions. 2030 No-Build or
2030 Build conditions for either Alternate 2 or Alternate 4 modified. See Table III-19 for the
predicted noise levels.

NSA-02

The existing residences in this NSA are not impacted under the worst-case 2030 No-Build or
2030 Build Conditions for either Alternate 2 or Alternate 4 modified. See Table III-19 for the
predicted noise levels. Receptor M-01 shows an impact, but was not in an area of frequent
human use.

Receptor M-01 was used to assist in developing the 66 dB(A) contour.

NSA-03
Two of the ball fields in NSA-03 are impacted under Alternative 4 Modified, as the predicted
noise levels equal or exceed 66dB(A). See Table II1-19 for the predicted noise levels.

In addition to peak hour traffic, non-peak hour traffic (7 to 8 pm) was modeled in the PM
condition to verify that impacts occurred later in the evening when the ballfields were in use.
The study indicated that there was an impact at receptor M-02 during the non-peak hour.

NSA-04

Noise levels at Receptor R-02 meet the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) noise level of 71 dB(A)
in Table III-18 for medical facilities. Receptor R-02 is located between the Patient First medical
facility parking lot and MD 198. It was placed to assist in developing the 66 dB(A) contour line
at the facility. The 66 dB(A) line crosses the Patient First parking lot under Alternate 2 and
Alternate 4 Modified; however, the parking lot is not impacted because the parking lot is not
considered to be an area of frequent human use. There are no other outdoor uses at this facility.
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Table 111-20: Noise Impacts for Alternatives 2 and 4 Modified

ALTERNATIVE 4
ALTERNATIVE 2
Existin Difference e
Wor stg 2030 No from Difference Difference
Land Build . . from 2030 from
Receptor Case . Existing | 2030 Build e X e
Number’ Use Traffic Predicted Worst Case | Predicted Existing Build Existing
UMDET Type - Noise : Worst Predicted Worst
Noise 5 to 2030 Noise .
Level® vl No- Build Level #° Case to Nolse Case to
2030 Level 23 2030
Build®® Build®®
NSA -01
Future
M-05 Development 53 53 0 53 0 58 +5
/ Commercial
Future
R-15 Development 63 63 0 63 0 NA’ -
/ Commercial
Future
R-16 Development 58 58 0 58 0 64 +6
/ Commercial
NSA-02
M-01 Residential 66* 66* 0 66* 0 72 +6
M-06 Residential 53 53 0 53 0 58 +5
M-07 Residential 55 55 0 55 0 60 +5
M-08 Residential 58 58 0 58 0 62 +4
Recreation
M-09 Area/ 60 60 0 60 0 64 +4
Residential
NSA-03
Recreation
M-02 Area/ 65 65 0 65 0 69 +4
Institutional
Recreation
M-03 Area/ 61 61 0 61 0 67 +6
Institutional
Recreation
M-04 Area/ 52 52 0 52 0 57 +5
Institutional
NSA-04
M-11 Commercial 69* 69* 0 69* 0 70* +1
M-12 Commercial 67 67 0 67 0 67 +0
M-13 Commercial 68* 68* 0 68* 0 69* +1
M-14 Commercial 62 62 0 62 0 62 +0
M-15 Commercial 65 65 0 65 0 65 +0
R-01 Commercial 68* 68* 0 68* 0 68* +0
R-02 Commercial 71 71 0 71 0 71 +0
R-03 Commercial 63 63 0 63 0 63 +0
R-04 Forest 63 63 0 63 0 63 +0
NSA-05
M-16 Forest 64 64 0 64 0 NAT |
M-17 Forest 60 60 0 60 0 715 1
M-18 Industrial 67 67* 0 67 0 69* +2
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Table 111-20: Noise Impacts for Alternatives 2 and 4 Modified

ALTERNATIVE 2
E\;(\/lthth 2030 No D|1}ffg;ﬂ0e Difference Difference
Land Case Build Existing from 2030  [from Existing
Receptor Use Traffic Predicted Worst 2030 Existing Build Worst Case to
Number Type Noise Noise Case to Build Worst Predicted 2030 Build
Level 2 LeveI2 2030 Predl_cted Case to Noise
No- Build Noise 293% - Level 23
Level 2,3 Build™

R-05 Forest 61 61 0 61 0 69* +8

R-06 Forest 53 53 0 53 0 58 +5

R-07 Forest 63 63 0 63 0 70°* +7

R-08 Forest 54 54 0 54 0 60 +6
M-19 Forest 65 65 0 65 0 73° +8
M-20 Commercial 64 64 0 64 0 71 +7
M-21 Forest 65 65 0 65 0 73’ +8
M-22 Forest 64 64 0 64 0 68" +4
M-23 Commercial 68* 68* 0 68* 0 68* +0
R-09 Forest 71 71 0 71 0 NA’ -
R-10 Forest 59 59 0 59 0 65 +6
R-11 Forest 67 67 0 67 0 NA’ -

R-12 Forest 61 61 0 61 0 66" +5
R-13 Forest 72 72 0 72 0 71° -1
R-14 Forest 59 59 0 59 0 60 +1 :

LEGEND

[ ] impact®

1. A Receptor Number beginning with “M™ represents a measured location and a Receptor Number beginning with “R* represents a modeled receptor
only.

2. Anoise level of 45 dB(A) was added to the TNM results in order to account for the presence of background because TNM does not account for
background noise.

3. Impacted receptors are those where the predicted noise levels equal or exceed toe Criteria Noise Levels in Table 1.C. or where there is an increase over
exiting noise levels as given in Table 1.D.

4. Receptors of this land use are not impacted until noise levels reach 71 dB(A).

5. Receptor is impacted, but is located on undeveloped land. Receptor was chosen in order to establish the 66 dB(A) and 71dB(A) contour lines.

6. This comparison is used in the determination of impacts.

7. Not applicable. Receptor is located in proposed roadway.

Because there is no exterior impact and the FHWA NAC criterion lists an interior noise threshold
for medical facilities (Category D), a preliminary interior impact investigation was performed for
NSA 4. The analysis was performed using the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and
Abatement Guidance dated January 2011 (page 30). Assuming masonry construction and double-
glazed windows, the transmission loss through the building exterior would be 35 dB(A). Using the
exterior level of 68 dB(A) at R-01 and subtracting the 35 dB(A) transmission loss yields an interior
noise level of 33 dB(A). This is well below the interior NAC level of 51 dB(A) and therefore
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there are no interior impacts. Noise levels generated within the building itself would well exceed
33 dB(A).

The adjacent fast food restaurants are not impacted because impact does not occur for those
facilities unless the noise level reaches 71 dB(A).

Receptors in areas of frequent human use in this NSA are not impacted under the worst-case
2030 No-Build or 2030 Build Conditions for either Alternate 2 or Alternate 4 Modified.

NSA-05

The receptors at this NSA are not impacted under the worst-case 2030 No-Build or 2030 Build
conditions except at M-17 which is located on undeveloped land. M-17 was modeled in order to
determine the location of the 66 dB(A) line and the 71 dB(A) line. The 66 dB(A) contour varies
from 60 - 100 feet from the edge of proposed MD198 and the 71dB(A) contour varies from 20 -
40 feet from the edge of proposed MD 198.

NSA-06

Because restaurants/ bars impact occurs at 71 dB(A), neither the Southern Barbeque building
(currently vacant) nor Casey’s Crab Co. are impacted under the worst-case 2030 No-Build or
2030 Build conditions for either Alternate 2 or Alternate 4 modified. Southern Barbeque and
Casey’s Crab House are both represented by Receptor M-23.

There is an outside eating area in the vicinity of receptor M-20 at the Bank Shot Bar & Grill
which is impacted under the Alternate 4 Modified 2030 Build Conditions.

Other receptors in this NSA (M-19, M-21, R-12 and R-13) were also impacted, but are on
undeveloped parcels. These receptors were placed in order to determine the location of the 66
dB(A) and 71 dB(A) contours.

3. Noise Abatement

According to the SHA Sound Barrier Policy, decisions concerning the provision of sound
barriers will be made after evaluation of the feasibility and reasonableness criteria. Sound barrier
feasibility is defined as the engineering and acoustical ability to provide effective noise
reduction. The determination of the feasibility of a sound barrier is dependent upon the
relationship of the highway to the adjacent community. The elevations of the highway and
adjacent development must be such that a barrier of reasonable height can be constructed to
provide a desirable noise reduction. Other factors such as available right-of-way,
constructability, and safety are also considered in determining sound barrier feasibility.
Reasonableness includes such factors as cost, desires of the affected community, the relationship
of existing worst-case to build noise levels, aesthetics, and environmental considerations.

a. Feasibility

The design of a sound barrier may be feasible provided the following criteria can be met:

o Noise levels can be reduced by at least 5 dB(A) at 50% of the impacted receptors
in any given noise sensitive area.

o Placement of a sound barrier does not restrict vehicular or pedestrian access.

o Construction of a sound barrier does not cause any safety or maintenance
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problems.

o A sound barrier can be constructed given topography, drainage, utilities, etc.

o There are no non-highway noise sources that would reduce or limit barrier
effectiveness.

b. Reasonableness

A sound barrier may be considered to be reasonable when the following criteria are met:

e At least 50% of the benefitted property owners and residents are in favor of noise
abatement.

o At least 50% of benefitted residences will receive a 7 dB(A) or greater noise
reduction in a defined NSA.

e The noise barrier will not have adverse impacts on Section 4(f) resources.

e The square footage of noise abatement is equal to or less than 2,700 square feet
per benefitted residence.

4. Summary of Results

It was determined that for Build Alternative 2 noise mitigation is not warranted for any of the six
NSAs. Noise mitigation is not warranted for Build Alternative 4 Modified in NSA-01, NSA-02,
NSA-04, or NSA-05 as there are no impacted areas of frequent human use. Noise mitigation is
warranted at NSA 3 for Build Alternative 4 Modified though it is not feasible since it would
restrict pedestrian access to the ball field. Noise mitigation is warranted at NSA-06 though it is
not reasonable because 7dB(A) noise reduction cannot be obtained at the impacted receptor due
to openings in the barrier required for ingress/egress at the outside eating area.

The following provides the noise analysis in NSA-03 and NSA-06 for Build Alternative 4
Modified:

NSA-03
At NSA-03, a sound barrier was investigated to determine the feasibility of providing noise
abatement to the ball fields which are impacted in the design year 2030 under Alternative 4
Modified.

Two barrier options were investigated to provide abatement. Option 1 provides a continuous
barrier along the proposed parking lot along the north side of the ballfields. Under this option, a
door would be placed in the noise barrier to provide access from the parking lot to the ballfield
rather than accessing the ballfields from the end of the barrier. While Option 2 would provide a
barrier with a physical break in the barrier and an overlap between the two barrier segments in
lieu of providing a door.

Although, results indicated the following regarding a sound barrier:

e It can provide 10 dB(A) reduction at the most severely impacted portions of the ball
fields, namely the spectator areas for ball fields #1 and #4.

e It would be approximately 600 feet long and vary in height from 8 to 14 feet with an area
of 7,553 square feet for Option 1 or approximately 670 feet long and vary in height from
8 feet to 15 feet with an area of 7,799 square feet for Option 2.

e The linear footage of the ballfields along MD 198 is approximately 630 feet. Using the
SHA Linear Footage Factor of 125 feet of linear footage per one residence, the resulting
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number of equivalent residences is 5. Counting the ball fields as 5 equivalent residences,
the area of noise abatement provided per benefitted residence would be either 1,511
square feet for Option 1 or 1,560 square feet for Option 2 per benefitted residence.

Noise mitigation is warranted at NSA-03; however, SHA determined that it would not be
feasible to include a noise barrier at the ball fields (NSA-03) due to the access constraints that a
barrier located between the parking area and the ball fields would cause. In addition, use of the
fields is limited to those with permits on weekdays during approximately half the year (from
April through August). Additional complications include potential negative visual impacts to a
Section 4(f) resource.

NSA-06

At NSA-06, a sound barrier was investigated to determine the feasibility of providing noise
abatement to the outside eating area at the Bank Shot Bar & Grill which is impacted in the design
year 2030 under Alternate 4 Modified. The results indicated that a sound barrier can provide at
least 5 dB(A) reduction, but cannot provide 7 dB(A) reduction due to openings in the barrier
necessary for ingress/egress. The barrier would be approximately 377 feet long and vary in
height from 24 to 32 feet with an area of 11,653 square feet. The linear footage of the Bank Shot
Bar & Grill property along MD 198 is approximately 185 feet. Using the SHA Linear Footage
Factor of 125 feet of linear footage per one residence, and rounding up, the resulting number of
equivalent residences is 2. Counting the property as 2 equivalent residences, the area of noise
abatement provided per benefitted residence would be 5,827 square feet per benefitted residence.

Noise mitigation is warranted at NSA-06, but is not reasonable, because 7 dB(A) noise reduction
cannot be obtained at the impacted receptor due to openings in the barrier required for
ingress/egress. Additional complications include potential negative visual impacts to the facility,
as well as limiting access to and from the restaurant.

H. Hazardous Materials

An Initial Site Assessment was conducted for the MD 198 study area to identify locations with a
likely presence of hazardous materials, wastes, or petroleum products. A summary of the
assessment is below. For further information refer to the Initial Site Assessment for MD 198:
MD 32 to MD 295, Anne Arundel County, Maryland (SHA, 2009).

There were 51 sites identified within the study area ranging in levels of severity of
environmental concern. Fourteen sites received a high impact ranking based on SHA Project
Impact Ranking Criteria (PIRC) requirements.

A partial investigation, due to access restrictions, was conducted at three (District Training
School/ DC Children’s Center, Fort George G. Meade and Tipton Airport) of the 51 sites. These
sites were investigated within the area of MD 198 that would be impacted by the build
alternatives and options. It is of best practice to conduct full investigations after a preferred
alternative is selected; therefore, if warranted, investigations can be completed during a future
stage of the project.

1. Impacts and Minimization/Mitigation

Thirty-Seven of the 51 sites, ranking from medium to high severity, would be impacted by
the build alternatives and interchange options (Table 11I-20). A Preliminary Site Investigation
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(PSI) Screening is recommended for the 14 sites ranked as high severity in order to gather
additional information regarding contamination of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH),
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB’s), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
metals, volatile organic compounds (VOC’s), and semi-volatile organic compounds
(SVOC’s). Further investigation such as soil sampling of the remaining 23 impacted sites
could be required. Should soil contamination be present on site, excavation and proper
removal/disposal of the material will be required.

SHA has coordinated with Fort Meade to identify probable locations of unexploded
ordinances (UXOs) within the project area. Based on the information provided by Fort Meade,
there are no anticipated impacts to UXOs by Alternative 2, 4 Modified, and the interchange

options.

Table 111-21: Sites Impacted by the Alternatives and Interchange Options

Site # (Parcel #) & Location Risk Ranking Impact Type Alternative
Site 1 (Parcel # 12) is located on the High Minimal property Interchange
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road impacts Options
(MD 198) west of the MD 198/MD 32 A,C,and D
Interchange. The parcel consists of the
Tipton Airport.

Site 2 (Parcel # 71) is located on the Medium Minimal property Alternative 4
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road impacts Modified
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive

and Waters Road. The parcel consists

of a radio tower with an emergency

generator and a diesel AST.

Site 3 (Parcel # 86) is located on the Low Minimal property Interchange
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road impacts Options
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive A,C,and D
and Waters Road. The parcel consists

of a wooded area.

Site 4 (Parcel # 94) is located on the Low Minimal property Alternative 4
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road impacts Modified
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive

and Waters Road. The parcel consists

of a wooded area.

Site 5 (Parcel # 65) is located on the High Minimal property Alternative 4
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road impacts Modified
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive

and Waters Road. The parcel consists

of a gas station and auto service center.

Site 6 (Parcel # 64) is located on the Medium Minimal property Alternative 4
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road impacts Modified
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive

and Waters Road. The parcel consists

of a gated house.
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Site # (Parcel #) & Location

Risk Ranking

Impact Type

Alternative

Site 7 (Parcel # 51) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive
and Waters Road. The parcel consists
of a wooded area and an abandoned
concrete structure.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 8 (Parcel # 50) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive
and Waters Road. The parcel consists
of a crab shop.

High

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 9 (Parcel # 88) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive
and Waters Road. The parcel consists
of an auto service center.

High

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 10 (Parcel # 58) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive
and Waters Road. The parcel consists
of a commercial building.

Medium/High

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 11 (Parcel # 75) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive
and Waters Road. The parcel consists
of a restaurant.

Medium

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 12 (Parcel # 57) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive
and Waters Road. The parcel consists
of a wooded area.

Low

Minimal property
‘impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 13 (Parcel # 72) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive
and Waters Road. The parcel consists
of a wooded area.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 14 (Parcel # 70) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) east of Waters Road. The
parcel consists of a wooded area.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 15 (Parcel # 78) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) west of Waters Road. The
parcel consists of a wooded area.

Medium

Property impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 16 (Parcel # 96) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) east of Old Camp Meade
Road. The parcel consists of the D.C.
Children’s Center.

High

Minimal property
impacts

Alternatives 2 and
4 Modified
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Site # (Parcel #) & Location

Risk Ranking

Impact Type

Alternative

Site 17 (Parcel # 44) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Welch’s Court and
Arundel Gateway Boulevard. The
parcel consists of a wooded area.

Medium

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 18 (Parcel # 40) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Welch’s Court and
Arundel Gateway Boulevard. The
parcel consists of a wooded area.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 19 (Parcel # 52) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) west of Old Camp Meade
Road. The parcel consists of a wooded
area.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternatives 2 and
4 Modified

Site 20 (Parcel # 69) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Welch’s Court and
Arundel Gateway Boulevard. The
parcel consists of a wooded area.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 21 (Parcel # 62) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) west of Old Camp Meade
Road. The parcel consists of an auto
body shop and paint booth.

High

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 22 (Parcel # 14) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) west of Old Camp Meade
Road. The parcel consists of a wooded
lot.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 23 (Parcel # 22) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) west of Old Camp Meade
Road. The parcel consists of a
restaurant and bar.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 24 (Parcel # 49) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Welch’s Court and
Arundel Gateway Boulevard. The
parcel consists of an auto salvage yard.

Medium

Property impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 25 (Parcel # 76) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) west of Old Camp Meade
Road. The parcel consists of a storage
facility.

Medium

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Sites 26 and 27 (Parcel # 34) is located

Low

Displacement

Alternative 4

on the south side of Laurel Fort Meade Modified
Road (MD 198) east of Arundel

Gateway Boulevard. The parcel

consists of a barber shop
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Site # (Parcel #) & Location

Risk Ranking

Impact Type

Alternative

Site 28 (Parcel # 33) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) west of Arundel Gateway
Boulevard. The parcel consists of a
wooded lot.

Low

Property impacts

Alternatives 2 and
4 Modified

Site 29 (Parcel # 83) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway (MD 295) and
Old Camp Meade Road. The parcel
consists of a commercial building.

High

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 30 (Parcel # 89) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway (MD 295) and
Old Camp Meade Road. The parcel
consists of a wooded area.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternatives 2 and
4 Modified

Site 31 (Parcel # 84) is located on the
north side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway (MD 295) and
Old Camp Meade Road. The parcel
consists of an auto service center.

High

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 32 (Parcel # 20) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway (MD 295) and
Arundel Gateway Boulevard. The
parcel consists of an open lot.

Low

Minimal property
impacts

Alternatives 2 and
4 Modified

Site 33 (Parcel # 85) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway (MD 295) and
Arundel Gateway Boulevard. The
parcel consists of a car dealership and
an auto service center.

High

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified

Site 34 (Parcel # 32) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway (MD 295) and
Arundel Gateway Boulevard. The
parcel consists of an auto body and
paint shop.

High

Minimal property
impacts

Alternatives 2 and
4 Modified

Site 48 (Parcel # 38) is located on the
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive
and Waters Road. The parcel consists
of an open lot with a radio tower.

Medium

Minimal property
impacts

Alternative 4
Modified
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Site # (Parcel #) & Location Risk Ranking Impact Type Alternative
Site 49 (Parcel # 12) is located on the High Minimal property Interchange
south side of Laurel Fort Meade Road impacts Options
(MD 198) between Bald Eagle Drive A,C,and D

and the Little Patuxent River. The
parcel consists of an auto salvage yard.

Site 50 is located on the north side of Low Minimal property Interchange
Laurel Fort Meade Road (MD 198) at impacts Options
the eastern end of the study area, A,C,and D

adjacent to the MD 198/MD 32
Interchange. The parcel consists of Fort

Meade.
Site 51 is located on Laurel Fort Meade Low Minimal property Alternative 4
Road (MD 198) at the MD 198/MD 295 impacts Modified

Interchange. This is a listed site of a
spill on the highway resulting from an
accident.

I. Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis

An Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) Analysis was conducted for the MD 198 study area
in compliance with the guidelines established by SHA, the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. The following
narrative is a summary of the analysis; for further information refer to the MD 198: from
MD 195 to MD 32, Anne Arundel County, Maryland, Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE)
Analysis (SHA, 2009).

1. ICE Analysis Objective and Scoping

The ICE analysis is required to investigate past, present, and reasonable foreseeable
future actions. ICE scoping involved identifying environmental resources in the project area
and ICE issues for consideration, such as data availability, geographic boundaries, and time
frame analysis. Indirect and Cumulative Effects are defined below:

Indirect Effects: “Effects which are caused by the action and are later in time or
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may
include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the
pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water
and other natural systems, including ecosystems.” (40 CFR 1508.8(b))

Cumulative Impacts: “Impact on the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes
such other actions.” (40 CFR 1508.7)

a. Resources

In order to determine which environmental resources should be considered in the ICE, the
resources that would be directly impacted by the possible improvements were first identified.
Resources directly impacted by the project formed the basis for the resources that were
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examined in the ICE. Table III-21 summarizes the resources that were analyzed in the
MD 198 ICE, and their representative sub-boundaries. These sub-boundaries were used to
form the overall ICE boundary.

Table 111-22: Summary of ICE Resource Impacts

Resources

Incorporation into

Socioeconomic

Natural Environmental

Communities/Businesses Yes Direct and/or Indirect Impacts

Park and Recreation Facilities Yes Direct and/or Indirect Impacts
Cultural

Historic Sites Yes Direct and/or Indirect Impacts

Floodplains Yes Direct and/or Indirect Impacts
Surface Water Yes Direct and/or Indirect Impacts
Wetlands Yes Direct and/or Indirect Impacts
Terrestrial Habitat (forests) Yes Direct and/or Indirect Impacts

b. Time Frame

The time from 1970 to 2030, a period of 60 years, was used to represent the ICE time frame, as
there was a significant increase in population within the ICE boundary in 1970 and the MD 198

project’s design year is 2030.

Table II1-22 shows historical and projected population growth trends within the ICE boundary
and Anne Arundel County from 1920 to 2010. The table indicates that the population in the ICE
boundary nearly doubled from 1960 to 1970 and the population in Anne Arundel County
increased dramatically between 1950 and 1960.

Table 111-23: Historical and Projected Populations

1920 | 1930 1940 | 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010*
ICE 11,370 | 16,496 | 24,106 | 50,531 | 73,074 | 131,852 | 169,963 | 214,060 | 247,024 | N/A
Boundary
District2 | 6,489 | 8,885 | 13,168 | 24,212 | 14,082 | 32,755 | 39.430 | 51,239 | 67,147 N/A
District3 | 4881 | 7,611 10,938 | 26,319 | 58,992 | 99,097 | 130,533 | 162,821 | 179,877 | N/A
Anne
Arunde | 43406 | 55,167 | 68,375 | 117,392 | 206,634 | 297,539 | 370,775 | 427,239 | 489,656 | 532,500

Source: U.S. Census data

*Projections based on Round 7B from the Baltimore Metropolitan Council Cooperative Forecasting Committee

Choosing the ICE past time frame of 1970 was not only based on population growth (it
nearly doubled from 1960 to 1970), but also on the implementation of the National
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Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and development of significant land use management
plans. In 1969, NEPA was instituted by the Federal government. In 1997, the Anne
Arundel County General Development Plan (GDP) was adopted, the Odenton Small Area
Plan was adopted by Anne Arundel County in 2003, and the Jessup/Maryland City
Small Area Plan adopted by Anne Arundel County in 2004. Another significant event
that occurred in the ICE boundary includes the opening of Tipton Airport in 1999.

c. Geographic Boundary

Using the environmental resources that may be affected by direct and indirect impacts of
the project as a guide (Table III-21), multiple resource boundaries were reviewed to
determine appropriate ICE sub-boundaries that were joined to create a single ICE
boundary in which all indirect and cumulative effects will be analyzed. Because indirect
and cumulative effects are farther removed from the project alternatives than direct
impacts, the geographic limits for the analysis of indirect and cumulative effects extend
well beyond the MD 198 project limits. The sub-boundaries considered in establishing the
ICE boundary are described below:

i.  Sub-Boundary Considerations

a) Election Districts and Census Tract Block Groups

Census tract block group boundaries were identified from the United States Census Bureau
2000. The census tract block group sub-boundary was established by identifying all census
tract block groups completely or partially within the MD 198 project limits which
included census tract 7405, block groups 1 and 4, census tract 7406.03, block groups 1 and
3, and census tract 7411, block group 1. Census tracts block groups were used as a resource
sub-boundary to represent the socioeconomic resources affected by the project. The census
tract boundaries form portions of the eastern and western portions of the ICE boundary.
Election District boundaries were not specifically used in the ICE boundary; however,
they were used to evaluate population trends since 1920.

b) Traffic Analysis Zones and Area of Traffic Influence

A Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) is a special area delineated by state and/or local
transportation officials used for tabulating traffic-related data especially journey-to-work
and place-of-work statistics. The TAZs are used to develop the Area of Traffic Influence
(ATI). The ATI represents the geographic extent to which the project will affect traffic levels
on nearby roadways. The TAZ and ATI boundaries were used to represent socioeconomic
resources, including communities and businesses and parks and recreational facilities. They
form a majority of the entire ICE boundary.

b) Sub-watersheds

Sub-watershed boundaries were established by identifying all DNR 8-digit sub-watersheds
completely or partially within the MD 198 project limits. The study area includes three sub-
watershed boundaries. Sub-watersheds boundaries were used to represent natural environmental
resources such as floodplains, surface water, wetlands, terrestrial (forest) habitat, and
rare/threatened and endangered species affected by the project. They form the southeast portion

of the ICE boundary.

C) Historic Resource Areas
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Based on preliminary data, there are five potential historic resources within the project area that
may be directly impacted by the proposed improvements. The limits and boundaries of these
individual resources are relatively small and fall within larger census tract block group
boundaries. For that reason, cultural resource boundaries were not used to represent any portion
of the overall ICE boundary.

d) County Planning Areas and Priority Funding Areas

Although the ICE boundary intersects three of Anne Arundel County's small planning areas
(Jessup-Maryland City, Severn, and Odenton), the planning area boundaries were not used to
define the ICE boundary. These planning area boundaries are much larger than the study area
affected by the project. Also, the ICE boundary intersects the Priority Funding Area (PFA) that
encompasses the study area. At the time the ICE Scoping was completed, the PFA boundary that
encompasses the study area was not completely defined by the Maryland Department of
Planning (MDP). Therefore, the PFA boundary was not used to define the ICE boundary.

ii. Overall ICE Boundary

The ICE involves natural environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural resources. Much of the
ICE focuses upon natural environmental and socioeconomic resources, based upon the potential
for direct natural, socioeconomic, and cultural impacts. Therefore, census tract block groups and
the Area of Traffic Influence form much of the overall ICE boundary. Sub-watershed boundaries
were used to represent impacts to natural environmental features; therefore, forming a portion of
the ICE boundary (Figure I11-9).

This rationale for establishment of the ICE boundary allows for assessment of indirect and
cumulative effects in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.8 (b)). For
example, the extent of the sub-watershed sub-boundary included all sub-watersheds that would
experience not only direct project impacts, but also other potential indirect and cumulative
effects. Similarly, the TAZ/ATI sub-boundary includes the geographical extent to which the
MD 198 project would affect traffic levels on nearby roadways, and the census tracts selected for
consideration in the ICE include all tracts that would be affected by the proposed alternatives.

d. Land Use Cover

In order to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed transportation alternatives, it is useful to
identify the pattern, intensity, and pace of development in the area. Past, existing, and future land
uses in the ICE boundary were evaluated. This comparison allowed for the observation of trends
that, in conjunction with local comprehensive plans and anticipated development, assisted in
predicting future land use and potential cumulative effects of the project. Land use for the ICE
boundary is shown for 1973 and 2002 in Table II1-23.

Table 111-24: Land Use/Land Cover within the ICE Boundary, 1973 and 2002

Change | Change
Percent Percent from from
Land Use (;(?Zei) of Total (sc?fezs) of Total 1973 to 1973 to
Land Land 2002 2002
(acres) (%)
Agriculture 2319 9% 798 3% -1521 -66%
Barren Land 24 0% 82 0% 58 242%
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Commercial 1606 6% 1194 4% -412 -26%
Extractive 200 1% 102 0% -98 -49%
Forest 17895 67% 15719 59% -2176 -12%
Industrial 74 0% 2031 8% 1957 2645%
Institutional 2,389 9% 3157 12% 768 32%
Residential 1801 7% 2881 11% 1080 60%
Transportation 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Urban Land 482 2% 713 3% 231 48%
Water 46 0% 90 0% 44 96%
Wetlands 10 0% 7 0% -3 -30%
TOTAL 26,846 -- 26,774 -- -- --

i. Past Land Use

The past land use is based on 1973 land use maps generated by the Maryland Department of
Planning (MDP) (Figure I11-10).

Based on the same 1973 land use maps, the parcels of land within the ICE boundary
encompassed approximately 26,811 acres. Approximately 5,871 acres of that land were
developed, which is 22 percent of the total area inside the ICE Boundary. The dominant land
uses within the ICE boundary were forest (17,895 acres), institutional (2,389 acres), and
agricultural (2,319 acres).

ii. Existing Land Use

Existing land use was determined through a review of 2002 land use maps generated by the
Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) (Figure I1I-11), and supplemental field reviews of the
ICE boundary. The MD 198 ICE study area is comprised of primarily forest (59 percent) and
institutional lands (12 percent) with some smaller areas classified as commercial, industrial, and
residential areas. Compared to 1973, the ICE boundary industrial and residential land use has
increase dramatically, while the forest and agriculture land uses have decreased significantly
(Table 111-20).

iii. Future Land Use

Future land use is expected to be similar to existing land use in the ICE boundary. Future
land use in the ICE boundary will be primarily influenced by the recommendations of
the existing land use plans and zoning as identified in the Anne Arundel County General
Development Plan (2009), the Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan (2004), the Odenton
Small Area Plan (2004), and the Howard County General Plan (2000). Future land use
identified by Howard and Anne Arundel Counties within the ICE boundary is depicted on
Figures 111-12 and 111-13. All of the future developments proposed within the ICE
boundary consist of commercial and residential developments (Table 111-24 and Figure
I11-13). These developments range from less than an acre to over 300 acres in size.

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation 111-78



MD 198 — FROM MD 295 TO MD 32

Table 111-25: Near Future Development

- - Description
Project Name Location b Status
and Size
Anne Arundel County
Arundel Gateway Mixed Use Conceptual site plan
Development Fort Mead Rd, Laurel (300 acres) Approved
Lokus Rd, Odenton .
?g’rfzion @ Odenton Town Tax Map 21, (1\64 19x7e gclrj::) Site plan submitted
Parcels 497, 373, 208 and 255 '
8213 Brock Bridge Rd, Laurel Commercial
Grimmius Inc. Near Annapolis Junction (4.3 acres) Site plan approved
Tax Map 13, Parcel 235 )
Mayfield Rd / Telegraph Rd, Odenton Commercial
Ascherl / Jaffe Property Tax Map 21 (9 acres) Site plan approved
Parcels 83, 84, 483, 482, and 300
Winward Aviation / Tipton 962 Generals Hwy, Crownsville Commercial Site plan approved
Airfield Tax Map 30, Parcel 12 (1.3 acres) p PP
Annapolis Rd / Berger St., Odenton Commercial .
Meade Center Tax Map 21, Parcels 297, 299, 315 (3 acres) Site plan approved
Centralia Lots 24-27/ Jack of Market Space St, Laurel Commercial Site plan approved
Arts Studio Tax Map 13, Parcel 39 (0.5 acre) P pp
. Blair Dr, Odenton Commercial .
Arundel Crossing West Tax Map 21, Parcel 166 (11 acres) Site plan approved
. .. Betson Ave, Odenton Commercial .
Boat Lifts Unlimited Tax Map 21, Parcels 96 and 20 (0.4 acre) Site plan approved
. . Forest Ave, Jessup Commercial .
National Business Park Tax Map 13, Parcel 71 (11.4 acres) Site plan approved
Russet Fast Laurel / Fort Mead Rd, Laurel Commercial Site plan apbroved
Tax Map 20, Parcel 18 (16.9 acres) P PP
. Rockenbach Rd, Jessup Commercial .
Parkside Parcel 12 Tax Map 13, Parcel 70 (30 acres) Site plan approved
. Brock Bridge Rd, Laurel Commercial .
Robinson Property Tax Map 13, Parcel 244 (5.5 acres) Site plan approved
1 7871 Max Blobs Park Rd, Jessup Residential Minor Subdivision
Rappaport, Max & Lillian Rev Tax Map 13, Parcel 35 (14.5 acres) approved
Twenty Nine Twenty One 2921 Jessup Road, Jessup, Lot 1 Residential Minor Subdivision
Jessup Road Tax Map 13, Parcel 4 (0.9 acre) approved
Odenton Residential Preformal Phase
Seven Oaks Parcel 21 Tax Map 21, Parcel 53 (2,6 acres) approved
Private Rd, Odenton Residential .
Seven Oaks Parcel 10 Tax Map 21, Parcel 516 (6.6 acres) Final Phase approved
Nevamar Corp Lt 2RA — Telegraph Rd, Odenton Residential Preformal Phase
Waiver Tax Map 21, Parcel 23 (31.5 acres) approved
Laurel Race Track 3600 Laurel / Ft Meade Rd, Laurel Residential Sketch Phase
urel Race trac Tax Map 19, Parcel 86 (287 acres) approved
Annapolis Rd, Odenton, Lot 168R Residential .
Bonaventure Lt 168R Tax Map 29, Parcel 241 (10 acres) Final Phase approved
. . Sentinel Drive, Annapolis Junction Residential .
National Business Park Tax Map 13, Parcel 38 (63 acres) Final Phase approved
Jacobs Rd, Severn Residential .
Jacobs Forest Tax Map 21, Parcel 1 (19 acres) Final Phase approved
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. . Description
Project Name Location p. Status
and Size
Ascherl Property, Mayfiels Lokus Rd, Odenton Residential .
Ave Tax Map 21, (4.5 acres) Final Phase approved
Parcels 3,414, 824, 838, and 380 )
Teleeranh Commerce Center Telegraph Road, Odenton Residential Preformal Phase
grap Tax Map 21, Parcels 86 and 179 (5.2 acres) approved
. Annapolis Rd, Odenton Residential Preformal Phase
Kanaris 1215 LLC Property Tax Map 29, Parcel 34 (3.9 acres) approved
Eichteen Eightv Five Lamont 1885 Lamonte Ave, Odenton Residential Preformal Phase
& gty Fv Tax Map 21, Parcel 111 (0.3 acre) approved
. 8376 Jacobs Road, Severn Residential .
Jennifer Meadows Tax Map 21, Parcel 33 (5.3 acres) Final Phase approved
Reece Rd, Odenton, Near Camp Meade Residential .
Reecewood Estates Tax Map 14, Parcel 140 (10.7 acres) Final Phase approved
Parkside Phase 2, Rockenbach Rd, Jessup Residential Final Phase approved
Infrastructure Tax Map 13, Parcel 70 (13.5 acres) PP
Parkside Phase 1, Rockenbach Rd, Jessup Residential Final Phase approved
Infrastructure Tax Map 13, Parcel 70 (17.8 acres) pprov
Parkside Phase 3A, Max Blobs Park Rd, Jessup Residential Final Phase approved
Parcels 1,2 Tax Map 13, Parcel 70 (17.8 acres) pprov
Parkside Phase 3B, Max Blobs Park Rd, Jessup Residential Preformal Phase
Parcels 9,10,11 Tax Map 13, Parcel 70 (5 acres) approved
Jessup Rd, Jessup Residential .
Waskey Peter Tax Map 13, Parcels 153 and 154 (9.2 acres) Final Phase approved
Annapolis Rd, Jessup Residential Sketch Phase
Rhodes / Roberts Property Tax Map 13, Parcels 59 and 101 (25 acres) approved
. . Brock Bridge Rd, Jessup Commercial .
National Business Park Phase 2 Tax Map 13, Parcels 871, 181 and 263 (121 acres) Final Phase approved
Nevada Ave, Odenton . .
Alta at Town Center Tax Map 21, Parcels 138 - 140, and Residential Sketch Phase
336 (7 acres) approved
Odenton Rd, Odenton Commercial
Walgreens Store #12559 Tax Map 21, (2.4 acres) Final Phase approved
Parcels 442,175, 180 and 390 )
Otto-Baldwin P ¢ Annapolis Rd, Odenton Mixed Use Sketch Phase
o-baidwin Froperty Tax Map 29, Parcels 112, 214 and 353 (20 acres) approved
. Odenton Commercial .
Odenton Business Park, Lot 4 Tax Map 21, Parcel 548 (5.21 acres) Site plan approved
Odenton ] '
Royal Farm Store #149 Tax Map 21, Parcels 475,158 Commercial Site plan approved
National Business Park / BGE Jessup Commercial Site plan approved
Substation Tax Map 20, Parcels 90,192 (6.14 acres) p pp
Base Realignment and Closure | Fort Meade/ National Security Agency . .
(BRAC) (NSA) Not Available Working Plan Only
. Residential Sketch Phase
Loving Property Tax Map 14, Parcel 142, Block 23 (23.2 acres) approved
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. . Description
Project Name Location p. Status
and Size
Howard County

Rushine Probert South Side of Washington St, East of Residential Signed Plan

ushing Froperty Baldwin St. (2 acres) submitted
Savage Town Center, Residential Signed Plan
Phase 1&2 Dorsey Run Rd, Laurel (30 acres) submitted

. Between Waterloo Rd & Jessup Rd, Residential .

Jessup Ready Mix Concrete Jessup (10 acres) Final plan approved

e. Transportation Projects

There are currently two transportation projects, MD 175 and MD 732, within the ICE
boundary. MD 175 (Annapolis Road) from MD 295 to MD 170 is a traffic flow improvement
project that is in the project planning phase. MD 732 (Guilford Road) is a bridge
replacement project that is currently under construction.

The improvements along MD 175 from MD 295 to MD 170 are expected to impact
socioeconomic, cultural and natural resources. The estimated impacts range from 92 acres
of right-of-way including four residential and eight commercial displacements, up to 730
linear feet of stream, 1.34 acres of wetland, 0.01 acre of floodplain, 27.1 acres of woodland,
and 2.3 acres of Section 4(f) property will be impacted.

The MD 732 (Guilford Road) bridge replacement construction project is not anticipated
to impact any socioeconomic, cultural, or natural environmental resource impacts.

2. Analysis/Conclusion

Anne Arundel and Howard counties are expected to experience continued growth regardless of
the improvements associated with the MD 198 project. The proposed improvements to MD 198
are consistent with the Anne Arundel County GDP, the Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan,
and the Howard County General Plan. All of the currently planned developments will occur
regardless of the MD 198 improvements.

This ICE Analysis examined the two sections of the MD 198 project study area, the mainline and
the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange. Alternatives 2 and 4 Modified have been designed to function
the same with any of the three interchange options. Alternatives 2 and 4 Modified would not
change the access of MD 198 to any other roads within the study area. Alternative 4 Modified
includes access improvements to existing roadways within the study area. There are three
different interchange options, Option A, C, and D, for the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange. All of
the interchange options provide the same access to both MD 32 and MD 198 as it currently exists
today.

Based on the direct impacts associated with the build alternatives and the interchange options, all
natural resources within the ICE boundary, including surface water, forest/terrestrial habitat,
floodplains, and wetlands may experience direct impacts. No indirect impacts on floodplains
associated with Alternative 2 are expected. The build alternatives and interchange options may
also cause minor indirect impacts on communities and businesses, but only the build alternatives
may cause indirect impacts on recreational facilities and historic structures in the ICE boundary.
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The build alternatives and interchange options may impose cumulative effects on all of the
natural resources in the ICE boundary, including water quality, surface water, forest/terrestrial
habitat, floodplains, and wetlands as a result of the MD 198 project, as well as other proposed
development within the ICE boundary. Alternative 2 could impose cumulative effects on all
natural resources listed above with the exception of floodplains. However, some of these impacts
will be minimal because of state, local, and federal laws for avoidance, minimization and/or
mitigation. Future development within the ICE boundary will stimulate the local economy,
attracting more people and business, and creating more jobs. Development is expected to be
concentrated in residentially, commercially, and industrially zoned areas which will decrease
impacts on environmentally sensitive resources.

Alternatives 2 and 4 Modified could cause adverse cumulative effects on parks and recreational
facilities due to the planned increases in development within the ICE boundary. Increased
planned development and population could increase business within the ICE boundary, resulting
in beneficial cumulative effects on other socioeconomic resources such as improved traffic flow
and accessibility to residences and businesses. Cumulative effects on historic sites and structures
are expected to be minimal within the ICE boundary as a result of current state and federal
regulations.

All impacts to resources resulting from the potential future development within the ICE
boundary would occur independently of the improvements to MD 198 and would be minimized
by existing environmental regulations. It is understood that BRAC will play a major role in
determining the amount of residential and commercial development in the ICE boundary, but
at this time the indirect and cumulative effects of BRAC cannot be accurately
identified/quantified because the full extent of BRAC related improvements has not been
fully determined within this area. It’s expected that all development related to BRAC will be
regulated by resource agencies and guided by the Howard County and Anne Arundel
County comprehensive land use plans; thus indirect and cumulative effects associated with
BRAC will be minimized.

3. ICE Mitigation

As required by SHA guidelines, avoidance and minimization strategies were incorporated into
the MD 198 design to reduce impacts to environmental resources. SHA will recommend
mitigation for any direct impacts that remain following avoidance and minimization efforts.

Future development and growth within the ICE boundary will be determined by state and county
development plans. SHA will continue to work with local governments and state agencies to
promote beneficial controls and suggest that local jurisdictions develop resource preservation
plans. However, efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts caused by cumulative
development impacts within the ICE boundary are beyond the control and funding authority of
SHA. Anne Arundel and Howard Counties are ultimately responsible for monitoring and
applying growth management techniques that result in development at a consistent pace with
roadways and other necessary infrastructure. Mitigation for cumulative effects to environmental
resources must be considered by the responsible parties and regulatory agencies.
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IV. DRAFT SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION
A.Introduction

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303(c)) permits
the use of land from a publicly-owned public park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl
refuge, or land of a historic site of national, state or local significance (as determined by
federal, state and local officials having jurisdiction over such resources), only if there is
no prudent or feasible alternative to the use of such land and if the action includes all
possible measures to minimize harm in accordance with the FHWA Section 4(f)
regulations, 23 CFR 774, as well as FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper (March, 2005),
and is consistent with the criteria for a Section 4(f) Evaluation (discussed therein).

A Section 4(f) "use" occurs when property identified as a Section 4(f) resource is
permanently acquired and incorporated into a transportation project, or when there is
occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the integrity of the Section 4(f) resource.
The requirements of Section 4(f) apply to the MD 198 Project Planning study because
the proposed build alternatives would require the use of land from the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway (Parkway), which is owned by the National Park Service (NPS)
and is a significant historic resource listed in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP).

This Section 4(f) Evaluation describes the one property within the study area for which
Section 4(f) is applied, as well as the location and design of alternatives developed to avoid
and minimize harm to it. Right-of-way (ROW) needed from the Parkway, impacts to
aspects of the resource that may contribute to its historical significance and potential
temporary uses of the Section 4(f) resource are discussed.

B. Description of Proposed Action and Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve existing capacity and traffic
operations, as well as to increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 198. The
area around Ft. Meade is one of the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel County. A
Level of Service (LOS) analysis was conducted for the study area for both existing (2006)
and projected (2030) conditions. The analysis determined a failing operating capacity for
the mainline during both AM and PM peak hours, while five of the intersections for the
existing conditions and nine of the intersections for the projected conditions were also
determined to operate at a failing LOS.

In addition to the No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1), the Maryland State Highway
Administration (SHA) is evaluating two primary build alternatives (as well as several
MD 32 interchange options) for improving the mainline MD 198 roadway improvement
near the Fort George G. Meade Military Reservation in Odenton, Maryland. The
alternatives being considered include:

e Alternative 2: this Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative provides no
increase in through roadway capacity on MD 198, but makes improvements to the oft-

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation V-1



MD 198 — FROM MD 295 TO MD 32

ramps from the Parkway to MD 198, combines driveways and access points, and

includes left turn lanes

at the combined access points.

e Alternative 4 Modified: this Alternative would provide two through lanes in both
directions, a grassy median, with a shared use path and sidewalk. Within the Parkway,
an additional ramp lane and drainage features will be added as well as a signal. For a
more complete description of the alternatives considered, please refer to Section II.

C. Description of Section 4(f) Resources

SHA coordinated with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) in November 2007 to identify
historic sites and archeological resources within the area of potential effect for the MD 198
project. The MHT determined that the Parkway was eligible for listing in the NRHP and that
the project would have no adverse effect on historic standing structures (Figure 1V-1).

Figure IV-1: Historic Resources
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Baltimore-Washington Parkway

The portion of the Parkway south of MD 175 is contained within a 19-mile long, 1,353 acre
parkway facility owned by the NPS, and is a significant historic resource listed on the NRHP.
This segment of the Parkway extends from the eastern border of the District of Columbia to just
south of MD 175 and achieves state and local significance in the areas of transportation and
landscape architecture. The Parkway is associated with urban development of the National
Capital as a federal center, and is the only fully developed parkway of its kind in Maryland. It is
a contributing elerﬁent to the National Capital Park and Parkway system developed during the
first half of the 20" century.

The Parkway maintains original integrity of setting, design and associations characteristic of the
earliest parkways designed for pleasure motoring, the preservation of natural topography and
vegetation for scenic purposes coupled with “high-speed” elements of modern freeway design.
Currently, the Parkway consists of a four-lane divided highway in a linear park boundary 400 to
800 feet wide, connecting the two metropolitan regions of Baltimore and Washington D.C. The
resource is listed on the NRHP under Criteria A and C — it is associated with events that have
made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history and it embodies distinctive
characteristics of a type, period or method of construction.

D. Use of the Section 4(f) Resource

The two proposed build alternatives for this project require use of the Parkway. Table IV-1
provides an assessment of the permanent and temporary impacts for each build alternative.

Table IV-1: Impacts to Baltimore-Washington Parkway (Acres)

Permanent Impacts Temporary Potential Mitigation
(acres) Impacts (acres) Impacts (acres)
Ramp and Total MD 198
Alternative | Stormwater | MD 198  |Section 4(f) Mainline Treeline |Landscaping
Management| Mainline Property and Bridge
Improvements| Impacts Resurfacing
1 (No-
Build) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 N/A
2 (TSM) 0.02 1.0* 1.02 2.2 0.14 N/A
4
Modified 0.0 0.94 0.94 5.32 0.43 2.25

Note: * = The impact acreage shown for Alternative 2 includes all work within the Parkway boundary as a
permanent impact (this includes widening and resurfacing of the existing ramp and construction easement
on both sides of the ramp). A revised methodology was used for the Alternative 4 Modified impact
calculations. Only new roadway pavement and associated pedestrian features are considered a permanent
impact. Resurfacing the existing roadway, resetting the supporting slopes and the construction easement
are calculated as a temporary impact. Through coordination with NPS, the Park boundary was also
expanded, which increased impacts Parkway limits within the project area.
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Alternative 2

Alternative 2 would result in approximately 3.36 acres of total impact: 1 acre of permanent
impacts from the proposed improvements to the ramp from the southbound Parkway to
MD 198, 0.02 acres from required storm water management ponds (Figure 1V-2), 2.2 acres
of temporary impacts from resurfacing and restriping MD 198 and the bridge over the
Parkway, and the potential for another 0.14 acre of replacement planting from tree removal on

the Parkway.

Figure IV-2. Alternative 2: TSM Impacts
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Alternative 4 Modified

Alternative 4 Modified would result in approximately 8.94 acres of total impact:

e) 0.94 acres of permanent impact from the addition of pavement to widen the
southbound ramps to two lanes and a signal at the ramp intersection with MD 198
plus the addition of a sidewalk and a path on MD 198,

f) 5.32 acres of temporary impact from restriping the roadway and bridge pavement and
resetting the slopes supporting the ramp widening,

g) 2.25 acres of temporary impact from providing the landscaping necessary to mitigate
the impacts associated with this alternative (Figure 1V-3), and

h) up to 0.43 acre of replacement planting from tree removal on the Parkway. (This
impact will be refined during the next stage of project development.)

The bridge abutments and bridge facing will not be impacted.

In response to NPS comments to avoid tree impacts in the northwest quadrant, SHA has
incorporated measures into Alternative 4 M odified to reduce impacts to the extent possible.
SHA has redesigned and eliminated the ESD/SWM facilities within the Parkway boundary at
the request of the NPS. A waiver will be required from the Maryland Department of the
Environment to exclude treatment of roadway runoff from the improvements within the
Parkway (Figure 1V-3).

As a result of further coordination with NPS, SHA has expanded the boundaries of the
Parkway. Therefore, the final impact figures for Alternative 4 Modified include the change in
the Parkway boundary as well as the removal ESD features from within the Parkway
boundary limits.

Figure IV-3. Alterative 4 Modified Impacts
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E. Section 4(f) Avoidance Alternatives

Within the project area, the NPS boundary completely surrounds the MD 198 Bridge over the
Parkway and all four ramps, and extends north and south for 19 miles. Thus the only impact
avoidance alternative possible would be the No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative for
the entire project limits would result in no environmental or community impacts, incur no cost,
and have no impact on Section 4(f) Resources.

Avoidance alternatives were investigated that would maintain No-Build conditions within the
NPS boundary and tie into the proposed build alternatives for the mainline. While these
alternatives would reduce impacts within the Parkway and would reduce overall project costs for
each build alternative, these alternatives are problematic due to the safety, and operational
concerns.

1. No-Build Alternative within NPS Boundary with Alternative 2

Constructing the consolidated access points and left turn lanes along mainline MD 198 in
Build Alternative 2 without making the Parkway off-ramp improvements would avoid
impacting the Parkway, but would raise safety concerns associated with the lack of traffic
signal at the ramps. The cost of combining the No-Build Alternative within the NPS
Boundary with Alternative 2 would be no less than 24 million dollars.

This alternative has a combination of improved safety and operations on the built
mainline section and of unimproved safety and operations on the adjacent Parkway
section (lack of sidewalk on the bridge, and the potential turn conflicts at MD 198 and the
Parkway ramps). This alternative would result in environmental impacts (9.8 acres of right-
of-way from wetland, stream, floodplain, woodland, and hazardous waste material sites).
This alternative has no impact to the Section 4(f) resource and is the least costly
alternative (a minimum of $24 million), but without the capacity, safety, operational,
pedestrian improvements, and support of planned development necessary to address the
purpose and need.

2. No-Build Alternative within NPS Boundary with Alternative 4 Modified

The No-Build condition within the NPS boundary with construction of Alternative 4
Modified would require reconfiguring the lane assignments to tie-in to the bridge from
both the east and west approaches and cause the proposed sidewalk and shared-use path
to be disconnected over the Parkway. Although the LOS at either end of the NPS
boundary would improve, the LOS within the Parkway would remain at a failing operating
capacity, thus creating a bottle-neck at the NPS boundary. This proposed alternative
would not improve through roadway capacity and/or traffic operations, or increase
vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 198. The cost of combining the No-Build
Alternative within the NPS Boundary with Alternative 4 Modified would be no less
than 91 million dollars. This cost would be approximately 6 million dollars less than
building Alternative 4 Modified, but the roadway would continue to operate at failing
capacity.
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This alternative would result in environmental impacts (32.7 acres of right-of-way from wetland,
stream, floodplain, woodland, and hazardous waste material sites). It has a combination of
improved safety and operations on the built mainline section, and of unimproved safety and
operations on the adjacent Parkway section (the lack of sidewalk on the bridge and the lane drop,
and potential turn conflicts at MD 198 and the Parkway ramps). This alternative has no impact
to the Section 4(f) resource and is the second most expensive alternative (a minimum of $91
million), but could not support planned development or make the roadway capacity, traffic
operations, or pedestrian safety connections between arterial roadways and employment centers at
Fort Meade and Laurel.

F. Measures to Minimize Harm

A series of minimization techniques have been evaluated for each of the MD 198 build
alternatives at the Parkway. The team investigated reducing right-of-way impacts to the Parkway
through design and construction techniques as allowed under the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidelines and proposed mitigation in the form
of landscaping to maintain the vegetative community disturbed by the proposed build
alternatives.

1. Engineering

In response to requests from NPS to reduce/eliminate impacts on NPS property, the following

engineering refinements were investigated:

e alternative locations for the Stormwater Management (SWM) and Environmental Site
Design (ESD) treatment facilities outside of NPS property,

e inclusion of narrower travel lanes and shoulders,

e identification of temporary construction easements, and

e AASHTO minimum standards for travel lanes and shoulder widths.

The initial improvements to the ramps for Alternatives 2 and 4 Modified were designed to have
12-foot travel lanes and 8-foot outside shoulders and 4-foot inside shoulders (Figures IV-4 and
IV-5). By reducing the travel lanes to 11 feet and by eliminating the shoulders and providing
a closed section with curb and gutter (Table 1V-2).

In addition, SWM/ESD facilities initially proposed within the boundary of the Parkway were
relocated outside park property. Since the project has a deficit for treatment of stormwater runoff
from the addition of new lanes, removing the SWM/ESD facilities from within the Parkway will
require a waiver from the Maryland Department of the Environment. Refer to Figures 1V-2
through V-5 which displays the locations of SWM/ESD facilities before and after minimization
efforts.

Neither alternative would widen the existing bridge which is a contributing element to the
Parkway. Alternative 2 does not alter the typical section of the existing bridge. The temporary
impacts to the bridge associated with Alternative 4 Modified include restriping and the addition
of sidewalk and a shared use path.
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Table IV —2: Summary of Project Alternatives

Significance | Can Relative View of the Does Magnitude | Approxi-
of Section impacts on | harm to Section 4(f) design | of right- mate
4(f) Section Section resource official | meet of-way Cost
property 4(F) 4(f) about impact Purpose| impacts to
resource property and non-4(f)
be after Need? | resource
mitigated? | mitigation after
mitigation
No Build Historic, NA NA NA No NA $0
Scenic
Parkway
Alt. 2/No build | Historic, NA NA NA No 9.78 acres | $24
within NPS Scenic million
(ROW) Parkway
Alt. 4 Modified | Historic, NA NA NA No 32.7 acres | $91
No-build/No Scenic million
(ROW) Parkway
Alternative 2 Historic, Yes 1.02 acres | MHT concurred | No 9.78 acres | $30
Scenic permanent | adverse effect million
Parkway impacts determination.
before NPS concurs
landscap- | with MHT
ing determination
mitigation | contingent on
consultation of
SWM design,
landscaping
plans & bridge
modifications
(pg B-145)
Alternative 4 Historic, Yes 0.94 acres | MHT concurred | Yes 32.7 acres | $97
Modified Scenic permanent | adverse effect million
Parkway impacts determination.
before NPS concurs
landscap- | with MHT
ing determination
miti- contingent on
gation consultation of
SWM design,
landscaping
plans and
bridge
modifications
(pg B-206).

No permanent acquisition of property will be required from the NPS. A special use permit will be obtained
from NPS to allow both construction of the improvements as well roadway resurfacing and restriping the
existing ramps, resetting of slopes, tree impacts and plantings.
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During the construction period, SHA will follow all applicable federal and state regulations to minimize
adverse effects to the Parkway including:

e Adherence to an erosion and sediment control plans completed in accordance with the Maryland
Department of the Environment’s 2011 Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and
Sediment Control, including stabilization of all exposed soil or fill material at the earliest
practicable date;

e Placement of excavated material on an upland site;

Marking the vegetation clearing limits on construction documents and in the field to minimize the
alteration of vegetation and wildlife habitat;

Minimization of tree removal whenever possible;

Incorporation of native tree planting;

Replacement of trees at a 1:1 ratio, with SHA responsible for their viability for three years;
Avoidance of construction during peak visitor use periods (e.g., weekday rush hour);
Development of a safety plan (for workers, park personnel and park visitors) prior to the initiation
of construction;

e Placement of construction fencing at the intersections of the construction area to discourage
visitors from entering a construction site; and

If archeological resources are discovered during construction, all work in the immediate vicinity of the
discovery must be halted and SHA cultural resources staff notified, who, if necessary, will consult with
the NPS and the State Historic Preservation Officer to ensure that the resources are protected.

2. Mitigation

In order to preserve the character-defining features of the Parkway as a modern highway running
through a native and landscaped woodland setting, additional landscaping is proposed with
Alternative 4 Modified at the Parkway median and MD 198 no rthbound ramp. Landscaping
goals are to maintain the overall quantity of vegetation, and to use native plants. Final
landscape plans will be coordinated with MHT and NPS when complete and include locations
suggested by NPS within a mile of the project site as well as those shown on Figures IV-3 and IV-
5. Consideration for how roadway lighting and traffic signals may affect the character of the park
will be addressed through further coordination with the NPS during the NPS special use permit
application in final design.

G. Consultation and Coordination

Coordination and correspondence is located in Appendix B.

Coordination with the NPS was initiated as part of the alternatives development process. The
preliminary site meeting December 18, 2008 was followed by submission of preliminary project
plans June 25, 2009. An August 17, 2009 letter and March 12, 2010 site meeting were held to
discuss the project and to request concurrence that there was no adverse effect to the Parkway. On
May 17, 2010 the NPS expressed concern with the design and asked to be consulted about the
SWM and landscaping plans, and modifications to the MD 198 bridge over the Parkway. NPS
also noted that a NPS permit would be needed to install a traffic signal within the Parkway.
This coordination discussed the impacts to the Parkway from original Alternative 4 (a design that was
revised into Alternative 4 Modified with the addition of an auxiliary lane from the Parkway to the
Arundel Gateway development second entrance) to reflect changes in the SWM/ESD regulations and
additional development within the corridor.
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After SHA received the no adverse effect determination from the MHT for Alternative 4
Modified, conditioned on implementation of the landscaping plan at the ramp, SHA communicated
with the NPS March 16, 2011 about the increased park impacts. The NPS concurred with the
determination of no adverse impacts to the Parkway April 7, 2011, but asked that vegetation
removed by SWM/ESD construction be replaced through a NPS and MHT approved landscape plan
using native species in a 1:1 replacement ratio, noted concern with the potential for cumulative
impacts from the additional road surface at the on-ramp from the Parkway to MD 198, and
asked that these impacts be addressed in the Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
documentation. Additional coordination with the NPS will occur throughout the remaining phases
of the planning study, as well as during design and construction, if a build alternative is selected
and funded for design and construction.

Coordination with NPS in 2014 resulted in the total elimination of ESDs from the Parkway limits.
Previous outreach efforts with NPS Eastern Federal Lands led to a revision of the NPS boundary.
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Coordination and Comments
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V. COORDINATION AND COMMENTS

A. Process Coordination

1. Purpose and Need

The Purpose and Need Statement for the MD 198 Project Planning Study was presented to the
agencies for review and comment in June 2007. Each agency concurred on the Purpose and Need.
Table V-1 provides a list of the agency correspondence regarding the approval of the Purpose and

Need Statement.

Table V-1: Purpose and Need Statement Coordination

Correspondence To From Date
Concurrence on Purpose and Need SHA USACE 7/18/07
Concurrence on Purpose and Need SHA USFWS 7/16/07
Concurrence on Purpose and Need SHA FHWA 7/20/07
Concurrence on Purpose and Need SHA EPA 9/11/07
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA MDP 7/18/07
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA MHT 8/9/07
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA BMC 7/5/07
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA DNR 8/22/07
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA NMFS 8/10/07
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA MDE 11/13/07
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA NPS 2/4/08

2. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study

The Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) was presented to the agencies for review
and comment in August 2008. Each agency concurred with minor comments. Table V-2
provides a list of agency correspondence regarding the ARDS.

Table V-2: ARDS Coordination

Correspondence To From Date
Concurrence on ARDS SHA FHWA 1/27/09
Concurrence on ARDS SHA EPA 2/6/09
Concurrence on ARDS SHA USACE 12/22/08
Concurrence on ARDS SHA USFWS 1/14/09
Concurrence on ARDS SHA NPS 11/21/08
Concurrence on ARDS SHA NMES 12/24/08
Concurrence on ARDS SHA DNR 2/18/09
Concurrence on ARDS SHA MDE 1/22/09
Concurrence on ARDS SHA MHT 12/12/08
Concurrence on ARDS SHA MDP 12/22/08
Concurrence on ARDS SHA BMC 1/28/09
Concurrence on ARDS SHA BMC 12/30/08
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The Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) indicated that the project is within
the priority funding area and that it addresses the need for improving transportation
access to Fort Meade to support BRAC related expansion.

The National Park Service (NPS) indicated that they would like to see Option E
(Diamond Interchange with New Bridge) be retained with further study addressing
road design features that reduce the security risk of a "straight connection," such as
retractable hydraulic bollards, speed tables, etc. If Option E were implemented along
with the removal of the existing interchange at Airfield Road/MD 198, the project
would have the potential for substantial wetlands restoration and reduction in the
overall impervious surface. Dismissal of Option E is justified in the ARDS
package because Fort Meade objects to the direct bridge access, due to security
concerns. Option D, which has the same direct access, has been re-worked through
other comments received during the ARDS process to evolve into a "one-way pair"
such that the new bridge moves all traffic away from Ft. Meade.

The Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) noted that the Central Maryland
Transit Operations Center (CMTOC) project is not discussed. The location has not
been identified but has been proposed adjacent to MD 198. SHA responded by
indicating that there has been coordination between the SHA MD 198 Project
Planning Study representatives and representative for the CMTOC project. During
these meetings, it was discussed that the location for the CMTOC along Airfield Road
is one of several potential locations. If this location is selected, the preliminary design
that was shared during those meetings would fit within the various interchange
options, as all improvements are located off of Airfield Road, and the proposed ramp
from MD 198 Eastbound to MD 32 Southbound does not widen past the existing
limits.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) feels the gravel parking area along
MD 198, used during soft ball games, poses a safety hazard and would like to see the
gravel lot used for upgrades to MD 198. The project now includes creating a formal
parking lot at the existing gravel parking area, which can be used for the ball fields.

An informational presentation was made to the Interagency Review Meeting May
18, 2011 about a modification to the ARDS. Only minor comments were received.

The presentation discussed why Alternative 4 Modified was substituted as a build
alternative in place of Alternative 4. Since the scope of the environmental impacts
from the addition of an approximately 0.5 mile auxiliary lane on the mainline and an
additional lane to the ramp onto MD 295 were similar to those associated with
Alternative 4, additional concurrences from the agencies were need needed. The
presentation ended with the USACOE expressing a desire for the fall 2011 Public
Hearing to be jointly sponsored.

3. Resource Agency Coordination

Table V-3 lists all of the additional agency coordination and correspondence that has occurred
during the project to this point.
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Table V-3: Agency Coordination

Correspondence

Anne Arundel County Public School Inquiry SHA A.A. Co. Public 1/29/07
Schools

Patuxent Research Refuge SHA FWS 3/23/07
Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species DNR SHA 12/20/06
Inquiry
Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species USFWS SHA 12/20/06
Inquiry
DNR response to Rare, Threatened and SHA DNR 2/5/07
Endangered Species Inquiry
USFWS response to Rare, Threatened and SHA USFWS 1/19/07
Endangered Species Inquiry
DNR response to Finfish Species Inquiry SHA DNR 12/28/06
Request to MHT for a Determination of MHT SHA 10/16/07
Eligibility and/or Effects
Maryland Historic Trust Determination of SHA MHT 12/4/07
Eligibility and/or Effects response
Fort Meade Preferred Option Access SHA Fort Meade 6/4/09
NSA Traffic Comments SHA NSA 6//11/09
Request to MHT for a Determination of MHT SHA 3/16/11
Eligibility and/or Effects
(revised for Alternative 4 Modified)
Request to MHT for a Determination of SHA MHT 05/08/14
Eligibility and Effects (Alternative 4 10/09/14
Modified with and without stormwater
facilities on NPS land)
Coordination regarding B/W Parkway NPS SHA 3/16/11
Coordination regarding B/W Parkway SHA NPS 4/7/11
Coordination regarding B/W Parkway SHA NPS 4/16/14
Coordination regarding De Minimis impact SHA NPS 12/2014

a. Coordination with NPS

Coordination with NPS began early in the project (2008) with their concurrence on the purpose
and need and alternatives retained for detailed studies. NPS concurred that the purpose and need
of the project was to improve capacity and traffic operations on M D 198, w hile improving
vehicle and pedestrian safety and supporting development in the area. This project will address
projected operational and safety deficiencies resulting from the expected construction of the
Arundel Gateway development and the continued growth of Fort Meade associated with BRAC
consolidation. NPS then concurred with dropping Alternatives 3 and 4 and Interchange Options
B and E and proceeding with studies on Alternatives 1 (no-build), 2 (TSM) and 4 Modified and
Interchange Options A, C, and D.
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In 2009, SHA quantified the impacts to the Parkway from Alternatives 2 and 4, and provided
those calculations and a de minimis request for the 0.14 — 0.38 acre of pavement at the ramp and
1-4.68 acre of temporary construction easement to the NPS. In early 2010, a meeting was held
to discuss the de minimis impact request. At that meeting the NPS expressed concerns about the
impacts to the tree buffer outside the Parkway that provided visual buffering from the adjacent
retail buildings, where SHA had placed stormwater management facilties to minimize impacts to
the Parkway. NPS also asked to be consulted in planning the green stormwater management
facility and the landscaping design within the Parkway. Shortly thereafter, SHA coordinated
with NPS about the auxiliary lane needed to carry traffic to the new development planned within
the MD 198 project limits. Impacts from Alternative 4 Modified to the NPS included shifting
the stormwater management facilities from the tree buffer near the toe of the ramp, and adding
0.5 acres permanent impacts and 1.3 acres temporary impacts with 2.25 acres of landscaping
with native plants offered as mitigation.

NPS concurred with the assessment of impacts to the Parkway from Alternative 4 Modified April
7,2011, saying: “NPS concurs with your determination... that the ‘character defining features of
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway would not be adversely impacted by a small increase in the
typical road section in this location.” We would add that we are concerned about cumulative
impacts — especially if any additional road or non-pervious surfaces are added to the overall
design. We also stress that cumulative impacts be addressed in any future NEPA and Section
106/4(f) environmental documentation. NPS concurs with your determination... that ‘ESD and
SWM have been minimzed as greatly as possible,” but NPS asks that any vegetatation removed
would be replaced ona 1:1 ratio using native species and submitted to NPS and MHT for
approval in a landscape plan” (Appendix B, page B-159).

FHWA approved an Environmental Assessment and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation on September
28, 2011. A public hearing was held November 16, 2011. N o comments were received about
the project design within the Parkway.

In 2014, regulatory changes in the treatment of stormwater runoff NPS’s request to preserve an
acre of tree buffer between the Parkway and the adjacent commercial structures resulted in SHA
revising the design within the NPS boundaries. When these changes were coordinated with NPS,
the following items were discussed: a) NPS concerns with having to maintain the ESD facilities,
b) safety and access of SHA to maintain the ESD facilities, c) the need for SHA to produce
NEPA documents that meet NPS regulatory standards, d) the lack of a planting site since the
2011 location was no longer available, and e) the NPS preferrance for SHA to acquire the tree
buffer area as mitigation instead. NPS staff also acknowledged their need to determine whether
the 2011 ¢ oncurrence with the assessment of park impacts and mitigation was binding.
Subsequently the NPS Acting Superintendent spoke with the SHA Deputy Director who agreed
to remove the ESD from within the Parkway. NPS agreed to support the waiver request to the
Maryland Department of the Environment for an exemption to the ESD regulations.

At a fall meeting (September 15) with NPS, SHA presented the current design within the
Parkway, (0.94 acre permanent impacts, 5.32 acres temporary impacts, and 2.25 acres
landscaping impacts) with potential areas shown for the landscape plantings, and explained that
further property research had confirmed that the buffered treearea was currently owned by the
Parkway. Since then, SHA has estimated the potential treeline impacts at 0.43 acre and that NPS
has agreed to work with SHA to find locations for the required landscape mitigation within a
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mile of the project area (within the Parkway).

4. Streamlined Process Meeting Minutes

Meetings were held with local, state, and federal agencies at critical points in the project planning
process to keep involved parties informed and solicit feedback. These meetings are listed in Table
V-4 and the minutes are included in Appendix B.

Table V-4: Meetings

Meeting Topic Date Attendees

Scoping Meeting Discussed the scope of the MD 3/28/07 SHA, FHWA, Anne
198 Project Planning Project Arundel Co., Fort Meade
Study and obtain feedback from
team members.

Interagency Provided an update on the 5/21/08 SHA, FHWA, MDE, MHT,

Review Meeting project prior to the Alternatives USACE, MDP, DNR, NPS,

(IRM) Public Workshop and present M-NCPPC, ACHP, EPA,
alternatives and options for BMC, CAC
additional comments from
agencies.

IRM Updated agencies on 5/18/11 SHA, FHWA, MDE, MHT,
Alternative 4 Modified and USACE, MDP, DNR, M-
provide a venue for questions NCPPC, EPA, BMC

NPS meetings Discussed design revisions 5/19/14 SHA, FHWA, NPS
within the Baltimore-

Washington Parkway to 6/6/14 SHA, NPS (conference call)
minimize permanent impacts
and to coordinate landscaping 09/15/14 SHA, NPS
sites.
B. Elected Officials Correspondence

Letters were mailed to local elected officials which provided initial project planning information.
Copies of these letters are located in Appendix B.

C. Public Coordination/Comments

1. Stakeholders

The project team has identified the following stakeholders for the MD 198 project:

. Fort Meade Military Reservation

. Patuxuent Research Refuge

. DC Children's Center/Woodlands Job Corps Center
. Arundel Gateway

o NSA

. Greater Odenton Improvement Association

. West County Federation

. Welch's Mobile Home Community

Environmental Assessment & DRAFT Section 4(f) Evaluation
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MD 198 Wetland Impact Matrix

Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary
el L] 1555 sopacE Impacts (Acres) | Impacts (Acres)
(SF) (SF)
Alternative 2 TSM
PFO
WET 26 28,181 270 0.65 0.01
PFO TOTAL 28,181 270 0.65 0.01
PSS
PSS TOTAL | 0 | 0 | 0.00 0.00
PEM
PEM TOTAL 0 0 0.00 0.00
ALTERNATIVE 2 TOTAL 28,181 270 0.65 0.01
Mainline Alternative 4 Modified
PFO
WET 26 28,645 0 0.66 0.00
PFO TOTAL 28,645 0 0.66 0.00
PSS
WET 25 430 0 0.01 0.00
PSS TOTAL 430 0 0.01 0.00
PEM
WET 23 29,556 0 0.68 0.00
PEM TOTAL 29,556 0 0.68 0.00
ALTERNATIVE 4 MOD TOTAL 58,631 0 1.35 0.00
Interchange Option A: Flyover
PFO
WET 3 61 1,101 0.00 0.03
WET 6 0 3,079 0.00 0.07
WET 15 494 6,719 0.01 0.15
WET 17 4,803 1,567 0.11 0.04
WET 20 0 0 0.00 0.00
WET 21 0 138 0.00 0.00
PFO TOTAL 5,358 12,604 0.12 0.29
PSS
PSS TOTAL | 0 | 0 | 0.00 0.00
PEM
WET 2a 2,293 0 0.05 0.00
WET 7 65,454 24,670 1.50 0.57
WET 8 0 1,150 0.00 0.03
WET 10 0 1,298 0.00 0.03
WET 12 0 608 0.00 0.01
WET 13 0 0 0.00 0.00
WET 16 10,277 5,826 0.24 0.13
PEM TOTAL 78,024 33,552 1.79 0.77
OPTION A TOTAL 83,382 46,156 1.91 1.06
Interchange Option C: Diamond Over Existing Bridge
PFO
WET 3 61 1,053 0.00 0.02
WET 6 0 1,633 0.00 0.04
WET 15 180 4,357 0.00 0.10
WET 17 4,803 1,522 0.11 0.03
WET 21 0 138 0.00 0.00
PFO TOTAL 5,044 8,703 0.12 0.20
PSS
PSS TOTAL | 0 | 0 | 0.00 0.00
PEM
WET 5a 0 18 0.00 0.00
WET 7 20,074 16,927 0.46 0.39
WET 10 2,023 785 0.05 0.02
WET 10A 273 0 0.01 0.00
WET 11 327 1,381 0.01 0.03
WET 12 0 761 0.00 0.02
WET 16 10,277 5,817 0.24 0.13
PEM TOTAL 32,974 25,689 0.76 0.59
OPTION C TOTAL 38,018 34,392 0.87 0.79
Interchange Option D: 2 Bridge
PFO
WET 3 684 1,674 0.02 0.04
WET 6 25,576 10,079 0.59 0.23
WET 15 462 5,644 0.01 0.13
WET 21 0 138 0.00 0.00
PFO TOTAL 26,722 17,535 0.61 0.40
PSS
PSS TOTAL [l 0 | 0 [l 0.00 0.00
PEM
WET 7 68,682 29,950 1.58 0.69
WET 7a 0 47 0.00 0.00
WET 9 1,464 307 0.03 0.01
WET 12 0 120 0.00 0.00
WET 16 11,067 5,658 0.25 0.13
WET 17 4,812 1,523 0.11 0.03
WET 18 0 168 0.00 0.00
PEM TOTAL 86,025 37,773 1.97 0.87
OPTION D TOTAL 112,747 55,308 2.59 1.27




MD 198 WUS Impact Matrix

Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary
WUS ID Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts
(LF) (LF) (SF) (SF) (Acres) (Acres)
Alternative 2 TSM
Ephemeral
EPH TOTAL [ 0 | 0 [ 0 0 [ 0.00 0.00
Perennial
WUS 23 ” 71 0 ” 356 0 ” 0.01 0.00
PER TOTAL 71 0 356 0 0.01 0.00
Intermittent
INT TOTAL [ 0 0 [ 0 0 [ 0.00 0.00
ALTERNATIVE2TOTAL | 71 0 | 3s6 0 | oo 0.00
Mainline Alternative 4 Modified
Ephemeral
WUS 19 108 17 637 117 0.01 0.00
WUS 20 15 1 7 1 0.00 0.00
WUS 21 96 15 192 30 0.00 0.00
EPH TOTAL 219 33 836 148 0.02 0.00
Perennial
WUS 23 56 72 561 357 0.01 0.01
PER TOTAL 56 72 561 357 0.01 0.01
Intermittent
WUS 22 ” 184 0 ” 597 0 ” 0.01 0.00
INT TOTAL 184 0 597 0 0.01 0.00
ALTERNATIVE 4 MODTOTAL | 459 105 || 1,994 505 | 005 0.01
Interchage Option A: Flyover
Ephemeral
EPH TOTAL | 0 | 0 | 0 0 | 0.00 0.00
Perennial
WUS 1 18 17 79 39 0.00 0.00
WUS 8 63 16 772 152 0.02 0.00
WUS 9 0 14 0 14 0.00 0.00
WUS 13 12 18 125 121 0.00 0.00
WUS 15 0 87 0 6,601 0.00 0.15
WUS 16 0 84 0 3,571 0.00 0.08
PER TOTAL 93 236 976 10,498 0.02 0.24
Intermittent
WUS 14 | 0 30 | 0 71 | 0.00 0.00
INT TOTAL (l 0 30 (l 0 71 ( 0.00 0.00
OPTION A TOTAL | 03 266 | 976 10569 | 0.2 0.24
Interchange Option C: Diamond Over Existing Bridge
Ephemeral
EPH TOTAL [ 0 | 0 [ 0 0 [ 0.00 0.00
Perennial
WUS 1 55 211 468 850 0.01 0.02
WUS 8 63 16 772 147 0.02 0.00
WUS 9 0 14 0 14 0.00 0.00
WUS 13 12 18 125 121 0.00 0.00
WUS 15 0 87 0 6,601 0.00 0.15
WUS 16 0 84 0 3,571 0.00 0.08
PER TOTAL 130 430 1,365 11,304 0.03 0.26
Intermittent
WUS 5 32 0 64 0 0.00 0.00
WUS 6 28 0 47 0 0.00 0.00
WUS 14 0 30 0 71 0.00 0.00
INT TOTAL 60 30 111 71 0.00 0.00
OPTION C TOTAL 190 460 1,476 11,375 0.03 0.26
Interchange Option D: 2 Bridge
Ephemeral
EPH TOTAL | 0 | 0 | 0 0 | 0.00 0.00
Perennial
WUS 1 117 34 949 168 0.02 0.00
WUS 7 23 1 273 8 0.01 0.00
WUS 8 65 16 781 145 0.02 0.00
WUS 9 35 34 41 38 0.00 0.00
WUS 13 12 18 125 121 0.00 0.00
WUS 15 0 87 0 6,601 0.00 0.15
WUS 16 0 84 0 3,571 0.00 0.08
PER TOTAL 252 274 2,169 10,652 0.05 0.24
Intermittent
WUS 14 | 0 30 | 0 71 | 0.00 0.00
INT TOTAL | 0 30 | 0 71 | 0.00 0.00
OPTION D TOTAL | 252 304 | 2169 10,723 | 0.5 0.25
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Appendix B:
Comments and Coordination Correspondence
TABLE OF CONTENTS

Date \ |
7/18/07 USACE SHA Concurrence on Purpose and Need B-1
7/16/07 USFWS SHA Concurrence on Purpose and Need B-2
7/3/07 FHWA SHA Concurrence on Purpose and Need B-3:B-4
9/11/07 EPA SHA Concurrence on Purpose and Need B-5
7/18/07 MDP SHA Concurrence on Purpose and Need B-6

8/9/07 MHT SHA Concurrence on Purpose and Need B-7
7/5/07 BMC SHA Correspondence on Purpose and Need | B-8:B-12
8/22/07 DNR SHA Concurrence on Purpose and Need B-13
8/10/07 NMES SHA Concurrence on Purpose and Need B-14
8/10/07 NMEFS SHA Correspondence on Purpose and Need B-15
11/13/07 MDE SHA Correspondence on Purpose and Need B-16
2/4/08 NPS SHA Correspondence on Purpose and Need B-17
1/27/09 FHWA SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-18:B-19
2/6/09 EPA SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-20
12/22/08 USACE SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-21
1/14/09 USFWS SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-22
1/14/09 USFWS SHA Correspondence on ARDS B-23:B-26
11/21/08 NPS SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-27
11/26/08 NPS SHA Correspondence on ARDS B-28:B-29
12/24/08 NMES SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-30:B-32
2/18/09 DNR SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-33
1/22/09 MDE SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-34
12/12/08 MHT SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-35
12/22/08 MDP SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-36
1/28/09 BMC SHA Concurrence on ARDS B-37:B-45

Agency Coordination
1/29/07 Anne Arundel SHA B-46
County Public Schools in Study Area
Schools
3/23/07 USFWS SHA Patuxent Wildlife Research B-47:B-49
Refuge

12/20/06 SHA DNR Trilogy Letter Request B-50
12/20/06 SHA USFWS Trilogy Letter Request B-51

2/5/07 DNR SHA Trilogy Letter Response B-52
1/19/07 USFWS SHA Trilogy Letter Response B-53
12/28/06 DNR SHA Trilogy Letter Response B-54:B-56
10/16/07 SHA MHT Determination Of Eligibility B-57:B-66
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12/4/07 MHT SHA Concurrence on Determination Of B-67
Eligibility
6/7/09 Fort Meade SHA Access to Fort Meade (e-mail) B-68:B-70
5/27/09 Fort Meade SHA Comments on Alternatives B-71:B-73
6/30/09 SHA NPS Baltimore-Washington Parkway B-74:B-90
Impacts
4/16/07 SHA SHA Scoping Meeting Minutes B-91:B-100
5/21/08 SHA SHA Interagency Review Meeting B-101:
Summary B-108
10/7/09 SHA Ft. Meade Patuxent Research Refuge Ball B109-:
Fields Section 4(f) Coordination B-113
8/17/09 SHA NPS Baltimore-Washington Parkway B-114:
Section 4(f) Coordination B-118
9/17/09 SHA USFWS Parking at the Patuxent Research B-119:
Refuge Ball Fields Section 4(f) B-123
Coordination
10/23/09 SHA MHT Request for Determination of B-124:
Eligibility and/or Effects B-135
10/27/09 SHA MHT Request for Determination of B-136:
Eligibility and/or Effects (with B-138
revised information)
11/4/09 MHT SHA Determination of Eligibility B-139
and/or Effects Concurrence
3/17/10 Fort Meade SHA De Minimis Statement B-140
4/6/10 FWS SHA De Minimis Statement B-141:
B-143
S0 NPS SHA De Minimis Response Letter ]]33__1114;
3/16/11 SHA MHT Resubmittal of Request for B-146:
Determination of Eligibility B-153
and/or Effects (revised
for Alternative 4 Modified)
4/14/11 MHT SHA Concurrence Request for B-154
Determination of Eligibility
and/or Effects
3/16/11 SHA NPS Baltimore-Washington Parkway B-155:
Section 4(f) Coordination B-158
4/11/11 NPS SHA Baltimore-Washington Parkway B-159:
Section 4(f) Coordination B-160
Public Outreach
10/2007 SHA Public . B-161:
Project Newsletter B-164
512007 SHA Public Public Workshop Announcement ]]33_-116656
November SHA Public Summary of Comments from B-167
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Date Page
2007 November 2007 Alternates
Public Workshop

June 2008 SHA Public Comments from June 2008 B-168:
Alternates Public Workshop B-177

11/17/09 SHA Welch’s Mobile
Home Residence Summary of the Welch’s B-178:
Meeting Mobile Home Park B-181

Residences Meeting
11/19/09 SHA Local Business Local Business Owners B-182:
Community Meeting B-186
Public Services & Elected Officials
6/19/09 & 9/14/09 SHA Emergency Emergency Services B-187:
Services Information Request Letters B-196
4/9/09 SHA Elected Officials Elected Officials Initial B-197:
Project Planning Letters B-201
8/11 - 11/10/09 Emergency SHA Emergency Services B-202:
Services Responses B-204
11/3/09 SHA NPS EMS Response to Comments | B-205
Recent Agency Coordination
4/16/14 SHA NPS Minimization of Impacts to B-206:
Baltimore-Washington B-229
Parkway (Parkway)

4/16/14 SHA MHT Minimization of Impacts to B-230:
Parkway B-285
9/8/14 MHT SHA Concurs with impacts B-237
9/25/14 SHA MHT Removal of stormwater B-286:
facilities from Parkway B-293
10/9/14 MHT SHA Concurs with impacts B-290
12/22/14 DOl SHA Plans to remove ball fields B-294:
from Patuxent Research B-295
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~...,PURPOSE AND NEED

MD 188; West of MD 285 to MD 32

Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Nead coancurrencelcomment package and the
summary presented above, the following agensy {by signing this document):

.. Federal Highway Administration L~ Corps of Engineers
— Envirgnmental Protection Agency ____Fish and Wildiife Service

Concurs {without comments) "éncurs (w/ minar comments) Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons far Non-Goncurrence;

Note: Please oo nof provide “condlflanal” concurrence. You showld aither concur with the infarmaticn as
provided {without comments or with minor comments) or ot concur untif revisions are made or additional
information is provided. .

__ National Park Service ___ MWD Dept. of the Enviranment —._ MD Historical Trust
_ Nalional Marine Fizsheries Service _ MD Dspariment of Planning ___Metropaolitan ®ianning Crg.
__ KD Dept. of Natural Resources

___ FProvides Comments {(below or attached) __  Has No Comments

Comments:
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Additlonal Informatlon Needeg:
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_.-"":.IA f f
Signature: %# ‘/4[4—"'"3—"— Date: Wby FF 07
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PURPOSE AND NEED

MD 198: West of MD 295 tc MD 32

Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the
summary presented above, the foliowing agency (by signing this document):

_ Federzl Highway Administration __ Compsaof Engineers
____ Environmenla) Frotection Agengy x_ Fish and Wilalifz Service
‘gg Concurs {without comments) __ Concurs (w/ mingr commenis} Does Not Concur

Comments { Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note; Please do nol provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the Information as
provided {without cammtents or with minar comments) or not concur unfif revisions-are made or additional
information is provided.

___ Naflonal Park Senvige ___ MWD Dept. of the Enviranment __MD Histnridal Trogt T
__ Nafional Marine Fisheries Service  _ MD Depariment of Planning ___ Metropolitan Planning Org.
___ MD Dept. of Natural Resources -

. Provides Comments (below or attached} ___Has No Comments

Comments.

Addilional Information Needed:

' - Al I '..{
Signalure: LU.{QOJM-‘- ;JC/&}JL'I' Date: ‘7! f{?/ o7
/ )

B-2 6/29/07




John D, Porcard, Secratary
Neil J. Pedersen, ddministrator

Martin O"Malley, Governor
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor

Maryiand Department of Transportation

July 3, 2007

Re:  Project No. AAS10M11
MD 198 Transportation Improvement Study
Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Mr. Nelson J. Castellanos
Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Del Mar Division

5300 South New Street

Suite 2101

Dover DE 19904

Attn: Mr. Dan Montag

Dear Mr, Castellanos:

In accordance with Maryland’s Streamlined Environmental/Regulatory Process, the State
Highway Administration (SHA) requests your concurrence with the Purpose and Need for the
MD 198 Transportation Improvement Study. Attached, is a copy of the Purpose and Need
informational package presented at the June 20 Interagency Review meeting, along with a two-

page summary statement.

Please provide us with your concurrence with the Purpose and Need by July 20, 2007,
addressed to the attention of Mr. Joseph Kresslein in the Project Planning Division. Should you
have any questions, please call the environmental manager, Ms. Anne Elrays at 410-545-8562.

Very truly yours,
APPR OVED Raja Veeramachaneni, Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

L ) o Ul

by, .
Bruce M. G're}U
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

My telephone number/toll-free number is :
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired HearinBBeQSpeech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 107 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545.0300 - www.marylandroads.com



Mr. Nelson J. Castelianos
Page Two

Attachments
cc: Mr. Dennis Atkins, Assistant Division Chief, Project Planming Division, SHA
Ms. Anne Elrays, Environmental Manager, Project Planning Division, SHA
Mr. Bruce M. Grey, Deputy Director, Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering,
SHA
Ms. Kameel Holmes, Project Manager, Project Planning Division, SHA
Mr. Dan Johnson, Environmental Program Manager, Federal Highway Administration,
w/attachments
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, Assistant Division Chief, Project Planning Division, SHA

B-4



SEH-1E=ZEUa¢ s

",;'_,‘_‘

T

PURPQSE AND NEED

MD 198: West of MD 29510 MD 32
nd Need concurrencelcomment package and the

Having reviewed the attached Purpose a \ .
summary presented above, the following agency (Y signing this documant):

Federal Highway Administation __ Gorps of Enginears
_Fish and Wildife Service

& Environmental Protection Agerey
___Doss Not Concur

___ Congurs {without comments) 7 Goncurs {wi! minor comments)
Comments / ¢ Precae. Co nnve  cowrddre o
[ lﬁnuﬁml- T E it

o cunluate wietants th e FYRP PRS-
N s Thonan— Lin F\SE-L-QT—L Ci.,'.-,ouﬁ}\ h_a-"f #Tpg,r..af-J— i 'ﬂb,

) ! .
Note: Plaase do not provide “condltional” concurrence. Vot should siher eanour with the informadion as

provided (without comments or with mior commehts) er not cencur untll revisions are made er additionst

information s providad. :

. MD Historical Trust

MD Dept, of the Environmant
~_ Mstropolilan Fianning Crg.

Natignat Park Service —
—_ MD Depariment of Plarning

" National Marine Figheries Servica
—___MD Depl. of Natural Re50urces

___ Provides Gemments (below or attached)

___ Has No Comments

Comments:

Addifionat Information Needed; }

. IMM Data: glin!@ﬂ_?

Signature:

/2907
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PURPOSE AND NEED

MD 198: West of MD 295 to MD 32 T

Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the
summary presented above, tha following agency [by signing this document):

___ Federal Highway Administration _ Corps of Engineers
___ Environmenml Protection Agency . Fish and Wildlife Service

__Concurs (wlthout comments) _ Concurs {wi minor comments) _ Does Not Concur

Commenits / Reasons for Non-Coneurrence:

Note: Flease do not provide "eonditional®™ concurrence. You should either conewr with the information as
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur untif revisfons are made or adaitional
information is provided.

____ Meatianal Park Service M Dept. of the Environment ___ MDD Histarical Trust
____Nafignal Marine Fisheries Service MD Cepartment of Planning . Metropolitan Planning Org.
___ WD Cept. of Malural Rescurces

4

___ Provides Commeants (below or attached) Has No Commentis

- Comments:

Additional Information Meedsd:

Signature: W >§-M Date: - 7/ ng’/'”?
'ﬁ'/rv"c;r o il F

Br29/07




PURPOSE AND NEED

MD 198: West of MD 295 to MD 32
Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the
summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this decument): ]

___ Federal Highway Adminisiration — Corps of Engineers
— Environmental Protection Agency ___ Fish and Wildlile Service
—_ Concurs (without comments}) _ Cencurs {wf minor comments) Dues Not Concur

Comments / Reasons far Non-Concurrence:

Noie: Please do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You showld either concur with the iformration as
provided (withoutf comments or with minor comments) or not concur untif revisions are mede or additional

information is provided.
___ National Park Service ___MD Dept ofthe Environment <MD Historical Trust T
___National Marine Fisheries Service  ___ MD Department of Planning — Metrapelitan Flanning Crg.

___ MD Dept. of Matural Resources

—Provides Comments (below or attached) X' Has No Commefits™ ™~

Comments;

Additional Information Meeded;

Signature; W Cate: _-ﬁ/:iZQ,L__

ey

6/29/07
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Baltimore Metropolitan Council Arne Arundsi County

Baltirmore City
Baftimone County
A 2700 Lighthouse Point East, Suite 310 Camoll County
! Baltimore, MD 21224-4774 Harford County
Howard County
e Telephone: (410) 732-0500
Fax: (410) 732-8248

www.baltometro.org
' July b, 2007

Mr. Samuel Minnitte, Director

Office of Systems Planning and Evaluation
ATTENTION: Jamie Lake

Maryland Department of Transportation
7201 Corporate Center Drive

P.0. Box 548

Hanover, Maryland 21076

Dear Mr./iﬁfﬁe:

The Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) approved Resolution #07-24,
endorsing the Purpose & Need Statement for MD 198 from west of MD 295 to MD 32, at
their June 26, 2007 meeting. While this is part of the BRTB’s congestion management
process, the resolution also supports the State Highway Administration’s Interagency
Review Process.

Sinceérely,

\

Harvey S. Bloom, Director
Transportation Planning

Enclosure

./;c: Donald Sparklin, SHA
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Attachment A

Purpose and Need Summary for MD 198
From West of MD 295 to MD 32

Project Description T

The project study area is located approximately midway between Baltimore City and
Washington D.C. in northwestern Anne Arundel County, Maryland. The limits of the MD
198 (Laurel Fort Meade Road) Project Planning Study extend from west of MD 285
(Baltimore Washington Parkway) at Russett Green East to MD 32 (Mapes
Road/Savage Road), approximately 3.5 miles. MD 188 is on the State's Secondary
System of highways and is functionally classified as an Urban Other Principal Arterial
under the Federal Functional Classification System. It is an east-west route that
extends from Montgomery County to the west, through the City of Laure! in Prince
George's County, and terminates at Fort Meade at the eastern end of the project limits.
It connects to major north-south arterials such as US 28, 1-85, US 1 and MD 285. Within
the study limits, MD 188 has grade-separated interchanges with MD 285 and MD 32,
and several at-grade intersections with local roadways and access roads to Fort Meade.
MD 198 serves as a primary gateway to Fort Meade from the south of the installation.

Purpose of the Project

The purpose of the project is to improve the existing capacity and traffic operations,
enhance access to Fort Meade, and increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD
198, while supporting existing and planned development in the area. Improving MD 188
would accommodate future transportation needs in the project area.

Need for the Project

The area around Fort Meade is one of the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel
County. Combined, Fort Meade and the National Security Agency (NSA), a tenant of
the fort, represent the largest employers in the State of Maryland. Fort Meade’s
workforce is comprised of more than 38,000 personnel. As a result of the 2005 Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, Fort Meade and the surrounding area are
expected to experience considerable growth. By 2010, approximately 13,000 new jobs
are expected to be relocated to the fort and NSA, as well as 20,000 private sector jobs.
In addition to jobs, the study area is expected to see substantial increases in
population, housing, commercial activity, and vehicular traffic as a resuit of BRAC.

Existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes along MD 198 between MD 285 and MD
32 are relatively even throughout, ranging from 21,600 to 24,000 ADT. Just west of the
MD 295 interchange the existing ADT is higher, at 43,100. MD 188 within the project
limits currently operates at Level of Service (LOS) E, as a two-lane facility. Three
intersections within the study limits are operating at LOS E or F, under current traffic
conditions. Rates for all crash types on MD 198 from west of MD 295 to the Little
Patuxent River (2.5 miles) fall within acceptable parameters for similar type highways.
Wet surface crashes occur at a rate higher than the statewide average for similar type
highways; however, they are not significantly higher. Other crash types include rear

B-9



end, sideswipe, fixed object, left turm, angle, and parked vehicles. The majority of
crashes occurred at the western end of the project area where the volumes are much
higher. The projected 2030 ADT in the project area is expected to increase
approximately 35% west of MD 295 and 75% between MD 285 and MD 32, with future
volumes ranging between 57,900 ADT just west of MD 295 to 33,450 ADT just west of
MD 32. Without improvements, congestion throughout the project area will reach
severe conditions and the crash rate would be expected to increase. As a two-lane
roadway, MD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32 is projected to experience failing
conditions, with queues extending the entire length of the project limits. Nine of the
twelve intersections in the project area are expected to operate at LOS F in either the
AM or PM peak period, or both, under future 2030 No Build Conditions.

Source: Maryland State Highway Administration, May 2007

B-10



BALTIMORE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

BALTIMORE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD
RESOLUTION #07-24

RESOLUTION TO ENDORSE PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT FOR
MD 198 FROM WEST OF MD 285 TO MD 32

WHEREAS, the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) is the
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Baltimore region, consisting of
the cities of Annapolis and Baltimore, the counties of Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll,
Harford, and Howard, and the Maryland Depariment of Transportation, the Maryland
Department of the Environment, and the Maryland Department of Planning; and

WHEREAS, Section 450.320 of the Final Metropolitan Transportation Planning
Rules issued by the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration
on October 28, 1993 identifies the requirements of a major metropolitan transportation
study in identifying all promising mobility solutions; and

WHEREAS, in October of 1997, the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board
approved Resolution # 88-7, adopting a work program for the Congestion Management
System (CMS) corridor implementation; and

WHEREAS, one of the primary purposes of the Congestion Management
Process is to identify promising mobility (highway, transit, bicycle and pedestrian)
improvements and congestion management sirategies (transportation demand
management or transportation system management), rather than select specific
transportation improvement projects for implementation. These improvements will be
considered for the next steps of the planning and project development process and,
where appropriate, studied further in more detail; and

WHEREAS, the State Highway Administration has provided a draft Purpose and
Need Statement dated May 15, 2007; and

WHEREAS, this study involves improving existing capacity and traffic cperations,
enhanced access to Fort Meade, and increased vehicular and pedestrian safety along
MD 198, while supporting existing and planned development in the area; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Baltimore Regional

Transportation Board, as a commenting agency, endorses the MD 198 Purpose and
Need Statement as described in Attachment A.
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| HEREBY CERTIFY that the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board, as the
Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Baltimore region, approved the
aforementioned resolution at its June 26, 2007 meeting.

ns 26,2001 M“‘”‘f el

Date Harvey &old, Chairman -
Baltimore Regional Transportation Board
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FROM @ EMJIRONMENTAL REVIEJ UNIT PHOME HO. = 1 4108 288 3339 Pda. 22 2837 11:28AM P2

PURPOSE AND NEED

MD 198° West of MD 295 to MD 52 !

Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need conoutrencel/tomment package and the
spmmary presented ahave, the following agency (by signing this documenty: '

e TG ETA) Highway Administration — Corpe of Enginears
— Envirermantal Protaction Agsncy —eur Fi8h and Wildlife Service
Conecurs (withaut comments) Concurs {w! minor comments) Does Not Concur

Comments [ Reasons for Non-Concurrenca:

[ "Aotc. Please do nat provide “condifional” concurrence. You should efther concur with the information as
providad (withou! commonts or With miner comments) or not concur unli! revisions are made or agditiomnar
informatian is providad,

___ Maticnal Fark Service ___ MD Dept. of Ihe Environment _ MD Higtorical Trust
o Ditional Marine Fisharies Service MO Department ¢f Planning — Metrapclitan Planning Qrg,
_V_‘% Dept. of Mafural Resources o

- Provides Comments (below or altached) ___ Has No Comments

Comments. T re Meddal tediends of S gresl Sl Cancerm UTWISSC) g,
E begw, g 'F;'E'J‘x.. TG Ctar e TLQ_,_ G..C:luai bm_,nJ-nr:c.: e ek LE
Eran ghowe o pese A A2 CAD 1P Envtvmeesh Beckae, e

Additional Informstion Neaded:

LEigna(ure: E a_.l . F-.‘f‘}ch_*‘(a'mm.._: 5}_\ Crate; c? o2 =0Y

B -13 BrZGIOT
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PURPOSE AND NEED

MD 158: Wost ofMD 288 toMD 32 ,
Having reviewed the atached Purpose and Need cohcurrence/comment packag&and the
SUmmary presen:ted above '-fha fallowing agency{by sugmrtg this document}

3

. Fodoral ng,hway Admlmsuﬂﬁon S Garpsapf Engiresrs-
Enmmnnﬁmﬂ Fm&echﬂn Agency Ly Fash and Witdliie: Semca .
___Goncurs: (without comments]' i- Coﬂcurs ‘(w! mlnor comments) .__:Dues Not Concur

L RS iy

Comments f Reasans.fnc Nnmcunmrreme

e wpt 0 v, T Lioeee : T e o
J- T -u'%-' Lo B DT i LT f;s__ L0 e _E 5" 2% u . Koy

Nof?.' .Hoa.-ae domt provide. *!randmwaf"accn:umnce. .Kou WMG# conwr.mth thﬁnhmaﬁon ag
' p.mw oy COmimert: __nrwmmﬁng; commpmts)ﬂ 'hbt-qonqunmm mw’s ons,am macﬁa or ao&ﬁﬁona‘l

ags

Additional Infommation Needad:
| I' Yy |
Signature. /Q 3. /,‘Zcﬂ/ Date: BJZ/ Cf"/l;j?.

U’ |

e

B-14 6123/07



D8/10-2007 13:29 FAX 4102853154 NOA4 FISHERIES Aoes

‘,uro-

7Y UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERGE
M » | Nationsl Dreanic snd Atmospheric Administration
LS ,,ft NATIDMAL MARINE RSHERIES SERVICE
Hrrws o Habitat Conservation Division
Chesapealkte Bay Program Office
410 Severmn Ave., Suits 1074,
Annapelia, Maryland 21403
August 10, 2007
MEMOBANDUM TO: Anne Elrays
Project Plamning Division
FROM: Fobn Nichols ~ 2%
SUBJECT: MD 198 Study — Purpose & Need

Naticmal Maniee Fisheries Service has reviewed the Purpose and Meed Starement for the MD |98

Transportation Improvement Study near Lavrel, in Aone Arundel County, We offer the following rinor
COraments pertaining to vesource isvues,

We visitsd the projest site oo July 16, 2007; specifically the MT) 198 Bridge crossing of the Little Patuxert
River. A water supply dam associated with the Fort Meade military coraplex lies immediately upsteam of
the MDD 193 Bridge over the river mainstem. A Dendl fish ladder is sitlated on the west wing of the dam,
whuch provides passage for migratory fish using the Little Pahuxent River. Extemsive eip arian/flondplem
foresied and emergent wetlands lic upstream of the bighway crossing,

Downsiream of the highway crossing, a narrowes band of active forested floodplain Les on gither side of
the river channel. The Jow ia the river channel is shallow, And restricted by extensive sand-yzave] har
deyelopment A sewage outflow from a wastewater weatment facility on the Fort Meade complex
discharges to the east side of the river approximately 50 vards downstream of the: bridge.

The constricted eheractes of the MD 198 crossing of the Little Paturent River will make
avoidance’minimization of the impacts to aquatic resources and habilats difficult if roadway widening if
proposed. Consequently, NMFS is most concerned with resources/habitats Lying to the north or upsoeam
of e crossing. This especially applies to the Dienil fish fadder. Hecause the fish ladder has beer designed
to accomurodale passage relative 1o site specific fow conditions abave and belaw the dam, any changes to
the MD 198 bndge should avoid physical distarbance o the ladder, a3 well as adverse chanpes in flow and
sediment deposition patierns that may a(fect atraction and eawy of fish into the ladder cntrance. Prajeet

focus shauld also cntall avordance of impacts to the ndemsive wetland/floodplain sysiem lying north of the
crossing, which benefiu the bydrology and water quality of the cver,

1€ you have any questons, please contact me at {410} 267-5675; or, Joho NicholsZNO 48, GOV,
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PURPOSE AND NEED

Project Name & Limils: DMD 198: West of MD 285 b MD 32
Anne Arunds! Counly, MD

Having reviewed the zitached Purpose and Necd cohcurrance/comment package and the
summary presented above, the following agensy (by signing this decument):

__ Federsi Highway Administration  ___ Fish and Wildlife Service T’apazp’t"nf Nartural Resources
__ Envimonmenlal Prolection Agency  _ National Park Service _ %D Dapt, of the Environment
___ Corps of Biginears o National Marine Fisheiles Serviee

encurs {without comments) Coneurs (w/ minor comments) Dees Mot Concur

Comments ! Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Nate: Do got provide “cendifional” concurrence. You should eifher concur with the imfermation as provided
{(without commments or With minor comments) or not conctr until revisions zre mede or addittonaf information
i provided. .

___ ML Historcal Trust ___ MD Department of Planning . __ Mefrooolitan Planning Organizalion
' ___ Provides Gomments {below or atlached) ___ Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional Information Neaded:

7 - . 7N
Signature: éj "&é‘— A %ﬁ'ﬂqﬂm&i&@n Date: 7 {/’ i RJ/ o))

4

Send to

Mr. Joseph Kresslein

State Highway Administration
TO7 M. Calvert Street

Mall Stop C-201

Bzltimore, MD 241202

Or fax to: 410-208-5004
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PURPOSE AND NEED

Project Name & Limits: MD 198: west of MD 295 to MD 32

Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the

| summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

___ Federat Highway Administration ——.Corps of Engingers
_.. Environmental Protection Agency ___ Fish and Wildlife Service
__. Concurs {without comments} ____Concurs {w/ minor comments} ___ Doses Not Goncur

Coemments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Please do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the f‘nformatioh as
provided (without comments or with mingor comments) or not concur uniif revisions are made or additional
information Is provided. :

_\Z National Park Service ___ MD Dept, of the Environment __ MD Histencal Trust’
. Natlonal Marine Fisheries Service  ___ MD Department of Planning .. Metropolitan Planning Org.
___ MD Dept. of Natural Resources
_ZProvides Comments {below or attached} ___Has No Comments
Comments:

Additiona! Informaﬁor%eded:
YA

Signature: Mﬁ M o Date: c%/ Z/ 58

The Environmental Inventory, contained in Appendix B, states that there are no public
parks, schools, or public recreation uses in the study area. Please correct this to say that
the Baltimore Washington Parkway, a unit of the National Park Systern under the
jurisdiction of the Naticnal Park Service, is located in the study area, and will likely be
affected by the project. The Baltimore Washington Parkway is maintained by NPS as a
scenic travel route connecting Baltimore to Washington.

The Baltimore Washington Parkway is also listed in the National Register of Historic
Places, a fact that is noted further ahead in the text, which we appreciate. Please also

note that coordination and consultation will be needed with the National Park Service,
pursuant to Section 106.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project.

B-17




MD 198: MD 295 to MD 32
CONCURRENCE FORM FOR ALTERNATES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Project Description:
The project involves a study to address capacity needs on MD 198 from just west of MD 295 (Baltimore

Washington Parkway) at Russett Green East to MD 32 (Savage Road/Patuxent Freeway). Bicycle and pedestrian
access will be provided where appropriate. (BRAC related)

Project Purpose Statement:
The purpose of the MD 198 Project Planning Study is to improve the existing capacity and traffic operations,

enhance access to Fort Meade, and increase vehicular, bicycle, and pedesirian safety along MD 198, while
supporting existing and planned development in the area. Improving MD 198 would accommodate future

transportation needs in the project area.

Purpose of Package:
The purpose of this package is to request concurrence with the Altemates Retained for Detailed Study for the

MD 198 project.

Aliernatives Dropped Prior to the Alternates Public Workshop:
One Interchange Option was dropped prior to the June 24, 2008 Alternates Public Workshop.
— Interchange Option - Single-Point Urban Interchange (dropped due to disruption to traffic flow, number
of construction stages required, and significantly higher costs for maintenance of traffic during

construction than other proposed options)

Alternatives Dropped Subsequent to the Alternates Public Workshop:
The alternatives below were presented at the June 24, 2008 Alternates Public Workshop and dropped as a result of

the preliminary planning phase and/or public comments generated at the Workshop.
Mainline Alternative 3 - (dropped since this alternative is functionally redundant to Mainline Alternative
4 and does not promote pedestrian safety due to the lack of a sidewalk on the north side of the roadway)

Interchange Option E — (dropped due to objectionable direct access to Fort Meade and relocation of
Airfield Road)

Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study:
The following is a list of alternatives/options presented at the June 24, 2008 Alternates Public Workshop that are

being carried forward into detailed analysis.
— Mainline Aiternative 1 - No-Build
— Mainline Alternative 2 — Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
Mainline Alternative 4 — Divided Roadway with Off-Road, Shared-Use Facility and Sidewalk
— Interchange Option A — Flyover Ramp
— Interchange Option B - Loop Ramp
— Interchange Option C — Diamond Interchange at Existing Bridge
— Interchange Option D — Two Bridge
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" Project Name & Limits: MD 198: MD 295 to MD 32

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

ﬁedeml Highway Administration __ Fish and Wildlife Service __ MD Dept. of Natural Resources
__ Environmental Protection Agency  ___ National Park Sarvice ___ MD Dapt. of the Environment
____ Gorps of Engineers __ National Marine Fishserias Service

-/(:oncurs (without comments) Concurs (W minor comments) Does Not Concur

! Comments f Reasons for Non-Concurrencs:

Nota: Do nof provide “"conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with n rﬁ?i_ﬁ?afﬁ?a'r}éﬁna_smﬁfsﬁ_d_ed
{without comments or with incr commants) or not concur until revisions are made or additionai
information /s provided, o S S

____ MD Historical Trust __ MD Depariment of Flanning ___ Metropofitan Planning Organization

—_ Provides Comments {below or attached) __ Has No Comments

Comments;

Additional Infarmation MNeeded:

Signature: "‘J-a;u ==f ) Date: 2T oF
7 = ‘
}
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|

Froject Name & Limits: M 188: MD 285 to MD 32 o \ |
Having reviewsd the attached Alternativas Ratsined for Datailed Study concurrence/comment
paskage and the sumrnary prasanted above, the following agancy {by signing this document):

-

7J?‘ldsrrznl Highway Administration - Fish and Wildlife Servize _ MD Dopt. of Natural Ressurses
L-"Environmental Protection Agency  ____ National Park Sorvico . MD Dept. of the Enviiopmunt
___Coms of Enginsars ) —.. Nationa] Marine Fishires 3arvice

____ Goncurs {without boﬁlmsnts} _{_Ltncure {(w/ mingr comments) ___ Does Not Goncur
oy
Comrments / Reasons far Non-Concurrencs: : _ L
Ser atmered @rmedd g2 TUe= 09 JuS#NH
{ Clizabels Babic)

‘Mot Do not provide “conditional” cancurrence. You shouid efther coneur with the information 36 providad
{withowr commeants or with minor commants) or nat concur untli revisions are made or add!ionai

information is providen.
. MD Historical Trust —MD Cupartment of Pianning —— Metropolitan Planning Orgarization

___Provides Comments {boiow or attachad) ___ Has No Comments

Com rnant_s:

Additionat infomafion Noeded;

Signatura:

fﬁw- e Dater_ & 98 707
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Projact Name & Limils: MD 198: MD 295 to MD 32

Having reviowad the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study cnncurrence!mmment
packags and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this documenit):

Feders| Highway Admintstration . Fish and Wildlite Service ___ MD Depi. of Matumi Hesoumces
___ Environmenta] Proteclion Agengy  ___ MNationai Park Serdce _ WD Dapt. of the Environment
o Corps of Engineers ____Nastional Marine Hishertes Service

____Concurs {without mmmenls} X Goncurs {w} minpr commahts; Does Not Coneur

.,L
Comments / Reasons for Ncn—Cunwrrence Mucro m&ﬂ.ﬁm u):d*‘{-ﬁx; uuhm_ S.SJD.’L For

ﬂd-(: ?f 7 EE-"(-M;H% b’f& B xS \“-5 m_-‘ﬂ-'hw V‘r::m{c.a.r-z f-;?/ﬁf?fm
Ma(}f.‘vf?' ‘R},’E‘r}fﬁ" ﬂ"” in Gf & n "1"“{1'-" Wi i 12 a-‘n"‘r"'é?-ﬂb(‘f'rhﬁvar-y‘- J{,.PJJCe_-i{;ic,é_

5 .
f A ”1’#{:’?{;

Nete: Do not provida “eondfjonal” concurrance. You should elther concur with the fnfunnation as provided
fwithout communis or with Midor commants] ar not consur unti! evisions are made or additional

irformation is prowvided.

MDD Histarical Truat ___ MD Department of Plarning ___ Matropolitan Planning Organ'iza'lion

. Provides Comments (below or attached] __ Has No camments

I Comments:

!

i
Addittanal Informeation Needed:

! Slanaturs: 4%1&3{7 L - Date: _/ 3/32/0‘3

Vo daswrs B OTAVia |
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Project Name & Limits: MO 188: MD 203 to MD 32

Having reviewed the attached Altarnatives Reteinsd for Detailed Study concurrence/commaent
package and the summary presented above, the following aganey {by signing this document):

__... Fedem] Highway Administration _X_ Fish and Wildite Sanrdce . MD Dept. of Naturel Resources
— Emvironmental Protection Agency _ _ National Park Service ___ MD Depl of the Enviranment
—__Corps of Engineera ___ National Marning Fisharies Sarvice

—_ Coneurs (without comments) _X_Concurs (vw/ [iger comments} _ Does Nat Concur

Comuments / Reasons for Naj-Concurence;

»  Please see accompanying letter that expresses concemns related to the norih entrance to the TS Fish and
Wildlife Pabaxent Research Refige,

Note: [a pat provide “conditional™ concurrence. You should either concur with the informatian as provided fwithoyr
conurens oF with minor commanss) or noi corcur unugil revisions ave made or additiguel information is provided, -

MD Historical Trust ___ MD Depadment of Planning — Metropolitan. Planning Crganization

— Provides Comments (below or attached) ___ HasNo Comments

Comments; B0, . mil-no e
Additional Information Needed:

*  Flease provide identification of the State listed RTE specie(s) occurring in the Wetlands of Special State Concern
tocated along the Little Patuxent River adjoining the project aligrment

V4
Signatwe: | M . Dater f /"' 4:/ @2
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Janvary 14, 2009

Joseph R. Kresslein

- Asststant Division Chief
Project Planning Division
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimare, MD 21202

Re: ML 198 (Fori Meade Road) from MD 295 to MD 32, Arme Arundel County,
Marviand

Dear Mr. Kreaslein:

On December 18, 2008, Mitch Keiler and Bill Schultz, representing the U.S. Fish and
Wildlifc Service {Service), attended a field trip to view and comment on potential natural
resource impacts associated with the MD 198 proposed alignments and options. The
following three projeet locations were field inspected by the interagency team:

* Bald bagle Drive (intersection of Bald Eagle Drive and MD 198)

¢ Main Line Altetnatives (between Chevron Station and Bald Eagle Drive) and

* Tnlerchange Options A, B, C and D (Bald Eagle Dr. to Fort Meade Road)
The Service was asked to provide concumrence on the various Alternatives and Qptions
for MD 198, We are also laking this opportunity fo provide recommendations on the

Alternatives and Opticns that would minimize impacts to wetlands, streams, and

floodplains. This letter constitutes the U,S, Fish and Wildlife Scrvice’s comuments and
recommendations.
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-

Bald Eagle Drive

The Patuxent Research Refuge has specific concerns related to the intersection of Bald
Eagle Drive with MD 198. Bald Eagle Drive is the only public entrance to the North
Tract of the Patuxent Research Refuge that is part of the USEWS National Wildlife
Refuge System, which receives about 60,000 visitors annually. Increasing volumes of
traffic along MD 198 currently make it difficult at times to make a left hand turn from
Bald Eagle Drive onto MD 198. Likewise, visitors and recreational users attempting to
make a left hand tumn off of MD 198 onto Bald Eagle Drive sometimes experience long
delays as well as the associated safety risk of being rear ended while waiting for
oncoming traffic. The Service believes that the addition of a traffic signal and a
designated left hand tum lane will increase the safety for all visitors to the Refuge. The
Service recommends that SHA study the feasibility of including a traffic signal and a
designated left hand turn lane at the intersection of Bald Eagle Drive and MD 198.

Bald Eagle Drive also provides access to parking for recreational users of the existing
softball fields, which were received as part of the transfer of lands from the Department
of Defense to the Department of the Interior in 1991. These fields are managed by the
National Security Agency under a Special Use Permit issued by the Patuxent Research
Refuge, to provide recreational opportunities for Fort Meade personnel and some limited
county league play. '

Management of the Patuxent Research Refuge have observed that during peak usage of
the softball fields, parking is insufficient to handle zlI of the recreation user vehicles.
Refuge management believes that the second parking area along MD 198 presents a
safety hazard and should be used for MD 198 upgrades and recommends that an
altemative parking area be investigated. Refuge management is also concerned that a
large dip exists on Bald Eagle Drive at the intersection with MD 198. The Refuge -
managers, with our concurrence, request the elevation of the road surface of Bald Eagle
Drive in order to provide a smooth at-grade connection between the two roads.

It must be noted that if any alignment fesults in refuge lands being paved over or
otherwise impacted by the road development, these lands will need to be replaced

through a land exchange/acquisition of equal or greater acreage/value, subject to Service

approval, that keeps the refuge whole.
Main Line Alternatives 3 and 4

The Service is concerned with the alignment of the proposed Main Line Alternatives
between the Chevron gas station and the Little Patuxent River. There are wetlands and
floodplains on the north side of this road segment that we recommend for complete
avoidance. This can be accomplished by constructing tbe new lanes to the south of the
existing alignment. We also recommend reducing the width of the proposed road to the
greatest extent possible. This includes establishing only one pedestrian walkway/bike
path and reducing the median to the minimum acceptable width. We recommend holding
the existing north side of the road (avoiding any wetland or waterway impacts on this
side} and expanding the road width to the south.
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It is anticipated that by avoiding wetland impacts on the north side of the road there will
be some issues regarding properties on the south side of the road. One of these properties
is a car parts yard (Glory Days Auto Service) that adjoins Bald Eagle Drive at the
entrance way to the Patuxent Research Refuge. A portion or all of this property may
provide an altemnative area to develop parking for the softball fields. The Service
recommends that SHA investigate the possibility of purchasing the Glory Days Auto
Service as compensation for 4(f) impacts.

Interchange Options A, B, C and D

The Service recommends that SHA utilize as much as possible the existing alignment
from the Little Patuxent River to Airfield Road. The Service recommends that expansion
of the road width along the alignment from the Little Patuxent River to the location of the
triple box culvert should occur on the south side. The north side of the road should be
held in its current position and the curve that begins at the Little Patuxent River Bridge
through the triple box culvert should be flattened with expansion to the south side. From
the triple box culvert going toward Airfield Road, expansion of the proposed road width
should be into the area between MD 198 and MD32. Our conclusion after traversing the
palustrine forested wetlands (lands of the Tipton Airport Authority) located south of the
present alignment is that they are of higher quality and function then the wetlands located
between MD 198 and MD 32. We recommend avoiding and minimizing impacts to the
lands owned by the Tipton Airport Authority between the triple box culvert and Airfield
Road. :

Option A (Flyover Ramp) - The Service does not recommend the Flyover Ramp because
of the large acreage of impact to streams and wetlands.

Option B (Loop Ramp) - The Service recommends that the on ramp from MD 32 West to -

the Fort Mead access road be pulled further to the south in order to minimize impacts to
wetlands.

Option C (Diamond Interchange) — Acceptable as designed.
Option D (Two Bridge) — Acceptable as designed.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations for the MD
198 Alternatives and Options. If you have any questions or need further assistance,
please contact Mitch Keiler at (410) 5734554,

Sincerely,

-

~_ERopoldt
Field Supervisor
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oc: Brad Knudsen, USEWS, Laure], MD
Holliday Obrecht, USFWS, Laurel, MD
Joel Gorder, NPS, Washington D.C.
Barbra Rudnick, EPA, Philadelphia, PA
Mary Frazier, Baltimore corps of Engineers, Baltimore, MD
Nora Bucke, SHA, Baltimore, MD
Kameel Hall, SHA, Baltimore, MD
Elizabeth Habic, SHA, Baltimare, MD
Jepnifer Hannum, MDE, Baltiraore, MD
Jennifer Ray, JMT, Baltimore, MD
Greg Golden, DNR, Annapolis, MD
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[ Project Name & Limite; MD 198: MD 285 to MD 33

Having raviewed the attached Alternatives Retained far Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary pressnted 2bova, the following agency (by signing this documsnt};

~— Federal Hishway Adminlsivtion  ___ Fish and Widlife Service —_. MD Dept. of Nawrm| Resourcas
— Ewironmental Pratection Agancy /> Mational Park Sarvice - ___ MWD Depl. of the Emvimonment(
. Corgs of L ngingers — Nntinnal Matthe Fisharles Servics ’

— Doticurs {without comments) LX_Concurs (w/ minor comments) _ Does Not Conour

Comments / Reasans far Non-Concurrence: -y M _me.\

Note: Do not provide "eandifionsi” concurencs, You sheuld eitfrer concur with the Information 2s provided
{withowt commants or with minor commrants) or nof concur yntll mvigiars are made or add/onat
inforination s provided,

— MD Historica! Trust ——MD Departmert of Flanning — Metragolitan Planning Orpanizathm

___Provides Gomments (hefow er attached} ___ Has No Cumimente

Comments:

Additlonal Information Needed:

Signafum'?'_ i'-:‘:.:u__-? 4{# " Date: “Eimaend &
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
National Capital Region

1100 Okhio Drive, S.W.

iN REPLY REFER TO : Washington, D.C. 20242

L3027 (NCR-LRP) NOV 26 2008

Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Ms. Kehinde:

First, I want to thank you for the extremely helpful and informative presentation you provided on
November 19, 2008 addressing MD-198: west of MD-295 to MD-32 in Anne Arundel County.
Since this is my first State Highway Administration project for which I will comment and
provide concurrence/non-cencurrence, I am not sure what level of comment you are seeking. I
have reviewed the previous documents you provided to Tammy Stidham, Acting Transportation
Liaison and the Draft Streamlining Package for the Altematives Retained for Detailed Study
(ARDS). '

The National Park Service (NPS) concurs with minor comment on the Draft ARDS for
MD-198. The NPS is concemned with the dismissal of Option E {Diamond Interchange with New -
Bridge). Based on the material previded, one reason for dismissal was “relocaticn of Airfield
Road ...would result in the impact to new wetlands.” According to the drawing provided in the
Draft ARDS, the relocation of the Airfield Road is either along an existing unnamed road or
through woods outside of the delineated wetlands. In fact, if Option E would be implemented
along with the removal of the existing interchange the project would have the potential for
substantial wetlands restoration and reduction in the overall impervious surface at the
interchange. A second reason identified for dismissing Option E was that it provided a straight
connection to Fort Meade. The straight connecticn is not unlike Option D which was retained,
and as you mentioned there would be additional study for the possibility of making that option
one-way. The NPS recommends Option E be retained with further study addressing road design

- features that reduce the security risk of a “straight connection”, such as, retractable hydraulic

bollards, speed tables, etc.

Finally, if traffic congestion is a concern, I would think in Option E, two lanes should exit north
bound MD-32, as well as two lanes on the north bound on ramp for MD-32. By having two
lanes on both of these ramps, traffic would have space to merge outside of Fort Meade before
entering MD-32 and when entering Fort Meade to queue-up into two lanes instead of backing up
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onto MD-32. There could also be two left turn lanes at the western stop light entering onto the
south bound ramp for MD-32.

If you have any questions, or would like to schedule a site visit please give me a call at
(202) 619-7277 or E-mail me at David_Hayes@nps.gov. I lock forward to future presentations
and opportunities to work together on Maryland State Highway projects.

Sincerely,

T ' 0

David Hayes
Regional Planner and Transportation Liaison
Lands, Resources and Planning

Enclosures

ce:
Ms. Elizabeth Habic
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MD 198: MD 295 to MD 32

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR ALTERNATES RETAINED FOR DETAILED S’I‘UDY

Project Description: .

The project involves a study to address capacity needs on MD 198 from just west of MD 295 (Baltimore _
Washington Parkway) at Russett Green East to MD 32 (Savage Road/Patuxent Freeway). Bicycle and pedestrian
access will be provided where appropriate. (BRAC related)
Project Purpgse Statement: : . :
The purpose of the MD 198 Project Planning Study is to improve the existing capacity and traffic operations,
enhance access to Fort Meade, and increase vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian safety along MD 198, while
supporting existing and planned development in the area. Fmproving MD 198 would accommodate future
transportation needs in the project area. .

Pumpose of Package:
The purpose of this package is to request concurrence with the Alternates Retained for Detailed Study for the

MD 198 project.

Alternatives Dropped Prior to. the Alternates Public Workshop:
One Interchange Option was dropped prior to the June 24, 2008 Alternates Public Workshop.

— TInterchange Option - Single-Point Urban Interchange (dropped due to disruption to traffic flow, number
of construction stages required, and significantly higher costs for maintenance of traffic during
construction than other proposed options) '

Alternatives Dropped Subsequent to the Alternates Public Workshop: ‘
The altexnatives below were presented at the June 24, 2008 Alternates Public Workshop and dropped as result of

the preliminary planning phase and/or public comments generated at the Workshop.
_  Mainline Alternative 3 - (dropped since this alternative is functionally redundant to Mainline Alternative
4 and does not promote pedestrian safety due to the lack of a sidewalk on the north side of the roadway}
— Interchenge Option E — {dropped due to objectionable direct access to Fort Meade and relocation of
Airfield Road)

Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study: . - :
The following is a list of alternatives/options presented at the June 24, 2008 Alternates Public Workshop that are
being carried forward into detailed analysis. ‘

— Mainline Alternative 1 — No-Build

—  Mainline Alternative 2 — Transporiation Systems Management (TSM)

—  Mainline Alternative 4 — Divided Roadway with Off-Road, Shared-Use Facility and Sidewalk

— Interchange Option A — Flyover Ramp

— Interchange Option B — Loop Ramp

— Interchange Option C — Diamond Interchange at Existing Bridge

— Interchange Option D — Two Bridge
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comments { Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do pot provide “conditional” concurrence, You should aither coricur with the information as provided
(witheut cominents or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions ere made or additional
infermation Is provided,

[Fao3

Project Name & Limits: MD 198: MO 295 ta MD 32
Having reviewed the aftached Alternatives Retained Tor Detailed Study concurrencaicomment
package and the summary presented above, the foliowing agency {by signitig this document]:
____ Fadarat Highway Administration ___Fish and WilﬁlJfa Samvice ___ MD Dept. of Nalural Resounso

_Envirormental Protection Agancy Matlonal Park Senice MWD Dept. of the Environment

Cayps of Enginsers MNational Marine Fisherles Sarvice

{ Concurs (without camments) __ Concurs {w/ minaf cormments} __ Does Not Concur

__MDHigtorical Trust - ___MD Depariment of Pianning __ Metropalttan Pianning Organization

__ Providas Comments {below or attached} __ Has No Commenls

' Commants:

Addltional Information Needad:

Signature: }Lj %*A-"’ Cate: —ML—

{7
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Project Name & Limits: MD 198: MD 295 to MD 32

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency {by signing this document):

____Federal Highway Administration ____Fish and Wildlife Service 1/ MD Dept. of Natural Resources
____ Environmentai Protection Agency  ____ National Park Service ___MD Dept. of the Environment
___ Corps of Engineers ___Mational Marine Fisheries Service

____Congcurs {without comments} \/Concurs {w/ minor comments} Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: /s P{&hn:n L\&g [c;&,\-}—('ﬂ;_g} one. or, rnof

sensihve (RTE) Species have been JYcumanted i the Pr?-eo‘f’ AL
(specibically m the vicindy of Little Rdorert River crossirn s We look Forwors b

2
WK
)f:lr“\ar‘

Note: Do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided

. )?Mtﬁmw

e Sop s .

(without comments or with minor comments) or not concur untif revisions are made or additional Cooid

information is provided. 21 F 2,

____ MD Historical Trust ___ MD Department of Planning ____Metropolitan Planning Organization
___ Provides Comments (below or attached) __ Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional information Needed:

Signature: /W /@ W Date: ___ oL /}8/0?
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Project Name & Limits: MD 188: MD 235 to MD 32

Having reviewed the atlached Alternatives Retainad fo r Detailed Study concerrencefcomment
naskage and the summary presented above, the following agency (kY signing this dacument):

___ Federal llighway administraion ___ Fish and Wildlife Service ___ B Dept. of Nalural Resources
___ Erwlronmenia Protection Agency  ___ Netional Park Service _gﬂl’l Mepl. ot the Environment
___ Gorps of Engincers " Matipnal Marine Fisheries Servico

J.Acurs {without samments) Conaurs {wi minor comments} ' Doos Mot Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Consurrence:

Nofe: Do nof provide ‘conditional” concurrence. You shauid either concur with the information as providad
twithout comments or with minor comments) or mat coneur untl revisfons are mada or additional

information is providet.

____MD Historicat Trust ___ WD Ceparlment of Planning ___ Melropolitan Pianning Qrganization

___ Provides Comments {below or attached) ___Has No Commants

Comments:

Additional Infarmation Needed:

o , o
'Siguaiure:- ZM Wﬁu%rd.xe,é‘g:\ - Date: \!Q@EXFQ
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Project Name & Limits: MD 198: MD 295 to MD 32

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/comment
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document):

___ Federal Highway Administraticn ____Fish and Wildlife Service D Dept. of Natural Resources
___Envirenmental Protection Agency  ___ Naticnal Park Service ___MD Dept. of the Envirenment
____Corps of Engineers ____National Marine Fisheries Service

Concurs (without comments} Concurs {(w/ minor comrhents) Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as provided
(without comments or with minor comments} or not concur until revisions are made or additional
information is provided. ' :

72$, MD Historicai Trust ____MD Department of Planning . ___ Metropolitan Planning Organizaticn

___Provides Comments {below or attached} < _ Has No Comments

Comments:

Additional Information Needed:

SignaturezriZAkA ( };W— . Date: !2/2- o
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Project Name & Limits: MD 198; MD 295 to MD 32

Having reviewed thec attached Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study concurrence/commaent
package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this decument):

__ Federal Highway Administration ___Fish and Wildlife Service ____MD Dept. of Naturai Resourcas
__ Inuironmental Protection Agency  __ Natlonal Park Service WD Cept. of the Environment
___ Corps of Enginesrs ___ HNational Marine Fisheries Service

__ Concurs (without somments} Goncurs {w/ minor comments) Dees Not Concur

Comments f Reasons for Non-Concurrence:

Note: Do not provide “conditional’ concurrence. You should efther concur with the information as provided
{without comments ¢r with minor comments} or not conéur untll revislons are made or additional
information is provided. 7 '

__ MD Historizal Trust MD Deparment of Planning —_ Metropolitan Planning Qrganization
1/ Provides Comments (below or attached} ___ Has No Comments

Gcmménts: e ore .3(4}’/:-5 H"R\hrh Hat ‘(‘i‘Dﬁ‘i:L:F‘LuxA,- JTM M
addresses m,ww ¥ W wvm:wazc?e(éﬁ fenn ACGaps B Tt

W&RM vededed\ 2p
Additional (pidrmation Neaded: i . K

Signature: f@jﬂ ;?tf M D:ate:- I 3‘-! 12’! 98’
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Baltimore Metropolitan Council Anne Anundel County

Balimomn City
. Baltimore County
A 2700 Lighthouse Point East, Suite 310 Caroll County
Baltimore, MD 21224-4774 ' Harford County
’ ) Howard County
Telephone: (410) 732-0500
) Fax: {410) 732-8248

www.balfomeiro.org

January 28, 2009

Mr. Don Halligan 3BT b e B
Office of Planning & Capital Programming

ATTN: THEO NGONGANG

Maryland Department of Transportation

7201 Corporate Center Drive

P.O. Box 548

Hanover, MD 21076

Dear Mr. Halligan:

Enclosed is Resolution #09-12, endorsing the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study
(ARDS) for MD 128: from west of MD 2985 to MD 32. The Baltimore Regional
Transportation Board (BRTB) voted for approval of the Resolution on January 28, 2009.

If you have any questions, please call me.

Harvey S. Bloom, Director
Transportation Planning

Enciosure

cc: Kameei Hall, SHA
Elizabeth Habic, SHA
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BALTIMORE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

BALTIMORE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD
RESOLUTION #09-12

RESOLUTION TO ENDORSE ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY
ND 198: FROM WEST OF MD 295 TO MD 32

WHEREAS, the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB) is the
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Baltimore region, consisting of
the cities of Annapolis and Baltimore, the counties of Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll,
Harford, and Howard, and the Maryland Department of Transportation, the Maryland
Department of the Environment, and the Maryland Department of Planning; and

WHEREAS, Section 450.318 of the Final Metropolitan Transportation Planning |

Rules issued by the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration
on October 28, 1993 identifies the requirements of a major metropolitan transportation
study in identifying all promising mobility sclutions; and

WHEREAS, in October of 1997, the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board
approved Resolution # 98-7, adopting a work program for the Congestion Management
System (CMS) corridor implementation; and

WHEREAS, one of the primary purposes of the Congestion Management
Process is to identify promising mobility improvement and congestion management
strategies, rather than select specific transportation improvement projects for
implementation. These improvements will be considered for the next steps of the
planning and project development process and, where appropriate, studied further in
more detail; and

WHEREAS, this study involves improving existing capacity and traffic operations,
enhanced access to Fort Meade, and increased vehicular and pedestrian safety along
MD 198, while supporting existing and planned development in the area; and

WHEREAS, the State'HighWay Administration made a formal presentation at the
interagency Review meeting on June 20, 2007; and

WHEREAS, on June 26, 2007, the Baltimore Regional Transpoertation Board
approved Resclution # 07-24 endorsing the MD 198 Purpose and Need Statement; and

WHEREAS, the State Highway Administration has provided Alternatives

Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) dated September, 2008 and made a formal
presentation at the Interagency Review meeting on November 19, 2008; and
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Baltimore Regional
Transportation Board, as a commenting agency, endorses the MD 198 Altematives
Retained for Detailed Study as described in Aftachment A.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board, as the
Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Baltimore region, approved the

aforementioned resolution at its January 27, 2008 meeting.

Date Carl Balser, Chairman !
Baltimore Regional Transpoertation Board
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ATTACHMENT A

MD 198: From West of MD 295 to MD 32
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study

Summary

Description: The project involves a study to address capacity needs on MD 198 from
just west of MD 295 at Russett Green East to MD 32. Bicycle and pedestrian access
will be provided where appropriate. This project is related fo the Base Realignment and
Closure activities associated with Fort George G. Meade and the National Security
Agency.

Purpose: The purpose of the MD 198 Project Planning Study is to improve the existing
capacity and traffic operations, enhance access to Fort Meade, and increase vehicular,
bicycle, and pedestrian safety along MD 198, while supporting existing and planned
development in the area. improving MD 198 would accommedate future transportation
needs in the project area.

Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study

Mainline Alternative 1 — No Build: The No-build alternative consists of routine
maintenance and spot improvements, with no substantial improvements fto
transportation facilities beyond those improvements currently planned for the area.
Minor improvements would occur as part of normal maintenance and safety operations.
These Improvemenis would not measurably reduce the crash rate or improve
operations. Possible improvements could include resurfacing, restriping, signing and
lighting.

This alternative is recommended to be retained because it serves as a baseline
condition to be used for comparison with the other build alternatives studied in detail.

Mainline Alternative 2 — Transportation System Management (TSM): The TSM
alternative consists of spot improvement and access management along the corridor to
address public concerns at specific locations. TSM improvements generally could be
constructed with relatively low costs and environmental impacts, but would provide no
substantial improvements or operations to address future concerns. TSM strategies
being considered for this corridor include improvements to the off-ramps from MD 295
to MD 198, access management and the addition of left turn lanes.

This alternative is recommended to be retained because it consists of several elements
that could be short term solutions throughout the corridor that address the most serious
concerns at specific |locations or segments of the roadway. Also, the improvements
generally could be constructed with relatively low costs and few environmental impacts.
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Mainline Alternative 4 — Divided Roadway with Off-Road Shared-Use Facility and
Sidewalk: This alternative provides for two lanes in both directions divided by a 20-foot
grass median. On-road bicycle facilities are provided in both directions adjacent to the
outside travel lane. A five-foot grass buffer along the south side curb separates the on-
road bicycle [ane from the shared-use pedestrian / bicycle path and a sidewalk will be
provided along the northern edge of the roadway.

This alternative is recommended fo be retained because it meets the Purpose and
Need of the project, promotes pedestrian safety and connectivity throughout the project,
and improves traffic operations at infersections.

Interchange Option A - Flyover Ramp: This option maintains the existing
configuration of the MD 198/MD 32 interchange, however a flyover ramp is infroduced
that allows traffic from northbound MD 32 to access westbound MD 198, therefore
completely separating this traffic from the roundabouts. All other traffic through the
interchange would operate as it does today with the exception of trucks to Ft. Meade.
Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations are provided through this interchange and into
MD 32 eastbound and from MD 32 westbound.

This option is recommended fo be retained because it results in less disruption to traffic
flow through the interchange during construction, improves fraffic operations at the two
roundabouts by removing vehicles destined to Laurel, maintains a circuitous route that
is preferred by Ft. Meade into the Post, and provides the best level of service for the
interchange.

Interchange Option B — Loop Ramp: This option maintains the existing configuration
of the MD 198/MD 32 interchange for the southern portion (the existing roundabout
closest to Tipton Airport). However the northern portion (the ramps closest to Ft.
Meade) is reconfigured. The existing roundabout is removed and replaced with a
signalized intersection. All traffic from northbound MD 32 that is destined for westbound
MD 198 would utilize the proposed loop ramp. Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations
are provided through this interchange and into MD 32 eastbound and from MD 32
westbound.

This option is recommended to be retained because it improves traffic operations at the
interchange by separating vehicles destined to Laurel from those destined to Ft. Meade
and maintains a circuitous route that is preferred by Ft. Meade into the Post.

Interchange Option C — Diamond interchange at Existing Bridge: This option
reconfigures the existing MD 198/MD 32 interchange from two roundabouts to two
signalized intersections. All of the movements to and from the interchange will remain
as they are today. All traffic from northbound MD 32 that is destined to Ft. Meade would
utilize the ramp as they do today with the exception of trucks to Ff. Meade. At the ramp
terminus, a signalized intersection will control traffic movement. Additionally, cars
traveling on southbound MD 32 that are destined fo Ft. Meade or Laurel would utilize
the ramp as they do today but traffic movement at the intersection with MD 198 will be
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controlied by a signal. Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations are provided through
this interchange and info MD 32 eastbound and from MD 32 westbound.

This option is recommended to be retained because it removes roundabouts disliked by
the public and replaces them with signalized intersections and maintains a circuitous
route that is preferred by Ft. Meade into the Post.

Interchange Option D — Two Bridges: This option maintains the existing MD 128/MD
32 inferchange configuration with the addition of a second crossing of MD 32 with
access to Ft. Meade. Vehicles would exit northbound MD 32 as they do under existing
conditions, utilizing the ramp to the roundabout and choosing their direction through the
roundabout. Vehicles coming from eastbound MD 198 would access Ft. Meade with the
second crossing of MD 32. Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations are prowded
through this lnterohange and into MD 32 eastbound and from MD 32 westbound

This option is recommended to be retained because the existing confi guratlon of the
MD 188/MD 32 interchange remains intact which would result in less disruption to traffic
flow through the interchange during construction and has the least amount of
environmental impacts out of the interchange options retained for detailed study.

Alternatives Dropped Prior to the Alternates Public Workshop

Interchange Option: Single Point Urban interchange, this option was dropped due to
disruption to fraffic flow, number of construction stages required, and substantially
higher costs for maintenance of traffic during construction than other proposed options.

Alternatives Dropped Subsequent to the Alternates Public Workshop

Mainline Alternative 3: Divided Roadway with Off-Road Shared-Use Facility, this
alternative was dropped since it is functionally redundant to Mainline Alternative 4 and
does not promote pedesfrian safety due to the jack of a sidewalk on the northern side
of the roadway.

Interchange Option E — Diamond Interchange with New Bridge, this option was

dropped due io relocation of Airfield Road and Ft. Meade's security concerns .
associated with providing direct access to the Post.
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cin 220 2009 3:16PM BAL THORE METRD COUNCIL . Vo, 2862 R

Preject Name & Limits: MD 138; MD 235 to MD 32

Having reviewed the attached Alternatives Retained for Detalled Study conturraticeicomment
package and the summary praseniad above, the following agancy (by signing this document):

___Faderal Highway Administration  ___ Fish and Wildlife Sarvice ___ WD Dapt. of Meturai Resources
— Environmente! Protection Agancy  ___ National Park Sanvics ___ MD Degt. ofths Envirenment
___ Carpe of Enginears __ Mational Marine Figherldas Service

___LGoncurs (wi{hnut commenta) ___ Concurs (wf minor unmi'nunts) ___Does Not Concur

Comments / Reasons for Non-Congurtencs:

Nale: Do pot provide “conitional” cancurranca. You should aither coneur with the information ae provided
fvithout camments or wilh mizor comenents) or not conewy untlf reyisions are mads or addifional
information ¥ provided,

__. MD Historical Trust . ___MD Depertment of Hanniné _h_ Matrapolitan Planning Qrganization
¥’ _Frovides Sommants {(below or attached} ___ Has No Comments
ﬁdr——

Commaents:

Adgiional information Needad:

Signatire: @ﬁgm&’m oete: 12430 /o3
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WD 198: MD 286 to MD 52
Comments — '
1. TheCentral Marylend Transit Qperatione Canfer projest Is nat discussed. Tha

lotation has not baan indentified, but has been propoasd adjacent to MD 188, lithe

CMTOC includes & transit transfer facifity that wil provide transfer to {né base; has
the desigh includad this?

2. Racommend that the TDM improvemerts be incorporatad with the Selected
Alternalive. '

3. Transit suppariive imprevemente ehould ba considerad on ME 198 even though
service does not currently exist east of MD 295, An Anne Arundel County document
'Fort Meade/BRAG Trensit and Ridasharing Planning, Qatober 2008’ is seeking to
increase transit service to Fort Maade to eddress the transperiztion needs dus fo the
increase number of employees. ’
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g ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS Kewin M. Maxwell, Ph.D., Superintengent of Schaols

Facilities Division
9034 Fort Smaliwood Road | Pasadena, MD 21122 | 410-255-2535

28 January 2007
Ms. Anne Elrays
State Highway Administration
Project Planning Divisicn
707 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

RE: SHA Project No. AA510M11
. MD 198; West of MD 285 to ME%Z
Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Dear Ms. Blum:
Per your department’s January 23, 2007 request, we do not have any existing or proposed schools along MD 198:

West of MD 295 to MO, 2. The schools referenced in your letter, District of Columbia Children’s Center, Map[e Glen
and Zigler Elementary-Schoo! are not part of the Anne Arundel County Public Schools system.

If | can be of any further assistance, please feel free to call me at 410-439-5689.

e

Lawrence A, Alberts, RA
Manager of Planning

C: A. Szachnowicz
K. Shanahan

B 46 Brittamy T. Walker {6“'/ 60'6"(?/ M

Trigia Johnson Eupene Peterson  ¥ictor E. Bemson, r.  Edward P“Ned"Carey  Michael G. Leahy  Enrfgue M. Melendez  Konrad M. Wayson
President Vice-President Stugent Member



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Patuxent Research Refuge
12100 Beech Forest Road, Suite 138
Laurel, Maryland 20708

MAR 2 3 2007

Mr. Joseph Kresslein

Assistant Division Chief, Project Planning Division
MD State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

Dear Mr. Kresslein:
This is in response to your January 23, 2007, letter regarding SHA Highway Project No.
AAS510MI11, MD 198, West of MD 295 to MD 32, in which you requested our assistance
in determining the extent of “publicly owned parks or recreational facilities” within the
study area. Patuxent Research Refuge, a refuge within the Department of the Interior’s
National Wildlife Refuge System, is within the proposed study area. I will address the
bulleted questions in your letter in order.
1) The name of the officials with jurisdiction over the parks:
Brad Knudsen, Refuge Manager
Tony Leger, Regional Chief, NWRS — Region 5
2) Mapping and/or CADD files showing the park boundaries:

I have provided an electronic file, via e-mail to Anne Elrays as of March
23, 2007.

3) Funding sources: Were Program Open Space and/or Land and Water
Conservation - Section 6(f) funds used to acquire or develop these parks?

The refuge lands in proximity to the proposed project were acquired from
Fort Meade in the 1991-1992 Base Realignment and Closure Act actions.
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4) Types of facilities within the park:

Patuxent Research Refuge is managed primarily for wildlife and wildlife
habitat, with a specific purpose of providing opportunities for wildlife
research. The refuge land in the immediate area of the proposed project is
a softball field, an unusual facility for a NWR. However, it was stipulated
in the land transfer from Department of Defense to DOI that this facility
would remain active, as long as it was managed consistent with wildlife
conservation purposes. The only public access to the refuge’s Nortb Tract
1s also located along this project. If is an asphalt road — Bald Eagle Drive
— that becomes gravel about 2 mile from Highway 198,

5) Frequency with which the public uses these facilities:

The entrance road is used on a daily basis, except for federal holidays,
when the refuge is closed. The softball fields are used several times &
week from April through August. We have approximately 80,000 visitors
a year use the Bald Eagle Drive entrance road.

6) Park Master Plans:

Currently, the refuge has no Master Plan, but we are due to start our
Comprehensive Conservation Plan in FY09. This planning process will
involve the public and other stakeholders, and will address long-term
wildlife and habitat goals, as well as public uses such as hunting, fishing,
nature observation, interpretation, and environmental education.

7) Determination as to whether the parks serve a “significant” function in providing
for the overall recreational needs of communities in the park area, per Section
4(f) of he U.S. DOT Act:

Patuxent Research Refuge is visited by over 150,000 people annually,
engaging in such activities as hunting, fishing, nature photography,
wildlife observation, environmental education, interpretation, hiking, and
bicycling. As a national wildlife refuge, Patuxent’s mission is to
administer its lands for the conservation, management, and where
appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their
habitats for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.
Given its proximity to Baltimore and Washington, DC, Patuxent is one of
the few large tracts of undeveloped land available for the public to seek
quality experiences with the natural world, and therefore, serves a
significant function regarding recreational needs of the local communities.
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I must point out that it is NWRS policy that any refuge lands impacted by a project such
as this will be subject to a land exchange of equal or greater monetary value, and subject
to the approval of the Service. Mitigation of impacts to refuge habitat may also need to
be addressed.

I am forwarding this correspondence to the Service’s Ecological Services Chesapeake
Bay Field Office, who has responsibility for reviewing highway projects such as this.

They may want to offer an opinion related to the Section 4(f) question as well.

I hope this addresses your questions adequately. Should you require further information,
feel free to call me at 301-497-5582.

Sincerely,

Bl lorathasn-

Brad Knudsen
Refiige Manager

cc: John Wolflin, Project Leader, CBFO, Annapolis, MD

John Stasko, Refuge Supervisor — South, NWRS, Regional Office, Hadley, MA.
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S I te Drtuenlo Boeel
Adminjstration

Maryland Department of Transportation

December 20, 2006

Eobert L. Bhrlich, Jr., Governor
Michael 8. Steele, Lt. Governor

Robert L. Flanagan, Secretary
Neil J, Pedersen, Adminisirator

RE: Project No. SPO72A43
MD 198: MD 295t0c MD 32
Anne Arundel County, MD

Ms. Lori Byrne

Environmental Review Specialist
Wildlife and Heritage Division
Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building, E-1
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Ms Byrne:

The Maryland State Highway Administration is proposing roadway and intersection
improvements along the MD 198 roadway from MID> 295 to MD 32 in Anne Arundel County,
Maryland (see attached location map). The purpose of the project is to improve traffic
operations by providing adequate roadway capacity to safely and effectively serve existing traffic
demand, as well as the increased demand expected to be generated by planned development. We
request any information concerning state-listed threatened or endangered plant or animal species
and/or unique habitat that may occur in the project area. '

If you have any qUestions or need additional information regarding this request, please
contact Ms. Anne Elrays, the Environmental Manager for the project. Ms. Elrays can be reached
at 410-545-8562. .

Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by: {lrunts ﬁ’/@bﬂﬂﬂ/ '~
Joseph R. Kresslemn! )
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

Attachments 4 _

ce Mr. Mark Duvall, SHA-OED
Ms. Anne Elrays, SHA-PPD
Ms. Kameel Holmes, SHA-PPD
M. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-PPD

My telephone number/toll-free number is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Sireet Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Ma5@d 21202 - Phone: 410.545.0300 - www.marylandroads.com
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State Hiolfa

Administration

Maryland Departmert of Transportation
December 20, 2006

Robert L. Ehrlich, Jt., Governor

Robert L. Flanagan, Secvetary
Michael 8. Steele, Lt Governor

Neil J, Pedersen, ddministrator

RE: Project No. SPO72A43
MD 198: MD 295 to MD 32
Anne Arandel County, MD

Mr. Devin Ray

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mr. Ray:

The Maryland State Highway Administration is proposing roadway and intersection
improvements along the MD 198 roadway from MD 295 to MD 32 in Anne Arundel County,
Maryland (see attached location map). The purpose of the project is to improve traffic
operations by providing adequate roadway capacity to safely and effectively serve existing traffic
demand, as well as the increased demand expected to be generated by planned development. We
request any information concerning federally-listed threatened or endangered plant or animal
species and/or unique habitat that may occur in the project area.

Tf you have any questions or need additional information regarding this request, please
comtact Ms. Anne Elrays, the Environmental Manager for the project. Ms. Elrays can be reached
at 410-545-8562.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineenng

by: ﬂ}«nﬂz W
Joseph R Kressle

Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

Aftachments 2

cc:  Mr. Mark Duvall, SHA-OED
Ms. Anne Elrays, SHA-PPD
Ms. Kameel Holmes, SHA-PPD
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-PPD

My telephone number/toll-free number is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street + Baltimore, MB5%53d 21202 - Phone: 410.545,0300 - www.marylandroads.com




February 5, 2007 =
Mr. Bruce M. Grey e
Maryland Department of Transportation i
State Highway Administration Py
707 North Calvert Street ' e
Baltimore, MD 21202 éﬁ

RE: Environmental Review for Project No. SP072A43, MID 198: MD 295 {0 MID 32,
Roadway and Intersection Improvements, Anne Arundel County, Maryland.

Dear Mr. Grey:

The Wildlife and Heritage Service’s database indicates that there are numerous records in the Little
Patuxent River for the state-listed threatened Glassy Darter (Etheosioma vitreum) within close
proximity to the project site, where Route 198 crosses this river. WHS recommends that a time-of-
year restriction for work at the area of Route 198 over the Little Patuxent River, from March 1 to June
15 of any given year. This would reduce the likelihood of impacts to this species from sedimentation
as a result of this project, during the time of year in whcih they are known to spawn in Maryland.

We would also like to bring to your attention that the portion of Little Patuxent River south of Route
198 is designated in state regulations as a Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC).
This NTWSSC and its 100-foot upland buffer are regulated together as an NTWSSC by Maryland
Department of the Environment. You project may need review by MDE for any necessary permits
associated with this NTWSSC,

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further
questions regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573.

Sincerely,
Ao O Bep—

Lori A. Bymne,

Environmental Review Coordinator
Wildlife and Heritage Service

MD Dept. of Natural Resources

ER  #2006.3200.2a
cc: R. Dintaman, ERU
K. McCarthy, WHS

Tawes State Office Building » 580 Taylor Avenue - Annapolis, Maryland 21401
410.260.8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877.620.8DNR - www.dnr.maryland.gov « TTY users call via Maryland Relay
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ERVICE

United States Departmeiit of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401

January 19, 2007

Mr. Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

P.O.Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

RE:  Project No. SPO72443 MD 198:MD 295 to MD 32 Arnne Arundel County, MD
Dear Mr. Grey:

This responds to your letter, received December 26, 2006, requesting information on the
presence of species which are federally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened
within the vicinity of the above referenced project area. We have reviewed the information you
enclosed and are providing comments in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). '

Except for occasional transient individuals, no federally proposed or listed endangered or
threatened species are known to exist within the project impact area. Therefore, no biological
assessment or further section 7 consultation is required with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Should project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered.

This response relates only to federally protected threatened or endangered species under our
Jurisdiction. It does not address the Service’s concerns pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act or other legislation. For information on the presence of other rare species, you
should contact Ms. Lori Byme of the Maryland Heritage and Wildlife Division at

(410) 260-8573.

ST I
R e B
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\ ; MARYLAN D Robert L.Ehrlich, Jr., Governor

o 5 g NATURAL RESOURCES

December 28, 2006

Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein

State Highway Administration
P.O. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Dear Mr. Kresslein:

This letter is in respense to your request on December 20, 2006 for information on the presence of
finfish species in the vicinity of State Highway Administration’s Project No. SPO72A43: MD 198 - MD 295
to MD 32 in Anne Arunde! County.

From the information you sent for review, it appears that the proposed work could impact the Little
Patuxent River and tributaries (Patuxent River Area). The Little Patuxent River and tributaries within your
project area are classified as Use I streams (Water Contact Recreation and Protection of Nontidal Warmwater
Aquatic Life). Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use I streams during the period of March 1
through June 13, inclusive, during any year.

Our Fisheries Service has documented the spawning activities of both white perch (Morone
americana) and herring (dlosa sp.) in the Little Patuxent River. Additionally, Table B1-4 list fish species
documented by our Maryland Biclogical Stream Survey Program within the Patuxent Basin. Many of these
species {except trout) could be found near your project site. All of these fish species should be adequately
protected by the Use I instream work prohibition period, sediment and erosicn control methods, and other Best
Management Practices typically used for protection of stream rescurces during highway projects.

It should be noted that the glassy darter (Etheostoma vitreum), a listed species by our Maryland
Natural Heritage Program, has been documented as a resident species in the Little Patuxent River and is
relatively comumon immediately below the Fort Meade Dam at MD Route 198. Because this species is known
to occur in only two small, unconnected locations m Maryland, its populations are not well suited to
withstanding impacts to their habitat or recolonizing disturbed areas in the manner of some cof the more
cormmon fish species. Even very infrequent and accidental impacts to the stream could be respensible for
significant damage to the glassy darter population in Maryland. Stream habitat protection measures for this
project should therefore focus on minimization of sedimentation and water quality impacts to downstream
areas. For more information on the current status of the glassy darter in Maryland and the habitat requirements
of this species, you may contact the Wildlife and Heritage Division of our Department at 410-260-8567.

If you have any questions concerning these comments, you may contact me at 410-260-8331.

Sincerely,
?C_ 3 e on 1}\
Ray C. Dintamatd i19Piecior! 408 7

Environmental Review Unit

Attachment

Tawes State Office Building - 580 Taylor Avenue - Annapolis, Maryland 21401

410.260.8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877.620.8DNR + www.dnr.maryland.gov = TTY users call via Maryland Relay
B-54
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We appreciaté the opportunity to provide information relative to fish and wildlife issues, and
thank you for your interest in these resources. If you have any questions or need further
assistance, please contact Devin Ray at (410) 573-4531.

Sincerely,

Mary J. Ratnaswamy, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, Threatened and Endangered Species
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Table B1-4. Fish species found In 1884 MBSS project sampling vs supplemental

sampling, Patuxent Basin

Fish
Species

MESS
Study

Supplemental
Sampling

AMESICAN BROOK LAMPREY
AMERICAN EEL

BANDED KILLIFISH
BANDED SUNFISH
BLACKNQSE DACE
gLUEGILL ,
BLUESPOTTED SUNFISH
BROWN BULLHEAD
BROWN TROUT |
CENTRAL STONEROLLER
CHAIN PICKEREL
CHANNEL CATFISH
COMMON SHINER

CREEK CHUB .

CREEK CHUBSUCKER
CUTLIPS MINNOW
EASTERN MUDMINNOW
FALLFISH '
FATHEAD MINNOW
GIZZARD SHAD

GLASSY DARTER
GOLDEN SHINER

GREEN SUNFISH
LAMPREY

LARGEMOUTH BASS
LEAST BROOK LAMPREY
LEPOMIS

LEPOMIS HYBRID
LONGNOSE DACE
MARGINED MADTOM
MOSQUITOFISH
MUMMICHOG
NORTHERN HOGSUCKER
PIRATE PERCH
POTOMAC SCULPIN
PUMPKINSEED
RAINBOW TROUT
BENBREAST SUNEISH

T M XXX s 5 BN B XX

PP o4

> X

%M X XX _><><><><><><'><><>< X MK K

B¢ D¢ D DL P DE 2K D XK XK,
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Martin O"Malley, Governor
Anthony Brown, L. Governor

John D, Porcari, Secretary Designate
Neil I, Pedersen, ddministraior

State]

Administration

Maryland Department of Transportation

October 16, 2007

Re:  Project No. SPO72A43
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, MD
USGS Laurel 7.5' Quadrangle
Mr. J. Rodney Little
State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little:

Introduction and Project Description

This letter serves to inform the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) of the Maryland State
Highway Administration’s (SHA) proposed Project No. SPO72A43. SHA has initiated a project
planning study for approximately 3.5 miles in the area encompassing MD 198 between MD 295
and MD 32. The purpose of the project is to improve the existing capacity and traffic operations,
enhance access to Fort George G. Meade, and increase vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian safety
along MD 198 while supporting existing and planned development in the area. SHA seeks fo
provide information about the identification and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
eligibility of historic standing structures, and the assessment of potential for archeological
resources within the APE.

A project location map is included as Attachment 1.

Funding
Federal funds are anticipated for this project.

Area of Potential Effects
The project area is heavily wooded with scattered mid-to-late twentieth century commercial and
residential resources. In addition, some large institutions and federal lands are located adjacent
to the roadway. The APE for historic standing structures includes tax parcels along MD 198,
MD 295 and MD 32 within the SHA’s proposed study area, encompassing a corridor 1000 feet
on either side of the centerline of MD 198. The large study corridor accounts for impacts to
wetlands and covers possible mitigation site locations. For some of these properties, the tax
My telephone number/toll-free pumber is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Sratewide Toll Free
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street + Baltimore, Maryland 21202 + Phone; 410.545.0300 - www.matrylandroads.com

B-57




parcel boundaries are adjacent to SHA’s right-of-way for the highway, while other properties are
within sight of MD 198. This APE also considers possible visual, audible, and physical impacts
to historic properties. Once project plans are developed, the APE can be more closely defined.
The APE is depicted on the attached SHA metro map (Attachment 1).

Identification Methods and Results

Architecture: SHA Architectural Historian Kathryn Barrett consulted the SHA-GIS Cultural
Resources Database, aerial photographs, Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties and
Determination of Eligibility forms, SHA project files, and Maryland Department of Assessments
and Taxation information to identify previously recorded resources within the APE. Field visits
were completed in April and August 2007 to identify resources that have not been previously
recorded, but are more than 50 years of age. SHA retained Archaeological and Historical
Consultants, Inc., R. Goodwin and Associates, Inc. and EHT Traceries, Inc., to complete the
necessary architectural evaluations for this project.

Previously Recorded Historic Properties

Previously identified and evaluated historic resources within the project area include the
Baltimore Washington Parkway (AA-5/PG: 69-26), the D.C. Children’s Center- Forest Haven
District (AA-2364), and Fort George G. Meade (AA-2095). The Baltimore Washington Parkway
is listed on the Naticnal Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Post Core of Fort George G.
Meade and the D.C. Children’s Center-Forest Haven District have been determined eligible for
listing on the NRHP.

A comprehensive survey was completed in 1993 for Fort Meade. The survey identified
several building types and MIHP forms were prepared for numerous buildings (see Attachment 4
for detailed eligibility information). In addition to the survey, a Cultural Resource Management
Plan (CRMP) was conducted in several phases from 1994 to 2001 by R. Chrstopher Goodwin
and Associates, Inc. One structure that was evaluated as part of the CRMP is within the APE and
in close proximity to MD 198. The pump house (Fort Meade Building #9599), constructed in
1933, was determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP.

The D.C. Children’s Center-Forest Haven District is part of a larger parcel that also
contains the Woodland Job Corps campus and the Oak Hill Youth Center (all three resources
compose tax parcel 96, Map 20 which was once known as the District Training School). The
Oak Hill Youth Center is a maximum security juvenile detention center constructed in 1967 and
was not evaluated as part of this study, as it is well outside the project area. The Woodland Job
Corps, established in 1954, was evaluated as part of this investigation, and is discussed further
below.

Previously Unidentified and Unrecorded Historic Resources

The western section of MD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32 is a two-lane highway
sparsely lined with commercial buildings and a small number of residential buildings. Of these
buildings, two are greater than fifty years old. Elite Automotive at 3348 Fort Meade Road was
constructed circa 1940 and the ROH Body Shop at 3338 Fort Meade Road was built circa 1956,
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These buildings are not eligible for the NRHP. Short forms were prepared for these buildings
and are included in the enclosed documentation.

Parcel 42 along the south side of MD 198 contains two single dwellings greater than fifty
years old. The dwellings are located west of a trailer park (Welch’s Trailer Park) that is sited on
the tax parcel. The dwellings are not eligible for the NRHP and short forms were prepared for
these buildings and are also included in the enclosed documentation.

Simonds Bridge (AA-2387) carries MD 198 over the Little Patuxent River within the
APE. The steel deck girder bridge was constructed by the State Roads Commission in 1944 to
accommodate Fort Meade traffic. The bridge is recommended as not eligible for listing on the
NRHP. A DOE form was prepared for the bridge and is included in the enclosed documentation.

The Woodland Job Corps Center is located primarily on the north side of MD 198 on
Parcel 96, Map 20. Parcel 96 abuts MD 198 and extends to the south side of the road within the
APE. The Woodland Job Corps Center was constructed circa 1954 as a home for incarcerated
juveniles. One section, known as Maple Glen, was constructed for younger children while Cedar
Knolls was built in 1955 for teenage children. Along with what is now the Oak Hill Youth
Center, both Maple Glen and Cedar Knolls were known as the Children’s Center. Maple Glen
became a job corps center circa 1978. Currently, the Woodland Job Corps Center campus
consists of approximately eight buildings including two circa 2000 dormitory buildings. The
center 1s recommended as not eligible for the NRHP. A Maryland Inventory of Historic Places
(MIHP) form and DOE were prepared for the property and are included in the enclosed
documentation.

Tipton Airfield is located on the south side of MD 198 near the eastern project limit. The
Tipton Airfield was opened in 1960. Historically part of Fort Meade, the airfield was transferred
to Anne Arundel County around 1999. The structures on the site were not evaluated as part of
the Fort George G. Meade CRMP which was conducted in several phases from 1994 to 2001 by
R. Christopher Goodwin and Associates, Inc. The airfield was evaluated as part of this study and
is recommended as not eligible for listing on the NRHP. An MIHP form and DOE were
prepared for the property and are included in the enclosed documentation.

The Patuxent Research Refuge is located south of MD 198 with a small portion of the
property located adjacent to the roadway. The Refuge was established in 1936 and encompasses
12,841 acres dedicated to wildlife study and restoration. The portion of the Refuge located
within the project APE consists of four softball fields, a small brick equipment shed, gravel
parking lot and the entrance to Bald Eagle Drive which leads to the north gate of the Refuge.
The ball fields and associated shed were constructed by Fort Meade in early 1990. The parcel
was subsequently transferred to the Patuxent Research Refuge in 1991-1992, though Fort Meade
maintains the facility. It is recognized that the Patuxent Research Refuge could be considered a
historic landscape district, with further research and evaluation. However, because only a small
portion of the Patuxent Research Refuge is within the APE (approximately four acres), any
project impact will be minor relative to the size of the property, and the portion that is within the
APE is composed of land and a facility that is not historically associated with the Refuge

B-59



property or purpose, SHA is proposing that the evaluation of the Patuxent Research Refuge for
NRHP eligibility is beyond the scope of this project.

An Eligibility Table is included as Attachment 3.

Archeology: SHA Archeologist Richard Ervin prepared a preliminary assessment of the
archeological potential of the project area through consultation of previous archeoclogical
investigations, soils and historic mapping, and Visidata video. No field visit was made pending
receipt of plans.

One archeclogical site has been recerded in the APE, 18AN1147, an Early Woodland and
historic period artifact scatter. Archeological surveys of nearby areas have recorded sites on high
terrain overlooking the Patuxent River and its tributary streams.

The project area was part of Richard Snowden’s property called Birmingham, patented in
1685. The Snowden property included farms, mills, the Patuxent Forge, and the Patuxent
Ironworks (Barse 2000). The forge and ironworks were south of the present Tipton Airfield,
outside the APE. The Annapolis and Elkridge Railroad established a line crossing the project
area in 1837. Historic maps (Martenet’s 1860 Map of Anne Arunde! County; Hopkins 1878
Atlas of Anne Arundel County; and the USGS 1892, 1907, and 1926 Laurel quadrangles) show
that in the nineteenth century, a Post Office and Store were located within the eastem end of the
APE, north of the town of Patuxent Forge. Ancestral MD 198 is depicted on the USGS (1892)
15° quadrangle, with several structures within the APE by the early twentieth century (USGS
1907). In 1907, a planned community known as the New Respass Industrial Colony was
envisioned as an ethnic community on 5000 lots, but these plans were never carried out. Fort
George G. Meade was established in 1917, Its histoeric boundary abuts MD 198 east of the
Patuxent River, but is well south of MD 198 throughout the remainder of the project corridor.

Historic mapping indicates that the Patuxent River has been channelized in places, and
that parts of the river once lay closer to the west bank, where well drained terrain is present
within the APE overlooking Simond’s Bridge. Most of this area was originally part of Fort
Meade. Such settings along the Patuxent River have a high potential for archeological resources,
including large base camps. Based on the preliminary project description, significant
archeological resources may occur within the APE. The project’s archeological potential will be
re-assessed when preliminary design plans are available.

Review Request

Please examine the attached Compliance Report, MIHP and DOE forms, and Eligibility
Table. We request your concurrence on SHA’s eligibility determinations by November 10, 2007.
By carbon copy, we invite the Anne Arundel County Office of Environmental & Cultoral
Resources to provide cornments and participate in the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the
requirements of the implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800, SHA seeks their
assistance in identifying historic preservation issues as they relate to this specific project (see
CFR 800.2 (c¢) (4) and (6), and 800.3 (f) for information regarding the identification and

B-60



participation of consulting parties, and 800.4, and 800.5 regarding the identification of historic
properties and assessment of effects).

For additional information regarding the Section 106 regulations, see the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation’s website, www.achp.gov, or contact the Maryland State Highway
Administration or the Maryland Historical Trust. If no response is received by November 16,
2007, we will assume that these offices decline to participate. Please call Ms. Kathryn Barrett at
410-545-0339 (or via email at kbarrett@sha.state.md.us) with questions regarding standing
structures for this project. Mr. Richard Ervin may be reached at 410-545-2878 (or via email at
rervin(@sha.state.md.us) with concerns regarding archeology.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director
Office of Planning and
Prelimipary Engineeri

Schablitsky
Cultural Resources Tearn Leader
Project Planning Division

Attachments: 1) Project Location Map and APE Map
2) Resource Map
3) Eligibility Table
4) Compliance Report and Determination of Eligibility Forms
cc:
Ms. Kathryn Barrett, SHA-PPD
Ms. Anne Elrays, SHA-PPD (w/Attachments 1-3)
Mr. Bruce M. Grey SHA-OPPE (w/Attachments 1-3)
Ms. Kameel Holmes, SHA-PPD (w/Attachments 1-3)
Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-PPD
Ms. Jenna Solomon, Office of Environmental & Cultural Resources, Anne Arundel
County (w/Attachments 1-3)
Mr. Donald H. Sparklin, SHA-PPD
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Concurrence with the MD State Hichway Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibility and/or Effects

Project Number: SPO72A43 MHT Log No.
Project Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Arundel

Letter Date: October 16,2007

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced
letter and concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [ Attachment 3]):
[] Concur
[] Do Not Concur

Effect (as noted in the Effects Table [Attachment N/A]):
[ ]  No Properties Affected
11 No Adverse Effect
[1 Conditioned upon the following action(s) {see comments below)
[1 Adverse Effect
Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the
referenced letter, if applicable):

[] Agree

Comments:

By:
MD State Historic Preservation Office/ Date
Maryland Historical Trust

Rerurn by U.S, Matl or Facsimile to:
Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, Cultural Resources Team Leader, Project Planning Division,
MD State Highway Adminisiration, P.O. Box 717, Ballimore, MD 21203-0717
Telephone; 410-545-8870 and Facsimile: 410-209-5004
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Anne Arundel County

Attachment 2- Resource Map
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
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Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
Determination(s) of Elivibility and/or Effects

Project Number: SPO72A43 MHT Log No, Zoo703b02
Project Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Annc Arundel

Letter Date: October 16, 2007

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documnentation attached 1o the referenced
letter and concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s detlerminations as lollows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table | Attachment 3]);

M Concur

| 1 Dy Not Congur

Effect (as noted in the Effects Table [Attachmoent N/AT):
[ ] No Propertics Affceted
[ 1 No Adverse Effect
[ 1 Conditioned upon the following action(s) (seec comments below)
[ ] Advcerse Effect
Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(0) criterin of temporary use (as detailed in the
referenced letter, if applicable):
[ 1] Agree

Comments:

By: M M _ ) lﬂ-/‘-{ /O'?

MD State Historic Preservation Office/ Date
Maryland Historical Trust

HKetwmn by VS, Matl or Facsimile 1o,
Dr. Jutic M. Schabhisky, Cultural Reseurces Team Leader, Pragect Planning [ivision,
MD State [lighway Administrtion, P.O. Box 717, Dalumare, MD 212030717
Telephone: 410-545-88T0 and Favsimile: 410-209-50049
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From: Rice, Bert CIV USA IMCOM [mailto:bert.rice@us.army.mil]

Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2009 5:54 PM

To: Ray, Jennifer

Cc: Kameel Hall; Danielle Edmonds; nwashington@sha.state.md.us; Hartman, Ted CIV USA;
Baldeo, Bernadette Dr CIV USA IMCOM; jabonuc@nsa.gov; Singh, Tejbir Mr CIV USA IMCOM;
Bagnall, Andrew Mr CIV USA IMCOM; Mellert, Frank W CIV USA; Butler, Mick CIV USA; McGee,
Charles CIV USA IMCOM; Staab, Mary Ms CIV USA IMCOM; Dozier, Jeff CIV USA IMCOM; Miller,
Patricia A CIV USA; Moeller, John Mr CIV USA IMCOM

Subject: MD 198 Access Options

Hi Jennifer:
As promised, we have reached consensus at Fort Meade regarding our preferred option to

access Fort Meade from MD 198. 1 will only highlight our preferred option along with our reasons

for selecting that option — Option A: Flyover. Options B and C could work but both have
shortcomings that make them less acceptable than Option A. Also, Option D has a confusing
design, most likely the costliest with the addition of a second bridge, has serious merging
requirements, and is the least supportive of installation security measures. The advantages of
Option A over other Options are as follows:

OPTION A:

. Provides additional space for MD 198 west bound traffic to access the flyover thus
removing it sooner from MD 32.

. Precludes co-mingling MD 198 west bound traffic with traffic going into Fort Meade.

. Retains the two roundabouts and with minor modifications improves sight distance that
is currently a problem, but traffic flow would remain adequate.

. Traffic queuing leading to the MD 32 — Mapes security gate is retained and should
remain adequate.

. Retains the truck route to the current inspection point.

. Most significantly, construction of the Flyover and other improvements can be
completed with least disruption to traffic flow during the actual construction.

. NSA prefers Option A as well.

If you have any questions regarding these comments please let me know.
A brief summary of each Option is provided below.

Thanks.

Bert

Bert L. Rice
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EUL/Privatization Officer

4409 Llewellyn Avenue

Fort George G. Meade, MD 20755
301 677-2847

DSN: 622-2847

301 677-2381 FAX
“Please Comment On Our Service”
http://ice.disa.mil/index.cfm?fa=card&site id=349&service provider id=106394

ACCESS OPTIONS

Option A: Retains roundabouts, truck access to inspection point remains
same as now, and most notably a flyover ramp goes from MD 32 directly to
MD 198 west bound.

Option B: Retains roundabout on south side of MD 32, a signal intersection
is proposed where roundabout is located now on north side of MD 32, truck
access to inspection point remains same, and a loop off MD 32 west bound
will bring traffic back across the current bridge through the roundabout to
MD 198.

Option C: Removes both existing roundabouts, signals will be installed
where roundabouts now exist, truck access to inspection point remains
about the same, all traffic west bound to MD 198 must pass through these
aforementioned signals, and requires the current bridge be widened
considerably.

Option D: Removes both existing roundabouts, retains the current bridge,
adds a second bridge for traffic departing Fort Meade and for all traffic
heading to MD 198 west bound, truck access to inspection point is about
the same, and most notably the proposed traffic pattern is rather
confusing.
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From: Bonucci, Judith [mailto:jabonuc@nsa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2009 4:45 PM

To: khalll@sha.state.md.us; klucas@sha.state.md.us; etombs@sha.state.md.us; Ray, Jennifer;
Chamberlain, Steven D; Stuart, Lois E; Hill, Catherine ; Wolfe, John

Subject: FW: MD 198 Project Planning Study

NSA is in concurrence w/Mr. Chamberlain's comments in the attachment. If you have any comments,
please feel free to call me.

Thanks,

Judy Bonucci

Chief, Commuter and Motor Fleet Services, NSA
301-688-2351
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Memo

Ta: Judy Bonuegi, Chief LL31, Commuter Transportation and Motor Fleet Services

From: Steve Chamberlain, LL31 Traffic
Contractor - WREA/Traffic Engineer

Ce: Lois Sweart, LL31 Traffic
Date:  Nay 27, 2009

Re: MD 198 Project Planning Study —
LL31 Traffic Comments from 4/16/200% Meeting w/SHA & Ft. Meada

As previousty discussed, | aftended the Thursday AM16/2009 meeting at Ft Meada's Building 4408 wiyou as a
represcniative of NSA Traffie, at which the current alternatives for the MD 198 Praject Planning Study were
presented by SHA and their cohsuftants. ’

Below is my summary of traffic-related issues discussed at this meeting, along with my comments {preceded
with “Comment’ in bold text} on the current SHA MD 198 project plans that were presanted at the meeting.

MBD 198 Mainline Alternative « B/W Plwy. to Water-Sewer Treatment Facility Driveway

(West of MD 32)
« MD 198 wil be widcned to pravide a 4lane divided roacway section, with separate turn fanes at
intersections,

» The current nimerous access points along MD 198 route between BAYV Pkwy and Water-Sewer Treatment
Facility driveway will be minimized through the use of adjacent frontage roads.

»« Proposed Traffic Signals:

o]

L

5B BW Pkwy Bamps

Gateway Bivd (new road to access propused Arundel Galeway development and adjacent
properties {east of BAW Plwy, such as Quiisman Honda/ W Dealer) - Cormrnent, SHA concurred
that proximity of Gateway Bivd's Curistnan Honda AW access and MD 198 inlerseclions will need
o be turther studied, fo minimize potential for queuing/congestion and collision poetential, especially
during peak hours once Arundel Gateway becomes "active”foccupied.

Welches Couwit - currently accesses Welches Trailer Park; in [ulure fo access Arundsl Galeway
development (south side of MD 198} and adiacent properties (such as DC Children's Center,
Woodlands Job Corp Center}

= Proposed Unsignalized Intersecions:

Access Road (with median break) to properties abutting north side of MD 198, east of Gatewsy

o
Blvd {Extra Space Storage, Remington's of Laurel, ROH Body Shaop).
o CDL Practice Center {(Hght-infight-out onlys, south side of MO 198, west of Bald Eagle Drive
o WE exit (only} from WE MD 198 toa Frantage Road, to access the numerous nosthside properties
between Welches Court and Bald Eagle Drive - this WE frontage road will connect 1o new Welches
Court signal
WD198 Profect Traific Comments_vemo_Mavaons dog Page1of3

Unclassified / For Ollicial Use Ontly
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o Hald tagle Drive {with median break) - signal will not be warranted
v Water-Sewer Treabment Fagility Driveway {wilh Maryland-Modifiad "T" intersection channelization)

Bicycles/Pedestrians - due to local bicyclists' kgh interest in providing bicycle accessibiity, plan includes an
off-road shared-use “hiker/biker” path along south side, with standard sidewalk along narth side.

Comment: How will Waters Road (south side of ML 198, east of Welches Cownt) be accessed?

WD 32/MP 198 Interchange Options
Option A - Flvover ~ Comment: | consider this the BEST OFTION; many at mesting concurred,

Provides WB flyover ramp from WB MD 32 (Odenton) te W3 MD 168 {Laurel) - scparates the highast AM
traffic volume movemenl from the existing roundabouts, which are to remain,

wB MD 32 oxit ramp to be widenad back cnto mainline MD 37 to provide 2-lane exit. Cammeang
CVERHEAD signs should be required fo ehsure exiting W M0 32 drivers access praper lanes to reach
downstream dostinations (i.c., WB MD 198, Mapeas Rd, NSA Deafivery Rd)

Requires 18" widening of existing MO 198 (formerly Arfield Rd} bridge over MD 32 to provide bicyele-
compatibfe shoulders.

Improves traffic operations al current roundabouls; construction to include geomstric improvermnenis to
south rounclabout.

Comment: Maintaining traffic will be much easier than all other options, as majority of construction will
oceur "off" existing MD 32 and MD 198 roadway alignments; basically, current traffic lanes will be able to be
maintained withowt significant impact. .

Comment: Question was raised about the vertical height of the praposed Option A fiyover ramp, relative to
potential NSA “scourity concem" with drivers' visibifity of buildings/tacilities insitle the fence. | contacted and
met wiSeclrity at VCIF/Perimeter Rd on Friday 4A17/2009 -- from a point in front of VCIF, leaking in
direction of MD 32/MD 198 interchange, all that is visible is the dense ‘farest” of trees located between the
inferchange and the VCIF. After [ met wf Scourity, 1 was informed that aithough a partion of these trees are
proposed fo be removed as part of another projoct in order 1o construct a stormwater management pond in
this area, a significant portion of trees will remain close to the MD 32/MD198/Mapes Rd side. While
Sscurily did not think that the height of the flyover would be a probiem duc to the distance {(approximately
3000 (esl) between the VCIF and the MD 32/MD 198 interchange’s proposed fiyover ramp location,
Security indicated sumeene else from their office would attend future mecting(s) to address this matior,

Comymnent: Fort Meade needs to consider providing a future SEPARATE truck nspection facility, a3 NSA's
current VCIF may not be abie to process future projected truck volumes of BOTH (NSA and Ft Meade)
compounds. Current inbound queuss along the "NGA Delivery Rd", which at imes axtend back 10 MD 32,
are anticipated to increase with BRAC-related traffic growth. FY1 — there is & project that will be addressing
this matter.

Option B — L oop Ramp: — Comumnent: | do not prefer this interchange option

I his option would separate the crifical WB MD 32 to WB MD 198 traffic movement with g new logp ram,

CornmentQuestion: Wil this option include a traffic signal at the new WB MD 32 ramyp infersection with
ME 195/Mapes Road? Design needs fo ensure that NB MD 198 queues {in the one available NB lane} from
this intersection would not extend back irto South Roundabout, that is, NB queues extending this far would
resull in roundabiout gridlock {faflure).

® Page 2
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Comment: Vithile Option A would separate the critical WEB MD 32 o WB MD 198 maovement completely
from the existing north & south roundabouts and MD 198 bridge over MD 32, this Option B wouid eliminate
the north roundabout, bul unfortunately maintain the heavy AM WB liaftic flow acress the existing bridge
and througls the south roundabout,

Comment. While Option A would net significantly impaet traffic during canstruction, maintaining traffic
adequately during Option B construction would he difficutt.

Option € — Signafized Dismond interchange — Carment: | do not prefer this interchange apticn.

This option would replace the existing two MD 198 roundalzouts with a signalized diamand interchange. it
requires significant widening of MD 198 bridge over MD 32, fram 3 lanes to 8 lanes.

Comment: With the amount of necessary reconstruction to lie-in existing roads inlo proposed
roadwaylbridge alignment, mairdaining traffic during construction will be exiremsly challenging, with
signifivant impact to current traffic operations and saefety, especially wilh roundabouls,

Comment The success of this optien is critically dependent on praper signal operations; henee, a signal
mattunction during peak hours would result in very poor traffic operations and signiffeant congestion.

Option D — Twe Bridns — Comment: | do not prefer this interchange option, and would rate this option as the

Iowestiworst of the 4 interchange aptiona.

This option would involve construction of a new WS MD 198 bridge from Mapes Rd 1o existing MO 195,
which along with the existing MD 198 bridge {for EB traftic), wouid provide a "one-way” pair of roadways for
traffic circulation at the interchange.

Comment: Primary concern would be the new WB MD 198 Intersection with Mapes Head ~ this
intersection’s proximity to the Mapes Rd Access Control Point (ACF) would exacerbate intersection
congeslion and safety, considering the very heavy AMPM volumes at this location. Based on previous
studies of other ACPs, this proximity would result in significant inbound AM & cuibound PM trattic queues
along Mapes Rd, resulting in traffic congestionfsafety and potential security concerns at this ACP.

Comment: Weaving traffic — This option includes two ramps that would reguire traffic diverging & merging
traffic on the left, which is not preferred by SHA. The significant PM volume of raffic headed from outbound
Mapes Rd to EB MD 32 would be required to;

o WB MD 198: Weave across the new 3-lane section of WB MD 188 1o the single-lane lefl ramp (o
access EB MD 168 and downsiream EB MD 32 entrance ramp. This weave would be most criticat
during the outbound Mapes Rd approach's red signal interval, when rght-tuns-on-red would be
merging inte and weaving across WB frallic o aceess the 1ol WEB ramp to EB MD 198

o EB MD 198: Weave from the left lane across the 4-fane EB MD 198 section approaching the
Airfield Rd signal, to access the downstream EB MD 32 entrance ramp {on right}.

Comment: Depending on anticipated operation of the WB MO 32 Ramp/ WB MDD 198 intarsection, the WB
MD 32 Ramp approach 1o this intersectipn may require longer storage for delivery trucka hoaded to the
dewnstream NSA Delivery Rd.

® 2ago 3
Unclassified # For Official Use Only
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Beverley K. Swaim-Staley Acling Secrafary
Neil J, Pedersen, Addministraior

Martin O'Malley, Governor State E
Anthony G. Brown, L, Goveirnor
Administration

MaryLanD DeparRTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

June 30, 2009

Re:  Contract No. SPO72A43 _
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Mr. David Hayes

Regional Transportation Liaison

National Capital Region of the National Park Service
1100 Ohio Drive, SW

Washington, DC 20242

Dear: Mr. Hayes:

Introduction and Project Description

This letter serves to provide the National Park Service (NPS) with additional information
regarding the Maryland State Highway Administration’s (SHA) proposed Contract No.
SPO72A43, on MD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32 in Anne Arundel County, regarding the
project’s impacts to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Mr. David Hayes attended a
preliminary site meeting held on site December 18, 2008 and we are providing preliminary
project plans for the project in lieu of an additional site meeting.

The purpose of the project is to improve the existing capacity and traffic operations, and
increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 198, while supporting existing and planned
development in the area. MD 198 provides direct access to the Fort George G. Meade Military
Reservation (Fort Meade) from MD 32, MD 295 and generally points south and west of the study
area. Improving MD 198 would enhance access to Fort Meade and accommodate future
transportation needs in the project area.

The area around Fort Meade is one of the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel County.
Fort Meade and the National Security Agency (NSA), a tenant of the Fort, combined represent the
largest employers in the State of Maryland. Fort Meade’s workforce is comprised of more than
39,000 military, civilian and contractor personnel. As a result of the 2005 BRAC process, Fort
Meade and the surrounding area are expected to experience considerable growth. By 2010,
approximately 5,300 additional new on-base jobs are expected to be relocated to Fort Meade, along
with 7,500 new jobs at NSA. As many as 20,000 or more private sector jobs are also anticipated,
primarily in the defense and support industries. These jobs would be located both on and in the
vicinity of the Fort.

My telephone number/toli-free nunbeyr is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired HeaBnE 4 Speech 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Sireet + Baitimore, Maryland 21202 « Phons 410.545.0300 » www.marylandroads.com




Mr. David Hayes
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Page 2

MD 198 provides a continuous connection between the City of Laurel and its suburbs with
Fort Meade. The Laurel area has been a traditional community of Fort Meade and this relationship
will continue as the Fort and its various tenant organizations increase in population and employment.
MD 198 is also the route to convey Odenton area-generated travel demand to the Baltimore
Washington Parkway (especially southbound) toward the Capital Beltway and the Washington
Metropolitan area.

In addition to an increase in jobs, the study area is expected to see substantial increases in
population, housing, commercial activity and vehicular traffic as a result of BRAC. This project will
address projected operational and safety deficiencies resuiting from the expected growth.

Improvements to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will be limited to the slight
widening of the egress ramp from southbound Baltimore-Washington Parkway to MD 198 and
the construction of sidewalks/ bikeways across the MD 198 Bridge. The expansion of the typical
section at the egress ramp will accommodate a free-flowing right turn onto MD 198 and an
additional left turn lane onto MD 198. Adding sidewalks/ bikeways to the existing bridge will
provide a travel route for pedestrians and bikers across the bridge and along MD 198, which is
completely absent.

The construction of the interchange will require approximately .38 acres of right-of-way
- and approximately 4.68 acres of temporary easement for construction from the NPS property.

Preliminary project plans and photographs, including color-coded plans of the
interchange and bridge sections, are included as Attachment 1. Landscape plans have not yet
been developed.

Funding
Federal funds are anticipated for this project.

Historic Resources Impacts

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway is listed on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) under Criteria A and C in the areas of transportation and landscape architecture. The
NRHP boundary for the parkway encompasses the 19-mile federally owned and maintained
section of the parkway, which extends north from the District of Columbia terminating just south
of MD 175.

According to its NRHP Registration Form, some of the significant features of the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway that are important to preserve include “right-of-way with heavy
slope vegetation, curvilinear road alignments, stone-faced bridge abutments, and contour grading
fit to the topography.”
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Mr. David Hayes
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

Page 3

Preliminary project plans at the Baltimore-Washington Parkway consist of minor
widening of one egress ramp as well as restriping the bridge and adding sidewalks across the
bridge and on the roadway adjacent to the bridge (see pbotos and detailed plans in Attachment 1).
Work at this intersection will impact three components of the Parkway: 1) the MD 198 Bridge
over 295; 2) MD 198 within the historic boundary; and 3) one egress ramp from MD 295 to
MD 198 within the historic boundary. '

y;

2)

3)

The bridge is ca. 1950s streamlined expression of the typical stone and concrete
Parkway bridges. This type is characterized as an “intermediate design treatment”
found on several bridges on the Parkway, described in the National Register of
Historic Places Nomination Form as “a combination of concrete span and recessed
support walls that curve out to meet the wingwalls. These...are clad with dressed
rough-cut stone, but they are smaller and more angular than the previous type of
bridges.” Alterations to the bridge will occur only on the travel surface over the
bridge. Specifically, automobile travel lanes will be restriped and sidewalks will be
constructed across the bridge for bike and pedestrian use. Character defining features
of the concrete and stone bridge that is a contributing element of the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway will not be altered.

Sidewalks will be constructed alongside the existing trave] lanes on the bridge
approaches. The landscape in this area consists of a grass median bordered by slopes
covered in heavy vegetation. The character of the landscape at this location will not
be altered by the addition of sidewalks along the roadway. The character defining
features of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will not be altered by the addition of
sidewalks at this location.

The existing egress ramp from south bound MD 295 to MD 198 will be slightly
widened at the intersection of MD 198. Egress ramps were designed “as a landscaped
graduation to the roadway” and to meet the needs of traffic capacity. The profile of
the existing egress ramp will be replicated in the reconstruction. Roadside features
such as signage and guardrail will be retained and reinstalied or repiaced in-kind. The
landscape in this area consists of a grass median bordered by slopes covered heavy
vegetation. The landscape character along the egress ramp will not be altered. The
character defining features of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will not be
adversely impacted by a small increase in the typical road section in this location.

SHA finds that the proposed plans for MD 198 at MD 295 do not adversely impact the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Landscape plans have not been developed at this stage of the
" project planming. NPS participation in review of proposed landscape will be sought when they
are prepared.
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Mr. David Hayes
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Page 4

Review Request

SHA initiated Section 106 Consultation for this project with a letter to the Maryland
Historical Trust (MHT) on October 16, 2007. The letter established the project’s Area of
Potential Effects (APE) and provided information about the NRHP eligibility of historic standing
structures within the APE. By carbon copy, SHA invited NPS to be a consulting party in the
Section 106 process. SHA intends to formally consult with MHT and other consulting parties
regarding the project’s effects on historic resources in the near future; however, we are seeking
NPS’s comments on impacts to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway in advance of this
coordination so that our agencies can work together to resolve issues specific to the parkway
prior to SHAs effect finding for the overall project.

Please examine the attached project plans and provide your comments by July 30, 2009.
Please contact the project manager, Ms. Kameel Hall at 410-545-8542 (or via email at
khalll @sha.state.md.us) or Heather Lowe at 410-545- 8526 (or via email at
hlowe@sha.state.ind.us) with questions regarding this project.

Very truly yours,

%6,1/Julie M. Schablitsky

Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

Attachments: 1) Project Plans and Photos
cc: Mr. Fred Cunningham, Site Manager, National Capital Park-East, NPS (w/Attachments)
Ms. Jennifer Goold, Architectural Historian, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Kameel Hall, Project Manager, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Gayle Hazelwood, Superintendent, National Capital Park-East, NPS (w/Attachinents)
Ms. Denise King, Environmental Protection Specialist, DelMar Division, FHWA
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, Assistant Division Chief, SHA-EPLD
Mr. J. Rodney Little, Director, Division of Historical and Cultural Programs, MHT
{w/Attachments)
Ms. Heather Lowe, Environmental Manaper, SHA-EPLD (w/Aftachments)
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1} View south. Shows epress ramp towards D 198,
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2]

Wiew aast.

Shows bridge approach MD 198,
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3) view east.

Shows MD 198 bridge.
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4) View east, Shows MD 198 bridge.
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5} View east. Shows MD 198 bridge.
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6} View west., Shows MD 198 bridge.
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7) View wast. Shows MD 198 bridge.
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8} View weast,

shows MD 198 bridge.
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91 View west. Shows MD 198 bridge.
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John D. Porcari, Secretary
Nail J, Pedersen, Administrator

Martin Q' Malley, Governor
Anthony G, Browm, Lt. Gevernor

StateH
Administration O

Maryland Department of Transportation

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. Raja Veeramachaneni
Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

FROM: Bruce M. Grey {2 MG
Deputy Director

DATE: April 16, 2007

SUBJECT: Project No. AASIOMI1
MDD 198 Project Planning Study
From W. of MD 295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County

RE: Scoping Meeting

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

L Introduction
The Scoping Meeting for the MDD 198 Project was held on Wednesday, March 28, 2007 at the
State Highway Administration’s (SHA) 211 E. Madison Street building. The following people

were in attendance:

Frank Anuszewskl SHA-QOTS-TEDD 410-287-4047 fanuszewski@sha.state.md.us
Dennis Atkins SHA-PPD 410-545-8520 datkins®@sha.state.md.us
Judy Freedman Breckon SHA-QORE-D3 410-841-1069  jfreedmanbreckon @sha.state.md.us
Nora Bucke SHA-EPD 410-545-8643 nbucke @sha.state.md.us
George Cardwell AACo. OPZ 410-222-7432 pzcard44 @aacounty.org
Prakash Dave SHA-Bridge 410-545-8355 pdave@sha.state.md.us

Anne Elrays SHA-PPD 410-545-8562 aelrays@sha.state. md.us
Richard Ervin PPD Cultural Resources 410-545-2878 rervin@sha.state.md.us
Dennis German SHA-QHD 410-545-8900 dgerman@sha.state.rmd.us
Bruce M. Grey SHA-PPD 410-545-8500 bgrey@sha.state.md.us
Derek Gunn SHA-PPO-7FS 410-545-5642 dounn@sha.siate.md.us

Joe Harrison SHA-PPD 410-545-8506 jharrison@sha.state md.us
Kameel Holmes SHA-PFD-OFPE 410-545-8542 kholmes@sha.state.md.us
Denise W. King FHWA 410-779-7145 denise.king@fhwa.dot.goy
Joe Kresslein SHA-PPD 410-545-8550 jkresslein @sha.state.md.us
Victoria Lane SHA-PFPD 410-545-2950 vlane@sha.state.md.us
Vaughn Lewis SHA 410-345-5674 vlewis @sha.state.md.us

My telephone number/toll-free number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Mﬂrga_.rgquZ - Phone: 410.545.0300 - www.marylandroads.com
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L’Kiesha Markley SHA-PPD-TES
Kirk McClelland SHA-QOHD

Dan Montag FHWA

Brian Muldoon H. Co. Trans. Planning
Harvey Muller SHA-RIRD
Kareem Myrie SHA-OMT
Nasser Rahimi AA County
Sarah Sebald SHA-PPD

Steve Sites QO0C

Steve Swarr IMT

Jennifer Ray IMT

Michael Rothenheber IMT

Eric G. Tombs SHA-PPD

Kim Tran SHA-D-5 Traffic
Raja Veeramachaneni SHA-QPPE
Greg Welker SHA-D-3

Julie Wright IMT

11. Purpose of Meeting

410-543-5641
410-545-8800
302-734-1719
410-313-4363
410-545-5656
410-321-3117
410-222-7028
410-543-8519
410-545-0372
410-316-2392
410-316-2231
410-316-2260
410-545-8571
410-841-1003
410-545-0412
410-841-1001
410-316-2365

Imarkley @sha.state.md.us
kmeclelland @sha, state.md.us
daniel. Montag @fhwa.dot.gov
bmuldoon @ howardcountymd.gov
hmuller @sha.state.md.us
kmyrie @sha.state.md.us
pwrahi @aacounty.org
ssebald @sha.state.md.us

ssites @sha.state.md.us
sswarr@jmt.com

iray @imt.com
mrothenheber@jmt.com
etombs @sha.state.md.us
ktran@sha.state.md.us
rveeramachaneni @sha.state.md.ug
owelker @sha. state.md.us
[wright @imt.com

The purpose of the meeting was to introduce all of the team members to the project and gather
information from the various attendees.

11I.

Project Overview

Ms. Kameel Holmes presented the project overview. The proposed project limits extend along
3.5 miles of MD 198, beginning west of the interchange with the Baltimore Washington Parkway
(MD 295) and ending at the MD 32 interchange. The project study area is located midway
between Baltimore City and Washington D.C. in northwestern Anne Arundel County.

The background for the study area consists of the establishment of Fort Meade in 1917 and the
expansion of National Security Agency (NSA) in the 1950’s. Fort Meade is in transition from a
training and deployment center to an information and administrative center. Employment
growth is expected to continue through this transition period. The Anne Arunde] County
Executive requested that SHA initiate a Project Planning Study for MD 198. The funding for the
study has been allocated in the County’s Capital Improvement Plan.
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The existing conditions along MD 198 are as follows:

» MD 198 — Two lane open section with ten-foot shoulders and no access control

o MD 198 @ MDD 295 (westemn limit)* — Interchange

o MD 198@ MD 32 (eastern limit) — Diamond interchange with roundabouts at each ramp
termini '

*  Upon further discussion, the western limit was shifted west to include the Russett Green
East intersection.

A table entitled “MD 198 — Existing Roadway Characteristics” was presented to show the
physical elements that exist today. Corresponding pictures with further descriptions were also
presented and can be found in the meeting handouts.

The bridge over the Little Patuxent River (Welch Bridge) is a three lane bridge that floods and is
in poor condition. SHA is planning to redeck and rebuild this bridge as it does fall within SHA’s
jurisdiction. :

IV.  Preliminary Purpose & Need

Mr. Vaughn Lewis presented the preliminary purpose and need. The purpose of the project is to
improve the existing capacity and traffic operations; increase vehicular and pedestrian safety;
and support the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) related growth.

The need for the project is based upon the BRAC growth. Over 19,000 jobs are expected to be
coming to Fort Meade by way of Direct BRAC jobs, Non-embedded contractors, indirect and
induced growth. It was noted that the NSA is expanding as well; they are expected to add an
additional 7,500 jobs in the coming years. It was stated that each NSA job typically results in a
contractor job meaning 7,500 NSA jobs would be equivalent to 15,000 jobs total. This growth at
NSA has already started. The exact time table for inclusion of all new NSA jobs is not known.
There are several other tenants who will be coming to the area regardless of BRAC associated

expansions.

This project is consistent with regional plans including SHA’s Hishway Needs Inventory, 1997
Anne Arundel County General Development Plan, 2004 Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan,
2003 Odenton Small Area Plan and the Long Range Plan for the Baltimore Region —
Transportation 2030.
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It was stated that there is no existing bus service within the study limits; however, the Corridor
Transportation Corporation (CTC) operates along MD 198 west of MD 295 in Maryland City.
CTC provides service to Laurel Mall, Laurel Racetrack, NSA, Arundel Mills and the Cromwell
Light Rail Station in Glen Burnie. Laurel Mall is also serviced by Howard Transit, Maryland
Transit Administration (MTA) and Metrobus. Arundel Mills also has MTA service and
Annapolis Transit.

WMATA operates the B-30 bus route connecting the Greenbelt Metrorail Station with the
Baltimore Washington International Thurgood Marshall (BWI) Airport. There is a potential for
this service to provide access to Fort Meade in the future.

The Tipton Airport is a former U.S. Army airfield designated for privatization by the 1988
BRAC. It is operated by the Tipton Airport Authority, which is a County-chartered public
corporation. No scheduled airline, commuter or cargo service is planned or expected at any time
in the future. The airport does have an environmental assessment permitting the extension of the
runway from 3,000 to 4,000 feet, plus the extension of landing lights.

Commuter train service is provided on the MARC Commuter train on either side of the study
area. West of the project is the Laurel station which runs on the Camden line. East of the project
is the Odenton station which runs on the Penn Line and is the third most utilized station on the
line. Transit Oriented Development (TOD) is being implemented at the Odenton station and is
expected to be completed in the three-five years. The MTA has recently increased the parking
capacity at the Odenton station.

Pedestrian access along the study area is sparse; a few sidewalks are located in front of the
commercial buildings without connectivity. Bicycle access is prevalent with ten foot shoulders
along most of the roadway, excluding the area between Bald Eagle Drive and the Little Patuxent
River. Presently, MD 198 is a designated bike route east of the Little Patuxent River to MD 32.
The bicycle designation continues along MD 32 to MDD 175. The Anne Arundel County Bicycle
and Pedestrian Master Plan identifies the need for both pedestrian and bicycle improvements
along MD 198. SHA has long-term plans to designate MD 198 as a bike route from MD 32 to

Laurel.

Related projects include the MD 175 Project Planning Study from MD 170 to MD 295 and the
Central Maryland Transit Maintenance Facility. The MD 175 Project Planning Study is very
simnilar to this study as it is due to BRAC growth; both projects have political pressure for
expedition. The proposed Transit Maintenance facility has access on Airfield Road.
Approximately 100 -125 buses will be accommodated. The Maintenance Facility is funded by
Howard and Anne Arundel counties with earmarked funds through SAFETEA-LU.
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V. Environmental Overview

Land use in the study consists primarily of industrial, institutional, with commercial at the
westemn end, and natural features concentrated at the eastern/westem ends of the project area. A
mixed use development, Arundel Gateway Business Park, is proposed along the southern
portions of the study area. It is anticipated that there will be a lot of development pressures in
this corridor as a result of BRAC. Mr. Raja Veeramachaneni recommended that Mr. Vaughn
Lewis and Mr. George Cardwell maintain close attention to the zoning changes proposed along
this corridor as they will have a great impact on the project.

There are three master plans that govemn land use in the study area: the Anne Arundel County
General Development Plan (GDP) {1997), the Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan (2004),
and the Odenton Smail Area Plan (2003). The project falls mostly within the Jessup/Maryland
City Small Area Plan. Both the GDP and the Jessup/Maryland City Small Area Plan recommend
capacity improvements along MD 198 through the project area.

The MD 198 project is located almost entirely within a Priority Funding Area. There are no
public parks, schools, or associated respective public recreational uses. However the Patuxent
Research Refuge, a national wildlife refuge, 1s located in the southem portion of the project area.
The Patuxent Research Refuge and associated ballfields, are Section 4(f) resources, as is MD 293
in the study area. Fort Meade is located within the project area along with Tipton Airport.
Tipton Airport is operated by the Tipton Airport Authority, a state-chartered public corporation.

Based on an initial review of census data, Environmental Justice populations were not identified
within the project area. The block group that includes the Welch’s Trailer Park dees not qualify
as an area of Environmental Justice (EJ). Further research of the socioeconomic resources and
characteristics will be conducted to ensure that SHA is not disproportionately or adversely
affecting any EJ communities. Both air and noise studies will be conducted once detailed
alternatives become available.

There is a gas station, two car service centers, as well as various auto salvage yards throughout
the project area. These facilities typically generate, handle, or store hazardous materials.
Although no hazardous waste sites have been previcusly identified throughout the majority of
the study area, the potential for unexploded ordnance exists on and in the vicinity of Fort Meade.
Prior to any testing or technical studies that require ground disturbance, coordination must be
initiated with the Fort.
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An assessment of archeological potential identified the presence of one recorded archeological
site within the project area: an Early Woodland and historic period artifact scatter, 18AN1147.
The assessment revealed sections of the project area within the vicinity of the Little Patuxent
River and its tributaries have a high potential to contain prehistoric archeological resources,
therefore a Phase I archeological survey will be warranted.

Previously identified historic resources within the project area include the Baltimore Washington
Parkway. The parkway, owned and operated by the National Park Service, is listed as a historic
district on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and is designated as a state scenic
byway. Atthe meeting the team was asked if the ramps were included as part of the NPS
boundary. Currently, there are no formal maintenance agreements with the NPS regarding the
MD 198/MD 295 interchange. Woodland Job Corps Center (eight buildings}, Oak Hill Youth
Center (circa twenty buildings), and a cemetery, all located north of MD 198 within the D. C.
Children’s Center will require survey and evaluation for listing on the NRHP. Tipton Airfield,
mentioned previcusly, was historiczlly part of Fort Meade, and will also require evaluation for
listing on the NRHP. Coordination with the Maryland Scenic Byways Program will aiso be
initiated to determine potential effects of the proposed improvements on the scenic byway

(MD 2953).

Coordination with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) identified the section
of the Little Patuxent River which flows through the study area as a spawning location for both
white perch (Morone americana) and herring (Alosa sp.). DNR also identified the state-listed
threatened Glassy Darter (Etheostoma vitrewm) as being present south of the MD 198 Fort
Meade Dam. Due to the small population of the Glassy Darter, DNR recommended that stream
habitat protection focus on the minimization of sedimentation and water quality impacts to
downstream locations. The Little Patuxent River and its tributaries are classified as Use I
streams. The fish populations identified by DNR should be adequately protected by the Use 1
work prohibition period (March 1 through June 15 inclusive).

According to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, there are no federally-listed threatened or
endangered species in the project area. A review of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency 100-year floodplain mapping reveals that the Little Patuxent River 100-year floodplain
crosses the project area. Review of National Wetland Inventory and DNR non-tidal wetland
mapping indicates that palustrine/emergent wetlands are located throughout the project area. In
addition, DNR identified the portion of the Little Patuxent River south of MD 198 as a Nontidal
Wetland of Special State Concern.

There was an Environmental Assessment (EA) completed for the Tipton Airport in 2002/03 that
may aid in gathering further information regarding resources in the project area.
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At the meeting it was recommended that the US Army be asked to be a cooperating agency for
this project.

VI. Traffic & Safety

Mr. Derek Gunn presented the traffic and safety issues in the study area. Existing Average Daily
Traffic (ADT) data (2006) and proposed No-Build (2030) ADT data was presented for the
Impacted and surrounding roadways. Many of the access points/funcontrolled intersections along
MD 198 in this area will be failing in 2030. Mr. Gunn noted that his analysis used an
unconstrained model. Recommendations provided at the meeting are as follows:

e The PM LOS “A” for 2030 No-Build MD 32 Eastbound Ramps Roundabout looked
suspicious and should be revisited.

» Pay close attention to the MD 32 roundabouts; verifying that traffic does not back up onto the
highway.

» Determine if the 2006 Crash Data is available from OOTS and evaluate.

e Incorporate data associated with new signal @ MD 198/MD City Plaza in traffic studies.

The Crash Data History from January 31, 2003 — December 31, 2005 shows that all crash types
in the study area fall into the acceptable limits for similar roadways. 157 crashes were reported
within crash analysis limits and the majority of the reported crashes occurred at the western end
of the study area. Mr. Raja Veeramachanent requested data pertaining to bicycle and pedestrian
crashes within study limits.

VII. Conceptual Alternatives

Ms. Jennifer Ray presented the conceptual alternatives. Potential alternatives include a four-lane
divided highway typical section along the existing alignment, as well as alignment shifts both
north and south of the present alignment for all or part of MID 198. There are possible impacts to
the MD 198/MD 32 interchange, the MD 198/MD295 interchange and also the MD 295
roadway.

Recommendations/comments from the team included:

» Raising the roadway profile over Little Patuxent River

» Incorporate access controls and access management techniques along the commidor

» Need to consider potential impacts to the MD 198/MD 295 Interchange ramps. Traffic
on the ramps needs to be studied for operational purposes

» Include the Russett Green East signal into the project limits. There are operational issues
at this signal associated with the MD 198/MD 295 interchange that will need to be
addressed

e Water main lines and sewer lines may hinder new alignments
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e The corridor has subsurface soil concerns. (hydrology has not been completed)

e All alignments will consider a four-lane divided highway

e It was also noted that the current MD 198/MD 32 interchange was a compromise design.
The location of this interchange may need to be revisited.

¢ The MD 32 Interchange leads to the Fort Meade entrance. The Fort’s traffic
management/queuing may be an issue that will need to be considered in developing
future alignments.

VIII. Public Involvement

Ms. Holmes then discussed public involvement strategies and activities in the corridor. A
meeting was held with the West County Federation Community on January 16, 2007. A Project
Initiation Ad will run on March 28 and March 29 and will include SAFETEA-LU language. A
coordination plan and public outreach plan will be developed in consultation with Mr. Joe
Harrison. No Focus Group is planned rather the team is planning to hold regular meetings with
the West County Federation and use this as an opportunity for community feedback. Mr.
Harrison alsc asked the team to consider holding a public initiation meeting this fall where the
team would show conceptual alternatives.

The residential stakeholders in the immediate study area are located in Welch’s Trailer Park.
The group then took a few minutes to identify additional stakeholders and made the following
recommendations regarding whe should be contacted:

¢ Maryland City

e Welch’s Trailer Park

» Representatives of the six businesses along the corridor

e The Greater Odenton Improvement Association (it was noted that they may already be a
part of the West County Federation)

. IX.  Schedule
The project schedule is as follows:

e Purpose & Need Concurrence Spring 2007

s Alternatives Public Workshop Spring 2008

e Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study Summer 2008
» Location/Design Public Hearing Fall 2009

» Location/Design Approval Winter 2011

A determination will be made on whether the project’s environmental documentation will follow
the EA or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) track, with the scbedule dates/milestones, etc.,
being revised accordingly. Mr. Joe Kresslein will be working with Ms. Holmes, and Ms. Anne
Elrays to determine the course of action as soon as possible. It was noted that the imitial agency
Field Review is going to be held this Spring.
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X. Partnering Rating Form

A Partnering Rating Form was distributed to the group, and Ms. Holmes outlined the partnering
process for the project and asked that the team fill out the form. This will help the team establish
the process for maintaining effective communications within the group throughout the project.

XI.  Action Items
During the course of the meeting several Action Items were developed. The following list
represents those items as well as the individuals who are responsible for their completion:

» Determine whether the MD 295/MD198 interchange ramps are included as part of the
historic property owned by NPS. (STEVE SWARR)

e Verification of the Wetlands of Special State Concern boundaries. (STEVE SWARR)

» Maintain close attention to the zoning changes proposed along the MD 198 corridor.
(VAUGHN LEWIS & GEORGE CARDWELL)

e Verification of EJ properties along the MD 198 corridor, particularly Welch’s Trailer
Park (STEVE SWARR)

e Ask the Army to be a cooperating agency (STEVE SWARR/ANNE ELRAYS —
through FHWA)

» Obtain bicycle & pedestrian crash data along corridor (DEREK GUNN)

e Revisit the PM LOS “A” for 2030 No-Build MD 32 Eastbound Ramps Roundabout
(DEREK GUNN) :

e Verify that the MD 32 roundabout traffic does not back up onto the highway (DEREK
GUNN)

¢ Determine if the 2006 Crash Data is available from QOTS and evaluate (DEREK
GUNN)

e Incorporate data associated with the new signal @ MD 198/Maryland City Plaza into the
traffic studies (DEREK GUNN)

» Consider the team recommendations when developing the alternative alignments (JMT)

e Contact Maryland City, Welch’s Trailer Park, businesses along the corridor, and the
Greater Odenton Improvement Association (KAMEEL HOLMES)

e Create a Coordination Plan and Public Outreach Plan (KAMEEL HOLMES/ANNE
ELRAYS/JOE HARRISON)

¢ Create EIS document schedule and an EA/FONSI document schedule (KAMEEL
HOLMES/ANNE ELRAYS)

» Hold an agency Field Review between the third week of May and the third week in June
2007 (TEAM)

» Consider holding an informational meeting in the Fall of 2007 (TEAM)
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XIJL. Adjournment
Ms. Holmes thanked everyone for attending and closed the meeting.

I concur that the above statements accurately represent the direction and decisions made for the
project during the March 28, 2007 Scoping Meeting.

Concurrence:

/L/—;ﬁ" UV_/N & [ le/o7

Raja Veeramachaneni Date
Director

Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering

Attachments (Meeting Handouts for CC’s)
ce: Attendees (copy of Draft Purpose and Need)
Ms. Susan Bauer, District Right-of-Way Chief, District 5
Mr. Marty Cohn, Assistant District Engineer, District 5
Mr. Geoffrey Hall, Pavement and Geotechnical Division, Office of Materials
Technology, SHA
Mr. Woody Hood, Division Chief, Traffic Engineering and Design Division, Office
of Traffic and Safety, SHA
Mr. Moreshwar Kulkarni, Project Engineer, Office of Highway Development, SHA
Mr. Donald Sparklin, Deputy Division Chief, Project Planning Division, SHA
Mr. Eric Tabacek, Division Chief, Traffic Development and Safety Division,
Office of Traffic and Safety, SHA
Mr. Richard Zeller, Area Engineer, Engineering Access Permits Division, SHA

* CC’s also get a copy of the Draft Purpose and Need
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Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration
Interagency Review Meeting
Meeting Summary
May 21, 2008

GENERAL
John Wiser (Greenhorne & O’Mara) opened the meeting and introductions were made.

There were no agency requests for project presentations.

STATUS OF AGENCY CONCURRENCE/COMMENTS AND CALENDAR
There were no outstanding agency concurrences.

Field meetings scheduled:
e [-70 Purpose and Need — May 30
e MD 223 Purpose and Need — June dates being proposed

HANDOUTS
Ms. Sue Rajan distributed the MD 223: Steed Road to MD 5 Draft Purpose and Need.

Ms. Sheila Mahoney (G&O) distributed the 1-81 Selected Alternate/Conceptual
Mitigation (SA/CM) concurrence package. Mr. Wiser explained this was the final
SA/CM package, which incorporated changes in response to NPS comments, and that
SHA was seeking agency concurrences.

PROJECT PRESENTATIONS

MD 295: MD 100 to I-95 and Hanover Road

Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Project Number: AA372A11

Presentation Focus: Recommended Alternative

SHA Project Manager: Carmeletta Harris (410-545-8522 or charris@sha.state.md.us)
SHA Environmental Manager: Theresa Christian (410-545-8697 or
tchristian@sha.state.md.us)

Presentation Summary

Carmeletta Harris (SHA) introduced the project and team. She stated that a
Recommended Alternative has been selected, and was concurred upon by Raja
Veeramachaneni, Director of the Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
(OPPE), in December 2007. The Recommended Alternative will be presented to the
Administrator on June 10 for approval. Following, the public will be notified and the
SA/CM will be prepared.
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Brett Ripkin (Jacobs) then presented the alternatives that were presented at the Public
Hearing in September. The alternatives included:
e MD 295 widening will be common to all alternatives — inside widening from 2
lanes to 3 lanes throughout the corridor.
e Hanover Road Interchange Options
o Alternative 3 — Diamond interchange, Hanover Road remains on current
alignment
o Alternative 3a — Diamond interchange, Hanover Road shifted to the south
to minimize environmental impacts
o Alternative 4 — Single point urban interchange (SPUI) on current Hanover
Road Alignment
o Alternative — 4a — SPUI interchange, Hanover Road shifted to the south to
minimize environmental impacts
o Alternative 7 — Half diamond and loop interchange, Hanover Road shifted
to the south to minimize environmental impacts
o Alternative 8 — Divergent diamond interchange, Hanover Road shifted to
the south to minimize environmental impacts

Mr. Ripkin explained that when determining the Recommended Alternative, several
factors were taken into consideration. Alternatives 3 and 4 did not shift the Hanover Road
alignment to the south, and would result in a higher number of residential displacements
and environmental impacts. As a result, these alternatives were eliminated. Alternatives
4a and 8 were also eliminated due to driver expectation concerns. Because the
interchange is in close proximity to the Baltimore Washington International airport and
several rental car facilities, a high number of drivers would be unfamiliar with the area
and also unfamiliar with the SPUI and divergent diamond interchanges.

After eliminating all but Alternatives 3 and 7, it was determined that the half diamond
and loop interchange would provide better traffic movement, and Alternative 7 was
selected as the Recommended Alternative.

To date, Alternative 7 has been approved by Anne Arundel and Howard Counties, as well
as Mr. Veeramachaneni.

Theresa Christian (SHA) provided an environmental overview of the Recommended
Alternative, which was summarized on a handout table. Impacts associated with
Alternative 7 would include:
e 3 residential displacements
e 4.12 acres of wetland impacts
14,436 linear feet of waterway impacts
34.47 acres of woodlands
2.90 acres of impacts to Patapsco Valley Park
0.15 acres of impacts to BWI trail
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Ms. Christian stated that the mitigation site field review took place on March 12, and the
PA/CM package will be handed out in July and presented in August.

A meeting between SHA and DNR is scheduled in June. Because the area impacted in
Patapsco Valley Park is not used for recreation, SHA plans to request a finding of de
minimus from FHWA following the DNR meeting. Ms. Christian also noted that the
impacts to the park have already been presented to public. Lastly, Anne Arundel County
has approved the temporary construction impacts to BWI trail. The trail may be
relocated 40 feet to the north during construction.

Ms. Harris noted that public involvement conducted throughout the planning process
included regular meetings with stakeholder groups. She also confirmed that a public
newsletter will be developed after a Preferred Alternative is selected.

Discussion
Steve Elinsky (USACE) asked what type of structure would cross Deep Run. Mr. Ripkin
responded that it would remain a bridge structure, which would likely be widened.

Prakash Dave (SHA) asked who currently maintains the bridge over Deep Run. Mr.
Ripkin replied that Anne Arundel County currently maintains it, and Ms. Harris added
that a decision on who will maintain the bridge after improvements will be made by
upper management and coordination with the County.

Mr. Elinsky also asked if utilities would be relocated, and have impacts due to utility
relocation been considered. Mr. Ripkin replied that there likely would be some utility
relocation, and that he would follow up with Mr. Elinsky.

Steve Hurt (MDE) stated that a Jurisdictional Determination (JD) agency field review
will be required upon selection of the Preferred Alternative. Joe Kresslein (SHA)
confirmed that a meeting will take place.

Action Item
SHA will follow up with Mr. Elinsky regarding potential impacts due to utilities
relocation.

MD 4: Thomas Johnson Bridge

Calvert and St. Mary’s Counties, Maryland

Project Number: SM351A11

Presentation Focus: Alternatives Workshop

SHA Project Manager: Mike Perrotta (410-545-8511 or mperrotta@sha.state.md.us)
SHA Environmental Manager: Alexis Zimmerer (410-545-8471 or
azimmerer(@sha.state.md.us)
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Presentation Summary

Ms. Felicia Alexander (SHA) introduced the project and the purpose of the presentation,
which was to review the alternatives which will be presented at the June Alternatives
Public Workshops. Ms. Alexander restated the Purpose and Need, which is to improve
existing capacity and operations, improve vehicular and pedestrian safety, and to support
existing and planned development in the area.

MD 4 is currently a four lane roadway through Calvert County, and narrows to two lanes
at the junction with MD 2. It continues as a two-lane facility over the Thomas Johnson
Memorial Bridge into St. Mary’s County and to the MD 235 intersection. It is classified
by SHA as a Rural Arterial road.

Ms. Alexander then reviewed the mainline alternatives and the MD 4/MD 235
alternatives that will be presented to the public in June. The Mainline Alternatives
include the following:

e No-Build

e Alternative 2 Transportation System Management/Travel Demand Management —
would include low-cost improvements such as traffic signal and intersection
improvements and minor roadway widening. This alternative also includes
improvements such as enhanced transit service, telecommuting and car-pooling

e Alternative 3 Parallel Structure — would include converting the existing structure
to a one-way 2-lane bridge. The parallel structure would include a one-way, 2-
lane bridge with 10 and 2-foot shoulders and a 10 foot shared use path.

e Alternative 4 Replacement Structure — would be a new 4-lane bridge (2 lanes in
each direction) with 10-foot shoulders and a 10-foot shared use path. The height
of the bridge has not yet been determined. Alternative 4 includes two alignment
options:

o Town Point Option — the replacement structure would be shifted slightly
to the north of the existing structure.

o Myrtle Point Option — MD 4 would follow an alignment through the Naval
Recreation Center, and would cross the Patuxent River just south of
Myrtle Point Park. (It was noted that this option was designed at the
request of residents, particularly those who live in Town Point and would
be the most effected by an additional or replacement span in their
community.)

Eric Harp (JMT) presented the four alternatives proposed for the MD 4/MD 235
intersection, which include:
e Continuous flow intersection
e |-Directional flyover (It was noted that this is the preferred option of many
residents, but that it would not address afternoon peak traffic conditions.
e Partial cloverleaf (Mr. Harp noted that there is proposed development in the
southwest quadrant of the intersection, but it is not clear what will be built there.)
e SPUI - this option will decrease the footprint of the interchange.
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Alexis Zimmerer (SHA) reviewed the environmental conditions taken into consideration
while developing alternatives, and summarized the range of impacts for each alternative
(an impact table was included in the presentation handout). Environmental features in the
study area include a free Calvert County operated boat ramp within the SHA right of
way, residences, potential terrestrial and underwater archeology, a potential historic
district at Solomon’s Island, tidal and forested wetlands, Chesapeake Critical Area, and
the potential for breeding peregrine falcons (listed as In Need of Conservation in MD)
under the bridge. Ms. Zimmerer also stated that the boat ramp on SHA right of way was
leased to DNR and subleased to Calvert County. Impacts to the boat ramp are unknown
at this time, but would potentially be mitigated.

The Alternatives Public Workshops will be held on June 16 in Calvert County, and June
17 in St. Mary’s County. The Location/Design Public Hearing is scheduled for Fall
2009, and Location/Design Approval in Winter 2010/2011.

Discussion

John Nichols (NMFS) asked if SHA had received the guidance package regarding
essential fish habitat surveys. Ms. Zimmerer acknowledged receipt of the package and
stated that she would follow up with Mr. Nichols following the meeting.

Mr. Nichols also noted that due to the known oyster bars in the Patuxent River, the
NMEFS would be on alert with any of the new structure alternatives.

Dan Johnson (FHWA) asked the team to check on the Naval Recreational Center as a
Section 4(f) resource. Ms. Zimmerer stated that the facility is not open to the public;
therefore SHA does not believe it is a 4(f) resource. Mr. Johnson asked that SHA send
FHWA a statement to that effect.

Mr. Johnson also recommended that a simulation of the interchanges be available at the
public meetings, as some of the less familiar configurations may be confusing to people.
Mr. Harp stated that JMT is developing a simulation for use at the workshops.

Mr. Nichols asked what would happen to the existing bridge if the Myrtle Point option is
selected, and Mr. Harp replied that the existing structure would likely be demolished.
Mr. Nichols stated that this would be a concern of the NMFS with regards to habitat, as
would any pile driving associated with a new or parallel structure.

Action Items
Ms. Zimmerer will follow up with NMFS regarding the essential fish habitat survey.

SHA will look into the Naval Recreational Center as a Section 4(f) resource, and will
provide FHWA a statement of the findings.
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MD 198: West of MD 295 to MD 32

Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Project Number: AASIOM11

Presentation Focus: Alternatives Workshop

SHA Project Manager: Alvaro Sifuentes (410-837-5840 or
alvaro.sifuentes(@jacobs.com)

SHA Environmental Manager: Elizabeth Habic (410-545-8697 or
ehabic(@sha.state.md.us)

Presentation Summary

Ms. Jennifer Ray (JMT) introduced the project and the purpose of the presentation, which
was to provide a project update and to introduce the alternatives to the agencies prior to
the June 24™ Alternatives Public Workshop.

The purpose and need of the project is to improve existing capacity and traffic operations,
enhance access to Fort Meade, increase vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian safety, and to
support existing and planned development in the area.

The project area is approximately 3.5 miles long, located midway between Baltimore
City and Washington, DC in northwestern Anne Arundel County.

Current MD 198 in the study area is a two lane open section with ten-foot shoulders and
no access control. There is a partial interchange at MD 295 at the western limit, and a
diamond interchange with roundabouts at MD 32 at the eastern limit. The bridge over the
Baltimore Washington Parkway is owned and maintained by the National Park Service
(NPS).

Ms. Ray then played a video of the drive from the western to eastern study area limits.

The project is consistent with the Anne Arundel County General Development Plans and
the local Small Area Plans, and is located entirely within a Priority Funding Area (PFA).
Parks include the Baltimore Washington Parkway (NPS) and baseball field parking near
the Patuxent Wildlife Research Center. Although it did not show up as such on the 2000
census data, the Welch’s Trailer Park will be treated as an environmental justice
community. There are wetlands, waters of the US and forested areas within the project
limits. There are known occurrences of the state threatened glassy darter in the Little
Patuxent River, as well as anadromous fish species (white perch and herring).

There is also a fish ladder at the Patuxent River crossing, and the bridge is also tied into a
dam. The bridge will need to be rebuilt under any action alternatives, and so a hydrology
and hydraulics study will take place and be presented following the upcoming public
workshop.

Ms. Ray presented the following main line alternatives, which will be presented to the
public at the workshop:
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e Alternative 1: No Build
e Alternative 2: Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
e Alternative 3: Divided Roadway with Off-Road Shared-Use Facility
e Alternative 4: Divided Roadway with Off-Road Shared-Use Facility and a

Sidewalk

In addition to the mainline alternatives, there are several Options proposed for the
interchange with MD 32 at Fort Meade:

e Option A: Flyover Ramp — this improves access to Patuxent Wildlife Research
Center and improves parking at the ball fields. It would also raise the bridge out
of the floodplain, and take into consideration Fort Meade security requirements,
i.e., keeping truck traffic separate from other vehicles at the entrance.

Option B: Loop Ramp
Option C: Diamond Interchange at Existing Bridge — this option would remove
the roundabouts. Would require a triple left turn lane, and the bridge would

e Option D: Two Bridges — one bridge would travel to MD 32 and one to Fort
Meade

e Option E: Diamond Interchange with New Bridge — would travel straight into Fort
Meade, but would also provide a circuitous queue (which is consistent with
current security measures) after the Fort Meade entrance.

Discussion

Mr. Elinsky expressed concerns that SHA recently built the bridge and roundabouts at
MD 198/MD 32 interchange, and the USACE authorized impacts to wetlands as part of
that project. He cited examples where roundabouts are failing at other locations, and
discouraged their use. He stated that SHA would have to provide good justification to
support changing the new improvements for the USACE to authorize additional wetland
impacts as part of this project. He recommended that SHA hold off on going to the
public with alternatives. He also asked what has changed since the planning of the

MD 32 interchange.

Mr. Kresslein said that as a result of recent Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
activities, Fort Meade is now gaining employees. The traffic projections made during the
initial MD 198/MD 32 planning study did not include increases due to BRAC because at
the time SHA was not aware that BRAC would occur at Fort Meade.

Ms. Alexander said that while she understands Mr. Elinsky’s concern, all reasonable
alternatives must be presented to the public.

Mr. Kresslein also stated that at this point, SHA would present all reasonable alternatives
and gauge the public reaction. Perhaps the public would be opposed to the alternatives
and options. He also stated that SHA was in a reactive mode due to the recent BRAC
activities that have occurred since the last planning study.

B-107



Maryland State Highway Administration
Interagency Review Meeting

May 21, 2008
Page 8 of 8

Mr. Hurt asked how Option A would improve access to Fort Meade. Ms. Ray said that it
would improve movement for vehicles traveling to Laurel, which currently are blocked
by vehicles entering Fort Meade. She stated that Option B provide the same
improvement of movement.

Action ltems

There were no action items associated with this presentation.

Mr. John Wiser thanked everyone for their attendance and closed the meeting.
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Martin O'Malley, Governor

Beverley K. Swaim-Staley, Secreiary
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Gevernor

Neil J. Pedersen, Administrator

Maryland Department of Transportation
QOctober 7, 2009

RE: Project No. AAS10M11
MD 198: From Russett Green East to
MD 198/MD 32 Interchange
Anne Arunde] County, Maryland

Mr. Tejbir Singh

Director, Department of Public Works
Fort George G. Meade

2212 Chisholm Avenue

Fort George G. Meade, MD 20755

Dear Mr. Singh:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) is continuing the Project Planning
Study for MD 198 from Russett Green East to the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange in Anne Arundel
County, Maryland. The purpose of this Jetter is to request your concurrence that the proposed
project would not adversely affect the activities, features or attributes of the Patuxent Research
Refuge ball fields due to proposed changes to the Fort George G. Meade-owned gravel parking
lot located adjacent to MD 198 and east of Bald Eagle Drive. In addition, we are requesting your
concurrence on the associated temporary construction use of the parking lot.

The purpose of the project is to improve existing capacity and traffic operations and
increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 198, while supporting existing and planned
development in the area. MD 198 provides direct access to Fort George G. Meade from MD 32,
MD 295 and points south and west of the study area. Improving MD 198 would enhance access
to Fort George G. Meade and accommodate future transportation needs in the project area.

Within the project limits, MD 198 is generally a two-lane roadway with 10-foot shoulders
and no control of access. Currently two “build” alternatives and the “no build” alternative are
under consideration. Alternative 1 {the “no build” alternative) would result in no changes to the
existing roadway configuration. Alternative 2 would not change the roadway except to provide
spot improvements at the off-ramp from MD 295 southbound to MD 198 westbound, combine
several of the driveways and access points along MD 198 to provide for fewer tum lanes off of
the main road, and include left turn lanes for the combined access points to decrease left-tum
conflicts with the through movement. Alternative 4 would provide two lanes in both directions
(eastbound and westbound) divided by a 20-foot grass median. On-road bicycle facilities would
be provided in both directions adjacent to the outside travel lane. Alternative 4 could be
combined with one of four options for the MD 198/MD 32 interchange, Options A, B, C and D.

My telephone number/toll-free sumber is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800,735.2258 Stalewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street « Baltimord3wd008ad 21202 + Phone: 410-545-0300 » . www.marylandroads.com
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Each of the Alternative 4 interchange options would require approximately 0.41 acre
from the gravel parking lot owned by Fort George G. Meade and utilized for the adjacent ball
fields owned by the Patuxent Research Refuge for the expanded eastbound section of MD 198
(Attachment 1). The remaining portion of the parking lot, approximately 0.33 acre, would be
paved and striped to create a formal parking area. We estimate that the existing gravel parking
lot currently provides a maximum of 47 parking spaces. After the proposed improvements to
MD 198 and the parking ares, the paved parking lot would provide 28 parking spaces.

The MD 198 project would also require approximately 0.47 acre of temporary impact to
the gravel parking area (Fort George G. Meade property) for construction (Attachment 1).
The following five elements would apply to the proposed temporary impact, which would exempt
it from evaluation under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966:

1}  The duration of the use will be temporary and less than the time needed for
construction of the project.

2)  Theactivity will not result in a change in ownership of the land or result in the retention of
- long-term or indefinite interests in this property for transportation purposes.

3)  The improvements will not result in any temporary or permanent adverse impacts nor
will there be interference with the activities or features which are important to the purpose
or function that qualifies the trail for protection under Section 4(f) of the US DOT Act on

either a temporary or a permanent basis.

4y This minor work to reconstruct the parkmg Iot will affect a minimal amount of pubhcly
owned recreational land.

5)  The land being used will be fully restored, in that the resource will be returned to a condition
that is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project.

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU) amendment to the Section 4(f) requirements allows the Federal Highway
Administration to determine that certain uses of Section 4(f) land will have a de minimis effect
on the protected resource after mitigation is considered. When this is the case, and the
responsible official(s) with jurisdiction over the resource agrees in writing, compliance with
Section 4(f) is greatly simplified. De minimis impacts on publicly owned parks, recreation areas,
and wildlife and waterfowl refuges are defined as those that do not "adversely affect the
activities, features and attributes” of the Section 4(f) resource. Proposed mitigation for this
impact would consist of improvements to the Patuxent Research Refuge-owned parking lot along
Bald Eagle Drive (Attachment 2) in order to provide the same number of parking spaces as
currently available. The existing parking lot along Bald Eagle Drive currently provides 43
spaces. After the proposed improvements to the lot, 62 spaces would be available. No net
change in parking spaces is proposed.
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We request your concurrence that the proposed minor impact would not impair the
remaining activities, features and attributes of the Patuxent Research Refuge ball fields. We also
request your concurrence that the proposed termporary construction use is consistent with the
designated use of the parking lot and with the five elements cited above. Based on your
agreement, the SHA intends to request a de minimis impact finding from the Federal Highway
Administration for the use of the Fort George G. Meade property. If you agree with this
determination, please indicate your concurrence on the signature line below.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact
the Environmental Manager, Ms. Elizabeth Habic, at 410-545-8563, or via email at -
ehabic@sha.state.md.us.

Very truly yours,

Donald H. Sparklin
Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

o Noits LS

JosepH R. Kresslei
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

CONCURRENCE:

Fort George G. Meade Date

Enclosure

ce: Ms. Felicia Alexander, SHA-PMD
Ms. Elizabeth Habic, SHA-EPLD (w/attachments)
Ms. Kameel Hall, SHA-PMD (w/attachments)
Mr, Brad Knudsen, USFWS
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Heather Lowe, SHA-EPLD
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Neil J. Pedersen, ddministrator

Martin O'Malley, Governor State
Antheny G. Brown, L. Governor
Admipistration
MaryLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

August 17, 2009

RE: Project No. AASIOMI1
MD 198: From Russeit Green East
to MD 198/MD 32 Interchange
Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Mr. David Hayes

Regional Transportation Liaison B L T
National Capital Region of the NationalPark: 'Serwce L
1100 Ohic Drive, SW "

- Washington D.C. 20242

Dear Mr, Hayes:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) is continuing the Project Planning
Study for MD 198 from Russett Green East to the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange in Anne Arundel
County, Maryland. The purpose of this letter is to request your concurrence that the proposed
project would not adversely affect the activities, features or atiributes of the parkway and to
clarify right-of- -way requirements for the project as stated in the letter from SHA dated June 30,
2009.

The purpose of the project is to improve existing capacity and traffic operations and
increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 198, while supporting existing and planned
development in the area. MD 198 provides direct access to Fort Meade from the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway (MD 295), MD 32, and points south and west of the study area. Improving
MD 198 would enhance access to Fort Meade and accommodate future transportation needs in
the project area,

Within the project limits, MD 198 is geti¢rally a two-lane roadway with 10-foot shoulders
and no control of access. Currently two “build” altematwes and the “no build” altemative are
under consideration. Altemative 1 (the g ‘build” altematlve) would result in no changes to the
roadway existing configuration. Aitematwe 2 would not change the roadway except to provide
spot improvements at the off-ramp from MD 295 southbound to MD 198 westhound, combine
several of the driveways and access points along MD 198 to provide for fewer turn lanes off of
the main road and include left tum lanes for the combined access points to decrease left-turn
conflicts with the through movement. Altemative 4 would provide two lanes in both directions
{eastbound and westbound) divided by a 20-foot grass median. On-road bicycle facilities would

My iclephone numberytoll-free aBb
Maryland Relay Service for Impaiyed He :}in‘*Speech 1.800.735.2248 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street » Baltimore, Maryland 21202 « Phone 410.545.0300 + wwwmarylandroads.com
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MD 198: From Russett Green East to MD 198/MD 32 Interchange
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be provided in both directions adjacent to the cutside travel lane. The existing northern edge of
roadway would be maintained and all roadway widening would occur along the south side.

Altematives 2 and 4 include improvements within the boundary of the MD 295 historic
roadway. Under Altemmative 2 (Attachment 1), the MD 295 southbound to MD 198 westbound
ramp would be expanded to two lanes with an exclusive right-turn lane. Under Alternative 4
{Attachment 2), the MD 295 southbound to MD 198 westbound ramp would be expanded as with
Alternative 2. In addition, the left-turn channelization along westbound MD 198 would be
expanded and the MD 198 bridge over MD 295 would be re-striped to include two lanes in each
direction with a westbound left-turn lane, an eastbound right-turn lane, a 10-foot westbound
shared-use path and a 5-foot eastbound sidewalk. Pavement would be added east and west of the
bridge to tie in the sidewalk and shared-use path.

_ Under Alternative 2, approximately 0.14 acre of additional pavement would be added to
the MD 295 southbound to MD 198 westbound ramp. The proposed changes to National Park
Service (NPS) property under Altemative 2 would require temporary construction use access by
a NPS permit on approximately 1.0 acre for construction. Under Alternative 4, approximately
0.38 acre of additional pavement would be added to the existing parkway exit ramp and bridge.
The proposed changes to NPS property under Alternative 4 would require temporary
construction use access by 2 NPS permit on a maximum of 4.68 acres. No right-of-way would
be acquired from the NPS under either Alternative 2 or 4. Once a preferred alternative is
identified after the public hearing, SHA will initiate coordination with the NPS to determine
appropriate mitigation for impacts to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway.

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU) amendment to the Section 4(f) requirements allows the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) to determine that certain uses of Section 4(f) land will have a de
minimis effect on the protected resource after mitigation is considered. When this is the case,
and the responsible official{s) with jurisdiction over the resource agrees in writing, compliance
with Section 4(f) 1s greatly simplified. De minimis impacts on historic or publicly owned parks,
recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges are defined as those that do not "adversely
affect the historic property, activities, features and attributes” of the Section 4(f) resource.

We request your concurrence that the proposed minor impacts will not impair the
remaining activities, features and attributes of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Based on
your agreement, the SHA intends to recommend a no adverse effect determination to the
Maryland Historical Trust and request a de minimis impact finding from the FHWA for the use
of the park property.
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Should you have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact
the Environmental Manager, Ms. Elizabeth Habic, at 410-545-8563, or via email at
ehabic@sha.state.md.us.

- Very truly yours,

Bruce M. Grey

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

y
“by: VAN
J6deph R. Kresslein
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division
CONCURRENCE:
National Park Service _ Date
Attachments

ce: Ms. Felicia Alexander, SHA-PMD
Ms. Jennifer Goold, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)
Ms. Elizabeth Habic, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)
Ms. Kameel Hall, SHA-PMD (w/Attachments)
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Heather Lowe, SHA-EPLD
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Martin O’Malley, Governor
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Gevernor

Beverley K. Swaim-Staley, Secretary
Neil I, Pedersen, Administrator

Administraﬁcn ) .
Maryland Department of Transportation

September 17, 2009

RE: Project No. AAS10MI1
MD 198: From Russett Green East to
MD 198/MD 32 Interchange
Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Mr. Brad Knudsen

US Fish & Wildlife Service
Patuxent Research Refuge

12100 Beech Forest Road, Suite 138
Laurel, MD 20708

Dear Mr. Knudsen:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) is continuing the Project Planning
Study for MD 198 froin Russett Green East to the MD 198/MD 32 Interchange in Anne Arundel
County, Maryland. The purpose of this letter is to explain the impact to parking at the Patuxent
Research Refuge ball fields and seek concurrence that the proposed temporary impact to US Fish
and Wildlife property is consistent with the designated use of the parking lot.

The purpose of the project is to improve existing capacity and traffic operations and
increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 198, while supporting existing and planned
development in the area. Within the project limits, MD 198 is generally a two-lane roadway
with 10-foot shoulders and no control of access. Currently two “build” alternatives and the “no
build” alternative are under consideration. Alternative 1 (the “no build” alternative) would result
in no changes to the existing roadway configuration. Alternative 2 would not change the
roadway except to provide spot improvements at the off-ramp from MD 295 southbound to
MD 198 westbound, combine several of the driveways and access points along MD 198 to
provide for fewer turn lanes off of the main road and include left turn lanes for the combined
access points to decrease left-turn conflicts with the through movement. Alternative 4 would
provide two lanes in both directions (eastbound and westbound) divided by a 20-foot grass
median. On-road bicycle facilities would be provided in both directions adjacent to the outside
travel lane. Alternative 4 could be combined with one of four options for the MD 198/MD 32
intercbange, Options A, B, C and D.

My telephone number/tol)-free number is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Ballimore, Maryland 21262 » Phone: 410-545-0300 - www.marylandroads.com
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M. Brad Knudsen
MD 198: From Russett Green East to MD 198/MD 32 Interchange
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Each of the Alternative 4 interchange options would require approximately 0.41 acre
from the Fort George G. Meade-owned gravel parking lot adjacent to MD 198 for the expanded
eastbound section of MDD 198 (Attachment 1). The remaining portion of the parking lot,
approximately 0.33 acre, would be paved and striped to create a formal parking area. We
estimate that the existing gravel parking lot currently provides a maximum of 47 parking spaces.
After the proposed improvements to MD 198 and the parking area, the paved parking lot would
provide 28 parking spaces,

Proposed mitigation for this.impact to the gravel parking lot would consist of
improvements to the Patuxent Research Refuge-owned parking lot along Bald Eagle Drive
{(Attachment 2) in order to provide the same number of parking spaces as currently available.
This parking lot along Bald Eagle Drive currently provides 43 spaces. After the proposed
improvements to the lot, 62 spaces would be available.

‘The work would require approximately 0.31 acre of temporary impact to the Patuxent
Research Refuge property for construction. The following five elements would apply to the
proposed temporary impact, which would exempt it from evaluation under Section 4(f) of the U.S.
Department of Transportation Act of 1966:

)] The duration of the use will be temporary and less than the time needed for
_construction of the project.

2)  The activity will not result in a change in ownership of the land or result in the retention of
long-term or indefinite interests in this property for transportation purposes.

3)  The improvements will not result in any temporary or permanent adverse impacts nor
will there be interference with the activities or features which are important to the purpose
or function that qualifies the trail for protection under Section 4(f) of the US DOT Act on
either a temporary or a permanent basis.

4y  'This minor work to reconstruct the parking lot will affect a minimal amount of publicly
- owned recreational land.

5  Theland being used will be fully restored, in that the resource will be retumed to a condition
that is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project.

We request your concurrence that the proposed temporary impact is consistent with the

designated use of the parking lot and with the five elements cited above. If you agree with this
determination, please indicate your concurrence on the signature line below.
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Mz. Brad Knudsen
MD 198: From Russett Green East to MD 198/MD 32 Interchange
Page Three _

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact
the Environmental Manager, Ms, Elizabeth Habie, at 410-545-8563, or via email at
ehabic@sha.state.md.us.

Very truly yours,

Donald H. Sparklin
Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

by(—\/ e T

Joseph R. Kresslein
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

CONCURRENCE:

Patuxent Research Refuge Date

Enclosure

cc:  Ms. Felicia Alexander, SHA-PMD
Ms. Elizabeth Habic, SHA-EPLD (w/attachments)
Ms. Kameel Hall, SHA-PMD (w/attachments)
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Heather Lowe, SHA-EPLD
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Martin O*Malley, Governor

Beverley K. Swaim-Staley, Secretary
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor

Neil I. Pedersen, Administrator

Maryland Department of Transportation
October 23, 2009

Re:  Project No. AAS1OMI11
MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, MD
USGS Laurel 7.5' Quadrangle

M. J. Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little:

Introduction and Project Description

This letter serves to inform the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) of the Maryland
State Highway Administration’s (SHA) finding that proposed Project No. AA510M11
will have no adverse effect on historic properties. The purpose of the project is to
improve the existing capacity and traffic operations, and increase vehicular and pedestrian
safety along MD 198, while supporting existing and planned development in the area.
MD 198 provides direct access to the Fort George G. Meade Military Reservation (Fort
Meade) from MD 32, MD 295 and generally points south and west of the study area.
Improving MD 198 would enhance access to Fort Meade and accommodate future
transportation needs in the project area.

The area around Fort Meade is one of the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel
County. Fort Meade and the National Security Agency (NSA), a tenant of the Fort, combined
represent the largest employers in the State of Maryland. Fort Meade’s workforce is
comprised of more than 39,000 military, civilian and contractor personnel. As a result of the
2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, Fort Meade and the surrounding area
are expected to experience considerable growth. By 2010, approximately 5,300 additional
new on-base jobs are expected to be relocated to Fort Meade, along with 7,500 new jobs at
NSA. Asmany as 20,000 or more private sector jobs are also anticipated, primarily in the
defense and support industries. These jobs would be located both on and in the vicinity of
the Fort.

My telephone number/toll-free number is
Maryland Relay Service for impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Celvert Street « Baltimore, Barkf@dl 21202 « Phone: 410-545-0300 « www.marylandroads.com



Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
Page Two

MD 198 provides a continuous connection between the City of Laurel and its suburbs
with Fort Meade. The Laurel area has been a traditional community of Fort Meade and this
relationship will continue as the Fort and its various tenant organizations increase in
population and employment. MD 198 is also the route to convey Odenton area-generated
travel demand to the Baltimore Washington Parkway (especially southbound) toward the
Capital Beltway and the Washington Metropolitan area.

In addition to an increase in jobs, the area is expected to see substantial increases in
population, housing, commercial activity and vehicular traffic as a result of BRAC. This
project will address projected operational and safety deficiencies resulting from the expected
growth.

The project involves intersection improverents at MD 198 and MD 295 and at
MD 198 and MD 32. The project also involves widening MD 198 to a dualized four-lane
road through construction of two additional lanes to the south of the existing two-lane
roadway. Entrances to properties north and south of the existing roadway will be
combined and new access roads will be constructed as part of project scope. There are
four Alternatives being considered for this project.

1. Alternative 1: No-Build

No major improvements are proposed under the No Build Alternative. Minor short
term improvements would occur as part of routine maintenance and safety improvements.
This alternative does not address the purpose and need for the project. However, it serves
as a baseline for judging the impacts and benefits associated with the other alternatives.

2. Alternative 2: Transportation Systems Management (TSM)

This alternative involves the implementation of TSM strategies to optimize the
existing transportation system by providing improvements with minimal capital cost. The
TSM strategies being considered for this corridor include:

¢ Improvements to the off-ramps from MD 295 to MD 198 to alleviate confusion
and increase merge distance

e Access management — combining several of the driveways and access points
along MD 198 to provide for fewer turns off of the main road

e Left turn lanes — including left turn lanes for the combined access points to
decrease the left-turn conflict with the through movement
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD2935 to MD 32
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3. Alternative 4: Divided Roadway with Off-Road, Shared-Use Facility and a
Sidewalk

This alternative provides for two lanes in both directions (eastbound and westbound)
divided by a grassy median that varies throughout the corridor from 20-feet to six-feet.
On-road bicycle facilities are provided in both directions adjacent to the outside travel
lane. A five-foot grass buffer along the south side curb separates the on-road bicycle lane
from the shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path. This path extends from just east of the
bridge over MD 295 to the ball-fields located adjacent to Bald Eagle Drive. East of Bald
Eagle Drive, this becomes a five-foot sidewalk to the eastern limits of the project. There
is also a five-foot grass buffer along the north side of the curb that separates the on-road
bicycle lane from the five-foot sidewalk. This sidewalk extends from the western limits
of the project area to the businesses located just east of the relocated Old Portland Road.

4. MD 198/MD 32 Interchange Options

L Option A: Flyover Ramp

This option maintains the existing configuration of the MD 198 / MD 32
interchange. However, a flyover ramp is introduced that allows traffic from northbound
MD 32 to access westbound MD 198 directly, therefore completely separating this traffic
from the roundabout. All other traffic through the interchange would operate as it does
today.

il. Option B: Loop Ramp Option

This option maintains the existing configuration for the MD 198 / MD 32
interchange for the southern portion (the existing roundabout closest to the Tipton
Airport). However, the northern portion (the ramps closest to Fort Meade) is
reconfigured. The existing roundabout is removed and replaced with a signalized
intersection. All traffic from northbound MD 32 that is destined for Fort Meade would
utilize the ramp as they do today. All traffic from northbound MD 32 that is destined for
westbound MD 198 would utilize the proposed loop ramp. This configuration separates
the traffic from Fort Meade with that traffic destined towards Laurel.

iii. Option C: Diamond Interchange at Existing Bridge

This option reconfigures the existing MD 198 / MD 32 interchange from two
roundabouts to two signalized intersections.

B-126



Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
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iv. Option D: Two Bridge

This option maintains the existing MD 198 / MD 32 interchange configuration
with the addition of a second crossing of MDD 32 with access into Fort Meade. Vehicles
would exit northbound MD 32 as they do in existing conditions, utilizing the ramp to the
roundabout and choosing their direction through the roundabout. Vehicles coming from
eastbound MD 198 would access Fort Meade with the second crossing of MD 32.

Project plans are included as Attachment 1.

Funding
Federal funds are anticipated for this project.

Area of Potential Effects

In determining the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this project, SHA
considered direct and indirect impacts to historic properties. In order to consider the area
or areas within which the project may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the
character of use of historic properties, the APE has been defined by the worst case Limits
of Disturbance (1.0D) and extends 250 feet from the outermost edge of the LOD as
indicated on the attached SHA quadrangle map for Laurel (Attachment 2). The APE was
previously defined as extending approximately 1,000 feet from the roadway and
intersections in the Eligibility coordination letter with MHT dated October 16, 2007,
because project plans had not been developed. All historic standing structures located in
the previous APE are also within in the redefined APE. The archeology survey area is
defined as the area of direct construction impact. The archeology survey area will only
include sections of the road widening portion of the project, as the APE for the proposed
alternates was previously assessed by the SHA in 1999 for the addition of two
roundabouts at the intersection of MD 198 and MD 32 (Barse and Scheerer 2000).
Owing to the large amount of unexploded ordinance (UXO) and other unknown
hazardous waste within the project area, MHT concurred with SHA’s request that Phase |
archeology not be undertaken due to safety concems, although thorough historical
background research was undertaken. Due to UXO within the APE east of Bald Eagle
Drive on MD 198, no property east of Bald Eagle Drive will be included in the
archeology survey area for the current project.

Identification Methods and Results

Potentially significant architectural and archeological resources were both
researched as part of the historic investigation instigated by the proposed roadway and
intersection improvements.
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Architecture: SHA. Architectural Historian Jennifer Goold consulted the SHA-GIS
Cultural Resources Database, MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32 Comphliance Report,
Historic Context, and Property Evaluations prepared for SHA by EHT Traceries, Inc. in
August 2007, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the Maryland Inventory
of Historic Properties (MIHP), and made multiple field visits in April, May, and June
2009.

The APE for this project is comprised of the LOD plus 250 feet to encompass
direct and indirect impacts on historic standing structures. The October 16, 2007 historic
structures eligibility letter summarized the historical context for the area and provided
descriptions of historic resources in the APE. MHT concurred on December 4, 2007 that
the only NRHP listed and eligible properties within the APE consist of the Baltimore
Washington Parkway (AA-~5/PG: 69-26) and the D.C. — Forest Haven District (AA-2364).

MHT also concurred on December 4, 2009 that no NRHP eligible portions of Fort
George G. Meade (AA-2095) are located within the APE and that evaluation of the
Patuxent Research Refuge is beyond the project scope. As part of that coordination seven
properties were recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP and the MHT
concurred with this finding. Three additional Short Forms for Ineligible Properties are
attached herein. These forms address buildings in the APE constructed ca. 1960 in order
to identify all standing structures within the APE that are at least 45 years of age
{Attachment 3).

- Improvements to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will be limited to the slight
widening of the egress ramp from southbound Baltimore-Washington Parkway to
MD 198 and the construction of sidewalks/ bikeways across the MD 198 Bridge. The
expansion of the typical section at the egress ramp will accommodate a free-flowing right
tumn onto MD 198 and an additional left turn lane onto MD 198. Adding sidewalks/
bikeways to the existing bridge will provide a travel route for pedestrians and bikers
across the bridge and along MD 198, which is completely absent.

The construction of the interchange will require approximately .38 acres of right-
of-way and approximately 4.68 acres of temporary easement for construction from the
NPS property.

This project has been coordinated with the National Park Service (NPS) via letter
dated June 25, 2009. Work at this intersection will impact three components of the
Parkway: 1) the MD 198 Bridge over 295; 2) MD 198 within the historic boundary; and
3) one off-ramp from MD 295 to MD 198.
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MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
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1)

2)

3)

The bridge is ca. 1950s streamlined expression of the typical stone and
concrete Parkway bridges. This type is characterized as an “intermediate
design treatmuent” found on several bridges on the Parkway, described in the
NRHP Nomination Form as “a combination of concrete span and recessed
support walls that curve out to meet the wingwalls. These . . . are clad with
dressed rough-cut stone, but they are smaller and more angular than the
previous type of bridges.” Alterations to the bridge will occur only on the
travel surface over the bridge. Specifically, automobile travel lanes will be
restriped and sidewalks will be constructed across the bridge for bike and
pedestrian use. The concrete and stone bridge structure that characterizes the
contributing feature of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will not be altered.

Sidewalks will be constructed alongside the existing travel lanes on the bridge
approaches. The landscape in this area simply consists of a grass margin
bordered by slopes covered in vines and trees. The character defining features
of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will not be altered by the addition of
sidewalks at this location.

The existing off ramp from south bound MD 295 to MDD 198 will be slightly
widened at the intersection of MDD 198. Egress ramps were designed “as a
landscaped graduation to the roadway” and to meet the needs of traffic
capacity. The profile of the existing off ramp will be replicated in the
reconstruction. Roadside features such as signage and guardrail will be
retained and reinstalied or replaced in-kind. The landscape in this area simply
consists of a grass margin bordered by slopes covered in vines and trees. The
landscape character along the off ramp will not be altered. The character
defining features of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will not be adversely
impacted by a sinall increase in the typical road section in this location.

The proposed project will not adversely impact the Baltimore-Washington

Parkway.

Project plans at the D.C. Children’s Center - Forest Haven District consist of
closing the existing entrance and constructing a new shared entrance for the property that
will be located east of the existing entrance. The existing and proposed entrances are not
located within the historic boundary for the District (sec Attachment 4 — Boundary Map).
The boundary and the entry’s exclusion from that boundary were coordinated with Tim
Tamburrino at the MHT via e-mnail on June 4, 2009. The proposed project will not
impact the D.C Children’s Center — Forest Haven District.
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Project plans at the intersection of MD 198 and MD 32, which abuts Fort George
G. Meade, consist of four alternates for intersection configurations. As coordinated with
MHT via the October 16, 2007 letter, no NRHP eligible resources at Fort George G.
Meade are located within the APE.

In conclusion, the proposed roadway and intersection improvement project at
MD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32 will have no adverse impacts on historic standmg
structures. No additional architectural investigations are recommended (see attachments
including DOE forms and Eligibility and Effects Table [Attachment 5]).

Upon your agreement that the acquisition of .38 acres of right-of-way will not
adversely impact the historic property, SHA intends to propose de minimis impact finding
to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for Section 4(f) use of the Baltimore
Washington Parkway. The necessary construction will temporarily impact approximately
203,931 square feet (4.68 acres) of the property. Given that these improvements would
oceur by temporary occupancy only, the requirements of Section 4(f) would not apply in
this instance based on your agreement with the following criteria as the officials with
jurisdiction.

¢ The duration of the impact will be temporary, 1.e., less than the time necded for
construction of the project;

¢ There will be no change in the ownership of the land;

¢ The scope of the work will be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magmtude of the
changes to the Section 4(f) resource are minimal;

e There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts; and

» The land being used will be fully restored, i.e., the resource will be returned to a
condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project.

Archeology: SHA. Archeologist Jennifer Babiarz assessed the potential of the survey area
through consultation of archeology survey area through consultation of the SHA-GIS
Cultural Resources Database, aerial photographs, site file data, prior studies, county soil
survey, and historic maps. A site visit was made on April 17, 2009.

Portions of the project area have been disturbed by commercial and military
development. The area is drained by tributaries to the Little Patuxent River which itself
drains into the Patuxent River. The terrain is comprised of wetlands surrounding the
Little Patuxent River overlooked by higher terraces made up of a conglomerate of well
drained soils. These terrain and soil characteristics would have made the area attractive
for prehistoric occupation.
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The APE was part of Richard Snowden’s property called Birmingham, patented in
1685 and containing farms, mills, the Patuxent Forge and the Patuxent Ironworks (Barse
and Scheerer 2000). All of these buildings were located far south of the APE. The
Annapolis and Elkridge Steam Railroad (later the Annapolis, Washington, and Baltimore
Railroad) established a line in the project area running to the west of and adjacent to
MD 32 by the mid nineteenth century. The rail line was abandoned by the late 1920’s
and the railroad company dissolved by the mid-1930s. Historic maps (Martinet’s 1860
Map of Anne Arundel County; Hopkins 1878 Atlas of Anne Arundel County) show a
P.0O. Box and Store north of the nearby town of Patuxent Forge on the east end of the
APE, where MD 198 and MD 32 converge in a roundabout. The 1892 USGS 15°
quadrangle shows ancestral MD 198, and several structures are depicted within the APE
on the 1907 and 1926 USGS maps. Fort Meade was established in 1917 and continued to
grow through World War II. The historic portion of Fort Meade that now makes up the
North Tract of the Patuxent Wildlife Refuge, Tipton Airport, and the ball fields between
the two (USGS 1949) were used as munitions and tank training grounds from World War
I through the Vietnam War. There are also safety concerns from unexploded ordinance
between the ball fields and the west side of the Glory Days Auto Service property; Phase I
survey began west of that property.

In 1999, the APE east of the ball fields was included in an assessment by Barse
and Scheerer (2000) for the addition of two roundabouts at the intersection of MD 32 and
MD 198 at Fort Meade. The APE east of the Little Patuxent River were also part of a
survey of MD 32 done by Curry in 1985, as well as Homum, Saul and Majarov’s Phase I
survey of Fort Meade in 1995. The ball fields were surveyed by Decicco in 1987 and
portions of MDD 198 between Bald Eagle Drive and MD 295 were surveyed by Wesler et
al, in 1981. A small portion of MDD 198 in the vicinity of Welch’s Trailor Park was
. surveyed by Collier et al. in 1990. The portion of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway
(MD 295) and the property directly adjacent to it within the APE has been surveyed by
Curry in 1978 and Hopkins et al. in 1992. There have been surveys by Conrad (1975) and
Epperson (1980) of the APE between Russett Green East and MD 295, and a portion of
that area was also surveyed by Rutherford in 1990. The only archeology site recorded
within the APE {s a historic and prehistoric artifact scatter found during walkover done
preliminarily to the Barse and Scheerer study in 2000 (18AN1147).

Although the majority of the widening project will have the greatest effect on the
south side of MDD 198, the two main roads leading to the Woodlands Job Corps Center
and Qak Hill Youth Center {Old Portland Road and Center Avenue) will be connected to
form one main entrance to the Centers from MD 198 on its north side. This is a wooded
area that overlooks the Little Patuxent River and has a high prehistoric and historic
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archeological potential. The south side of MD 198 is highly commercially developed
west of MD 295. The greatest potential for prehistoric and historic archeological remains
on the south side of MDD 198 is between MDD 295 and west side of the Glory Days Auto
Service property on the comer of MD 198 and Bald Eagle Drive.

Phase I survey was recommended for the above identified high potential areas.
Goals of the Phase I survey included the identification of archeological sites within the
APE, definition of site size and approximate site boundaries, and potential eligibility for
listing in the NRHP. SHA engaged the firm of R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates,
Inc. to undertake Phase I archeological investigation for the project. Enclosed please find
one copy of the report entitled Phase I Archeological Survey of Portions of MD 198
Between MD 295 and MD 32, Anne Arundel County, Maryland for your review and
comment {(Aftachment 6).

Goodwin and Associates archeological survey consisted of a combination of
pedestrian survey and a grid of 153 shovel test pits. There were no non-modern artifacts
recovered during the project and no significant archeological resources were identified. A
mid-twentieth century outbuilding foundation and concrete slab foundation were
identified within the LOD. They were not identified as archeological resources, as topsoil
within the project area was stripped during clearing for development and no features or
artifacts remained that would have contributed to an understanding of their periods of
construction or use.

SHA agrees with the consultant that the proposed work will have no impact on
archeological resources within the LOD for this project, and there is no need for
additional work. ' '

Review Request

Please examine the attached map, plans, DOE forms, report, and Eligibility and
Effects Table. We request your concurrence by November 23, 2009 that there would be
no that there would be no adverse effects on historic properties for Project AAS10M11 at
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32. By carbon copy, we invite the Anne Arundel County
Office of Environmental and Cultural resources to provide comments and participate in
the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the requirements of the implementing regulations
found at 36 CFR Part 800, SHA secks their assistance in identifying historic preservation
issues as they relate to this specific project (see 36 CFR §800.2(c)(3) and (5), and
§800.3(f) for information regarding the identification and participation of consulting
parties, and §800.4, and §800.5 regarding the identification of historic properties and
assessment of effects). For additional information regarding the Section 106 regulations,
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see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s website, www.achp.gov, or contact
the Maryland State Highway Administration or the Maryland Historical Trust. If no
response is received by November 23, 2009, we will assume that these offices decline to
participate. Please call Jennifer Goold at 410-545-2899 (or via email at
jgoold@sha.state.md.us) with questions regarding standing structures for this project.
Jennifer Babiarz may be reached at 410-545-0339 (or via email at
jbabiarz@sha.state.md.us) with concerns regarding archeology.

Attachments: 1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

ij b

Jufie M. Schablitsky
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

Project Plans

Area of Potential Effects Map

DOE Short Forms

D.C. Children’s Center - Forest Haven District Boundary Map
Eligibility and Effects Table

Report - Phase I Archeological Survey of Portions of ML 198

Between MD 295 and MD 32, Anne Arundel County, Maryland

¢cc:  Ms. Jennifer Babiarz, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)

Mr. Mick Butler, Fort George G. Meade, (w/ Attachments 1, 2, 5, and 6)

Mr. Jan Cavanaugh, Federal Highway Administration

Ms. Jennifer Goold, SHA-EPLD

Ms. Elizabeth Habic, SHA- EPLD

Ms, Kameel Hall, SHA-EPLD

Ms. Denise King, Federal Highway Administration

Ms. Margaret O’Dell, National Capital Region of the National Park Service,
(w/ Attachments 1, 2, and 5)

Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-EPLD

Ms. Darian Schwab, Anne Arundel County, Office of Environmental & Cultural
Resources, (w/Attachments 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6)

Mr. Jim South, District of Columbia, Office of Property Management
(w/ Attachments], 2, 4, 5, and 6)
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Concurrence with the MD State Highway Adminjstration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibility and/or Effects

Project Number: AAS10MI11 MHT Log No.
Project Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Arundel County

Letter Date: October 23, 2009

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced
letter and concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 5]):
[1] Concur
[1] Do Not Concur

Effect (as noted in the Effects Table [Attachment 57):
- [ 1  NoProperties Affected
[ 1 No Adverse Effect
1 Conditioned upon the following action(s) (see comments below)
[1. AdverseEffect

Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the
referenced letter, if applicable):

[ 1] Agree

Comments:

By:
MD State Historic Preservation Office/ Date
Maryland Historical Trust

Return by U.5. Mail or Facsimile to:
Dir. Julie M, Schablitsky, Assistant Division Chief, Environmenia! Planning Division,
MD State Highway Administration, P.0. Box 717, Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Telephone: 410-545-8870 and Facsimile: 410-209-5(46
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Martin O'Malley, Governor
Anthony G. Brown, Lt Governor

S‘tateﬂﬂgﬂhﬁ%] 2’ | Beverley K. Swaim-Staley, Secretary
(‘HB Neil I Pedersen, Adwministrator
Administration .

Maryland Department of Transportation

October 27, 2009

Re:  Project No. AASIOMI1
MD 198 from MD 285 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, MD
USGS Laurel 7.5' Quadrangle

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer .
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place

Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little:

Introduction and Project Description

This letter serves to provide the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) with additional
information regarding the Maryland State Highway Administration’s (SHA) Project No.
AAS10M11 on MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32. Our most recent letter for this project,
dated October 23, 2009, had incorrect information regarding impacts to the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway. We incorrectly stated that the construction of the interchange will
require approximately 0.38 acres of right-of-way from the National Park Service (NPS)
property. However, there will be no right-of-way acquisition from NPS property under
any of the pIO_]ect alternatives. '

The correct information regarding impacts to NPS property was detalled in a letter
to NPS dated August 17, 2009 (Attachment 1) and is as follows: Altematives 2 and 4
include improvements within the National Register of Historic Places boundary of the.
Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Under Alternative 2, the MD 295 southbound to
MD 198 westbound ramp would be expanded to two lanes with an exclusive right-tum
lane. Under Alternative 4, the MD 295 southbound to MD 198 westbound ramp would
be expanded as with Alternative 2. In addition, the left-turn channelization along
westbound MD 198 would be expanded and the MD 198 bridge over MD 255 would be
re-striped to include two lanes in each direction with a westbound left-turn lane, an
eastbound right-tum lane, a 10-foot westbound shared-used path and a 5-foot eastbound .
sidewalk. Pavement would be added east and west of the bridge to tie in the sidewalk
and shared-use path. -

My telephone number/ioli-free number is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800,735,2258 Stalewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street » Baltimoreﬁd’al}%d 21202 « Phone: 410-545-0300 » www.marylandroads.com




Mzr. J. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD 265 to MD 32
Page Two

Under Altemative 2, approximately 0.14 acre of additional pavement would be
added to the MD 295 southbound to MD 198 westbound ramp. The proposed changes to
NPS property under Alternative 2 would require temporary construction use access by a
NPS permit on approximately 1.0 acre for construction. Under Alternative 4,
approximately 0.38 acre of additional pavement would be added to the existing parkway
exit ramp and bridge. The proposed changes to NPS property under Alternative 4 would
require temporary construction use access by a NPS permit on a maximum of 4.68 acres.
No right-of-way would be acquired from the NPS under either Alternative 2 or 4.

This corrected information does not change SHA’s conclusion that proposed
project will not adversely impact the Baltimore-Washington Parkway and that the
proposed roadway and intersection improvement project at MD 168 between MD 285
and MD 32 will have no adverse impacts on historic standing structures.

Upon your agreement that (.14 acre or 0.38 acre of additional pavement will not
adversely impact the historic property, SHA intends to propose de minimis impact finding
to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for Section 4(f) use of the Baltimore
Washington Parkway.

The necessary construction will temporarily impact approximately 203,931 square
feet (4.68 acres) of the property, which includes up to 0.38 acre of additional pavement.
Given that these improvements would occur by temporary occupancy only, the
requirements of Section 4(f) would not apply in this instance based on your agreement
with the following criteria as the officials with jurisdiction.

¢ The duration of the impact will be temporary, i.e., less than the time needed for
construction of the project; '

o There will be no change in the ownership of the land;

e The scope of the work will be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the
changes to the Section 4(f) resource are minimal;

« There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts; and

e The land being used will be fully restored, i.e., the resource will be returned to a
condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project.
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Page Three

Please include this corrected information in your review of our October 23, 2009
letter and attachments. Thank you for allowing us to correct our error. Please contact
Melissa Blair at 410-545-8560 or via email at mblair@sha.state.md.us with any questions
regarding this corrected information.

Very truly yours,

B

Tulie M. Schabhtsky
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

Attachment: August 18, 2009 letter to NPS
cc:  Ms. Jennifer Babiarz, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachment)
Mr, Mick Butler, Fort George G. Meade (w/Attachment}
Mr. lan Cavanaugh, Federal Highway Administration (w/Attachment)
Ms. Jennifer Goold, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachment)
Ms. Elizabeth Habic, SHA- EPLD (w/Attachment)
Ms. Kameel Hall, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachment)
Ms. Denise King, Federal Highway Administration (w/Attachment)
- Ms. Margaret O’Del], National Capital Region of the National Park Service
(w/Attachrent)
Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-—EPLD {w/Attachment)
Ms. Darian Schwab, Anne Arundel County, Office of Environmental & Cultural
Resources (w/Attachment)
Mr. Jim South, District of Columbia, Office of Property Management
{w/Attachment)
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Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibility and/or Effects

Project Number: AAS10M11 MHT Log No. 200904167
Project Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Arundel County

Letter Date: Qctober 23, 2009

‘The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced
letter and concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 5}:
[X] Concur
[] Do Not Concur

Effect {(as noted in the Effects Table [Attachment 5]}
[ 1]  No Properties Affected
[X] No Adverse Effect
[ 1 Conditicned upon the following action(s) {(see comments below)
[ ] Adverse Effect

Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the
referenced letter, if applicable):
[X] Agree

Agreement with FHWA’s de minimis impact finding (as detailed in the referenced
letter, if applicable):
[X] Agree

Comments:

MHT accepts the current Phase I Report as a final document for our library, Please
coordinate with MHT on any future ancillary actions or modifications proposed
outside of the APE reviewed to date.

By: 017 Cols i1]4/2 009

MD State Historic Preservation Office/ Date
Maryland Historical Trust

Return by U.S. Mail or Facsimile to:
Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, Assistant Division Chief, Environmental Planning Division,
MD State Highway Administration, P.O. Box 717, Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Telephone; 410-345-8870 and Facsimiie: 410-209-5046

Cc: Ms. Darian Schwab {Anne Arundel County Office of Planning and Zoning}
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
US ARMY INSTALLATION MANAGEMEMNT COMMAND
HEADGUARTERS, UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
2212 CHISHCLM AVENVE
FORT GEORGE G. MEADE, MARYLAND 20755-5080

Cffice of the Director of Public Works

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration
Environmental Planning Division
ATTN: Mr. Donald H. Sparklin

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Sparklin,

Fort Meade concurs with the SHA's determination that the propcsed Rt. 198 project will
have a de minimis impact on Fort Meade land adjacent {0 the ball fields. Please note that Fort
Meade's response to your request does not imply concurrence on the specifics of the proposed
alignment of the Rt. 188 project or imply approval for the use of Fort Meade land. Therefore,
your letter of 7 October 2009 is returned unsigned.

The process for obtaining approval for use of government owned land requires the
submittal of a written request to Director of Public Works, ATTN: Master Planning Division,
ATTN: Real Property, 2212 Chishelm Avenue, Fort George G. Meade, MD 20755-5115, The
request should include complete project details along with a property survey with metes and
bounds description (at no cost to the government).

My Point of Contact for further environmental information is Mr. Mick Butler, 301-677-9188
and Ms. Joyce Patenaude, 301-677-9180Q for real estate.

Enclosure /7”/»0"-#‘*{ p\@uﬁu 21

SHA Letter, 7 Oct 09 Tejbir Singh
Director, Public Works

Copy Furnished:
Directorate of Public Works, Environmental Management Division
Directorate of Public Werks, Master Planning Division
Staff Judge Advocate
Department of Interior, US Fish and Wildlife Service
US Army Gorps of Engineers, Baltimore District
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Patuxcnit Research Refuge
12190 Beech Forest Road, Sujte 138
Lanrel, Maryland 20708

AR 16 200

Mr. Donald Sparkiin, Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division
Maryland State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Streer

Baltimore, MD 21202

Re: MO 19 (Fort Meade Road) from MD 295 1o MD 32, Anne Arundel County, Marviand
Dear Mr. Donald 8perklin:

The 1S Fish & Wildlife Service (Service), Paluxent Research Refuge in cooperation with the
Chesapeake Bay Field Office, hag completed a review of the State Highway Administention request for
concwrrence that the proposed temporary impact t Patuxent Reseacch Refuge property is consistont with
the designated uge of the parking fof. C

The Service understands that of the three altemnatives retained for detsiled study only Altermnative 4
impacts the basebal] field parking lots. Alternative 4 also enhances the access by Bald Eagle drive by
providing a desigmated left turr fape. The Service has also advocated for a taffic light at the intersection
of Bald Eagle Drive and MT2 198, The proposed widening uf MD 198 would require approxXicnately 0.41
acres from the Fort Meade owned grave! parking lot adjacent to MDD 198, The remaining patking area
an Forr Meade land would be paved and stoped to create a formal paricing area, The Bald Engle Drive

patking area would then be improved to provide additiona) parking to compensate for spaces lost from
the widening. '

The Szrvice hag reviewed the State Highway Administration (SHA) letter dated Septetnber 17, 2009 and
* has coordinated our review with Fort Meade, the adjoining property cwoer. Based on Fort Meade’s
concurrence with the S1IA determination that the proposed MD 198 project will have a de minimis

impact on their land adjacent 1o the ball fields the Service concurs with the de mingmis [inding and offers
the foliowing recommendations,

1} The Service understands that the proposed mitigation for the impact to the Fort Meade gravel parking
lot would consist of improvaments o the Fort Meade parking lot end the Patuxent Research Refipe

owned parking lot along Bald Eagle Drive. The Service is sgaingt increasing the footprint of the parking
arzz along Bald Eagle.

B-141



B4/ 8672018 14:55 4375765 PATURENT MWWC

FasE  B376d

2) The Service recommends that SHA not create additional impervious surface arca in the new parking
lots. Please investigate the use of permeable surfacing techniques that will require minimal
sagtenance. This will support President Obama’s Executive Order nf On May 12, 2009, that
recognizes the Chesapeake Bay as a nationtal treasure and calls on the fedeml povernment to lead a
repewed, effort fo restore and protect the nation's jargest estuary and its watershed, On March 22, 20 10,
draft guidance was released for public comment, as required by the Chesapenke Bay Exerutive Order,
and provides federal land managers with 2 guide to implementing the best proven tools and practicss to
restare and protect the region’s waterways and the Bay.

3y Construction plans for this projest must be provided to the Panxent Research Refuge for approval.
The Setvice can provide for temporary access but recommends (hat the following language be added to
the construction plan notes fot this project:

2 Work is not b fnterfere with the notmial operation of the ball fields as 4 recrealjonal facility.

b. Hquipment, supplies, and temporary storage areas arc lo be mainmalned as not to interfere with
the day to day opesaticn of the North Tract cntrance way to thu Patuxent Research Refuge.

¢. Equipment, supplies, and temporary storage areas are to be centrelized, as agreed 1o in
advance with Refuge management, such that at the end of each canstruction day they are
located out of the way uf the recrestional public. '

d. The Service will grant this tempurary access only for construction activitias retated 1o the
mitigation of the ball fleld parking lots and for duration only as long a5 normal construction
practices for this scale of project require. _

e. The contractor must notify the Refuge of intent to mohitize 48 hous in advarice of moving
any equipment and supplies onts the site,

1 The contraster must notify the Refuge of imtent to demobilize 48 honrs in sdvance. The
Service resetves the right to retain the contractor unti] a] construction debris, and site
stahilization practices have been completad,

& Ifpossible, the Service would like certifioation that al] equipment and materials used in
canstruction are weed seed frae,

4) If for unseen cireumstancss the designated land use for the ball fields shoutd change before the
construction of the proposed roadway erlhancements, the Service recommends that SHA reevaluate the
proposed mitigation at the ball fietd site with the Refuge.

5) Duc to the prior land vsa of this ares as an active military base, any area within the copstruction zone
must be swept for the presence of unerploded ordinarce.

6) SHA alsg will be responsible for any cultural resvuree swreps to ensare there is no detrimental
impaet to archaeological resoureas,

Thank you for this opportunity to provide our recommendations on this project. Please contact me gl
301-497-5582 if you have any questions pr COIGEMS. '
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Sincerely,

B Fnndian.

Bred ¥anudsen
Refirge Manager
Patuxent Research Refuge

- Susan McMahon, Rafige Supervisor-Soulh, Fegion §, Hadley, MA

Mitch Keiler, Wildlife Biclogist, Chesapeake Bay Fivld Office
Leo Miranda, Field Supervisor, Chesapeske Bay Iield Office
Mick Butler, Environmental Manager, Fort George G. Meade ©
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
National Capital Parks-Ease
1900 Anacostia Dirive, 5.E,
Washington, D.C. 20020

IN REPLY REFTR TO: E'J".
r:j‘iu

May 17,2010 :5]
£

r.f:;

Ms. Kameel Hall ,,‘;:
Project Manager £
Maryland State Highways =
707 North Calvert Street, MS C-301 e
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 i

Dear Ms. Hall:

This is follow-up to our meeting of March 12, 2010 regarding the proposed de minimis
determination for impacts upon the historic Baltimore-Washington Parkway from the Maryland
Route 198 Highway Improvements proposal. While the National Park Service (NPS) lands
proposed for use in the new ramp alignment may be minimal, we continue to have concerns
regarding other associated project impacts. '

The following describes the concerns we shared with you during our meeting and constitute
elements we ask to have resolved prior to agreeing to a de minimis determination for the project.

e Stormwater management: Although currently not planned for NPS property, we understand
that existing, non-park tree cover that serves as critical screening in this part of the historic
Parkway viewshed, could be removed for a stormwater management system. We ask to be
consulted in the stormwater management planning to ensure the resulting construction and
access does not exacerbate existing viewsheds from the Parkway. We encourage the project
to include a "pro-active” design for an aesthetic, "green" stormwater facility, not simply a
"generic” stormwater pond approach.

s The NPS must be consulted in all design discussions involving MD Route 198 bridge
modifications. This bridge 1s an historic resource to the Parkway and thus there are certain
design and aesthetic criteria that must be enforced so the project does not adversely impact
the visual and aesthetic integrity of the resource. |

¢ Your agency shall apply to our National Capital Region Right-of-Way Permit Office for the
installation and operation of the traffic signals proposed for NPS property. Placement and
design of such facilities may also be critical to protecting the Parkway’s scenic viewshed.

e The NPS should be consulted in all landscaping plans and design invelving MD Route 198

bridge modifications. This would include both NPS and non-NPS properties that may require
landscaping to mitigate viewshed, aesthetic and/or environmental impacts of the Maryland
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Route 198 Highway Improvements project on the Parkway. We encourage the use of locally
native species in landscaping.

We appreciate your attention in this matter and look forward to hearing from you so that we can
resolve these concerns. You may contact me or Stephen Syphax at 202-690-5160 with any
questions or follow-up.

Ce: Ms. Elizabeth Habic

Environmental Planning Division
Maryland State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street, Mail Stop C-301
Baitimore MD 21202
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Maryland Depariment of Transportation

Manin &’ Malley, Governor
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor

Beverley K. Swaim-Staley, Secretary
Neil J. Pedersen, Administrator

March 16, 2011

Re:  Project No. AAS10M11
MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, MD
USGS Laurel 7.5' Quadrangle

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little;

Introduction and Project Description

This letter serves to inform the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) of changes to
Project No. AAS10MI11. The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) continues
to find that there will be no adverse effect to historic properties by the proposed project
MD 198 from MD 285 to MD 32,

In letter dated October 23, 2009, SHA recommended that the project would have
no adverse effect on historic properties. MHT concurred with this finding on November
4,2009. Subsequently, several land use changes have been requested through the Anne
Arundel County planning process. A traffic sensitivity analysis was completed to
determine the effect of these land use changes and concluded that additional capacity will
be required through the project area. As a result, SHA proposes to drop from
consideration one mainline alternative and one interchange option. With the increased
traffic volumes, Alternative 4 will no longer provide improved traffic operations a]ong
the corridor and Interchange Option B will not operate at an acceptable level of service,

- thus no longer meeting the purpose and need for the project. :

SHA has developed Alternative 4 Modified to meet the project purpose and need
to improve safety and traffic operations under the increased traffic forecast. Alternative
4A is much the same as Alternate 4 with the addition of an approximately 0.5 mile
eastbound auxiliary lane between the Baltimore- Washington Parkway egress ramp
{outside the historic boundary) to the second access point for the Arundel Gateway

My telephone numberftoll-free number is
Marvland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1800,735.2258 Statewide toll free

-146
Street address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baliimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone 410.545.0300 -~ www.marylandroads.com




Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
Page Two

development. In addition, three signals have been added (MD 198 at Arundel Gateway
27 Access, MD 198 at Waters Road, MD 198 at Bald Eagle Drive) to consolidate access
points along the corridor. Environmental Site Design (ESD) plans have been further
developed resulting in revisions to the limits of disturbance. A preliminary landscape
plan for the intersection of MD 198 and I-295 is provided.

Project plans are included as Attachment 1.

Funding
Federal funds are anticipated for this project.

Area of Potential Effects

In determining the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this project, SHA
considered direct and indirect impacts to historic properties. In order to consider the area
or areas within which the project may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the
character of use of historic properties, the APE was defined in the October 23, 2009
correspondence to encompass the worst case Limits of Disturbance (LOD) for the project
and extend 250 feet from the outermost edge of the LOD as indicated on the attached
SHA quadrangle maps for Laurel. The new LOD remains well within the established
APE. The archeological survey area is defined as the worst case limits of disturbance of
the contbined alternatives.

Identification Methods and Results

Potentially significant architectural and archeological resources were both
researched as part of the historic investigation instigated by the proposed roadway and
intersection improvements.

Architecture: SHA Architectural Historian Jennifer Goold consuited the SHA-GIS
Cultural Resources Database, project plans, the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), and made a field visit on February 17, 2011.

Because the revised LOD remains within the APE established in 2009, the APE
for this project remains unchanged. Historic Structures Eligibility was previously
coordinated with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) by letters dated October 16, 2007
and October 23, 2009. MHT concurred on December 4, 2007 and November 4, 2009 that
NRHP listed and eligible properties within the APE consist of the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway (AA-5/PG: 69-26) and the D.C, — Forest Haven District (AA-2364).
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Mr. I. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
Page Three

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway is a 1,353 acre linear resource. The federal
portion of the property is coterminous with its historic right-of-way boundary that
extends from the eastern border of the District of Columbia through Prince Georges and
Anne Arundel countjes. The irregular right-of-way is 400 to 800 feet wide and contains a
dual lane roadway, a variable-width median, a flanking buffer of natural forest and
cultivated native landscapmg, scores of culverts, and twenty-two bridges. The parkway
has state and local significance in the areas of transportation and landscape architecture
under criteria A and C. Its character-defining features consist of the “*high-speed’
elements of modem freeway design” coupled with “natural topography and vegetation for
scenic purposes.”

Previously Coordingted Improvements: Improvements to the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway coordinated with MHT in 2009 consisted of:

s Slight widening of the egress ramp from southbound Baltimore-Washington
Parkway to MD 198 to accommodate a free-flowing right turm onto MDD 198 and
an additional left turn lane onto MD 198.

» Construction of sidewalks/ bikeways across the existing bridge to provide a travel
route for pedestrians and bikers across the bridge and along MD 198.

Although no right-of-way would be acquired from the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway, these plans included 0.38 acre of additional pavement and required
approximately 4.7 acres of temporary easement for construction from the NPS property.

Revised Improvements: Revised improvements at this intersection will additionally
impact three components of the Parkway: 1) one additional on-ramp from MD 285 to MD
198 within the historic boundary; 2} Environmental Site Design (ESD), Stormwater
Management (SWM); and 3) landscaping within and adjacent to the historic boundary.
These revised plans that address components no. 1 and 2 constitute an additional 0.5 acre
of permanent alterations and require an additional 1.3 acres in temporary construction
easements within the NPS boundary (Attachment 1). The proposed landscaping as
shown in the concept plans (Attachment 2) would constitute approximately 2.25 acres of
additional permanent alterations within the NPS boundary and would require a temporary
construction easement of the same size.

1) The existing on ramp from MD 198 westbound to southbound MD 295 will be
widened to two lanes, merging back to the existing single lane over the length
of approximately 400 feet to provide needed capacity for two left tum lanes at
this location. Egress ramps were designed “as a landscaped graduation to the
roadway” and to meet the needs of traffic capacity. The profile of the existing
off ramp will be replicated in the reconstruction. Roadside features such as
signage and guardrail will be retained and reinstalled, or replaced in-kind.
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
Page Four

The landscape in this area currently consists of grass. The character defining
features of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will not be adversely impacted
by a small increase in the typical road section in this location.

2) Environmental Site Design (ESD) and Stormwater Management (SWM)
features will be located within and adjacent to the parkway’s historic
boundary. Location of these features within the historic boundary has been
minimized as greatly as possible. Completion of this work will neeessitate
removal of some existing vegetation, which consists primarily of scrub trees,
vines, and invasive plant materials in this location.

3) In order to preserve the character defining features of the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway as a modem highway running through a native and
Jlandscaped woodland setting, additional landscaping will be provided at the
intersection of MDD 198 and MD 295. Landscaping goals will be to maintain
the overall quantity of vegetation at this intersection including screening of
adjacent commercial development from the parkway mainline. Furthermore,
the landscape plan will seek to create a healthy plant ecosystem with a focus
on native plants. Final Jandscape plans will be coordinated with MHT and
NPS when complete.

Conditioned on implementation of the landscaping plan, the proposed project will
not adversely impact the Baltimore-Washington Parkway because the character defining
features of the parkway as a modern highway within a landscaped setting will remain
intact.

Project plans at the D. C Children’s Center — Forest Haven District continue to
consist of reconfiguring the property’s entrance from MD 198. As coordinated in 2009,
the entrance is not located with the property’s historic boundary. The proposed project
will not impact NRHP eligible portions of D.C Children’s Center — Forest Haven District.

In conclusion, SHA continues to find that, conditioned upon implementation of
the landscaping plan, the proposed roadway and intersection improvement project at MD
198 between MD 295 and MD 32 will have no adverse impacts on historic standing
structures. No additional architectural investigations are recommended.

This project has been coordinated with the National Park Service (NPS) via letters
dated June 25, 2009 and August 17, 2009. On May 17, 2010, NPS requested additional
information that is not available at this stage of the planning process. SHA is providing
current project information to the NPS in a separate letter concurrent with this letter.
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Upon your agreement that there will be no adverse impacts to the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway conditioned upon implementation of the landscape plan, SHA
intends to request that the Federal Highway Administration make a de minimis impact
finding for the minor Section 4(f) use of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, including
0.5 acre of additional pavement, 0.4 acre of environmental site design and stormwater
managenient facilities, and 2.25 acres of landscaping.

In addition, the necessary construction will require approximately 6 acres of
temporary construction easement. Given that this impact would occur by temporary
occupancy only, the requirements of Section 4(f) would not apply in this instance based
on your agreement, as the officials with jurisdiction, with the following criteria.

e The duration of the impact will be temporary, 1.e., less than the time needed for
construction of the project;

e There will be no change in the ownership of the Jand;

e The scope of the work will be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the
changes to the Section 4(f) resource are minimal;

e There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts; and

¢ The land being used will be fully restored, i.e., the resource will be returned to a
condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project.

Archeology: SHA Archeologist Carol A. Ebright assessed the archeological potential of
the worst case LOD of the new MD 198 Alternative 4 Modified and ESD facilities,
through consultation of the SHA-GIS Cultural Resources Database, aerial photographs,
historic and environmental maps, Preliminary Investigation plans, prior survey reports
and file data, and a field visit conducted on February 23, 2011,

Numerous prior surveys have been conducted in or immediately adjacent to
portions of the MDD 198 project corridor including Phase [ surveys by Conrad (1975),
Curry (1978, 1985), Cunningham and Gardner (1979), Epperson (1980), Wesler et al.
(1981), Decicco (1987), Collier et al. (1990), Rutherford and Petraglia (1990), Hopkins et
al. (1992), Barse and Scheerer (2000), and Child et al. (2009). The 2009 Child et al.
survey conducted for SHA was designed to examine high potential portions of earlier
alignments of the MD 198 project that had not been previously surveyed. The survey
found no non-modern artifacts and recorded no archeological sites. MHT concurred with
SHA's recommendation that no further archeological work was required for the MD 198
alignments on November 4, 2009.

The current Alternative 4 Modified and ESD facilities are largely contained
within the LOD used for the Child et al. (2009) Phase I survey, or have been heavily
disturbed by prior construction or development at the Baltimore-Washington Parkway
Interchange and at Gateway Boulevard. Two previously unsurveyed areas with
potentially intact terrain were examined further. One undisturbed area with new
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SWM/ESD facilities, located between Professional Auto Dealing and CPC Computer
Cabling Corp., is characterized by poorly drained Fallsington sandy loam. The other area
involves the realignment of a short section of Waters Road and includes new SWM/ESD
facilities. This area includes poorly drained Zekiah and Issue soils, and an area mapped
as moderately well-drained Downer-Hammonton soils; however, the field visit showed
the entire area to be poorly drained, and to have a hummocky surface suggestive of prior
earth moving.

The proposed new work will occur in previously disturbed or poorly drained
terrain and is unlikely to impact any intact, significant archeological resources. No further
archeological work is recommended for Alternative 4 Modified.

Review Request

Please examine the attached map, plans, and Effects Table (Attachment 5). We
request your concurrence by April 18, 2011 that there would be no that there would be no
adverse effects on historic properties for Project AASTIOM11 at MD 198 from MD 295 to
MD 32. By carbon copy, we invite the Anne Arundel County Office of Environmental
and Cultural resources and the National Park Service to provide comments and
participate in the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the requirements of the implementing
regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800, SHA seeks their assistance in identifying historic
preservation issues as they relate to this specific project (see 36 CFR §800.2(c)(3) and
(5), and §800.3(f) for information regarding the identification and participation of
consulting parties, and §800.4, and §800.5 regarding the identification of historic
properties and assessment of effects). For additional information regarding the Section
106 regulations, see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s website,
www.achp.gov, or contact the Maryland State Highway Administration or the Maryland
Historical Trust. If no response is received by April 18, 2011, we will assume that these
offices decline to participate. Please call Jennifer Goold at 410-545-2899 (or via email at
jgoold@sha.state.md.us) with questions regarding standing structures for this project.
Carol Ebright may be reached at 410-545-2889 (or via email at
cebright@sha.state.md.us) with concerns regarding archeology.

Very truly yours,
Julie M. Schablitsky

Asstistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division
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Attachments: 1) Project Plans

cel

2) Preliminary landscape plans

3) Previously coordinated APE map
4) Photographs

5) Effects Table

Ms. Karen Amold, SHA- EPLD (w/Attachments)

Ms, Carol Ebright, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)

Ms. Jennifer Goold, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)

Ms. Kameel Hall, SHA-EPLD

Mr. David Hayes, National Capital Region of the National Park Service
(w/Attachments)

Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-EPLD

Ms. Darian Schwab, Anne Arunde]l County, Office of Environmental & Cultural
Resources, {w/Attachments)
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Effects Yable

March 15,2011

Aftachment 5
Project Name: MD 198 {rom MD 295 to MD 32
Alternative 4 Modified _

Resource Type | SHA SHPO SHPO Attachment | Remarks

NR Det. | Opinion Tmpact Concur P
Baltimaore- HD NER NE No Adverse | Reguested ;
Washington 342001 m
Parkway[AA :
-S/PG: 69-26)
D.C-Farest HD NR NR Nong Requested :
Haven A1) 3]
Dstrict (AA-
2364)
Effect NAE
Codes:

Resource Types: § (Structure), A (Archeological Site), HI (Historic District), NHL (National Historic Landmark)
NR. Determination: ND (ot Detenmined), X (INot Eligible), NR (Eligible), NRL (Listed), NHL (Landmark)
SHPO Opinion: (B) designates opin‘on reparding boundary, Code following date signifies SEPQ opinion

Impact: None, No Adverse, Adverse
Effect: NPA (No Properties Affectad), NAE (INo Adverse Effect), AE {Adverse Effect)
Bold rows indicate review acton requested
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Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibility and/or Effects

Project Number:  AAS10MI] MHT Log No. 201101164
Project Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Arundel County

Letter Date; March 16, 2011, Rec’d March 24,2011

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced
letter and concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment N/AD:
[1] Concur
[} Do Not Concur

Effect (as noted in the Effects Tabje [Attachment 5)):
[1] No Properties Affected
[ I No Adverse Effect
X Cenditioned upon the following action(s) (see comments below)
[] Adverse Effect

Agreement with FHWA s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use {as detailed in the
referenced letter, if applicable):
Agree

Agreement with FHWA’s de minimus impact finding (as detailed in the referenced
letter, if applicable):
Agree

Comments:

AS_MoreD o PAGE Y, THE Ao abvEesE EFFEcT Faindide 15

LONDINONED ON IMPLEMEATITION OF THE LANDSCAPING PLAN .

By: @7% CQ’(A— 5'[// v /;2#9 V4

MD "St‘?:{te Historic Preservation Office/ Date
Maryland Historieal Trust

Return by U.8. Mail or Facsimile 1o:
Or. Julic M, Schablitsky, Assistant Division Chief, Environmenial Planning Division,
MD Siate [ighway Administeation, P.O. Box 71 7, Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Telephone: 416-545.8870 and Facsimile: 410-209-5004

CC. Dﬂ Ve /L/ﬂ/e_( NFs N
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SHA

Beverley K. Swaim-Staley, Secretary
Meil J. Pedersen, Administrator

Martin C*Malley, Governor State
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor
Administration

Maryland Department of Transportation

March 16, 2011

Re: Contract No. SPO72A43
MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, MD

Mr. David Hayes

Regional Transportation Liaison

National Capital Region of the National Park Service
1100 Ohio Drive, SW

Washington, DC 20242

Dear: Mr. Hayes:

Introduction and Project Description

This letter serves to provide the National Pa.rk Service (NPS) with additional information
regarding the Maryland State Highway Administration’s (SHA) proposed Contract No.
SPO72A43 (MD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32) in Anne Arunde! County, because this
project includes impacts to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Mr. David Hayes from NPS
attended a preliminary site meeting held on site December 18, 2008. SHA provided preliminary
project plans to NPS on June 25, 2009. In a letter to the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) dated
October 23, 2009, SHA recommended that the project would have no adverse effect on historic
properties. MHT concurred with this finding on November 4, 2009. Mr. George Liffert from
NPS attended an additional site meeting held on March 12, 2010 and provided preliminary
written comments on May 17, 2011. SHA is now providing modified plans that address revised
traffic studies, environmental site design (ESD) and stormwater management (SWM) features,
and preliminary landscape plans for the intersection of MD 198 and MD 295 (the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway).

As detailed in previous correspondence, the purpose of the project is to improve the
existing capacity and traffic operations, and increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD
198, while supporting existing and planned development in the area. As a result of the 2005
BRAC process, Fort Meade and the surrounding area are expected to experience considerable
growth. By 2010, approximately 5,300 additional new on-base jobs are expected to be relocated
to Fort Meade, along with 7,500 new jobs at NSA. As many as 20,000 or more private sector
_]ObS are also anticipated, pnmanly in the defense and support industries. In addition to an
increase in jobs, the study area is expected to see substantial increases in population, housing,
commercial activity, and vehicular traffic as a result of BRAC. This project will address
projected operational and safety deficiencies resulting from the expected growth.

My telephone numberftoll-free nnmber is
Maryland Reiay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech; 1800.735,2258 Stalewide toll free
B-155
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Mr. David Hayes
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Page 2

Previously coordinated improvements to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway consisted of
the slight widening of the egress ramp from southbound Baltimore-Washington Parkway to MD
198 and the construction of sidewalks/ bikeways across the MDD 198 Bridge. The construction of
the interchange resulted in 0.34 acres of permanent alterations and required 4.68 acres of
temporary construction easement from the NPS property.

Subsequently, several land use changes have been requested through the Anne Arundel
County planning process. A traffic sensitivity analysis was completed to determine the affect of
these land use changes and concluded that additional capacity will be required through the
project area. As a result, SHA has developed Alternative 4 Modified to meet the project purpose
and need to improve safety and traffic operations under the increased traffic forecast.

Alternative 4A is much the same as Alternate 4 with the addition of an approximately 0.5 mile
eastbound auxiliary lane between the Baltimore-Washington Parkway egress ramp (outside the
historic boundary) to the second access pomnt for the Arundel Gateway development. In addition,
three signals have been added (MD 198 at Arundel Gateway 2™ Access, MD 198 at Waters
Road, MDD 198 at Bald Eagle Drive) to consolidate access points along the corridor {also outside
the historic boundary). Environmental Site Design (ESD) plans have been further developed
resulting in revisions to the limits of disturbance within the NPS boundary (Attachment 1}. A
preliminary landscape plan for the mtersection of MD 198 and I-295 is also provided
{(Attachment 2). Site photographs are included in Attachment 3.

Funding
Federal funds are anticipated for this project.

Historic Resources Impacts

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway is a 1,353 acre linear resource. The federal portion
of the property is coterminous with its historic right-of-way boundary that extends from the
eastern border of the District of Columbia through Prince Georges and Anne Arundel counties.
The irregular right-of-way is 400 to 800 feet wide and contains a dual lane roadway, a variable-
width median, a flanking buffer of natural forest and cultivated native landscaping, scores of
culverts, and twenty-two bridges. The parkway has state and local significance in the areas of
transportation and landscape architecture under criteria A and C. Its character-defining features
consist of the ““high-speed’ elements of modem freeway design” coupled with “natural
topography and vegetation for scenic purposes.”

Revised improvements at this intersection will additionally impact three components of
the Parkway: 1) one additional on-ramp from MD 295 to MD 198 within the historic boundary;
2) Environmental Site Design (ESD) and Stormwater Management (SWM); and 3) landscaping
within and adjacent to the historic boundary. The revised plans that address components 1 and 2
constitute an additional 0.5 acre of permanent alterations and require an additional 1.3 acres in
temporary construction easements within the NPS boundary. The proposed landscaping as
shown in the concept plans would constitute approximately 2.25 acres of additional permanent
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alterations within the NPS boundary and would require a temporary construction easement of the

same size.

1)

2)

3)

The existing on ramp from MD 198 westbound to southbound MD 295 will be
widened to two lanes, merging back to the existing single lane over the length of
approximately 400 feet to provide needed capacity for two left turn lanes at this
location. Egress ramps were designed “as a landscaped graduation to the roadway”
and to meet the needs of traffic capacity. The profile of the existing off ramp will be
replicated in the reconstruction. Roadside features such as signage and guardrail will
be retained and reinstalled, or replaced in-kind. The landscape in this area currently
consists of grass. The character defining features of the Baltimore-Washington

“Parkway will not be adversely impacted by a small increase in the typical road section

in this location.

Environmental Site Desigu (ESD) and Stormwater Management (SWM) features will
be located within and adjacent to the parkway’s historic boundary. Location of these
features within the historic boundary has been minimized as greatly as possible.
Completion of this work will necessitate removal of some existing vegetation, which
consists primarily of scrub trees, vines, and invasive plant materials in this Jocation.

In order to preserve the character defining features of the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway as a modern highway running through a native and landscaped woodland
setting, additional landscaping will be provided at the intersection of MD 198 and
MD 295. Landscaping goals will be to maintain the overall quantity of vegetation at
this intersection including screening of adjacent commercial development from the
parkway mainline. Furthermore, the landscape plan will seek to create a healthy plant
ecosystem with a focus on native plants. Final landscape plans will be coordinated
with MHT and NPS when complete.

SHA finds that the proposed plans for MD 198 at MD 295 do not adversely impact the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Continuing NPS participation in review of the plans and
proposed landscaping will be sought as they are prepared.,

Review Request

SHA initiated Section 106 Consultation for this project with a letter to the Maryland
Historical Trust (MHT) on October 16, 2007. By carbon copy, SHA invited NPS to be a
consulting party in the Section 106 process. We continue to seek NPS comments on impacts to
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway as a part of this consultation.

Please examine the attached project plans and provide your comments by April 10, 2011.
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Please contact the project manager, Ms. Kameel Hall at 410-545-8542 (or via email at
khalll@sha.state.md.us) or Karen Arnold at 410-545- 8510 (or via email at
karmold{@sha.state.md.us) with questions regarding this project.

Very truly yours,

Ganif fotre

Julie M. Schahlitsky
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

Attachments: 1) Project Plans
2) Preliminary Landscape Plans
3) Photographs

ce: Ms. Jennifer Goold, Architectural Historian, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Kameel Hall, Project Manager, SHA-EPLD
Mr. Alex Romero, Superintendent, National Capital Park-East, NPS (w/Attachments)
Ms. Denise King, Environmental Protection Specialist DelMar Division, FHWA

(w/Attachments)

Mr. Joseph Kresslein, Assistant Division ChJef SHA-EPLD
Mr. J. Rodney Little, Director, Division of Historical and Cultural Programs, MHT
Ms. Karen Arnold, Environmental Manager, SHA-EPLD
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
National Capital Region
1100 Qhio Drive, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20242

TN REPLY REFER TO:

Maryland State Highway Administration

Attn: Ms. Julie M. Schablitsky,

Assistant Division Chief, Environmental Planning Divisicn
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

7 April, 2011
Dear Ms Schablitsky,

First [ want to thank you for the continued consultation with the National Park Service in regards
to the “MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32 Highway Project”.

The National Park Service concurs with your assessments of the additional impacts to NPS lands
within the historic boundary and adjacent to the historic boundary. The impacts identified
include: 1) one additional on-ramp from MD 295 to MD 198 within the historic boundary; 2)
Environmental Site Design (ESD) and Stormwater Management (SWM), and; 3) landscaping
within and adjacent to the historic boundary. Components 1 and 2 constitute an additional 0.5
acres ol permanent alterations and require an additional 1.3 acres in temporary construction
easemerts within the NPS boundary. Component 3 would constitute approximately 2.25 acres of
additional permanent alterations within the NPS boundary and would require a temporary
construction easement of the same size. The three components would constitute a total of 2.75
acres of permanent impacts to NPS lands and 3.55 acres of temporary construction easements
during the life of the proposed project. Under NPS definitions this would constitute an adverse
impact, but since NPS is a cooperating agency and not the lead compliance agency, we accept
the definitions used by Maryland State Highway Administration and concur with your
determination.

NPS concurs with your determination for component 1 that the “character defining features of
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway would not be adversely impacted by a small increase in the
typical road section in this location™. We would add that we are concerned about cumulative
impacts — especially if any additional road or non-pervious surfaces are added to the overall
design. We also stress that cumulative impacts be addressed in any future NEPA and Section
106/4f environmental documentation.

NPS concurs with your determination for component 2 that “ESD and SWM have been
minimized as greatly as possible,” but NPS asks that any vegetation removed would be replaced

1
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on a 1:1 ratio using native species and submitted to NPS and MHT for approval in a landscape
plan. Component 3 should be addressed in a similar approach through NPS and MHT approval.

If you have any questions, or would like to schedule a site visit please give me a call at
202.619.7277 or email me at david_hayes@nps.gov, | look forward to future presentations and
opportunities to work together on Maryland State Highway projects.

Sincerely,

David Hayes

Regional Planner and Transportation Liaison
National Capital Region, National Park Service

1100 Ohio Drive Southwest
Washington, DC 20242

ce:
NACE/Superintendent
NCR/LRP/files
NCR/LRP/Hayes

C:\Documents and Settings\dhayes'\My Documents\SHA-MDW D 198\Correspondence'concurrence lir april2011
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SHA | | @ MD 198
= @ Project Planning Study [198

POR-OECT NEWS LEDTTER "« FALL 220907

SHA Launches MD 198 Project Planning Study

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a project =
planning study to investigate transportation improvements to m e d
MD 198 from west of MD 295 at Russett Green East to MD 32 32 395 A
in Anne Arundel County, Maryland.

The study will focus on how best to ease growing congestion
on the existing roadway network, while considering the needs
of local communities and minimizing the project’s impacts as f
much as possible.

PROJECT

WHAT: Informational Open House to enable the| || twrs T
public to learn more about the study. g —y

WHEN: WHERE:

PROJECT

198 "'". LIMITS

¥/
Wednesday, Meade High School Y. ' N\IR
November 7, 2007 1100 Clark Rd S

32
CRUVLR CRERVVL B Fort Meade, MD 20755 | Fyp 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

Project Area Map
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MARYLAND

198

PROJECT PLANNING STUDY

The Maryland State Highway Administration
(SHA) has initiated a project planning study
to evaluate ways to improve travel and
safety along MD 198 (Ft. Meade Road) from
MD 295 to MD 32.

MD 198 (Ft. Meade Road)
from MD 295 to MD 32

The purpose of the workshop is to familiarize
interested citizens with the project planning
process, the project purpose and need,
potential environmental impacts, and
preliminary alternatives. Your input on
current problems in the study area, the
project’s purpose and need, and the potential
range of alternatives and improvements will
help contribute to the project’s success.

SHA team members will be available to
answer your project-related questions and
concerns during the workshop, which will be
conducted in an Open House format.

There will be no formal presentation. B-

d&r impaired hearing and speech can g

YOUR INVOLVEMENT IS IMPORTANT-

PLEASE PLAN TO ATTEND!

WHAT: Alternates Public Workshop
WHERE: Maryland City Elementary School
3359 Crumpton South

Laurel, MD 20724
WHEN: Tuesday, June 24, 2008

5:00 p.m. —-8:00 p.m.

For additional information, contact

Ms. Danielle Edmonds, SHA Assistant Project
Manager, toll-free at 1-800-548-5026,

by email at dedmonds@sha.state.md.us

or go to the project website at

www.marylandroads.com. Please contact

Ms. Edmonds by June 17 if you will need
special assistance to participate in the
meeting. The Maryland Relay Service

reached at 1-800-735-2258.




MARYLAND I MD 198 (Ft. Meade Road)

1 98 from MD 295 to MD 32
Project Planning Study

ALTERNATES PUBLIC WORKSHOP
June 24, 2008

Workshop Topics

Project Purpose and Need
Community Considerations
Environmental Features

Typical Sections

Preliminary Alternatives

*If you didn’t complete the survey in the
Fall 2007 Project Newsletter, be sure to do

so at the workshop. Your input is needed!

SHA

SieHTighway

707 N. Calvert Street
MS C-301
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

TO:

B-166
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MD 198 Project Planning Study
November 2007 Public Workshop Summary of Comments

Number of Number of

Issues of Concern Issues of Concern
Response(s) Response(s)
Bike/Ped. Consideration 28 School Safety 4
Congestion on 1-295 26 Signage concerns 3
MD 32 Interchange 20 Truck Traffic 3
Access to Russett/Wal-Mart 19 Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) 3
Law Enforcement 19 New road 3
MD 198/ 1-295 Interchange 19 Eliminate traffic lights 3
development/overdevelopment concerns 16 Lower speed limit 2
Public transportation 15 Property values 2
Expand study area west toward Rt.1 13 Lighting 2
traffic light timing 12 flooding 2
Environmental Concerns 12 Gate expansion 1
Slots Impact 7 Add traffic lights 1
Road Debris 5 Public safety response times 1
Driveway on MD 198 in project area 5 Parking lot at Ballfield 1
Expand MD 32 4
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MEMORANDLM:

FROM; Kamee! [Tall M
Project Manager

Praject Management Division
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering

DATE: December 9, 2009
SUBJECT: MD 198 Project Planming Study
Amne Arundel Countly
Project Number AASIOM 1]
RE: Welch’s Mobile Home Residents Mecting --Maryland City Volunteer Fire Department

I. Infroduction

A residents meetitg was held on Tuesday, Noveraber 17, 2009 at the Maryland City Volunteer
Firc Department, to discuss the MD 198 Project Planning Study, I'he following people were in

attendanca:
Maryland Siafe Highway Administration Staff
Kameel Flall SHA/PMIVOPPERE khalll{@sha.statc.md.us
Elizaheth Hahic SHA-EPLIYOFPPE chabic(@sha.state.md . us
Kenya Lucas SEA/PMINOTTE klucas@sha.statc.md.us
Victeria Lane SIIA/PI/OPPE vlanc{edsha,state.md.us
Michael Rothenheber MT mrothenheber@jmt.com
Welchs Mobile ITome Park Residents
Woody and Linda Merson Lot #l
Kenneth Helmer Lot #6
Meclissa Donald Lot#5
Allison Berry-Rhodes Lot #24
Ryan Sayer Lot #22
Alicia Herrera Tot 10
Carolin A. Paole ' Tot#4A

by wlophone mumber/loll free nomber is_
Muryland Reluy Service for Impufred Heoving or Speech: | £00:735 2253 Statewide Toll Free

Sereer Addvess: T0T Norlh Calvert Sumel - Baliimure, Mmyéanf%émz » Phone: 410-545-0300 - www.marylandroads.com
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Welch’s Mobile Home Park
Page Two

Ms. Victoria Lane (SHA) thanked those in attendance, Ms. Lane introduced the team to those
present and gave an introduction to why SHA was there and the process of public involvement for
this project.

II. Purpose of Meeting

The purpose of the mneeting was to present the MD 198 alternatives to the residents of Welch’s
Mobile Home Park. In addition, the purpose was to cover issues of access and property impacts
based on the proposed alternatives. Lastly the team would explain the project development
process, environmental document process, and the upcoming public hearing.

III. Project Background/Update

Ms. Kameel Hall (SHA-PMD) thanked those in attendance. Ms. Hall presented the project
overview and began discussing the project background. Ms. Hall explained the purpese and need,
traffic analysis, and safety data associated with the project.

Ms. Elizabeth Habic (SHA-EPLD) briefly discussed the environmentally sensitive areas along the
project corridor to include wetlands, forested areas and endangered species (both plant and

animal).

IV. Alternatives Discussion

Mr. Rothenheber (JMT) began discussion of the selected altematives in detail.

Mainline Alternative 1: No Build
- No construction will be done along the 2 — lane facility for widening. Maintenance
and spot improvements would be done.

Mainlineg Alternative 2: Transportation Systems Management (T5M)
- Combining access (traffic signals) at Welch’s Trailer Park and Gateway Boulevard.
- Minor ramp interchange improvements at MD 295 and MD 198

Mainline Alternative 4
- Alternative 4 provides for two lanes in both directions (eastbound and westbound)

divided by a grass median that varies throughout the corridor from 20-feet to six-feet.
On-road bicycle facilities are provided m both directions adjacent to the outside
travel lane. A five-foot grass buffer along the south side of the curb separates the on-
road bicycle from the shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path. This path extends from just
east of the bridge over MD 295 to the ball-fields located adjacent to Bald Eagle
Drive. East of Bald Eagle Drive, this becomnes a five-foot sidewalk to the eastern
limits of the project. There is also a five-foot grass buffer along the north side of the
curb that separates the on-road bicycle lane from the five-foot sidewalk. This
sidewalk extends from the western limits of the project arca to the businesses located
just east of the relocated Old Portland Road.
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Interchange Option A: Flyover
- This option maintains the existing configuration of the MD 198 / MD 32 interchange
however, a flyover ramp is introduced that provides for traffic from northbound
MD 32 to westbound MD 198, therefore completely separating this traffic from the
roundabouts. All other traffic through the interchange would operate as it does today.

Interchange Option B: Loop Ramp

- This option maintains the existing configuration for the MD 198 / MD 32 interchange
for the southern portion (the existing roundabout closest to Tipton Airport). However,
the northern portion (the ramps closest to Fort Meade) is reconfigured. The existing
roundabout is removed and replaced with a four-way intersection. All traffic from
northbound MD 32 that is destined for Fort Meade would utilize the ramp as they do
today. All traffic from northbound MD 32 that is destined for westbound MD 198
would utilize the proposed loop ramp. This configuration separates the traffic from
Fort Meade with the traffic destined towards Laurel.

Interchange Option C: Diamond Interchanee at Existing Bridee
- Existing bridge over MD 32 would be replaced with a wider span to accommodate
two left turn lanes in each direction across the bridge.
- This option reconfigures the existing MD 198 / MD 32 interchange from two
roundabouts to two signalized intersections

Interchange Option I); Two Bridges
- This option reconfigures all traffic movements through the area by creating a second
one-way crossing of MD 198. The existing MD 198 bridge over MD 32 would
become a one-way crossing towards Fort Meade. The ramp from MD 32 towards
Laurel would become a second crossing one-way crossing and two tun lanes would
be provided for right-turns to access Fort Meade. All other vehicles would have a
continuous flow towards Laurel.

Y. Community General Comments and Questions

¢  Kenneth Helmer (3285 Welchs Ct. - Lot 6)

- Provided a detailed schematic to Ms. Hall of traffic operational suggestions for the
arca. Schematic is attached. Ms. Hall explained that these suggestions were outside
of the scope of the planning study, but she would forward the suggestions to the
district office for veview.

- Was helpful in background history of the Mobile Home Park and the area in general.

- Mentioned that the MD 295 interchange is a traffic nightmare.

- Questioned if Tipton Airport Property (near MD 32) had been turned over to
MNCYPC. Ms Hall stated that she was not aware of any land transfers in the area.
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cc:

= Alicia Herrera (3285 Welehs Ct. — Lot 10)

- Issues with safety and the proximity of the limit of disturbance line to the mobile
home park once the project is constructed. Ms. Herrera wanted to ensure that there
would be significant spacing from the road to the actual mobile home park and the
proximity of the new road to the current playground on the mobile home park
property. Ms. Hall suggested that the project team may be able to add a privacy
Sfence or some type of additional buffer for the playground. This could be
investigated further in detailed design.

- Questions regarding what will happen to the school bus stop during and after
construction; would it be relocated, and if so, where? The project team would
coordinate with the school board and the location of the school bus stop
would be safe and accessible during and after construction.

- Will a signal be proposed at the entrance of the mobile home park due to increased
difficulty getting in and out? The project team explained that under the build
alternatives a traffic signal has been proposed at Welch’s Court. In addition to a
traffic signal, the build alternatives propose to relocate Old Portland Road across
Jfrom Welch's Court to create a four leg intersection.

- Potential increased noise from the road being closer. Will a noise wall be warranted?
The project team is in the process of evaluating noise levels for the project corridor.
This information will be available at the public hearing.

Other comments:
s  Concerns that widening MDD 198 will bring more traffic, noise, etc.,
through the area

»  Questions about displacement of barber shop which is heavily used by mobile
home residents
s  Participants agree that roadway improvements are needed

Schedule
Ms. Hall discussed the current schedule and that SHA will be conducting a Public Hearing in
spring 2010. Ms Hall explained that the public hearing will be the formal opportunity for the

public to comment on the alternatives. In addition there are three ways to make formal comment:
public testimony, private testimorny or in writing.

Location/Design Public Hearing Spring 2010
Location/Design Approval Spring 2011

Ms. Hall thanked everyone for coming and was available to answer any questions after the
meeting. The meeting was adjourned at 7pm.

Aftendees
File
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MEMORANDUM.:

TROM: Kameel Hall NAL/
Project Manager

Project Management Division
Cfilice ol Planning and Preliminary Engineening

TDATE: December 9, 2009
SUBIECT: MD 198 Project Planning Study
Aane Arundel County
Project Mumber AASTOM 11
RE: Local Busincss Owncrs Meeting  Maryland City Vohuteer Uire Department
1. Introduction
A local busincss owncers mecting was held on "lhursday, November 19, 2004 at the Maryland City

Yoluntcer Firc Department to discuss the MD 198 Project Planning Study. The [vllowing people
were in attendance:

Maryland State Highway Administration Staff

Kameel Hall SHA/PMIYOPPE khall 1 @sha siatc.md.us
Elizabeth Habic SHA-EPLD/OPPE chabic(@sha statc.md.ns
Kcenya Lucas SHA/PMD/OPIE lucas(@sha state.ind.us
Victoria [.ane SHA/PLI/OPPE vlanc@sha. state.md.us
Matt Snarc SHA/TF/OPPE msnare(@sha.slate ind.us
Susan Baver Districl 5 ROW shaucr(@sha.statc.md.us
Felicia Alexander SHA/PMTYOFPE falexander@sha.state.and.us
Jennifer Ray IMT jray@jmt.comn

Loea] Business and Property Owners

Kun Woo Roh - ROH Body Shop

Wendell Cavin - Remington’s of Laure] Bar
Mike Stahlnecker - MBC Technolopies
Sharon Bramble - 198 Barber Shop

Dave Kilpe — Casey’s Crah Company
Charles ‘Sandy” Wilkes — Property (Owner

My telephone munberftoll-free number is
Murylund Relay Seivice for Inpaived Hearing nr Speech. 1,800,723 2258 Statewida Toll Free

Streer Addvess: WT North Calvert Siret « Baltimore, Maryland 21202 « Phone: 410-545-0200 - www.merylandraads.com
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IL.

Allan Kwon — Laurel Auto Body

Danny Sauro — Tischer Auto

Robert Dipietro — Arundel Gateway Development
Jarrett Walker — OQurisman Honda

George Bryant — Bank Shot Bar and Grill

Ms. Victoria Lane (SHA) thanked those in attendance. Ms. Lane introduced the team to those

present and gave an introduction to why SHA was here and the process of public involvement for
this project.

Purpose of Mecting

‘The purpose of the meeting was to present the MD 198 altematives to the local business owners
along the MD 198 corridor. In addition, the purpose was to cover issues of access and property
impacts based on the proposed alternatives. Lastly the team would explain the project
development process, environmental document process, and the upcoming public hearing.

II1. Project Background/Update

Ms. Kameel Hall (SHA) thanked those in attendance. Ms. Hall presented the project overview
and began discussing the project background. Ms. Hall explained the purpose and need, traffic
analysis, and safety data associated with the project.

Mr. Matt Snare (SHA-Travel Forecasting) explained that the increased traffic projections through
design year 2030 contribute to a need to widen MD 198 to a 4-lane facility. Increase in the traffic
projections is based on approved landuse from developments in the area as well as the Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC).

Ms. Elizabeth Habic (SHA-EPLD) briefly discussed the environmentally sensitive areas along the
project corridor to include wetlands, forested areas and endangered species (both plant and
animal).

IV. Alternatives Discussion

Ms. Jennifer Ray (JMT) began discussion of the selected alternatives in detail.

Mainline Alternative 1. No Build
- No construction will be done along the 2 — lane facility for widening, Maintenance
and spot improvements would be done.

Mainline Alternative 2: Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
- Combining access (traffic signals) at Welch’s Trailer Park and Gateway Road.
- Minor ramp interchange work on MD 295 and MD 198
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Mainline Alternative 4

Alternative 4 provides for two lanes in both directions (eastbound and westbound)
divided by a grass median that varies throughout the corridor from 20-feet to six-feet.
On-road bicycle facilities are provided in both directions adjacent to the outside
travel lane. A five-foot grass buffer along the south side of the curb separates the on-
road bicycle land from the shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path. This path extends
from just east of the bridge over MD 295 to the ball-fields located adjacent to Bald
Eagle Drive. East of Bald Eagle Drive, this becomes a five-foot sidewalk to the
eastern limits of the project. There is also a five-foot grass buffer along the north
side of the curb that separates the on-road bicycle lane from the five-foot sidewalk.
This sidewalk extends from the western limits of the project area to the businesses
located just east of the relocated Old Portland Road.

Interchange Option A Flyover

This option maintains the existing configuration or the MD 198 / MD 32 interchange
however, a flyover ramp is introduced that allows traffic from northbound MD 32 to
westbound MD 198 to utilize, therefore completely separating this traffic from the
roundabouts. All other traffic through the interchange would operate as it does today.

Interchange Option B: Loop Ramp

This option maintains the existing configuration for the MD 198 / MD 32 interchange
for the southern portion (the existing roundabout closest to the Tipton Airport).
However, the northern portion (the ramps closest to Fort Meade) is reconfigured. The
existing roundabout is removed and replaced with a four-way intersection. All traffic
from northbound MD 32 that is destined for Fort Meade would utilize the ramp as
they do today. All traffic from northbound MD 32 that is destined for westbound MD
198 would utilize the proposed loop ramp. This configuration separates the traffic
from Fort Meade with that traffic destined towards Laurel.

Interchange Option C: Diamond Interchange at Existing Bridee

Existing bridge would be replaced with a wider span to accommodate two left turn
lanes in each direction over the bridge.

This option reconfigures the existing MD 198 / MD 32 interchange from two
roundabouts to two signalized intersections

Interchange Option D: Two Bridges

This option reconfigures all tratfic movements through the area by creating a second
one-way crossing of MD 198. The existing MD 198 bridge over MD 32 would
become a one-way crossing towards Fort Meade. The ramp from MD 32 towards
Laurel would become a second crossing one-way crossing and two turn lanes would
be provided for right-turns to access Fort Meade. All other vehicles would have a
continuous flow towards Laurel,

Ms. Susan Bauer (SHA — Dist. 5) explained the right-of-way (ROW) acquisition process. However,
the project is currently only funded for project planning. Final design, ROW acquisition, and
construction phases are not funded at this time.
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Y. Business Owner Comments and Questions

Sharon Bramble (198 Barber Shop)

How much time do I have? Is it a full take or partial? The project team explained
that the timing can vary however, Ms Bramble will have significant time to negotiate.
Once the project is funded for detailed design and ROW acquisition the project team
and District ROW office wiil begin discussions with property owners. Construction
can not begin until ROW acquisition has been resolved. Currently the project is only
Sunded for project planning. The current build alternatives show a full take of the
structure on the property.

George Bryant (Bank Shot Bar and Grill)

How many parking spots will be eliminated from Bank Shot bar and Grill by the
widening and will replacement parking be provided? The final design stage of the
engineering process will give a more accurate assessment of the number of parking
spaces needed to accomplish the widening.

When will construction happen? Funding has to be provided for the remaining
phases in the highway development process. Currently no funding has been
allocated for final design, ROW acquisition and construction.

Dave Kilpe — Casey’s Crab Company

Can we get signing along MD 198 to inform commuters of businesses on the north
side the road because the median would eliminates direct access to the businesses)?
The district office will be able to further analyze the request as the project moves
Sfurther in the highway development process.

Charles ‘Sandy” Wilkes — Property Owner

Can there be an extension of the Service Road to the east in front of the CPC
Computing Office Building to accommodate future development in the lots behind
the office building? Access for the other parcels in this area will have to be
coordinated with Anne Arundel County and the SHA Access Permits Division. As
additional development comes along the corridor the design of the alternatives
maybe refined to accommodate this development.

QOther comments and questions;

Is public water and sewer going to be provided because of the MD 198 project?
Anne Arundel County is responsible for providing water and sewer to the area and
not SHA.

Can a stub out from the CPC Computing Office Building begin immediately for
current service vehicle access issues? At this time, SHA will not be doing any
construction. For access issues the developer can work with Anne Arundel County
and the SHA Access Permits Division.
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- Ownership and maintenance of the service roads? The project team will discuss
roadway ownership with the County once the project moves further in the highway
development process,
VI.Schedule

cel

Ms. Hall discussed the current schedule and that SHA will be conducting a Public Hearing in
spring 2010. Ms Hall explained that the public hearing will be the formal opportunity for the
public to comment on the alternatives. In addition there are three ways to make formal comment:
public testimony, private testimony or in writing.

Location/Design Public Hearing Spring 2010
Location/Design Approval Spring 2011

Ms. Hall thanked everyone for coming and was available to answer any questions after the
meeting. The meeting was adjourned at 8pm.,

Attendees
File
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MaryLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

June 19, 2009

Project No. AA510M11
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, Maryland
Lieutenant Kevin Hickey
Commander
Maryland State Police
Barrack P Glen Burnie
6800 Aviation Blvd.
Glen Bumnie, Maryland 21061

Dear Lieutenant Hickey:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a project planning study to
enhance access to Fort George G. Meade Military Installation (Fort Meade). The project will
improve the existing capacity and traffic operations, and increase vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian
safety along MD 198 between MD295 and the entrance to Fort Meade along MD 32 (see
Attachment 1). |

The purpose of this letter is to request your input regarding the effects of the proposed
alternatives and options on response times for emergency services. All possible impacts that may
result from these projects, including any effects to emergency services and response time caused by
changes in traffic circulation patterns, access and/or road construction in these areas must be
investigated. These impacts may be positive, such as improved response time following the road
intprovements, or negative, such as delayed or longer response times.

Within the project limits, MD 198 is generally a two-lane roadway with 10-foot shoulders
and no control of access. Currently two “build” altematives and the “no build” alternative are under
consideration (Attachment 2). Alternative 1 (the “no build” alternative) would result in no changes
to the roadway existing configuration. Alternative 2 would not change the roadway except to
provide spot improvements at the off-ramps from MD 295 northbound to MD 198 westbound,
combine several of the driveways and access points along MD 198 to provide for fewer tum lanes
off of the main road and include left turn lanes for the combined access points to decrease the left-
turn conflict with the through movement. Alternative 4 would provide two lanes in both directions
(eastbound and westbound) divided by a 20-foot grass median. On-road bicycle facilities would be
provided in both directions adjacent to the outside travel lane. The existing northern edge of
roadway would be maintained and all roadway widening would occur along the south side. There
are also four options under consideration for the reconstruction of the MD 198 / MD 32 interchange.

My teleplhone numbet/foll-free number is
Maryland Reiay Service for Impaived Heaﬁ‘rg_ﬁ%' Speech 1.800.735.2858 Statewide Toll Free

Street dddress: 707 Northk Calvert Sireet + Balfimore, Maryland 21202 + Phone 410.545.0300 < www.marylandroads.com
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Option A maintains the existing configuration of the MD 198/MD 32 with the addition of a flyover
ramp. This option would remove vehicles destined to Laurel from the roundabouts, reducing the
amount of traffic that Fort Meade has to redirect from their gate and would maintain the circuitous
route that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option B separates the traffic destined to Fort
Meade from the traffic destined towards Laurel. This option would maintain the circuitous route
that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option C removes the two roundabouts and replaces
them with two signalized intersections. This option would also maintain the circuitous route that is
preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option D leaves the existing roundabout and bridge intact
and would result in less disruption to traffic flow through the interchange area during proposed
construction in comparison to the other options under consideration. A typical section (Attachment
3) is included for each Alternative under consideration for your review.

We are asking for your written response to be faxed to SHA at 410-209-5004, or e-mailed to
khall@sha.state.md.us by July 3, 2009. Should you have any questions or concems, please feel free
to call Ms. Kameel Hall at 410-545-8542. Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly vours,

Donald H. Sparklin
Division Chief -
Environmental Planning Division

Josep# R. Kresslein
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

Attachments {3}

cc:  Mrs. Kameel Hall, SHA-PPD
Ms. Elizabeth Habic, SHA-EPLD (w/AttacIunents)
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Heather Lowe, SHA-EPLD -
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Project No. AA510M11
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Captain Thomas Wilson

Anne Arundel County Office of Emergency Management
7480 Baltimore Annapolis Blvd., Ste. 102

Glen Burnie, Maryland 21061

Dear Captain Wilson:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a project planning study to
enhance access to Fort George G. Meade Military Installation (Fort Meade). The project will
improve the existing capacity and traffic operations, and increase vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian
safety along MD 198 between MD295 and the entrance to Fort Meade along MD 32 (sec
Attachment 1).

The purpose of this letter is to request your input regarding the effects of the proposed
alternatives and options on response times for emergency services. All possible impacts that may
result from these projects, including any effects to emergency services and response time caused by
changes in traffic circulation patterns, access and/or road construction in these areas must be
investigated. These impacts may be positive, such as improved response time following the road
improveinents, or negative, such as delayed or longer response times.

Within the project limits, MD 198 is generally a two-lane roadway with 10-foot shoulders
and no control of access. Currently two “build” alternatives and the “no build” alternative are under
consideration (Attachment 2). Alternative 1 (the “no build” alternative) would result m no changes
to the roadway existing configuration. Alternative 2 would not change the roadway except to
provide spot improvements at the off-ramps from MD 295 northbound to MD 198 westbound,
combine several of the driveways and access points along MD 198 to provide for fewer tumn lanes
off of the main road and include left tum lanes for the combined access points to decrease the left-
turn conflict with the through movement. Alternative 4 would provide two lanes in both directions
(eastbound and westbound) divided by a 20-foot grass median. On-road bicycle facilities would be
provided in both directions adjacent to the outside travel lane. The existing northern edge of
roadway would be maintained and all roadway widening would occur along the south side. There
are also four options under consideration for the reconstruction of the MD 198 / MD 32 interchange.
Option A maintains the existing configuration of the MD 198/MD 32 with the addition of a flyover
ramp. This option would remove vehicles destined to Laurel from the roundabouts, reducing the

My telephone number/ioll-free nnmber is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hea r&ﬁ% Speeeh 1,800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street » Ballimore, Maryland 21202 ¢ Phone 410.545.0300 * wwwmarylandroads.com
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amount of traffic that Fort Meade has to redirect from their gate and would maintain the circuitous
route that is preferred by Fort Meade mto the Post. Option B separates the traffic destined to Fort
Meade from the traffic destined towards Laurel. This option would maintain the circuitous route
that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option C removes the two roundabouts and replaces
them with two signalized intersections. This option would also maintain the circuitous route that is
preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option D leaves the existing roundabout and bridge intact
and would result in less disruption to traffic flow through the interchange area during proposed
construction in comparison to the other options under consideration. A typical section (Attachment
3) 1s included for each Alternative under consideration for your review.

We are asking for your written response to be faxed to SHA at 410-209-5004, or e-mailed to
khall@sha.state.md.us by July 3, 2009, Should you have any questions or concerns, please feel free
to call Ms. Kameel Hall at 410-545-8542. Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

Donald H. Sparklin
Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

by: M
Joseph'R. Kresslein t}
Assistant Division Chie
Environmental Planning Division
Attachments (3)
cc:  Mrs. Kameel Hall, SHA-FPD
Ms. Elizabeth Habic, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslem, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Heather Lowe, SHA-EPLD
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Project No. AASTOMI]
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Sheriff Ron Bateman

Anne Arundel County Sheriff’s Office
P.O. Box 507

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Shenff Bateman:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a project planning study to
enhance access to Fort George G. Meade Military Installation (Fort Meade). The project will
improve the existing capacity and traffic operations, and increase vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian
safety along MD 198 between MD295 and the entrance to Fort Meade along MD 32 (see
Attachment ).

The purpose of this letter is to request your input regarding the effects of the proposed
altemnatives and options on response times for emergency services. All possible impacts that may
result from these projects, including any effects to emergency services and response time caused by
changes in traffic circulation patterns, access and/or road construction in these areas must be
investigated. These impacts may be positive, such as improved response time following the road
improvements, or negative, such as delayed or longer response times.

Within the project limits, MD 198 is generally a two-lane roadway with 10-foot shoulders
and no control of access. Currently two “build” alternatives and the “no build” alternative are under
consideration (Attachment 2). Alternative 1 (the “no build” alternative) would result in no changes
to the roadway existing configuration. Alternative 2 would not change the roadway except to
provide spot improvements at the off-ramps from MD 295 northbound to MD 198 westbound,
combine several of the driveways and access points along MD 198 to provide for fewer turn lanes
off of the main road and include left turn lanes for the combined access points to decrease the left-
turn conflict with the through movement. Altemative 4 would provide two lanes in both directions
(eastbound and westbound) divided by a 20-foot grass median. On-road bicycle facilities would be
provided in both directions adjacent to the outside travel lane. The existing northern edge of
roadway would be maintained and all roadway widening would occur along the south side. There
are also four options under consideration for the reconstruction of the MD 198 / MD 32 interchange.
Option A maintains the existing configuration of the MD 198/MD 32 with the addition of a flyover
ramp. This option would remove vehicles destined to Laurel from the roundabouts, reducing the

Iy telephone numbez/toll-free number is
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hea#ﬁgf%l Speech 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 Novih Calvert Street » Baltimore, Maryland 25202 + Phone 410.545.0800 - www.marylandroads.com




Sheriff Ron Bateman
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

Page Two

amount of traffic that Fort Meade has to redirect from their gate and would maintain the circuitous
route that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option B separates the traffic destined to Fort
Meade from the traffic destined towards Laurel. This option would maintain the circuitous route
that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option C removes the two roundabouts and replaces
them with two signalized intersections. This option would also maintain the circuitous route that is
preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option D leaves the existing roundabout and bridge intact
and would result in less disruption to traffic flow through the interchange area during proposed
construction in comparison to the other options under consideration. A typical section (Attachment
3) is included for each Alternative under consideration for your review.

We are asking for your written response to be faxed to SHA. at 410-209-5004, or e-mailed to

khall@sha.state.md.us by July 3, 2009. Should you have any questions or concerns, please feel free
to call Ms. Kameel Hall at 410-545-8542. Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,
Donald H. Sparklin

Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

yd
Joseph R. Kresslein
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division
Attachments (3)
cc:  Mrs. Kameel Hall, SHA-PPD

Ms. Elizabeth Habic, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)

Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-EPLD

Ms. Heather Lowe, SHA-EPLD
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Martin O'Malley, Governor State Bevel'le}' K. Swaim-Staiey, defing Seerefary
Anthony G. Brown, Li. Governor ‘\Ieil J. Pedersen, Admindstralor
Administration

ManyLaND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

June 19, 2009

Project No. AAS10M11
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Anne Arunde] County, Maryland

Mr. Ross E. Dinkel

Division Chief, Fire Marshal’s Office
2660 Riva Road, Ste 290

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Mr. Dinkel:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has initiated a project planning study to
enhance access to Fort George G. Meade Military Installation (Fort Meade). The project will
improve the existing capacity and traffic operations, and increase vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian
safety along MD 198 between MD295 and the entrance to Fort Meade along MD 32 (see
Attachment 1).

The purpose of this letter is to request your mput regarding the effects of the proposed
alternatives and options on response times for emergency services. All possible impacts that may
result from these projects, including any effects to emergency services and response time caused by
changes i traffic circulation patterns, access and/or road construction in these areas must be
mvestigated. These impacts may be positive, such as improved response time following the road
improvements, or negative, such as delayed or longer response times,

Within the project limits, MD 198 is generally a two-lane roadway with 10-foot shoulders
and no control of access. Currently two “build” alternatives and the “no build” alternative are under
consideration (Attachment 2). Alternative 1 (the “no build” alternative) would result in no changes
to the roadway existing configuration. Alternative 2 would not change the roadway except to
provide spot improvements at the off-ramps from MD 295 northbound to MD 198 westbound,
combine several of the driveways and access points along MD 198 to provide for fewer turn lanes
off of the main road and include left turn lanes for the combined access points to decrease the left-
turn conflict with the through movement. Alternative 4 would provide two lanes in both directions
(eastbound and westbound) divided by a 20-foot grass median. On-road bicycle facilities would be
provided in both directions adjacent to the outside travel lane. The existing northern edge of
roadway would be maintained and all roadway widening would occur along the south side,

My telephone number/ioil-free number is
Maryland Reluy Servics for Impaived HeaBz‘ﬁgQ& Speech 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street » Baltimore, Maryland 21202 + Phone 410.545.0300 « wwwmarylandroads.com




Mr. Ross E. Dinkel
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Page Two

There are also four options under consideration for the reconstruction of the MD 198 / MD 32
interchange. Option A maintains the existing configuration of the MD 198/MD 32 with the addition
of a flyover ramp. This option would remove vehicles destined to Laurel from the roundabouts,
reducing the amount of traffic that Fort Meade has to redirect from their gate and would maintain
the circuitous route that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option B separates the traffic
destined to Fort Meade from the traffic destined towards Laurel. This option would maintain the
circuitous route that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option C removes the two
roundabouts and replaces them with two signalized intersections. This option would also maintain
the circuitous route that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option D leaves the existing
roundabout and bridge intact and would result in less disruption to traffic flow through the
interchange area during proposed construction in comparison to the other options under
consideration, A typical section (Attachment 3) is included for each Alternative under
consideration for your review.

We are asking for your written response to be faxed to SHA at 410-209-5004, or e-mailed to
khall@sha.state.md.us by July 3, 2009. Should you have any questions or concems, please feel free
to call Ms. Kameel Hall at 410-545-8542. Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

Donald H. Sparkiin
Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

v et /2. /y)/_//ﬁ

Joseph R. Kresslei
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

Attachments (3)

cc:  Mrs. Kameel Hall, SHA-PPD
Ms. Elizabeth Habic, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Heather Lowe, SHA-EPLD
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Maryland Department of Transportation

Bevericy I Swaim-Staley, Secrerary
Neil 1. Pedersen, Administrator

artin O'Malley, Governor
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor

September 14, 2009

Project No. AASIOMI1
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Lt. Warren Boyer

Greenbelt Station Commander
6501 Greenbelt Road
Greenbelt, MD 20770

Dear Lt. Boyer:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has nitiated 2 project planning study to
enhance access to Fort George G. Meade Military Installation (Fort Meade). The project will
improve the existing capacity and traffic operations, and increase vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian
safety along MD 198 between MD295 and the entrance to Fort Meade along MD 32 (se

. Attachment 1).

The purpose of this letter is to request your inpuf regarding the effects of the proposed
altemnatives and options on response times for emergency services. All possible impacts that may
result froin these projects, including any effects to emergency services and response time caused by
changes in traffic circulation patterns, access and/or road construction in these areas must be
investigated. These impacts may be positive, such as improved response time following the road
improvements, or negative, such as delayed or longer response tunes.

Within the project limits, MD 198 is generally a two-lane roadway with 10-foot shoulders
and no control of access. Currently two “build” alternatives and the “no build” altemative are under
consideration { Attachment 2). Alternative 1 (the “no build” altemative) would result in no changes
to the roadway existing configuration. Alternative 2 would not change the roadway except to
provide spot improvernents at the off-ramps from MD 295 northbound to MD 198 westbound,
combine several of the driveways and access points along MD 198 to provide for fewer tumn lanes
off of the main road and include left tum lanes for the combined access points to decrease the left-
tum conflict with the through movement. Altemative 4 would provide two lanes in both directions
(eastbound and westbound) divided by a 20-foot grass median. On-road bicycle facilities would be
provided in both directions adjacent to the outside travel lane. The existing northem edge of
roadway would be maintained and all roadway widening would occur along the south side. There
are also four options under consideration for the reconstruction of the MD 198/MD 32 interchange.

My relephone numberftoll-free number is
Maryland Relay Service for hupaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free”

Streer Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410-545-0300 - w\‘;w,mai'_:(lzmdroads.com
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Lt. Warren Boyer
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Page Two

Option A maintains the existing configuration of the MD 198/MD 32 with the addition of a flyover
ramp. This option would remove vehicles destined to Laurel from the roundabouts, reducing the
amount of traffic that Fort Meade has to redirect from their gate and would maintain the circuitous
route that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option B separates the traffic destined to Fort
Meade from the traffic destined towards Laurel. This option would maintain the circuitous route
that is preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option C removes the two roundabouts and replaces
them with two signalized intersections. This option would also maintain the ctrcuitous route that is
preferred by Fort Meade into the Post. Option D leaves the existing roundabout and bridge intact
and would result in less disruption to traffic flow through the interchange area during proposed
construction in comparison to the other options under consideration. A typical section {Attachment
3) is included for each Alternative under consideration for your review.

We are asking for your written response to be faxed to SHA at 410-209-5004, or e-mailed to
ehabic(@sha.state.md.us by October 1, 2009. Should you have any questions or concerns, please
feel free to call Ms. Elizabeth Habic at 410-545-8563. Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

Donald H. Sparklin
Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

f/@

Josepﬁ R. Kresslet
Assistant Divisiofi Chief
Environmental Planning Division
Attachments (3)
cc:  Mrs. Kameel Hall, SHA-PPD
Ms-Elizabeth ‘Habic, SHA-EPLD»(w/Attachments)
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Heather Lowe, SHA-EPLD
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John D. Poreari, Seeretary

StateH]ghVV y Neil ). Pedersen, Administrator
Administration

Maryiand Department of Transportation

Martin O Malley, Governor
Antheny G. Brown, L. Governor

April 8,200%

The Honorable John R. Leopold
County Executive

Anne Arunde! County

44 Calvert Strect

P.O. Box 2700, Fourth Floor
Annapolis MD 21401 . )MM

Dear CWCUM;OH:

The State Highway Administration (SBA) has completed the initial project planning phase for the

MD 198 Project Planning Study, from west of MD 295 (Baltimore Washington Parkway) to MD 32
(Patuxent Freeway), in Anne Arunde! County, During the initial planning stage, alternatives were
developed, and an environmental inventory of the area was completed to identify socio-economic, natural,
and cultural resources. These resources were considered during the development of the alternatives.

A series of community, business, and developer meetings was held to solicit opinions and ideas on
proposed improvement alternatives from a representative group of citizens. On June 24, 2008, an
Alternates Public Workshop was held at the Maryland City Elementary School. Approximately 87 people
were in attendance to review the proposed alternatives and offer comments. Four Alternatives (1 through
4).and five options (A through E) were presented to the public. Altematives 1, 2, and 4, as well as
Options A through D, were retained for detailed study. Enclosed please find a copy of the brochure
distributed at the workshop.

Tu accordance with Section 8-612 of Annotated Code of the General Public Laws of Maryland, we arc
informing the appropriate elected officials in Anne Arundel County of our decision to proceed with final
project planning for the MD 198 Project Planning Study. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me or the Project Manager, Ms. Kaneel R. Ball, at 410-545-8542, toll-free 800-548-
5026, or via email at khalll@sha,state.md.us. She will be happy to assist you.

Sincerely,
Mig Y Fehum

Neil J. Pedersen
Administrator

Enclosure
cc: Ms., Kamee! R. Hall, Project Manager, SHA
Mz John D. Porcari, Secretary, Maryland Departinent of Transportation
Mr, Douglas H. Simmons, Deputy Administrator/Chief Engineer for Planning,
Engineering, Real Estate, and Environment, SHA

My telephone number/toll-fiee number is 410-545-0400 or 1-800-206-0770
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Ifea;‘fn?ﬁlggeecfl.' 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Streat Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545.0300 - wwwmarylandroads.com
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Martin O'Malley, Governor Sta,t L
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor e 7
Administration

Maryland Department of Transportation

John D. Porcari, Secretary
Meil 4. Pedersen, Adviinistrator

April 8,2009

The Honorable John C. Astle
Chair, Anne Arunde] County Delegation
Senate of Maryland
123 James Senate Office Building
11 Bladen Street
Annapolis MD 21401
e n
Dizﬁgnater’ﬁfsﬂe:

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has completed the initial project planning phase for the

MD 198 Project Planning Study, from west of MD 295 (Baltimore Washington Parkway) to MD 32
(Patuxent Freeway), in Anne Arundel County. During the initial planning stage, alternatives were
developed, and an environmental inventory of the arca was completed to identify socio-econoinic, natural,
and cultural resources. These resources were considered during the development of the alternatives.

A series of community, business, and developer meetings was held to solicit opinions and ideas on
proposed improvement alternatives from a representative group of citizens. On June 24, 2008, an
Alternates Public Workshop was held at the Maryland City Elementatry School. Approximately 87 people
were in attendance to review the proposed alternatives and offer comments. Four Alternatives (1 through
4).and five options (A through E) were presented to the public. Alternatives 1,2, and 4, as well as
Options A through D, were refained for detailed study. Enclosed please find a copy of the brochure
distributed at the workshop.

In accordance with Section 8-612 of Annotated Code of the General Public Laws of Maryland, we are
informing the appropriate elected officials in Anne Arundel County of our decision to proceed with final
project planning for the MD 198 Project Planning Study. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me or the Project Manager, Ms. Kaineel R. Hall, at 410-545-8542, toll-free 800-548-
5026, or via email at khalll(@sha.state.md.us. Shc will be happy to assist you.

Sincerely,

Neil J. Pedersen
Administrator

Enclosure’
cc: Ms. Kamee! R. Hall, Project Manager, SHA
Mr. John D. Porcari, Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation
Mr. Douglas H. Simmons, Deputy Adininistrator/Chief Engineer for Planning,
Engineering, Real Estate, and Environment, SHA

My telephone number/toll-free number is 410-545-0400 or 1-800-206-0770
Marpland Relay Service for Impaired HearinBol9Beech: 1.800,735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Streef Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimare, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545.0300 - ww w.marylandroads.com




John D. Percari, Secretary

s}
Smte H].@]‘V&y Neil 1. Pedersen, Administrator
Administratian

Maryland Department of Transporiation

Martin (F'Malley, Governor
Anthony G. Brown, L. Governar

April 8,2009

The Honorable Edward R. Reilly
Chairman of County Comimissioners
Anne Arundel County
44 Calvert Street, 1st Floor
Annapolis MD 21401

£d

Dear Chair eilly:

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has completed the initial project planning phasc for the

MD 198 Project Planning Study, from west of MD 295 (Baltimore Washington Parkway) to MD 32
{Patuxent Freeway), in Anne Arundel County. During the initial planning stage, alternatives were
developed, and an environmental inventory of the area was completed to identify socio-economic, natural,
and cultural resources. These resources were considered during the development of the alternatives.

A series of community, business, and developer meetings was held to solicit opinions and ideas on
proposed improvement alternatives from a representative group of citizens. On June 24, 2008, an
Alternates Public Workshop was held at the Maryland City Elementary School. Approxiinately 87 people
were in attendance to review the proposed alternatives and offer comments. Four Alternatives (1 through
4) and five options {A through E) were presented to the public. Alternatives 1, 2, and 4, as well as
Options A through D, were retained for detailed study. Enclosed please find a copy of the brochure
distributed at the workshop. '

In accordance with Section 8-612 of Annotated Code of the General Public Laws of Maryland, we are
informing the appropriate elected officials in Anne Arundel County of our decision to proceed with final
project planning for the MD 198 Project Planning Study. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me or the Project Manager, Ms. Kameel R. Hall, at 410-545-8542, toll-free 800-548-
5026, or via email at khalll{@sha.state.ind.us. She will be happy to assist you.

Singerely,
Mgt ) Pk

Neil J. Pedersen
Administrator

Enclosure
ce: Ms. Kameel R. Hall, Project Manager, SHA
Mr. John D. Poicari, Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation
Mr. Douglas H. Simmons, Deputy Administrator/Chief Engineer for Planning,
Engineering, Real Estate, and Environment, SHA

My telephone number/toll-free numiber is 410-545-0400 or 1-800-206-0770
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired HearindBml92ech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545.0300 - www.marylandroads.com
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Martin O'Malley, Governor St&t John D Porcan, Secrerary
Anthony G. Brown, It. Governor e y Neil I Pedersen, Administraior
Administration

Maryiand Department of Transportation

April 8,2009

The Honorable Mary Ann Love

Chair, Anne Arundel County Delegation
Maryiand House of Delegates

165 House Office Building

6 Bladen Street

Amnnapolis MD 21401

DeWe:

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has completed the initial project planning phase for the

MD 198 Project Planning Study, from west of MD 295 (Baltimore Washington Parkway) to MD 32
(Patuxent Freeway), in Anne Arundel County. During the initial planning stage, alternatives were
developed, and an environmental inventory of the area was completed to identify socio-economic, natural,
and cultural resources. These resources were considered during the development of the alternatives.

Mar/y Arn

A series of community, business, and developer meetings was held to solicit opinions and ideas on
proposed improvemerit alternatives from a representative group of citizens. On June 24, 2008, an
Alternates Public Workshop was held at the Maryland City Elementary School. Approximately 87 people
were in attendance to review the proposed alternatives and offer comments. Four Alternatives {1 through
4).and five options (A through E) were presented to the public. Alternatives 1, 2, and 4, as well as
Options A through D, were retained for detailed study. Enclosed please find a copy of the brochure
distributed at the workshop. '

In accordance with Section 8-612 of Annotated Code of the General Public I.aws of Maryland, we are
informing the appropriate elected officials in Anne Arundel County of our decision to proceed with final
project planning for the MD 198 Project Planning Study. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact ine or the Project Manager, Ms. Kameel R. Hall, at 410-545-8542, toli-free 800-548-
5026, or via email at khaill@sha.state.md.us. She will be happy to assist you,

Sincerely,

Neil I, Pedersen
Administrator

Enclosure
cc! Ms. Kameel R. Hall, Project Manager, SHA
Mr. John D. Porcari, Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation
Mr. Douglas H. Simmons, Deputy Administrator/Chief Engineer for Planning,
Engineering, Real Estate, and Environment, SHA

My telephone number/toll-free number is 410-545-0400 or 1-800-206-0770
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired HeavinBo2BBeech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address; 707 North Calvert Street + Baltimore, Maryland 21202 + Phone: 410.545,0300 - www.marylandroads.com




Elizabeth Habic

From: John Scholz [FdScho22@aacounty.org]
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2009 11:54 AM
To: Elizabeth Habic

Subject: Fwd: Rt 198 Study

This email, and any attachments hereto, is intended only for use by the

addressee(s) and may contain sensitive or confidential information. If you are not the
intended recipient of this email, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this email, and any attachments, is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this email in error, please immediately and permanently delete the original
and any copy or printout thereof and notify the sender of such receipt.

John M. Scholz, Deputy Chief
Operations Bureau

Anne Arundel County Fire Department
8501 Veterans Highway

Millersville, MD 21108

Office - 410-222-8326

e-mail: fdscho22@aacounty.org

>>> Julian Jones 7/6/2009 6:51 AM >>>
Ms. Hall,

Thank you for giving the Anne Arundel County Fire Department an
opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to MD 198 between Rt.32
and Rt.295. After careful study of the various traffic plan options
provided in your correspondence dated June 19, we believe that option A
“the flyover ramp” will provide the best response time for some
emergency vehicles into the Maryland City area, however, all of the
options provided are acceptable and appear to decreases the response
time of some of our units into the area.

Thanks again for giving us an opportunity to provide input. If you have
any questions or require any further assistance, please fell free to
call me

Julian E. Jones, Jr., Division Chief
Operations Division

Anne Arundel County Fire Department
8501 Veterans Highway

Millersville, Md. 21108

443-336-1407

1
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STATE QF MARYLAMD
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LT SOVERNCH

GUPEINTEMNDERT
Auguat H, 2009

s, Kameel Hall

State Highway Administration
Environmental Planning Division
Ref: Project No. AAS10MI1

MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

Dear Mg, Hall;

I have reviewed (he praposed plans and alternatives for the roadwork/changes to be
completed on MD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32, Idn nol anticipate that the proposed
changes would cause any issues with emergeney serviees provided by tha MSP. MD 245 and the
interchanges with MD 198 in thet aree are under the jurisdiction of the 1.8, Park Police. MD
198, under an agreement between the MSP and the Anne Arundel County Police, is under the
junisdiction of the Anne Arundel County Palice. While the MSP may use MDD 193 13 a possible
route while responding to emargency ealls, I do not believe the proposed changes would have
any adverse affects on those responses,

Thank you for bringing this matter 10 my attention and requesting input from the ME P,
Should you have further concerns, | can be reached at 410-761-5130,

Siyerely,

1 r

Vit *Frickay, Ligutenant
Cammandey
Gich Bumie Bairack

“Maryland’s Finest"
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

OFFICE OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
Henry L. Hein Public Service Building
7480 Baltimore-Annapolis Blvd.

Glen Burnie, Maryland 21061
Telephone: 410-222-0600
FAX: 410-222-0690
http://www.aacounty.org

September 8, 2009

Ms. Elizabeth Habic
State Highway Administration
Maryland Department of Transportation
Re: Project # AA510M11
Dear Ms. Habic:

The Anne Arundel County Office of Emergency Management has reviewed the proposed alternatives
regarding Project #AA510M11 (MD Rt. 198 from MD Rt. 295 to MD Rt. 32). We do not forsee any issues
regarding emergency response under any of the proposed alternatives. The area in question has very limited

service population and the proposed alternatives still allow for access by emergency vehicles.

Thank you for allowing us to provide our input and please contact this office if you have further
questions or needs.

Sincerely,

Captain Eric Hodge
Director, Office of Emergency Management

B-203
“An All Hazards Response Organization, Committed to Your Safety”



Colonel James Teare, Sr.
Chief of Police

Elizabeth Habic

SSE6  ANNE
ARUNDEL
W COUNTY

M A R Y L A N D

John R. Leopold
County Executive

November 10, 2009

Environmental Planning Division
MD State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street, Mail Stop C-301

Baltimore MD 21202

Reference: Project No. AA510M11
(MD 198/ MD 295 Improvements)

Dear Ms. Habic,

Police Department
8495 Veterans Hwy.
Millersville, MD 21108
(410) 222-8500

Fax #: 410-987-9167

Thank you for the opportunity to review the MD 198 Project Planning Study. The MD
198/MD 32 Interchange is critical to the Anne Arundel County Police Department’s emergency
responses to the Laurel area of the county. Obviously, any improvements or construction
activities will have a direct impact to response times since it is the main route taken by officers to
this area. After reviewing the proposed options, Alternative Four Option A would appear to
have a positive impact on police responses to Laurel/MD 198 Corridor and accommodate
concerns Fort Meade has regarding incoming traffic to the post. The existing configuration is

considered a “choker” point when responding to emergencies to the Laurel area.

If | can assist you in any other way in this matter or if you have any further questions, please

do not hesitate to contact me.

Corporal Brian Smith

Anne Arundel County Police Department
Western District Traffic Coordinator

(410) 222-6155

Nationally Accredited Law Enforcement Agency

B-204



From: Elizabeth Habic [mailto:EHabic@sha.state.md.us]
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2009 2:32 PM

To: warren_boyer@nps.gov

Cc: Kameel Hall; Kenya Lucas; Guerieri-Phillips, Deanna

Subject: MD 198: MD 295 to MD 32 Emergency Services

Lt. Boyer,

Thank you for your comments regarding the MD 198 project planning study and emergency service
provisions along the corridor.

The SHA Travel Forecasting and Analysis Division has evaluated traffic back-ups related to the widening
of MD 198 where the road exits at either end onto MD 295 and MD 32 and has provided the information
below:

e The MD 198 project will clearly improve traffic operations on MD 198 itself, between MD 295 and
MD 32. Without the improvements, the segment is projected to operate at Level of Service “F” in
the design year of 2030 during both the AM and PM peak hours, with stop-and-go conditions
anticipated. With the proposed widening, the segment is projected to operate at Level of Service
“C,” with traffic operating at free-flow conditions.

e There are two primary sources of new traffic projected along the MD 198 corridor: 1) BRAC traffic
at Fort Meade, and 2) the proposed Arundel Gateway development. Both of these are expected
to occur with or without the MD 198 widening.

e At the project endpoints, the proposed widening along MD 198 naturally ties in to existing
conditions, without requiring lane drops.

0 Atthe east end of the project, MD 198 EB currently widens to two lanes approaching the
MD 32 interchange. Under the proposed improvements, the new two-lane segment of
MD 198 EB would simply continue to the MD 32 interchange. The MD 198 project also
includes several alternatives to upgrade the MD 198/MD 32 interchange to improve traffic
flow between MD 198 and MD 32.

0 At the west end of the project, MD 198 WB currently widens to two lanes approaching the
MD 295 interchange. Under the proposed improvements, the new two-lane segment of
MD 198 WB would simply continue through the MD 295 interchange. The MD 198
project also includes several minor upgrades to the MD 198/MD 295 interchange to
improve traffic flow between MD 198 and MD 295.

If | have misinterpreted your comments or there are any questions please feel free to contact me.

Thank you,
Elizabeth

Elizabeth Habic

Environmental Planning Division

MD State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street, Mail Stop C-301
Baltimore MD 21202

Phone: 410-545-8563

Fax: 410-209-5004

Toll Free: 1-866-527-0502
E-mail: ehabic@sha.state.md.us
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Mantin 0" Malley, {ferserner | Smte! .iu d \ AL tames T. Smich, Jr, Seervdnne
Anthony G. Brown, ALt Governer | IL l r\r ( l ¥ Malimde B. Peors, Adminisiratga
Admintatration ¢ v

Aptil 16, 2014

Re:  Project No. AAST1OMI
MDD 198 from ML 295 to ML) 32
Anng Arundel County, MDD
USGS Laure! 7.5' Quadrangle

Ms. Tammy Stidham

Regional Director,

MNational Capital Region of the National Parks Scrvice
[ 180 Ohio Drive, SW

Washington, DC 20242

Trear Ms. Stidham:

Introduction and Project Descripiion

This letter serves to provide the National Park Service (NPS) with additional information
regarding the Maryland State Highway Administration’s (SHA} proposed Project No.
AASTOMILL, MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32 in Aune Arundel County. This project includes
impacts to the Beltimore-Washington Parkway. SHA initiated Section 106 Consultation for this
project with a letter to the Maryland Historical Trust {(MHT) on October 16, 2007, By cacbon
copy, SHA invited NPS to be a consulting party in the Section [06 process. David Hayes from
NPS altended a preliminary site meeting heid December 18, 2008. SHA provided preliminary
project plans to NPS on June 25, 2009, In a letter to the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) dated
October 23, 2009, SHA recommended that the project would have na adverse effect on histaric
properties. MH'L concurred with this finding on November 4, 2009, Mr. George Lilled (rom
NP8 attended an additional sitec meeting held on March [2, 2010 and provided preliminary
wrilten somments on May 17, 20[0. In letters dated March 16, 2011 SHA provided MHT and
NP8 medified plans that address revised traffic studies, envirommental site design (ESLY) and
stormwater management {SWN} features, and preliminary landseaping plans. At that time, SHA
continued to recommend that the project would have ne adverse effect on historic properties,
Contingent upon the implementation of a landseaping plan, MHT concurred with this finding on
April 4, 2011, Mr. David Hayes Irom NPS provided written comments on April 7, 201 [ that
coticurred with SHA’s finding of no adverse effect contingent upon the implementation of a
landscaping plan. Correspondence between SHA and NPS is enclosed az Attachment 1.
SHA continues to find that there will be no adverse effect to historic properties by the proposed
praject.

My telephome nomberftol-free aumber is
Moryfond Reiay Service for impoired Hearing or Speecit 1.800.735.2158 Statewlde Toli Free

Ltroet Address: 707 North Calvert Street = Baltimore, Maryland 21202 = Phone 41054500 + www roads. maryland.gov
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As detailed in previous correspondence, the project provides for two langs along
easthound and westbound MD 198 divided by a grassy median that varies in width throughout
the corridor from twenty-lest (o six-feet, On-road bicycle facilities will be provided in both
directions adjacent to outside travc! lane. A five-foot grass buffer along the south side curb
separates the un-road bicycle lane from the shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path. The shared-use
path extends from cast of MD 295 to the ball-fields east of Bald Kagle Drive, where it tapers into
a five-foot sidewsalk. Another five-foot grass buffer along the north side of the curb scparates the
on=road bicycle lane from a tive-foot sidewalk, This sidewalk extends Itom the western limits of
the project arca to cast of relocated Old Portland Road. Reductions have been made to trave] lane
width and to the bulfer between the shoulder and the sidewalk to accommadate an increase in the
widths of both the on-alignment bike lane and the shared use path. The ramp from southbound
MD 295 to MD 198 will be widened to facilitate a free-flowing right turn onto westbound MD
198 and to accommeodate an additional lell turn lane onto eastbound MD [98, A traffic signal
will be installed at the top of this off-ramp. The ramp from westbound MD 198 onto southbound
MD 295 will be widened to two lanes that will merge back to the existing single lane over the
length of approximately 400 fect. Additionally, two new structures will be constructed on MD
198; a4 new bridge over the Little Patuxent River and a flyover ramp at MD 32. The scope of
work also includes stormwater management, grading, full depth road reconstruction in seme
areas, resurfacing, new signage end roadway striping. In ardet to complete the scope of work,
the project will require new right-of-way acquisition as well as lempurary and perpetual
easements.

This letter presents changes 1o the type and location of stormwater facilities within the
Environmental Site Design {ESD} plans for Alternative 4 Modified. Changes in ESD from the
2011 plans are the result of new regulations and an evolution in the slormwater management
{SWM) design methodology. Developed under the new regulations, the proposed micro-scale
ESD features will minimize visual and physical impacts on the historic Baltimore-Washington
Parkway. The new ESD design has created changes to the Limits of Disturbance {LOD) along
the length of the project. Plans are included as Attachment 2. Areas where the [LOD has
decreased are shown as a hatched pattern while areas where the LOD has increased are shown as
sotid. The callouts on the plans identify the area in square foet of these changes.

Funding
Federu! [unds are anticipated for this project.

Impacts to Historic Resources

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway is a 1,353 acre linear resource eligible for the NRHP
under Criterfa A and C. 1t is significant for its association with transportation as wcll as for its
landscape architecture, 'Uhe federal portion of the properly maintained by the NPS is
coterminous with i3 historie right-of-way boundary that extends from the eastern border of the
Distriet of Columbia through Prince George’s and Anne Arundel counties. The irregularly



Ms. Tammy Stidham
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Page 3

shaped right-of-way 1s between 400 and 800 feet wide comprising @ dual lane roadway, variable
width median, flanking buffer of natural forest and cultivated native landscaping, twenty-two
bridges and scores of culverts, The character defining features are the “high-speed elements of
modern freeway design” and “natural topography and vegetation for scenic purposes.” Mo right-
of-way will be acquired from the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, however temporary
easements are needed to complete aspects of the scope of work,

Previously Coordinaled Improvements; Elements of the current project previously coordinated in
2009 are: altering the travel surface of the MD [98 bridge over the parkway to include

sidewalks, constructing sidewalks on the hridge approaches along MDD 198, and widening the
off-ramp from southbound MD 295 to MD 198, 'The proposed off-ramp widening would add
0.38 acres of new pavement. Along with the new sidewalks and anticipated slope improvements,
the 2009 scope required approximately 4.7 acres of temporary construction easements from NPS
property.

The project scope was expanded in 2011 to include: widening the existing onramp from
westhound MT> [68 onto southhound MDD 293 1o accommaodate a second travel lane; constructing
ESD and SWM features; and landscaping around the inferchange of MD 198 and MD 295 as a
mcasure to prescrve the character defining features of the Baltimore- Washington Parkway. The
area of the tempaorary construction easements required from NPS property increased to
approximately 6 acres, composed of 3.8 acres related to corridor improvement activities such as
new pavement, resurfacing, sidewslks, hike path, ESD and grading; and 2.25 acres for the
landscape mitigation plan. MH1"s concurtetice with the o adverse effect finding in 2011 was
contingent upen coordinating with MHT and NPS to implement the landscaping plan,

Revised Improvements: The ESD plans have been revised to accommeodate changes to the
regulations. The current design calls for ESD and SWM facilities to be located within and
adjacent to the parkway’s historic boundary. Five micro-scale stormwatcr featwres are proposed
within the boundary of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway: two micro-bioretention facilitics, a
bio-swale, a planier box and a grass swale, These features are smaller, more elficient, and less
impactful than those proposed in 2011. In an effort to shrink the footprint of the project within
the historic boundary, the ESD facilities are located adjacent to the southbound MD 293 ramp
and within the median of MDD 198 on the westbound approach to M1 295. Making use of
organic materials and native plantings, the now ESD features arc designed to integrate into the
existing landscape. The new ESD plan results in a general reduction of permanent impacts 1o the
historic boundary from the 3.8 acres coordinated in 2011 to 3.1 acres. A plan depicting these
impacts is enclosed as Attuchment 3.

A new ESD facility has heen added to the northeast quadramt of the intersection within
the cloverleaf between northbound MD 295 and westbound MD 198, 'The proposed facility will
be constructed at grade in a cleared arca beneath high-tension powet lines that is outside the
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historic boundary of the Baltimore-Washingfon Farkway. Within the historic boundary, a thick
stand of trees to the cast will shicld the parkway from the proposed facility. Ne visual or physical
impacts to the Baltimore-Washinglon Parkway's characler defining features will occur.

Changes to the ESD and SWM design have also affected impacts to the existing buffer of
trees along the west side of MD 295 at the intersection with ML) 198. The use and location of
smaller facilities requires fewer tree removals. As a result forest impacts have decrcased from
1.98 acres 10 .94 acres. Decreasing the amount of impacts 1o the bulfer accomplishes two goals:
it conceals the adjacent commercial development from view and preserves the historic viewshed
alung the parkway.

Since mare of the existing tree buffer along the west side of MDD 295 will remain, fewer
new plantings are needed within the parkway to mitigate impacts to the historic viewshed, Asa
result, the landscaping mitigation plan has been reduced from 2.25 acres to 1.7 acres. The
landscape mitigation remains located wilhin ihe medians between southbound MD 295 and the
on and off-ramps. The goal of this mitigation is to maintain the overall quantity of vegetation at
the intersection, create a healthy ecosystem through the use of native plant species and preserve
the histotic viewshed of the parkway. As concurred upon during previous consultation and
requested most reccntly by the NPS in a [etter dated Aptil 7, 2011, final landscape plans will be
coordinated with MPS and MHT when they are available,

The current changes to the project invalve constructing five smalfler, more efficient ESD
features within the historic boundary of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. These features will
be integrated into the landscapc directly adjacent to the roadway, requiting fewer changes to the
exlant “high speed elements of modern iteeway design™ that contribules to the significance of the
parkway, Impacts 1o the existing tree buffer that contributes to the significance of the parkway
have also been reduced. While the installation of these ESD facilities wiil cause visual and
physical impacts to the parkway, the landscape will be restored and the impacts will be
temporary. The proposed changes reduce the amount of impacts from those previously
coordinaled and will not adversely impact any of the characteristics that qualily the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway for listing in the Nationzl Register of Historic Places.

In 201 1, NPS requested that SHA consider cumulative impacts to the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway. Because the current scope of work decreases the amount of impacts to the
parkway froin the previous design, SHA has determined that cumulative impacts are not a
concern at this time.

Conditioned upon implementation of the landscaping plan, SITA continues to find that the
proposed roadway and intersection improvement project aleng MD 198 between MD 295 and
MD 32 will have no adverse impacts to the Baltimotre-Washington Parkoway as part of this
consultation.
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Review Request

Please examine the sttached correspondence and project plans. As a consulling party to
Section [06 Consultation with MHT, SIIA continues to seek NPS comments on impacts to the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway. We request that you provide comments by May 3, 2014,
Project Manager William Carver can be reached at 410-545-8515 {ot via email at
WCarver@sha.state.md.us} with questions regarding this project. Karen Arnold may be reached
at 410-545-8510 {vr via email at KArnold@gsha.siate.md.us) with any additional concerns.

Yery truly yours,
Cigitally slaned by Apnil Fehe for
BNz en=April Fehr for o=SHA,

. left,/ SU=EPLU-LRS,
small=afahen ha.statemd g, c=Us
Tov

T Dater 201544 06 13:09:08 G800y
Julie M. Schahlitsky
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

Attachments: 1) Previous Correspondence
2} Project Plans
3)  Project Impacts to Parkway

cc: Ms Karen Amold, SHA-EPLD {w/Altachments)
Ms. Darian Beverungen, Anne Arundel County, Office of Environrmental & Cultural
Resources (w/Attaclunents)
Mr. Willfam Carver, SHA-PPD
Ms. April Fehr, SHA-EPLD {w/Attachments)
Mr. I. Rodncy Little, State Historie Prescrvation Officer, MHT
Mr. Gopaul Noojibail, National Capital Parks — East
Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-EPLD
Mr. Jon Schmidt, SHA-EPLI (w/Attachments)



Juna 19, 2009

Re:  Contract No. SPO72A43
MIZ 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Mr. David Hayes

Regignal Transportation Liaison

National Capita] Region of the National Park Service
1100 Ohio Drive, SW

Washington, DC 20242

Dear: Mr. Hayes:

Introduction and FProject Description

This letter serves to provide the National Park Service (NP8) with additional information
regarding the Maryland State Highway Administration’s (SHA) proposed Contract No,
SPO72A43, on MD 198 between MDD 295 and M 32 in Anne Arundel County. We have been
coordinating with staff from your office regarding the project’s impacts to the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway. As a follow-up to our most recent coordination meeting held on ... and in
lieu of an additional site meeting, we are providing preliminary project plans for the project.

The purpese of the project is to improve the existing vapaeity and traffic operations, and
increase vehicular and pedestrian safety along MD 198, while supporting existing and planned
development in the area. MD 198 provides direct access to the Fort George G. Meade Military
Reservation (Fort Meade) [rom MD 32, MD 295 and generally points south and west of the study
arca. Improving MD 198 would enhance access to Fort Meade and accomirnodate future
transpertation needs in the projeet area.

The arca arcund Fort Meade is one of the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel County.
Fort Meade and the National Security Agency (NSA), a tenant of the Fort, combined represent the
largest employers in the State of Meryland. Fort Meade’s workforee is comprised of more than
359,000 military, civilian and contraclor personnel. As a result of the 2005 BRAC process, Fort
Meade and the surrounding area ave expected to experience considerable growth, By 2010,
approximately 5,300 additional new on-hasc jobs are expected to be relocated to Fort Meade, along
with 7,500 new jobs al NSA. As many as 20,000 or mote private sector jobs are also anticipated,
primarily in the defense and support indusiries. These jobs would be located both on and in the
vicinity of the Fort.,
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MD 198 provides a continuous connection between the City of Laurcl and its suburbs with
Fort Meade. The [aurel arez has been a traditional community of Fort Meade and this relationship
will continue s the Forl and its various tenant organizations increase in population and employment.
MD> 198 is also the route to convey Qdenton area-generated travel demand to the Baltimore
Washington Parkway (cspecially southhound) toward the Capital Beltway and the Washington

Metropolitan area.

In addition to an increase in jobs, the study arez is expected 1o see substantial increascs in
population, housing, commercial activity and vehicular traffic as a result of BRAC. This project will

address projecied operational and safety deficiencies resulting from the expected growth.

Improvements to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will be limited to the slight
widening of the egress ramp from southbound Baltimore-Washington Parkway to MD 198 and
the construction of sidewalks/ bikeways across the MDD 198 Bridge. The expansion of the typical
section at the egress ramp will accommaodate a free-flowing right turn onto MD 198 and an
additional left turn lane onto MDD 198. Adding sidewalks/ bikeways fo the existing bridge will
provide z travel route for pedestrians and bikers across the bridge and along MD 198, which 1s
completely absent.

The construction of the interchange will require approximately .38 acres of right-o[~way and
approximately 4.68 acres of temporary gasement for construction from the NPS propenty.

Preliminary project plans and photographs, including color-coded plans of the
mterchange and bridge sections, are included as Attachmenlt 1. Landscape plans have not yel
been developed.

Funding
Federal Junds are anticipated {or this project.

Historic Resources Impacts

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway is listed on the National Register ol Historie
Places (NRHP) under Criteria A and C in the areas of transportation and landscape architecture.
The NRHP boundary for the parkway cneompasses the 19-mile federally owned and maintained
section of the parkway, which extends north from the District of Columbia terminating just south
of MI>» 175,

According to its NRHP Registration Form, some of the significant features of the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway thal are important to preserve include “right-of-way with heavy
slope vegetation, curvilinear road alignments, stone-faced bridge abutments, and contour grading
fit 1o the topography.™
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Preliminary project plans at the Baltimore-Washington Parkway consist of minor
widening of one egress ramp as well as restriping the bridge and adding sidewalks across the
bridge and on the roadway adjacent to the bridge (see photos and detailed plans in Attachment |).
Worlk et this intersection will impact three components of the Parkway: 1) the MD 198 Bridge
ever 295; 2) MD 198 within the historic boundary; and 3) one egress ramp from MD 295 to MD
198 within the historic boundary.

1) The bridge is ca. 1950s streamlined expression of the typical stone and concrete
Parkway bridges. This type is characterized as an “intermediate design treatment”™
found on scveral bridges on the Parkway, described in the National Register of
Historic Places Nomination Form as “a comhination of concrete span and recessed
support walls that curve out to meet the wingwalls, These. .. ars ¢lad with dressed
rough-cut stone, but they are smaller and more angular than the previous type of
hridges.” Alterations to the bridge will oceur only en the travel surface over the
bridge. Specitically, automobile travel lanes will be restriped and sidewalks will be
constructed across the bridge for bike and pedestrian use, Character defining features
of the concrete and stone bridge that is a contributing feature of the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway will not be altered.

2} Sidewalks will be constructed alungside the existing travel lanes on the bridge
approaches. The landscape in this area consists of a grass median bordered by slopes
covered in heavy vegetation. The character of the landscape at this location will not
be allered by the addition of sidewalks along the roadway. The character defining
features of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will not be altered by the addition of
sidewalks at this location,

3} The existing egress ramp from south bound MD 265 to MD 198 will be slightly
widened at the intersection of MD 198, Egress ramps were designed “as a landscaped
graduation to the roadway™ and to meet the needs of traffic capacity. The profile of
the existing egress ramp will be replicated in the reconstruction. Roadside featurcs
such as signage and guardrail will be retained and reinstalled or replaced in-kind. The
landscape in this area consists of a grass median bordered by slopes covered heavy
vegetation.  The landscape cheracter along the cgress ramp will not be altered. The
character defining features of the Baltimere-Washington Parkway will not be
adversely impacted by a small increase i1 the typical road section in this location.

SHA finds that the proposed plans for M2 198 at MI3 205 are nat an adverse effect on the
Baltimore-Washinglon Parkway. Landscape plans have nol been developed at this stage of the
project planning. NPS participation in review of proposed landscape will be sought wien they
are prepared.
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Review Request

Please examing the attached project plans and provide your comments by July 30, 20049,
Please contact the project manager, Ms. Kameel I1all at 410-545-8542 {or via email at
khall1g@sha.state. md.us) or Heather Lowe at 410-545- 8526 (or via email at
hlowe{@sha,state.md.us) with questions regarding this project.

Yery truly yours,

Julie M. Schablitsky
Assistant Division Chiel
Environmental Planning Division

Atlachments: 1) Project Plans and Photos

ces Ms. Denise King, Environmental Protection Specialist, DelMar Division, FHWA

M. Joseph Kresslein, Assistant Division Chief, SHA-EFLD

Ms. Iennifer Goold, Architectural Historian, SHA-EPLD

Ms. Kameel Hall, Project Manager, SHA-EPLD

Ms. Heather Lowe, Environmenlal Manager, SHA-EPLD
{w/Attachments)

Ms. Gayle Hazelwood, Superintendent, National Capital Park-East, NPS (w/Attachmenis)

Mr. Fred Cunningharn, Site Manager, National Cuapitsl Park-East, NPS (w/Attachments)

Mr. J. Rodney Little, Director, Division of Historical and Cultural Programs, MIIT
{(w/Attachments)



United States Department of the Interior

MATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Naelanal Cypteal Pares. Baye
F203 Anscosds Drive, 5.E,
Wathingron, D.C. 20030
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May 17,2010 N
cl&
Ms, Kameel Hall g
Project Manager - %
Maryland State Highways
707 North Calvert Street, MS C-301 §
Baltimore, Mearyland 21202 n

Dear Ms, Hall;

This is followsup to our meeting of March 12, 2010 regarding the propossd de minimis
determination for impects upon the historic Beltimore-Washington Parkway from the Maryland
Route 198 Highway Improvements proposal. While the National Park Service (NP8) lands
proposed for use in the new ramp alignment may be munmul we continue to heve concerns
regarding other asscciated prGject impacts,

The foliowing describes the concerns we shared with you during our meeting and constitute
elements we ask to have resclved prior to agreeing o & de mimmis detennination for the project.

» Stormwater management: Although currently not planned for NPS property, we understand
that existing, non-park tree cover that serves as critical screening n this part of the historic
Parkway viewshed, could be removed for s stormwater management system. We ask to be
consulted in the stermwater mapagement plating to ensure the resulting construction and
aceess does not exacerbate existing viewsheds from the Parkway. We sncourage the project
1o include & "pro-active™ design for an aesthetic, "green” stormwater facility, nef simply a
"peneric” stormwater pond approach,

& The NPS must be consulted in all design discussions invelving MDD Route 198 bridge
madifications. This bridge is a1 historic resource to the Parkway and thus there are certain
design and sesthetic criferia that must be enforced so the project does not adversely impact
the visnal and aesthetic integrity of the resource,

+  Your agency shall apply to our National Capital Region Right-of~Way Permit Office for the
installation and opecation of the traffic signals proposed for NPS property. Placement and
design of such facilities mey also be crifical to protecting the Parkway's scenic viewshed.

¢ The NPS should be consulted in all landscaping plans and design involving MD Route 198
bridge modifications, This would include both NP3 aod non-NFPS properties that may require
landscaping fo mitigate viewshed, aesthetic and/or environmenta] impacts of the Maryland




Route 198 Tighway Improvements project on the Parkway. We encourage the use of locaily
native species in landseaping,

We appreciate your attention in this matter and look forward to heating from you so that we can
resolve these concems, You may contsct e or Stephen Syphax at 202-690-5160 with eny
questions or follow-up

Sinceyely, ~

(George Liffe
Acting Superintendent

Ce: Ms. Elizabeth Habic

Environmental Planning Division
Maryland State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street, Mail Stop C-301
Baltimore MD 21202
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Dear: Mr. Hayes:

Introduction and Project Description 3
This letter serves to provide the National Park Service (NPS) with additional information

: regarding the Maryland State Highway Administration’s (SHA) proposed Contract No,

mMmu.B_.Km Qu..c.._ww between MD 295 &nd MD 32) in Anne Arunde] County, because this
project nﬂ?na.u.aunnw.a the gﬂgvﬂwﬂg Mr, David Hayes from NPS

» E c
properties. MHT concurred with this finding on November 4, 2009, Mr. George Liffert from
NPS attended an edditional site .

i meeting held on March 12, 2010 and provided prefiminary

.* vaitten comments on May 17, 2011. SHA is now providing modified plans that address povised
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Previously coordinated improvements to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway consisted of
ﬁ%igwomgﬁgugggggﬂggsg
158 and the construction of sidewalks/ bikeways scross the MD 198 Bridge. The constraction of
the inferchange resulted in 034 ecres of permanent alterations and required 4.68 acres of
temporary construction easement from the NPS property.

Subsequently, several land use changes have been requested through the Anne Arundel
County planning process, bﬂﬁn%.%ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁsgns%&.
i c p 2

and need to improve safety and traffic operations under the increased traffic forecast.
Altzmafive 4A is much the seme as Alternate 4 with the addition of an spproximately 0.5 mile
easthound auxiliary lane between the Baltimore-Washington Parkway egress ramp (outside the
historic boundary) to the second access point for the Arundel Gateway development In addition,
three signals have been edded (MD 198 at Anmde] Gateway 2™ Access, MD 198 at Waters
Rosd, MD 198 at Bald Eagle Drive) to consolidate access points along the corridor (also outsids
the historic boumdary). Environmental Site Design (ESD) plans have been further developed

Eﬁﬁw»gBEnEGomgéﬁnEggg A
preliminary landscape plan for the intersection of MD 198 and 1205 is also provided
(Attachment 2). Wﬁ%g.mﬂgmﬁg?
Funding -

Federal fimds ere anticipated for this project.
Hiytoric Resources Impacis

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway is a 1,353 acre linesr resource, The federal portion
R?Eéwgiﬁﬁgng&égﬁgﬁg.?ﬁﬁn
castem border of the District of Columbie throngh Prince Georges and Anne Amndel counties,
H_#nmunmaﬂmm_n.nm.ﬁﬂuWag,omco?ﬂ&nnioﬁﬂuumgga&sﬁsuawrﬁr
Egﬁgmggomégﬁn%%gugum
culverts, and twenty-two bridgss, The parkway has state and local significance in the aress of
transportation and Iandscape architectire under criterin A and C. Its character-defining features
Eomﬁggagﬂﬁgggssﬁgag
topography and vegetation for scenic purposes.”

%gﬂﬁmgé%&ggg%
the Parkway: 1) one additional on-ramp from MD 295 to MD 198 within the historic boundary;
ngugﬁuuawggﬁgiuug
within and adjacent to the historic boundary. The revised plans that address components 1 and 2
constitute an additional 0.5 ecre of permanent alterations and require an additional 1.3 acres in
temporary construction casements within the NPS boundary. The proposed landscaping as
gFEEEéB&EEEE%u&E&EE
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alterations within the NPS boundary and would require 2 temporary construction easement of the
same size.

1) The exisfing on ramp from MD 198 westbound to southbound MD 295 will be
Eﬁg_ﬁﬂ.gg.ﬁﬂhgmﬁmﬁ_ﬁu uﬁﬁuﬁﬁ&.&.

,gégggggmﬁmgﬁﬁﬁﬁaﬁmﬂgﬂ
in this Jocation. :

2) gﬂﬁﬁ&@uawgﬂwﬁggggﬂg
Kfﬂﬁﬂggm&uﬁﬂ?gﬂa&&gg&. Location of these
g%?gogsggﬁﬁwﬂzﬂ
E&B&gagggﬂﬁggg
consists primarily of serub trees, vines, and invasive plant materials in this location.

3) Faﬁﬂegﬁugggﬂaﬁﬁnwgﬂﬁgg
g&JgguﬁEgn%gﬁgé

i ion I i ial
parloway mainline, Furthermore, the landscape plan will sesk to create 2 healthy plant
ecosystem with a focus on native plants. Final lsndscape plans will be coardinated
with MHT and NPS when complete,

SHA finds that the proposed plams for MIJ 195 ut MDY 295 do not adversely impact the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway, Continuing NPS participation in review of the plans and
Prroposed landscaping will b sitritghs o thery ave prepared,

: Haview Requent

SHA initisted Section 106 Consultation for this project with a letter to the Marsland
Historicel Trost (MHT) on October 16, 2007. By carbon copy, SHA invited NPS ta b a
consulting party in the Section 106 process. ‘We continue to seek NPS comments om impash ta
Engﬁﬂﬂ?ﬂﬁggﬁwin&gg&

. : ﬁﬂﬂgggﬁ&ﬁiﬂn-&%gggﬁg.g:,
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Please contact the project manager, Ms. Kamee! Hall at 450-545-2542 (bt #iet semail ot
ihall1@sha.state md us) or Karen Amold at 410-545- 8510 {or vz emuil g
gggﬂuiﬁnﬁggﬁu}&.

Very truly yours,

Julie M. Scheblitsky
Asgistant Division Chief
w&(fw : 1 Planing Divis

or; Egggggums
Bz Kameel Hall, Project Manager, SHA-EPLD
By, Alsx Rowners, Sepcrinteodent, Nationa) £apital Par-Fast, NP3 {(wAtineTrren o)
Ple. Denise Kmg, ggggg FEWA
{wlAlractenems} )
M. Joseph Kresslein, Assistant Division Chief, SHA-EPLD
_ Mz J. Rodney Little, Umuﬂﬁbmg&mwgaﬂg Progzamy, MHT
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(o --‘ : United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Nationa! Capital Region
148 Ohis Drive, 3.W.

- Washington, D.C. 20242

Maryland State Highway Administration

Altn: Ms, Julie M. Schablitsky,

Assistant Division Chief, Enviropmental Planning Division
707 Notth Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

7 April, 2011
Dear Ms Schablitsky,

First I want 1o thank you for the continued consultation with the National Park Service in regards
to the “MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32 Highway Project”.

The Narional Park Serviee concurs with your assessiments of the additional impacts 1o NPS lands
within the historic boundary and adiacent to the historic boundary. The impacts identified
include: 1) one additional on-ramp from MD 295 10 MD 198 within the historic boundary; 2)
Environmemal Site Design (ESD) and Stormwater Management (S WM), and; 3) landscaping
within s adjacent to the historic boundary, Components 1 asd 2 constitute an additional 0.5
acres of permanent alterations and require an additional 1.3 acres in temporary construction
easements within the NPS boundary. Component 3 would constitute approximately 2.25 acres of
additiorial permanent aiterations within the NPS boundary and would raquire a temporary
construction easement of the same size. The three components would constitute a total of 2.75
acres of permanent impacts to NPS lands and 3.55 acres of temporary construction sasements
during the life of the proposed projeci. Under NPS defirdtions this would constitute an adverse
impact, bul since NPS is a caoperating agency and not the lzad compliance agency, we acoept
the definitions used by Marylund State Highway Administration and concur with your
determination.

NPS concurs with yeur determination for componen 1 that the “character defiung features of
the Baltimore-Washington Packway would not be adversely impacted by & small increase in the
typical road section in this location”. We would add that we ar concernsd about cumulative
impacts — especially if any additional road or non-pervious surfaces are added to the overall
design. We also stress that cumulative impacts be addressed in any future NEPA and Section
106/4f cnvironmental documentation.

NPS concurs with your determination for component 2 that “RSD and SWM have been
winimized as greatly as possible,” but NPS asks that any vegetation removed would be replaced



on a 1:] ratio using native species and submitted to NPS and MHT for approval in a Jandscape
plar. Componeni 3 should be addressed in a similar approach through NPS and MHT approval.

If you have any questions, or would like to schedule a site visit please give me a call at
202.619.7277 or email me at david haves@inps.gov, I look forward to future presentations and
opportunities to work together an Maryland State Highway projects,

Sincerely,

David Hayes

Regiconal Flanner and Transportation Liaison
National Capital Rcgion, National Park Service

1106 Ohio Drive Southwest
Washington, DC 20242

e
NACE/Superintendent
NCE/LRP/files
NCR/LRP/Hayes

CABocunients and Settingsidhayes\My Documents\SHA-MDIM D 198\ Conresporidence\cancurrence [tr april2011
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Aptil 16, 2014

Re:  Project No. AASTOMII
MD [98 from WD 295 to MI» 32
Anne Arunde! County, MD
USGS Latire! 7.5' Quadrangle

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

H00 Corsmunily Place
Crowngyille MD 27032-2023

Drear Mr. Little:

Introduction and Project Description
This letter serves to inform the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) of changes 1o Project

Mo, AASIOMIL, MD 198 from MD 295 10 MD 32 in Anne Arundel County, The Maryland
Highway Administration {SIIA) continues to find that there will be no adverse effect to historic
properties by the proposed project.

This project was previously coordinated with MHT by [erters dated Qctober 16, 2007;
October 23, 200%; October 27, 2009, and March 16, 2011, These letiers, along with
correspondence received from the National Park Service {NPS) are enclosed collectively as
Attachment 1. In the letter of October 23, 2609, SHA determined that the project would have
no adverse effect on historic propertics. MH'T concurred with this finding on November 4, 200%.
In the letter daced March 16, 2011, SHA deseribed Alternative 4 Modified and determined that
there continued o be no adverse effect on historie properties, conditioned on implementing a
[andscaping plan at the intersection of MD 198 and [-295. MIIT concurred with this finding on
April 14,201 1.

The project provides for two lanes along eastbound and westhound MD 198 divided by a
grassy median that varies in width throughout the corridor from twenty-feet to six-feet, On-road
bicycle facilitics will be provided in both directions adjacent to outside travel lanc. A five-foot
grass buffer along the south side curb separates the on-read bicycle [ane from the shared-use
pedestrian/bicycle path. The shared-use path extends from east of MD 295 to the ball-fields cast
of Bald Fagle Drive, where it tapers into a five-foot sidewalk. Another five-foot grass buffer
along the north side of the curb separates the on-road bicycle lane trom a five-foot sidewalk.
This sidewalk cxtends from the western limits of the project atea to cast of relocated Old

Wiy telephona number/toll-free number is
aryiond Kelay serwce far inpaired Hegring of Speach 1.800./35. 2258 Statewide ioll Frea

Stroct Address: 707 North Calvert Street = Baltionare, Maryland 21202 = Phore 4105450360 « wwwroads.maryland.gow
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Portland Road. Reductions have been made (o travel] lane width and to the bylfer between the
shoulder and the sidewalk to accommodate an increase in the widths of both the on-alignment
bike lang and the shared use path. The ramp from scuthbound MD 295 1o MD 198 will be
widened to facilitate a free-flowing right turn onto westbound MD 198 and to accommodate an
additional left turn tane onto eastbound MD [98. A traffic signal will be installed at the top of
this offramp, The ramp from westbound MD 198 onto southbound MD 295 will be widened to
two lanes that will merge hack to the existing single lane over the length of approximatcly 400
feet, Addittenally, two new struclures will be constructed on MD 198: a new bridge over the
Little Patuxent River and a flyover ramp at MD 32, The scope of work also includes stermwater
management, grading, full depth road reconstruction in some areas, resurfacing, new signage and
roadway striping. In order to complete the scope of work, the project will require new right-of-
way acquisition as well as temporary and perpetual casements.

This letter presents changes 1o the type and location of stormwater facilities within the
Environimental Site Design (ESD) plans for Alternative 4 Modified. Changes in ESD from the
2011 plans arc the result of new reguiations and an evolution in the stormwater management
{SWM) design methodology. Developed under the new regulations, the propoesed micro-scale
ESD features will minimize visual and physical impacts on the historic Baltimore-Washington
Parkeway. The new ESI design has ereated changes to the Limits of Disturbance {LOD) along
the length of the project. Plans are invluded as At€achment 2. Areas where the LOD has
decrcased arc shown as a haiched patiern while areas where the LOD has increased are shown as
solid, The cullouts on the plans identify the area in square feet of these changes.

Funding
Federal funds are anticipated fur this project.

Area of Potential Effects
In determining the Area of Potential Effects {ADPE) for this project, SIIA considered

direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to historic properties. The APE remains as defined in
2009 and 2011: it encompasses the LOD and extends 250 feet from the outermost edge of the
LOD as indicated on the attached SHA quadrangle map for Laure! enclosed as Attachment 3.
Although the LOL has changed, the overall impact to the APE is negligible. The archagological
sutvey arca remains defined as the worst cast LOD,

Identification Methods and Results
Potentially stgnificant architectural and archacological resources were both rescarched as

part of the historic investigation instigated by the proposed corridor improvement project,

Architecture: SHA Consultani Architectural Historian Jon Schmidt reviewed the SHA-GIS
Culrural Resources Database, Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties {MIIIP) forms, National
Register of Histeric Places {(NRHP} neminations, historic maps and photographs, aerial photos,
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land records, prior correspondence and as-built plans. A site visit was made on March 21, 2014
during which the project area was walked and photographs were taken.

Historic structures eligibility was previously coordinated with MHT via letiers dated
Ociober 16, 2007 and October 23, 2009, MHT concuired on December 4, 2007 and November
4. 2009 that the only historic propcrtics within the APE are the D.C. Children’s Center-Forest
Haven Historic District, determined eligible lor the NRHP on April 17, 2007, and the Baltimore-
Washington Patkway {AA-5/P.G: 69-26), listed on the NRHP on May 9, 1991. Altheugh the
project extends within the historic boundary of Fort Meade (AA-34), on December 4, 2007 MHT
voncurrad that no NRHP eligible portions of the fort are located within the APLL.

Since 2011, four additicnal properties within the APE huve reached fifty years of age:
3250 Fort Meade Road, 3249 Fort Meade Road, 3242 Fort Meads Road, and 3240 Fort Meade
Road. Each of these properties was evaluated for NRHP eligibility on a DOE short form and
determined not eligible, These forms are enclosed as Attachment 4.

A portion of the project involves recon{iguring the entrance to the D.C, Children’s Center
— Forest Haven Historic District from MD 198, As cootrdinated in 2009 and 2011, the entrance is
not Jocated within the property’s historic houndary. The proposed project will notl impact NRHP
¢ligible purtivns ol the D.C. Children’s Center - Forest Haven Historic District.

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway is 4 1,353 acre lineur resource eligible for the NRHE
under Criteriz A and €. It is significant fot its association with transportation as well as for its
landscape architecture. The federal portion of the property maintained by the NP'S is
colerminous with its hisioric right-of-way boundary that extends from the eastern border of the
District of Columbia through Prince George’s and Anne Arundel counties. The irregularly
shaped right-of-way is between 400 and 800 feet wide cumprising 4 dual lane recadway, variable
width median, flanking buffer of natural forest and cultivated native landscaping, twonty-two
bridges and scores of culverts. The character defining features are the “high-speed elemenis of
modern [reeway design”™ and “natural topography and vegetation for scenic purposes.” No right-
of-way will be acquited from the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, however temporary
easements are needed to complete aspects of the scope of work.,

Previously Coordinated Improvements: Elements of the current project previously coordinated in
2009 are: altering the travel surface ol the MD 198 bridge over the parkway to include

sidewalks, constructing sidewalks on the bridge approaches along MDD [98, and widening the
off-ramp from southbound MD 295 to MDD 198. The propesed oll-ramp widening would add
.38 acres of new pavement. Along with the new sidewalks and anticipated slope improvements,
the 2009 scope required approximately 4.7 acres of temporary construction easements from NPS

properiy,

The project scope was expanded in 2011 to include; widening ihe existing onramp from
westbound MD 198 onto southbound MD 295 to accommodate a second travel lanc; constructing
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ESD and SWM features; and [andscaping around the interchange of MD 198 and MD 295 as 1
measure to preserve the character defining features of the Raltimore-Washington Parkway, The
arca of the temporary construction easements required from NPS property increused 1o
approximately 6 acres, composed of 3.8 acres related to corridor improvement activities such as
new pavemnernt, resurlacing, sidewalks, bike path, ESD and grading; and 2.25 acres far the
landscape mitigation plan. MHET’s concurrence with the no adverse effect finding in 2011 was
contingent upon coordinating with MHT and NPS to implement the landscaping plan.

Revised Impravenments: The ESD plans have been revised to accommodate changes to the
regulations. The current design calls for ESD and SWM {acilities to be located within and
adjacent to the parkway’s historie boundary. Five micro-scale stormwater features are proposed
within the boundary of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway: two micro-bioretention facilities, a
bio-swale, a planter box and a grass swale. These features are smalier, more efficient, and less
impactful than those proposed in 201 [. In an effort to shrink the foatprint of the projeet within
the historic boundary, the ESD facililies are located adjacent to the southbound MD 295 ramp
and within the median of MD 198 on the westbound approach to MD 295. Making use of
organic malerials and native plkintings, the new ESD features are desighed to integrate into the
cxisting landscape. The new ESD plan results in 2 general reduction of permanent impacts to the
historic boundary from the 3.8 acres coardinated in 2011 1o 3.1 actes.

A new ESD facility has becn added 1o the northeast quadrant of the intersection within
the cloverleal between northbound MD 285 and westbound MD 198. The proposed facility will
be constructed at grade in a cleared area beneath high-tension power lines that is outside the
hisioric boundary of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Within the historic boundary, a thick
stand of trees to the east will shield the parkway from the proposed fucility. No visual or physical
impacts to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway’s character defining features will oceur.

Changes to the ESD and SWM design have also affected impacts to the existing buffer of”
trees dlong the west side of MD 295 at the intersection with M 198. The usc and location of
smalier facilities requires fewer trec removals. As a result forest impacts have decreased from
1.98 acres to .94 acres. Pecreasing the amount of impacts to the buffer accomplishes two goals:
It conceals the adjacent commercial development from view and preserves the historic viewshed
along the parkway.

Since mare of the existing tree buffer along the west side of MD 295 wiil remain, fewer
new plantings are needed within the parkway to mitigate impacts to the historic vicwshed . Asa
result, the landscaping mitigation plan has been reduced {rem 2.25 acres 1o 1.7 acres, The
landscape mitigation remains focated within the medians between southbound MD 295 and the
on and off-ramps. The goal of this miligation is to maintain the overall quantity of vegetation at
the interscetion, create a healthy ecosystem through the use of native plant species and preserye
the historic viewshed of the parkway. As concurred upon during previous consuhation and
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requested most recently by the NPS in a letter dated April 7, 2011, final landscape plans will be
cootdinated with NPS and MHT when they are available.

The current changes to the project involve constructing five smaller, more efficient ESD
features within the historic boundary of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. 'These features will
be inteprated into the landscape directly adjacent to the roadway, requiring fewer changes to the
cxtant “high speed ¢lements of modern freeway design” that contributes to the signilicance of the
parkway. [mpacts to the existing tree buffer that contributes to the significance of the parkway
have also been reduced. While the installation of these ESD facilities will cause visual and
physical impacts to the parkway, the landscape will be restored and the impacts will be
tempotary. The proposed changes reduce the amount of impacts from those previously
coordinated and will not adversely impact any of the characteristics that qualily the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

In 2011, NP8 requested that SHA consider cumulative impacts to the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway. Because the current scope of work decreases the amount of impacts to the
parkway from the previous design, SHA has determined that cumulative impacts are not 2

cuncern 4l this fime,

Conditioned upon implementation ol the landscaping plan, SHA continues to find that the
proposed roadway and intersection improvement project zlong MD 198 between MD 295 and
MDD 32 will have no edverse impaets on historic standing structures. An Eligibility and Effects
Table indicating SHA’s finding is enclosed as Attachment 3,

Upon your concurrence that there will be no adverse impacts fo the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway conditioned upon implementation of the landscaping plan, SHA intends to
request that the Federal Highway Administration make a de minimis impuct finding for the minor
Section 4(f) use of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway.

The project will require temporary construction easements from the Baltimore-
Washington Patkway in ovder to complete some elements of the scope of work, Given that this
impact will oceur by temporary occupancy, the requirements of Section 4({) would not apply for
these activities, based on your agreement with the following criteria as the official with
jurisdiction.

¢ The duration of the impact will be temporary, i.e., less than the lime needed for
construction of the project;

» There will be no change in the ownership of the land;

e The scope of work will be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the
changes 10 the Section 4(f) resource are minimal;

s There are no anticipated permanent adverse physics] impacts; and

+ The [and being used will be fully restored, i.e., the tesource will be returned to a
condition which is at least as good as that which existed prier to the project.
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Archaealogy: SHA Archacolopist April Fchr asaessed the potential of the revised survey atea
through consullatton of project files, previous archaeological investigations, the SHA-GIS
Cultural Resources Database, the county soil survey, and historic maps. A site visit was made by
SHA Archacclogist Carol Ebright on March 27, 2014 and map notations made during Lhe site
visit also informed this assessinent.

Numcrous prior investigations have been conducted in or adjacent to the MD 198
corridor (Conrad 1973, Curry 1978 and 1985, Cunningham and Gardner [979, Epperson 1980,
Wesler et al, 1981, Deciceo 1987, Collier et al. 1990, Rutherford and Petraglia 1990, Hopkins et
al. 1992, and Barse and Scheerer 200{1. SHA 2lso conducted an investigation of the 1.OD in
2009 {Child et al. 2009). This survey found only modern artifacts and recorded no archaeologicsl
sites.

Most of the proposed ESD [ocations arc within the previousty surveyed LOD, arc
disturbed, or are located on pootly drained soils. Two expanded ESD facilities have small
pottions in undisturbed and better drained soil. The first is an approximatc 20 x 154 foot sliver
{0.09 acre) locaied in Parcel 49 on Map Sheet 2 of Attachment 2. This is adjacent to twe prior
surveys with negative results (Child et al. 2009; Wesler et al. 1981). 1t is unlikely that additional
testing would find significant archaeological resources. The second expanded BESD location is
along Waters Road on Parcel 70 on Map Sheet 3 of Attachment 2. Most of this expansion has
heen previoosly surveyed or is in poorly drained soils. An approximately 60 x 60 foot (.08
#ere) ared ks on better drained soils, This location is partly disturbed by the prior construction of
Waters Road and is adjacent to two negative prior surveys {Child 1009; Wesler et al. 1981). Itis
unlikely that additional testing would [ocate significant archaeological resources.

The proposed new work will occur in areas that have been previously surveyed, are on
poorly drained or disturbed soils, or are small slivers adjacent to prior negative surveys. [tis
unlikely that significant archaeological resources will be impacted by the revised ESD locations
and no additional investigation is recommended.

Review Reguest

Please examine the attached [etters, plans, map, DL short forms and Cligibility and
Effects Table. We request your concurrence by May 15, 2014 that there would be no adverse
effects on historic properties by Project AASTOMI11, MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32, By
carbon copy, we invite the Anne Arundel County Office of Environmental and Cultural
Resvurces and the National Park Service (o provide comments and participate in the Section 106
process. Pursvant to the requirements of the implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part
800, SHA seeks their assistance in identifying historic preservalion issusy as they relate to this
specific project (see 36 CFR §800.2(c)(3) and {5}, and $800.3(f) for information regarding the
identification and participation of consulting pariies, and §300.4, and §800.5 regarding the
identification of historic properties and assessnient of effects). For additional mformation
regarding the Section 106 regulations, sec the Advisory Council on Historfc Preservation’s
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website, www.achp.gov, or contact the Maryland State Highway Administration or the Maryland
Historical Trust. If no response is received by May 15, 2014 we will assume that these offices
dectine to participate. Please czll Jon Schmidt at 410-545-2899 (or via email at
ischmidt3@sha.state.md.us) with questions regaldmg standing structures for this project. April
Fehr may be reached at 410-545-8848 (cr via email at afehri@sha state.md.us} with concerns

regarding archacology.

Very truly yours,

Cl'taliy stgned by Apdl Fehs for
[IN; ¢n=April bahe 2z, 8 =5HA,

. Jl/"_ Su=EALD-ERS,
= amall=aiohigeh s Datame L c=U5
Fom

Date: 2014.04. 16 08:50:06 - 04'00
Julie M, Schablitsky
Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Division

Attachments: 1)  Previous Section 106 Correspondenee
2} Project Plans
3) APE Map
4}  DOE short forms
5} Eligibility and Effects Table

ce! Ms Karen Amold, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)
Mr, William Carver, SHA-FPD
Ms. Aptii Fehr, SHA-EPLD {w/Attachments)
Mr, Jon Schimidt, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)
Mr. Gupaul Noojiball, National Capitai Parks — East
Ms. Tammy Stidham, National Capital Region of the National Park Service
Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-FPL.D
Ms. Larian Beverungen, Anne Arundel County, Office of Enviconmental & Culfural
Resources (w/Attachments)



Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
rminati of Elisibility and/or Effecis

Project Number:  AAS10MII MHT Log No, Z2¢id01851
Project Name: MD 198 from M 295 ta MDD 32

County: Anne Arundel

Letter Date: April 16, 2014

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced letter and
coneurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility and Effcets Table [Attachment 4]}
by  Concur
11 Bo Not Concur

Effect (as noted in the Eligibitity and Effects Table [Auachment 4]}:

[] Ng Properties Affected

b4  _No Adverse Effect

|1 Conditioned upon the following action(s} (see comments helow)
|]  Adverse Effect

Apreement with FHWA®s Section 4(f) criteria of femporary use (as detailed in the referenced
letter, if applicable):

pq Agree

Acknowledgment of FHWA’s intent to make a de minimis impact finding {as detailed in the

referenced letter, if applicable):
M Acknowledge

Comments:

We ook ﬁ:ﬁvwcf # Levieding Z'Z-re ﬁ'g' al {ang'gcg' 1;)? ,Pfansf,
& LA & .

L fen) e fia ol

By: M@QM& 5/8 /2014
M State Hisforic Preservation Office/ Date

Maryland Histetieal Trust

Section 4(f) Criteria of Temporary Occupancy and de minimiés Finding Approval, if applicable:

Federzsl Highway Printed Name Nate
Adminisirsiiya

Retumby U S Mai! or Facrimile io
Dr Juilo M Schabliugky, Assistam Division Chel, Emviramenentsl Planniog Dislsian,
MD % e Highway Admimstration, PO Bex 117, Beltimere, MD 212030717
Telephons 4 1056 5. 8870 andf Fucsmule 416.205-5046
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Martin O°Malley, Govermor
Anthony Brown, Lt Gevernar

S‘la‘te Ariper oo | Jotn By Pontasi, Secrerary Deslgrare
NWell I, Pedersen, Adminivimrer
Administratien

Naryland Departrnent of Transportafion

October 16, 2007

Re:  Project No. SPOT2A43
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Amns Arundel County, MD
USGS Lawre! 7.5 Quadrangle
Mr. I. Rodney Little
State Historic Preservation Offiver
Maryland Historieal Trust
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032-2025

Dear Mr. Little:

Introduction and Project Description

This letter serves to inform the Maryland Historice] Trust (MHT) of the Maryland State
Highway Administration’s ([SHA} proposed Project No. SPO72443, SHA has initisted @ project
planning study for approximately 3.5 miles in the area encompassing MD 198 between MD 295
and MDD 32, The pupose of the project is to improve the existing capacity and traffic oparations,
enhance access 10 Fort George . Meade, and increase vehicular, bicycle axd pedestrian safety
along MD 198 while supporting existing and planned development in the area. SHA seeks to
provide information about the identification and National Repister of Historic Places (NRHP}
eligibility of historic standing structures, and the assessment of potential for archeological
resources within the AFPE,

A praject lovation map Is included as Attachment 1.

Funding
Federal funds ars anficiputed for this project.

Atea of Potential Fffects
The project area is hoavily wooded with scattered mid-to-late twentleth contury commerciat and
residential resources. [n addition, some large institutions and federal lands are located adjacent
10 the roadway. The APE for historic standing struchures includes tax parcels along MDD 198,
MD 295 and MD 32 within the SELA’s proposed study area, encompassing a corridor 1000 feet
o gither side of {be centerline of MD 198. The large study comridor acooumts for impacts 10
wetlands and covers possible mitigation site locations. For scme of thege properties, the tax
My telaghons number/tallsfiee tumber [s
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parcel boundaries are adjacent to SHA's right-of-wey for the highway, while other properties are
within sight of MID 198, This APE also considers possible visual, audibls, and physical impucts
to histodc properties. Onee project plans are developed, the APE can be more closely defined.
The APE is depicted on the attached SHA metro map {Attachment 1).

Ideutification Methwds and Results

Architecture: SHA Architectural Historian Kathryn Barreit consulted the SHA-GIS Culbugal
Resowrees Database, serial photographs, Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties and
Determination: of Eligibility forms, SIIA project files, and Marylend Department of Assessments
and Texation information to identify previously recorded rasowrces within the APE. Field visits
were completed in Apl and August 2007 to identify resources that have not been previously
recorded, but are more than 50 years of age. SHA retaincd Archacological and Historical
Consuitants, Tnc,, R. Goodwin and Associates, Inc. and EHT Traceries, Inc,, to complete the
necessary architectural evatuations for this project.

Previousty Recorded Historic Properties
Previously identified and evaluated historic resources within the project arca include the
Beltimore Washington Parkway (AA-5/F(: 69-26), the D.C. Children’s Center- Forest Haven
District (AA-2364), and Fort George G. Meade {AA-2095). The Baltimore Washington Parkway
is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Post Core of Fort George G.
Meade and tha D.C. Children's Center-Forest Haven District have been detenuined sligible for

Tigting on the NRHP.

A comprehensive survey was completed in 1993 for Fort Meade. The survey identified
several building types and MIHP forms were prepared for numerous buildings (see Attachment 4
for detailed aligihility information). In adéition te the survey, & Cultura] Resource Management
Plan (CRMP) was conducted in several phases from 1994 to 2001 by R. Christopher Goodwin
and Associates, In¢. One structure that was eveluated as part of the CRMP is within the APE and
_ in close proximity to MD 198, The pump house (Fort Meade Building #9599), constructed in
1933, wag detenmined not eligible for listing in the NRHP,

The [.C. Children’s Center-Forest Haven Distriot is part of 4 larger parcel that also
contains the Woordlend Job Corps cempus end the Oak Hill Youlh Center (all thres resources
compose tax pareel 96, Map 20 which was once known 2s the Distriet Training School). The
Dak Hill Youth Center is 2 maximum sceurity juvenile detention cenier constructed in 1967 and
was 1ot evaluated as part of this study, es it is well outside the project area. The Woodland Job
Corps, established in 1954, was evaluated as part of this investigation, and is discussed further
below.

Previgusly Unidentified and Unrecordad Historic

The western section of MDD 198 between MD 295 and MD 32 is a two-lane highway
sparsely [incd with commercial buildings and a small number of residential buildings, O theve
buildings, two are greater than fifty years old, Elits Automotive at 3348 Fort Meade Road was
constructed circa 1940 and the ROH Body Shop at 3338 Fert Meade Road was built circa 1956,



These buildings are not eligible for the NRHP. Short forms were prepared for these buildings
and are included in the enclosed documentation.

Parcel 42 along the south side of MDD 198 conteins two single dwellings greater than fifty
years old. The dwellings sre located west of a trailer park (Welcht's Trailer Park) that is sited on
the tax parcel. The dwellings are not eligible for the NRHP and short forms were prepared for
these buildings and are alss included in the enclosed documentation.

Simonds Bridge (AA-2387) carries MD 198 over the Little Patuxent River within the
AFE, The stee] deck girder bridge was constructed by the State Roads Commission in 1944 to
accommoedate Fort Meade traffic. The bhridge is recommended as not eligible for listing on the
NRHP. A DOE form was prepared for the bridge and is included in the enclosed documnentation.

The Weodland Job Corps Center s Joeated primarily on the north side of MID 198 on
Parcel 95, Map 20, Parce] 96 abuts MD 198 and extends to the south side of the road within the
APE. The Woodland Job Corps Center was constructed cirea 1954 as 2 home for incarcerated
Juveniles. One section, known as Maple Glen, was constructed for younger children while Cedar
Knolls was built in 1955 for teenage children, Along with what is now the Oak Hill Youth
Center, both Mapla Glen and Cedar Knolls were known ag the Children’s Center. Maple Glen
begame & job corps center circa 1978, Currently, the Woedland Job Corps Center campus
consists of approxirnately eight buildings including two cirea 2000 dormitery buildings. The
center is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP. A Maryland Inventory of Historie Places
{MIHP) form and DOE were prepared for the property and are included in the enclosed
documentation.

Tipton Airfield is located on the south side of MD 198 near the sastern project limit. The
Tipton Airfield wes opened in 1960. Historically part of Fort Maade, the airfield was teansferred
to Anne Arundel County arpund 1988, The struchures on the site were not evaluated ag part of
the Fort George G. Meade CRMP which was conducted in several phases from 1994 to 2001 by
R. Christopher Goodwin and Associates, Ing. The airfield was evaluated as part of this study and
1§ recommended as not eligible for listing on the NRIIP. An MIHP form snd DOR were
prepared for the property and are included in the enclosed documentation.

The Patuxent Research Refuge is located south of MDD 198 with a small portion of the
property located adjacent to the roadway, The Refuge was esteblished in 1936 and encompasses
12,841 acres dedicated to wildlife study and restoration. The pottion of the Refuge located
within the project APE consisis of four softball fields, a small brick equipment shed, gravel
parking lot and the entrance to Bald Pagle Drive which leads to the north gate of the Refuge.
The ball fields end associated shed were constructed by Fort Meade in early 1990. The parcel
was subsequently transferred to the Patuxent Research Refuge in 1991-1992, though Fort Meade
maintains the facility. It is recognized that the Patuxent Research Refuge could be considered a
histerie landscape district, with fisther research and eveluation, However, because only a soall
portion of the Patuxent Research Refuge i8 within the APE (approximately four aeres), any
project impact will be minor relative to the size of the properdy, and the porlion that is within the
APR is composed of land and a facility that is not historically associated with the Refuge



property or purpose, SHA is proposing that the evaluation of the Patuxent Research Roefuge for
NRHP sligibility is beyond the scope of this project.

An Eligibility Table is included as Attachment 3.

Archeclogy: SHA Archeologist Richard Ervin prepared a preliminary assessment of the
archeologics] potential of the project area through consultation of previous archeologieal
investigations, soils and historic mapping, and Visidata viden. No field visit was made pending
receipt of plans.

One archeological site has hean recorded in the APE, [8AN1147, an Early Woodiand and
historio period artifact scatter. Archeologival surveys of nearby areas have recorded sites on high
temrain overlooking the Patuxent River and its tubufary streams.

The project area was part of Richard Snowden’s property called Birmingham, patented in
1685. The Snowden property included farms, mills, the Patuxent Forge, and the Patuxent
Irenworks (Barse 2000}, The forge and ironworks were south of the present Tipton Airfield,
outside the APE. ‘The Annapoclis snd Elkridge Railroad established a linc crossing the project
area in 1837. Historic maps (Martenet’s 1860 Map of Anne Arunde] County; Hopkins 1878
Atlas of Anne Anundel County; and the USGS 1892, 1807, and 1926 Laurel quadrangles) show
that in the nineteenth century, a Post Office end Stors were located within the eastem end of the
APE, north of the town of Patuxent Forge. Ancestral MD 198 is depicted on the USGS (1892)
15! quadrangle, with several structures within the APE by the carly twentieth century (USGS
1907}, [n 1907, a planned commmuoity known a8 the New Respass Industrial Colony was
envisionsd as an cthnic community on 5000 lots, but these plans were never carried out. Fort
George G. Meade was established in 1917, Its historic boundary abuts MD 198 east of the
Patuxent River, but is well south of MDD 198 throughout the remainder of the project corridor.

Historic mapping indicates that the Patuxent River has been channelized in places, and
that parts of the river onoe lay closer to the west bark, wiers weil drained terrain i3 present
within the APE overlooking Simond’s Bridge. Most of this ares was criginally part of Fort
Meade, Such settings along the Patoxent River have  high potentisl for archeological resonsces,
including large base camps. Based on the preliminary project description, significant
archeological resources may occur within the APE. The project’s archeological potential will be
re-assessad when prelimingry design pluns sre availabie.

Review Reguest
Please exarnine the attached Compliance Report, MTHP and DOE forms, end Bligibility

Table. We request your concurrence on SHA's eligibility determinations by November 10, 2007.
By carben copy, we invite the Anne Arunde] County Office of Environmontal & Cultural
Resources to provide cotnments and participate in the Section 106 process. Pursuant fo the
requirements of the implementing regulations found #t 36 CFR Part 800, SHA seei their
assistance in identifying historic preservation igsues as they relate to this specific project (sce
CFR 800.2 {c) (4) and (6), and 800.3 (f) for inforruation regarding the identification and



participation of consulting parties, and 800.4, and 800.5 regarding the identification of historic
properties and assessment of effects).

For additional information regarding the Section 106 regulations, see the Advisory Couneil on
Historic Preservation’s website, www.achp.gov, or contact the Maryland State Highway
Administration or the Maryland Historical Trust. [fno response is received by November 16,
2007, we will assume that these offices decline to participate, Please ¢all Mg, Kathryn Barrett at
410-545-0339 (or via ernail at kbarrett@sha.state.md.us) with questions regarding standing
structures for this project. Mr, Richard Ervin may be reached at 410-345-2878 (or via email gt
rervin@sha state.md.ug) with concerns regarding archeology.

Very truly yours,

Bruce M., Grey
Deputy Director

Cultural Resources Team Leadar
Project Planming Division

Attachments: 1) Project Location Map ang APE Map
23 Resource Map
3} Eligibility Tablc
4y Compliance Report and Detenminalion of Eligibility Furms

Ms. Kathryn Barrett, SHA-PED

Ms, Anne Blravy, SHA-PPD (w/Attachinents 1-3)

Mr. Bruce M. Grey SHA-OPPE (w/Artachmants 1-3)

Ms. Kamesl Holmes, SHA-PPD (w/Attachments 1-3)

Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-PPD

Ms. Jenna Solomon, Office of Environmental & Cultural Resources, Anne Arundel
County {w/Attachments 1-3)

Mr. Donald 5. Sparklin, SHA-PPD



Concurrence with the M1} State Highway Administration’s
Determination(s} of Bligibility and/or Eff:

Project Number: SFO72A43 MHT Log No.
Project Name: MDD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Arundel

Letter Date: October 16, 2007

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the refarenced
Jetter and concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as {ollows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 3]}
[] Concur
[1 DoNotConcur

Effect (as noted in the Bffects Table [Attachument N/AJ):
11  No Properties Affected
{] NoAdverse Effect
{1 Coaditionsd upon the following action(s) {(ses comments below)
[1]  Adverss Effsct

Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4{f} eriteria of temporary nse {as detailed in the
referenced letter, if applicable):

[] Agree

Camments;

By:
MD State Historic Preservation Gffice/ Date
Marylend Historical Trust

Return by 1.5, Mak or Faosimtly to2
Dr. Julic M. Schablitsiy, Cultural Resouracy Team Leader, Frojedt Planslag Diviston,
WD Stare Highway Admintration, PO, Bea 717, Baltimore, MD 513030717
“felephone: 410-345-8470 and Fucairnile: 410-20 5004



Attachment 1
Project Location and APE Map
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Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
Determination{s) of Eligibility and/or Effects

Project Number: SPQ72A43 MHT Log No,__2007036B2.
Project Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Arundel

Letter Date: Qctober 16, 2007

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced
letter and coneurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (25 noted in the Eligihility Table [ Attachment 3]):
P4 Concur
] 3o Not Concur

Effect {as noted in the Effects Table [ Attachment N/AT):
[] No Properties Affocted
[ ] No Adverse Effect
| ]|  Cornditioned upon the following action(s) {see comments below)
| ] Adverse Elfect

Agreement with FITWAs Section 4(f) criteria of teniporary use (as detailed in the
referenced lctter, if applicable):

[1] Agres

Comuments:

-

by OV (Voo 2/t o7
MD State Historie Prescrvation Office/ Diate
Maryland Historical Trust

Return by LS, Mail or Facsimile to:
De. Jukie M. Sehablitsky, Cultwral Resownces Team Leader, Project Planming, Divinion,
T} State Higleway Administration, F.O. Box 717, Ballmone, MD 21203.07(7
Telephona: 410-545-3870 and Facsimdle: 4 10-203-5004



SMA

Martin G'Malley, Governor Stalte Boverley K., Swaim-Staley, Secretary
Anthony 0. Brown, It Gevernar Hell . Pederses, Adminisrraror
Adminigtration
Maryland Depariment of Transporiation

Qctober 23, 2009

Re:  ProjectNo. AASIOMIL
MD 198 from MD295 to MDD 32
Anne Arunde} County, MDD
USGS Laurel 7.5 Quadrangle

Mr, J, Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Histotical Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little:

Introduction and Project Description
This letter serves to inform the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) of the Maryland

State Iighway Administration’s (SHA) finding that proposed Project No, AAS10MI11
will have no adverse effect on historic properties. The purpose of the project is to
improve the existing capacity and traffic operations, and increase vehicular and pedestrian
safety along MI? 198, while supporting existing and planned developmert in the area.
MD> 198 provides direct access 1o the Fort George G. Meade Military Reservation (Fort
Megde) from MD 32, MD 295 and generally points south and west of the study area.
Iraproving MD 198 wonld enhence access to Fort Meade and accommodate future
transportation needs in the project arce.

The ares around Fort Meade is one of the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel
County. Fort Meade and the National Security Agency (NSA), a tenant of the Fort, combined
represent the largest employers in the State of Maryland. Fort Meade’s workforce is
comprised of more than 39,000 military, civilian and contractor personnel. As a result of the
2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, Fort Meade and the surrounding area
are expecied to experience considerable growth. By 2010, approximately 5,300 additional
new on-base jobs are expected to be relocated to Fort Meade, along with 7,500 new jobs at
NSA. Asmany as 20,000 or more private sector jobs are also anticipated, primarily in the
defense and support industries. These jobs would be located both on and in the vicinity of

the Fort.

My talephore numberitcll-fres tumbar {y
Maryland Raley Service jor Impoired Hearing or Speach: 1.800:735.2258 Hiatowids Toll Pres

Siveat Addvess: T07 Nocth Calvert Stroet » Balmuye, Maryland 21202 - Phone: $10-545-0300 « wwrw:marylandzouds.com




Mt. J. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD295 to MD 32
Page Three

3. Alternative 4: Divided Rosdway with Off-Roed, Shared-Use Facility and a
Sidewalk

This alternative provides for two lanes in both directions (eastbound and westbouhd)
divided by a grassy median that varies throughout the corridor from 20-feet fo six-feet.
On-road bicycle facilities are provided in both directions adjacent to the outside travel
lane, A five<foot grass buffer along the south side curb separates the on-road bivycle lane
from the shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path. This path extends from just east of the
bridge over MDD 295 1o the ball-fields located adjacent to Bald Eagle Drive, East of Bald
Eagle Drive, this becomes a five-foot sidewalk to the eastern limits of the project. There
is also a five-foot grass buffer along the north side of the curb that separates the on-road
bicyele lane from the five-foot sidewalk, This sidewalk extends from the western limits
of the project ares to the businesses Jocated just east of the relocated Old Portland Road.

4. MD 198/MD 32 Interchange Opdions

- & Opfion A: Flyover Kamp
This option maintains the existing configuration of the MD 198/ MD 32
interchange. However, a flyover ramp is introduced that allows traffic from northbound
MD 32 1o access westbound MDD 198 directly, therefore completely separating this traffic
from the roundabont. All other traffic through the interchange would operate as it does

today,

. Optlon B: Loop Ramp Option

This option maintains the existing configuration for the MD 198 /MD 32
interchange for the southern portion (the existing ronndabout closest to the Tipton
Alrport). However, the northern portion (the remps closest to Fort Meade} s
reconfigured, The existing roundabout is removed and replaced with a signalized
intersection. All traffic from northbound MD 32 that is destined for Fort Meade would
utilize the ramp as they do today. All traffic from northbound MD 32 that is destined for
westhound MD 198 would utilize the proposed loop remp. Thiy configuration separates
the truffic from Fort Meade with that traffic destined towards Laurel.

i, Option C: Diamond Interchange at Existing Bridge
This option reconfigures the existing MD 198 / MD 32 interchange from two
roundahouts to two signalized intersections.




Mz, 1. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD255 to MD 32
Page Five

Architecture: SHA Architectural Historian Jennifer Goold consulted the SHA-GIS
Cultural Resources Database, MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32 Compliance Report,
Historic Clontext, and Property Evaluations prepared for SHA by EHT Traceries, Inc. in
August 2007, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the Maryland Inventory
of Historic Propertics (MIEP), and made multiple field visits in April, May, and June
2009.

The APE for this project is comprised of the LOD plus 230 feet to encompass
direct and indirect impacts on historic standing structures. The October 16, 2007 historic
structures eligibility letter summarized the historical context for the area and provided
descriptions of historic resources in the APE. MHT concutred on December 4, 2007 that
the only NREIP listed and eligible properties within the APE consist of the Baltimore
Washington Parkway (AA-5/PG; 69-26) and the D.C. — Forest Haven District (AA-2364).

MHT also conenrred on Decernber 4, 2009 that no NRHP eligible portions of Fort
George G. Meade (AA-2095) are located within the APE and thet evaluation of the
Patuxent Research Refuge is bevond the project scope. As part of that coordination seven
properties were recornmended not eligible for listing in the NRHF and the MET
coneurred with this finding. 'Tree additional Short Forms for Ineligible Properties are
attached herein. These forms address buildings in the APE constructed ca. 1960 in order
to identify all standing structures within the APE that are at Jeast 45 years of ge
(Attachment 3).

. Improvements to the Baltimore-Washington Parkoway will be limited to the slight
widening of the egress tamp from southbound Baitimore-Washington Parkway to
MD 198 and the construction of sidewalks/ bikeways across the MD 198 Bridge. The
expansion of the typical section at the egress tamp will accommodate a free-flowing right
turn onto MD 198 and en additional left turn lane onto MD 198. Adding sidewalks/
bikeways to the existing bridge will provide a travel toute for pedestrians and bikers
across the bridge and along MD 198, which is completely absent,

The construction of the interchange will require epproximately .38 acres of right-
of-way and approximately 4.68 acres of temporary casement for construction irom the

NPS property.

‘This project has boen coordinated with the National Park Service (NPS) via letter
dated Juue 25, 2009. Work at this intersection will fmpact three components of the
Parkway: 1) the MID 198 Bridge over 295; 2) MD 198 within the historic boundery; and
3) one off-ramp from MD 285 to MD 198,



Mr. I. Rodney Little
MD 198 ffom MD295 to MD 32
Page Seven

Project plans at the intersection of MDD 198 and MD 32, which abuts Fort George
G. Meade, consist of four alternates for intersection configurations. As coordinated with
MHT viu the October 16, 2007 letier, no NRHP eligible rescurces at Fort George G.
Meade are located within the APE,

In conclusion, the propesed roadway and intersection imprevement project at
MD 198 between MD 295 and MDD 32 will have no adverse impacts on historic standing
structures, No additional architectural investigations are recommended (see attachments
including DOE forms and Eligibility and Effects Table [Attachment 5]).

Upon your agreement that the sequisition of .38 ecres of right-of-way will oot
adversely impect the historic property, SHA intends to propose de minimis impact finding
to the Federal Highway Administration (FETWA) for Section 4(f) use of the Baltimore
Washington Parkway. The necessary construction will termporarily impact approximately
203,931 square feet (4.68 acres) of the property. Given that these improvements would
aceur by temporary occupsncy only, the requirements of Section 4{f) would not apply in
this ingtance based on your agreement with the following criteria as the officials with
jurisdiction,

» The durstion of the iupact will be femporary, i.c., less than the time needed for
construction of the project;

There will be no change in the ownership of the land;

The scope of the work will be minor, i.e., both the nature &nd the magnitude of the

chenges to the Seclion 4(f) resource are minimal;

‘There ars no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts; and

The land being used will be fully restored, i.e., the resource will be returned to a

condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project.

Archeology: SHA Archeologist Jennifer Babiarz asscssed the potential of the survey area
through consultation of archeology survey area through censultation of the SHA-GIS
Cultural Resources Database, aerial photographs, site file data, prior studies, county soit
survey, end historic maps. A site visit was made cn April 17, 2009.

Portions of the project ares have been disturbed by commercial and militgzy
development, The area is drained by tributaries to the Little Patuxent River which jtself
draing into the Patuxent River, The termain is comprised of wetlands surrounding the
Little Patuxent River overlooked by higher terraces made up of a conglomerate of well
drained soils. These tetrain and soil characteristios would have made the arsa atiractive

for prehistoric occupation.
{



Mz, 1. Rodney Litle
MDD 198 frem MD295 to MD 32

Page Nine

archeological potential. The south side of MDD 198 is highly commercially developed
west of M} 295, The greatest potsntial for prehistoric and historic ercheological remains
on the south side of MDD 198 is between MD 295 and west side of the Glory Days Auto
Service property on the corner of MI> 198 and Bald Ezgle Drive,

Phase I survey was recommended for the above identified high potential arcas.
Goals of the Phase T survey included the identification of archeologicel sites within the
APE, definition of slte size and approximate site boundaries, and potential eligibility for
Hsting in the NREP. SHA engeged the firm of R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates,
Ine. to nadertake Phase I archeologieal investigation for the project. Enclosed please find
one copy of the report entitled Phase I Archeological Survey of Portions of MD 198
Between MD 295 and MD 32, Anne Arundel Connty, Maryland for your review and
comment {Attachment 6}.

Goodwin and Associates archeological survey consisted of a combination of
pedestrian survey and a grid of 153 shovel test pits. There were no non-mocern artifacts
recovered during the project and no significant archeological resources wers identified. A
mid-twentieth century outbuilding foundation and concrete siab foundation were
identified within the .OD. They wers not identified as archeological resources, as topsoil
within the project arsa was stripped during clearing for development and no festures or
arfifacts remained that would have contributed to an understanding of their pericds of
construction oOr use. '

SHA agrees with the consultant that the proposed wotk will have no impact on
archeclogical resources within the LOD for this project, and there is no need for
additionzal work. '

Review Request

Please examine the attached map, plans, DOE forms, report, and Eligibility and
Effects Table. We request your concurrence by November 23, 2009 that there wonid be
no that there would be no adverse effects on historic properties for Project AASIOMI1 at
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32. By carbon copy, we invite the Anne Arundel County
Office of Environmental and Cultural resources to provide comments and participate in
the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the requirements of the implementing regulations
found at 36 CFR. Part 800, SHA sesks their assistance in identifying historic preservation
jssues as they relate to this specific project (see 36 CFR §800,2{c)(3} end {5, and
§800.3(f) for information regarding the identification and perticipation of consulting
parties, and §800.4, and §800.5 regarding the identification of histeric properties and
assessment of offects). For additional information regarding the Section 106 regulations,



oncurrence with the MDD State Hi 2y Admi ation’y

Determination{s) of Eligibility and/or Eifects
Project Nymber; AASI0MI1 , MHT Log No.
Project Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
County: Anue Arundel County
Letter Date: Qctober 23, 2009

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documerrtation attached to the referenced
letter and concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 5}):
[] Congur
[] Do NotConcur

Effect (as noted in the Effects Table [Attachment 5]):

] Mo Properiies Affected

]  No Adverse Effect

]  Conditioned upon the following action(s) (ses comments below)
] . Adverse Effect

Agreement with FEWA's Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the
referenced letter, if applicable):

{1 Agree

Commenta:

By:
MD State Historic Praservation Office/ Dete
Maryland Historical Trust

Retumn by U.8. Mail or Facsimile to: :
Dr. julle M. Schablitsky, Assistant Division Chief, Environmental Planning Division,
T Btute Highway Administration, P.O, Box 717, Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Telephone: 410-545-8870 and Facsimile: 410-209-5046
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Attachment 3,
Project Location and APE Map
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Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligihility and/or Effects

Prejeet Number: AAS10M1L MEHT Log No.___ 200904167
Project Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Aruudel County

Letter Date; October 23, 2009

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attachied 1o the referenced
letter and concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 3]):
[X] Concur
|1 TroNetConcur

Effect (as noted in the Effects Table [Aftachment 5%
[] No Propertics Affected
[X] No Adverse Effect
[ 1] Conditioned upon the following action(s) {see comunenis below)
[ 1] Adversc Effcct

Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use {as defailed in the
refetenced letter, if applicable):
[X] Agree

Agreement with FHWA’s de minimis impact finding {as detailed in the referenced
letter, if applicahle):
|X]  Apree

Comments:

MHT accepts the current Phase I Report as a final document for our library. Please

coordinate with MHT on any future ancillary a¢tions or modifications proposed
gutside of the APE reviewed to date.

by AT Cola i1]4)> 009

MD State Elistoric Preservation Office/ Date
Maryland Historical Trust

Heturn by 1.5, Mai) oc Fagsimiis to:
Dr. dulic b Schablitsky, Assistant Division Chict, Environmental Planaing Division,
M) State Highway Adminisiration, P.O. Box 717, Beltimore, MDY 212030717
Telephone: 410-545-3870 and Facsimile: 410-208. 3046

Cox My, Darian Schwab {Anne Amndei Coumy Office of Planning amd Zoning)



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICRE
Mutlenal Cipital PackeBant
1980 Anacoria Drive, .1,

Washingron, Ix.C, 20030

I+ REIEY RUIFER TO: S:
i

May 17, 2610 ~ g
&

Ms, Kameel Hall -
Project Manager X
Maryland State Highways =
707 North Calvert Street, MS C-301 pr
w

Baltitmore, Marylend 21202
Dear Ms. Hall:

Thia is follow-up to our meeting of March 12, 2010 regarding the proposed de minimis
determination for impacts upon the historic Baltimore-Washington Parkway from the Matyland
Route 198 Highway Improvements proposal, While the National Park Service (NPS) lands
propused for vse in the new tamp aligonient may be minimal, we continue to have concerns
regarding other associated project impacts. '

The following describes the concerns.we shared with you during our meeting and constitute
elements we ask to have resolved prior to agreeing to a de minimis determination for the project.

» Stoomweater management: Although currently not planned for NPS property, we understand
that existing, non-park tree cover that serves as critical screening in this part of the historic
Patkway viewshed, could be removed for e stormwater management systern. We ask fo be
consulted in the stormwater managsment planning to ensure the resulting construction and
avcess does not exacerbate existing viewsheds from the Parkway, We encourage the projeot
to include & "pro-active” design for an aesthetic, "green” stormwater facility, not sitply &

- "generic" stormwater pond approach.

e The NPS must be consulted in all design discussions invelving MDD} Route 198 bridge
medifications, Tiis bridge is an historic resource to the Parkway and thus there are certain
design and pesthetic criteria that must be enforced so the project does not adversely impact
the visual and aesthetic integrity of the resource, '

+  Your agency shall apply to our National Capital Region Righi-of~Way Permit Office for the
installation and operation of the traffic signals proposed for NPS property. Placement and
design of such facilities may also be ¢ritical to protecting the Parkway’s scenic viewshed.

# The NPS should be consulted in all landscaping plans aod design involving MD Rourte 158
bridge modifications. This would include both NPS and non-NPS properties that may require
landseaping to mitigate viewshed, sesthetic and/or environmental impacts of the Matyland




Routs 198 Highway Improvements projest on the Parkway, We encourage the use of local Iy
native species in landscaping, .

We appreciate your attention in this matter and look forward to hearing from you so that we can
resolve these concerns, You may coniact me or Stephen Syphax at 202-690-5160 with any
questions or follow-up. -

Sinceyely,

Georpe Lifft
Acting Superintendent

Ce: Ms. Elizabeth Habic

Environmental Planning Division
Maryland State Highway Administration
747 North Calvert Street, Mail Stop $-301
Balfimore MD 21202 ’
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Amnthony G. Brown, L. Governor

March 16, 2011

Re:  Project No. AASIOMI1I
MDD 198 from MD295 te MD 32
Anne Arundel County, MD
USGS Lawre! 7.5 Quadrangle

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State Histarie Preservation Officer
Maryland Historicad Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little:

Introduction and Project Description
This letter serves to inform the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) of changes to

Project No. AASIOM11. The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) continues
to find that there will be no adverse effact to historic properiies by the proposed project

MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32.

In letter dated October 23, 2009, SEA recommended that the project would have
no adverse effect on historie properties. MHT concurred with this finding on November
4, 2009, Subsequently, several lund use changes have been requested throngh the Anns
Arundel County planning process. A traffic sensitivity analysis was completed to
determine the effect of these land usc changes and concluded that additional capacity will
be required through the project area. As a result, SHA proposes to drop from
consideration one mainline alteomative and one interchange option. With the increased
trailic volumes, Alternative 4 will no longer provide improved traffic operations along
the corridor and Interchange Option B will ot operate at an acceptable level of scrvice,
thus no longer meeting the purpose and need for the project.

SHA has developed Alternative 4 Modified to meet the project purpose and need
to improve safety and traffic operations under the increased traffic forecast. Alternative
4A is much the same as Alternate 4 with the addition of an approximately 0.5 mile
easthound auxiliary lane between the Baltimore-Washington Parkway egress ramp
{outside the historic boundary) to the second access poiat for the Aruonde] Gateway

My telephone numbentol-frec numnger is e s
Mo plam! Retuy Service for Impuined fearing or Speech: 18007357238 Statowide wil free

Srreet address: TUT Norta Calvert Stieel  Ballimers, Maryland 21202 - Phane 410,545 300 - www.marylandroads.com



Mr. I. Rodney Little
MD 198 from MD295 te MD 32
Page Two

development. In addition, three signals have been added (MD 198 at Arundel Gateway
2™ Access, MD 198 ut Waters Road, MD 198 at Bald Fagle Drive) to consolidate access
points along the corridor. Environmental Site Design {ESD) plans have been further
developed resulting in revisions to the limits of disturbance. A preliminary landscape
plan for the intcrsection of MD 198 and 1-295 is provided.

Project plans are included as Atlachuent 1.

Funding
Federal funds are anticipated for this project.

Area of Potential Effects
In determining the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this project, SHA

vonsidered direct and indirect impacts to historic properties. In order ic consider the area
or areas within which the project may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the
character of use of historie proporties, the APE was defined in the October 23, 2009
correspondence to encompass the worst ease Limits of Disturbance (LOD) for the project
and extend 250 feet from the outermost edge of the LOD as indicated on the aftached
SHA quadrangle maps for Laurel. The new LOD remains well within the established
APE. The archeological survey area is defined as the worst case limits of disturbance of

the combined alternalives.

Identification Methods and Results
Potentially significant architectural and archeological rescurces were both

researched as part of the historic mvesuga’uon instigated by the proposed roadway and
intersection improvements.

Architecrure; SHA Architeciural Historlan Jennifer Goold consulted the SHA-GIS
Cultural Resources Database, project plans, the National Register of Historic Places
{NRHP), and made a field visit on Pebruary 17, 2011.

Because the revised LOD remains within the APE established in 2009, the APE
for this project remains unchanged. Histaric Structures Eligibility was previously
coordinated with the Muryland Historical Trust (MHT) by letters dated October 16, 2007
and October 23, 2009. MHT concurred on December 4, 2007 and November 4, 2009 that
INRUP listed and eligible propetties within the APE consist of the Baltimorc-Washington
Parkway {AA-5/PG: 69-26) and the D.C. — Forest Haven Distriet (AA-2364).



Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 148 from MD295 to MD 32

Page Three

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway is a 1,353 acte linear resource. The federal
portion of the property iz coterminous with its historic right-of-way boundary that
extends from the eastern border of the District of Columbia through Prince Georges and
Anne Arindel counties. The irregular right-of-way is 400 to 800 feet wide and contains 2
dual lane roadway, 4 variable-width median, a flanking buffer of natural forest and
cultivated native landscaping, scores of culverts, and twenly-two bridges. The parkway
has state and local signiticance in the areas of pransportation and landscape architecture
undler criteria A and C. Its character-defining fentures consist of the **high-speed”
clenuents of modern freeway design” coupled with “natural topography and vegetation for

scenic purposes.”

Previously Coordinated Improvements: Improvements to the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway coordinated with MHT in 2009 consisted of:

o Slight widening of the egress ramp from southbound Baltimore-Washington
Parkway to MD 198 {0 accommodate a free-flowing right tum onto MD 198 and
an additional Jeft turn lane onto MD 198,

e  Comstruction of sidewalks/ bikeways across the existing bridge to provide & travel
route for pedestrians and bikers across the bridge and along MD 1498.

Although no right-of-way would be acquired from the Baltimore-Washington

Parkway, these plans included (.38 aere of additional pavernent and required
approximately 4.7 actes of temporary easement for construction from the NPS property.

Revised Improvements. Revised improvements at this intersection will additionally
impact three components of the Parkway: 1) ene additional on-ramp from MD 295 to MDr

198 within the historic boundary; 2) Environmental Site Design (FSD), Stormwater
Management (SWM); and 3) landscaping within and adjacent to the historic boundary.
These revised plans that address components no. 1 and 2 constitute an additional 0.5 acre
of permanent alterations and require an additional 1.3 acres in temporary.construction
eascmonts within the NPS boandary (Attachment 1). The proposed landscaping as
shown in the concept plans (Attachment 2) would constitute upproximately 2.25 acres of
additional permanent alterations within the NPS boundary and would requirc a temporary

construction easement of the same size,

1) The existing on ramp from MD 198 westbound to southbound MD 295 will be
widened to two lanes, merging hack lo the existing single lane over the length
of approximately 400 foet o provide necded capacity for two left tum lanes at
this location. Egress ramps were designed “as a landscaped graduation to the
roadway” and to meet the needs of traffic capacity, The profile of the existing
off ramp will be replicated in the reconstruction. Roadside feptures such as
signage and guardrail will be retained and reinstatled, or replaced in-kind.
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The landscape in this area cutrently consists of grass. The character defining
features of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway will not be adversely impacted
by a small increase in the typical road section in this location.

2) Environmentai Site Design (ESD) and Stormwater Maragement (SWM)
features will be lovated within and adjacent to the parkway’s historic
boundary., Location of these features within the historic boundary has been
minimized as greatly as possible. Completion of this work will necessitate
remaval of some existing vegstation, which consists primarily of scrub trees,
vines, and invasive plant materials in this location.

3) In orderto preserve the character defining features of the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway as a modern highway running through 4 native and
landscaped woodland setting, additional landscaping will be provided at the
intersection of MDD 198 and MD» 295. Landscaping geals will be to maintain
the overall quantity of vegetation at this intersection including screening of
adjacent comrmercial development from the parkway mainiing. Furthermore,
the landscape plan will seek to create a healthy plant ecosystern with a focus
on hative plants. Final landscape plans will be coordinated with MHT and
NPS when complete.

Conditioned on implementation of the landscaping plan, the proposed project will
not adversely impact the Baltimore-Washington Parkway because the characier defining
features of the parkway as a modern highway within 2 landscaped sefting will remain
intact.

Project plans at the D, C Childeen’s Center — Forest Haven District continue to
consist of reconfiguring the property’s entrance from MD 198. As coordinated in 2009,
the entrance 15 not located with the property’s historic houndary. The proposed project
will not impact NRHP eligible portions of D.C Children’s Center — Forest Haven District.

In conclusion, SHA continues to find that, conditiongd upon implementation of
the landscaping plan, the proposed roadway and intersection improvement project at MD
198 between MD 295 and MDD 32 will have no adverse impacts on historic standing
structures. No additional architechural investigations are recommended.

This project hus been coordinated with the National Park Sexvice (NP'S) via letters
dated June 25, 2009 and August 17, 2009. On May 17, 2010, NPS requested additional
information that is not avaflable at this stage of the planning process. SHA 1s providing
current project information to the NPS in a separate letter concurrent with this letter,
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Upon your agreement that there will be no adverse impacts to the Daltimore-
Washington Parkway comlitioned upon implementation of the landscape plan, SHA
intends to request that the Federal Highway Administration make a de minimis impact
finding for the minor Section 4{f) use of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, including
0.5 acre of additional pavement, 0.4 aers of snvironmentsl site design and stormwater
management faeilities, and 2.25 acres of landscaping,

In addition, the necessary construction will require approximately 6 acres of
temporary construction cascment. Given that this impact would occur by temporary
occupancy onty, the requirements of Section 4(1) would not apply in this instance based
on your agreement, as the officials with jurisdiction, with the following criteria.

e The duration of the impact wil! be femporary, i.e., less than the time needed for
construction of the project;

» There will be no change in the ownership of the land;

» The scope of the work will be minot, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the
ghanges to the Section 4(f) resource are minimal;

There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts; and

The land being used will be fully restored, i.e., the resource will be returned to a

condition which is at Jcast as good as that which existed prior fo the project.

Archeology: SHA Archeologist Carol A. Ebright assessed the archeological potential of
the worst case LOD of the new MD 198 Alternative 4 Modified and ESD facilities,
through consultation of the SHA-GIS Cultural Resources Database, aerial photographs,
historic and environmental maps, Preliminary Investigation plans, prior survey reports
and file data, and & field visit conducted on February 23, 2011,

Numerous prior surveys have been conducted in or immediately adjacentto
portions of the MD 198 project corridor including Phase I surveys by Conrad (1975),
Curry (1978, 1985), Cunningham and Gardner (1979, Epperson (1980), Wesler ef al.
(15813, Decieco (1987), Collier et al. {1990), Rutherford and Petraglia (1980), Hopkins et
al. (1992), Barse and Scheerer (2000), and Child et al. {2009). The 2009 Child et al.
survey conducted for SHA was designed to examing high potential portions of earlier
alignments of the MD 198 project that had not been previously surveyed. The survey
found no non-modern artifacts and recorded no archeclogical sites, MHT concurred with
SHA's recommendalion thal no further archeological work was required for the MD 198

alignments on November 4, 2009.

The current Alternative 4 Modified and ESD. facilities are largely contained
within the LOD used for the Child et al. (2009) Phase I survey, or have been heavily
disturbed by prior construction or development at the Ballimore- Washington Parkway
Interchange and at Gateway Boulevard. Two previcusly unswveyed areas with
potentially intact terrain were examined further, One undisturbed azca with new
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SWM/ESD facilities, incated hetween Prafessional Aute Dealing and CPC Computer
Cabling Corp., is characterized by poorly drained Fallsington sandy loam. The other area
involves the realignment of a short section of Waters Road and includes new SWM/ESD
facilities. This area includes pootly drained Zekiah and Issuc soils, and an area mapped
as moderately well-drained Downer-Hammonton soils; however, the field visit showed
the entire area to be pootly drained, and to have a hummocky surfuce suggestive of priot

earth moving.

The proposed new work will occur in previously disturbed or poorty drained
terrain and is unlikely to impact any intact, significant archeological resources. No further
archeological work is recorumended for Alternative 4 Modified,

Review Reqguest
Plerse examine the attached map, plans, and Effects Table {Aftachment 3). We

request your concucrence by April 18, 2011 that there would be no that there would be no
adverse effects on historic properties for Project AASIOMI1 at MDD 198 from MD 295 to
MD 32. By carbon copy, we invite the Anne Arandel County Office of Environmental
and Cultural resources and the National Park Service to provide comments and
participate in the Section 106 process. Pursuant fo the requirements of the implementing
regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800, SHA sccks their assistance in identifying historic
preservation issues as they relate to this specific project (see 3¢ CFR §800.2(c)(3) and
(5), and §800.3(f) for information regarding the identification and participation of
consulting parties, and §800.4, and §800.5 regarding the identification of historic
properties and assessment of effects). For additional information regarding the Seution
106 regulations, see the Advisory Cuuncil on Historic Preservation’s website,
www.achp.gov, or contact the Maryland State Ilighway Administration or the Maryland
Historical Trust. If no response is received by April 18, 2011, we will essume that these
offices decline to participate. Please call Jennifer Goold ai 410-545-2899 {cr via email at
jgoold@sha.state.nd.us) with questions regarding standing structures for this project.
Carol Ebright may be reached at 410-545-2888 (or via email at

cebright@sha state.md.us) with concerns regarding archeology.

Very truly yours,

% g (72‘ \A\__’
Julie M. Schablitsky

Agsistant Division Chicf
Environmental Planning Division
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Attachments: 1} Profect Plans
2} Preliminary landscape plans
3} Previously coordinated APE map
4y Photographs
5} Effects Table

ce:  Ms. Karen Ameld, SHA- EPLD {(w/Atfachments)
Ms. Carol Ebnght, SHA-EPLD (w/Altachments)
Ms. Jennifer Goold, SHA-EPLD {w/Attachments)
Ms, Kameel Hali, SHHA-EPLD
Mr. David Hayes, National Capital Region of the National Park Serviee
(w/Attachments}
Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Darian Schwab, Anne Arundel County, Office of Environmentat & Cultural

Resources, (w/Attachments)



Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s

" Determination(s) of EHpibility and/or Effecis

Project Number: AASIHIMI11 MHT Log No.
Project Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Arundel County

Letter Date; March 16,2011

The Meryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced
letter and coneurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment X]):
[] Concur
[1] D¢ NotConcwr

Effect (as noted in the Effects Table {Attachment X):
[ ]  NoProperties Affectad

[ ]  NoAdverse Effect
[ ] Conditioned upon the following action{s) (sce comments below)
[1  Adverse Effect

Agreement with FHWA's Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use {as detailed in the
referenced letter, if applicable):

[] Agres
Comments:
By;
MD State Historic Preservation Office/ Date

Maryland Historical Trust

Return by LLE. Mail or Faosimile i
Dr. Julie 4. Schablilsky, Assistant Division Chict, Enviconmentat Flenning Division,
WA State Highway Admizistration, 2.0, Aox 717, Baltimare, ME 2120340717
Telephons; 410-545-8870 und Facsimile: 410-208-5046



Effecrs Table

March 15, 2011

Atmchment 5
Project Name; MDD 158 from MD 295 to MD 32
Alternative 4 Modified

Resouree SHA SHPO SHPO Attachmenr | Remarks

NE Det. | Opinion Impact Concur
Baltim ore- NR NR No Adverse | Requested
Washimgrton ol
Parkway(AA
-G 69-26)
D.C-Forest NR NR None Requested
Haven 32011
District (AA-
Z364)
Eiffect NAE
Coades:

Resource Types: S (Structure), A (Archeological Site), HD (Historic District), NHL (National Historic Landmark)
NR Determination: ND (Not Determined), X (Not Eligible), NR (Eligible), NRL (Listed), NHL (Landmark)

SHPO Opinion: (B) designates opinion regarding boundary, Code following date signifies SHPO opinion

Impact: None, No Adverse, Adverse

Effect: NPA (No Properties Affected), NAE (No Adverse Effect), AE {Adverse Effect)
BoM rows indicate review action requasted
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MD 138 - View north on BW Parkway off ramp

MD 198 — View west from BW Parkway off ramp

At



WD 138 — View north BW Parkway off ramp

MD 198 ~ View north BW Parkway off ramp



MD 198 — View southeast — BW Parkway on ramp
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MD 198 - View south BW Parkway on ramy:

MD 158 — view north BW Parkway on ramp



Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibility and/or Effects

Project Number:  AAS10M11 MHT Log No._201101164
Project Name: MD 198 from ML 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Arundel County

Letter Date: March 16,2011, Rec'd March 24, 2011

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced
latter and concurs with the MDD State Highway Administration’s determinations as followe:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment NAA]):
] Concur
fi o Not Coneur

Fffect (as noted in the Effects Table [Attachment 510
1]  No Properties Affected
1] No Adverse Bifect
P4  Conditioned upon the following action{s) (scc comments beiow)
[ Adverse Effect

Agreement with FHWA's Section 4(f) eriteria of teraporary use (as detailed in the
referepiced letter, if applicable):
4 - Apree

Agreement with FHWA’s de minimus impact finding (as detailed in the referenced
letter, if applicable):
Agree

Comments:
N P THE NO ADVERSE EFFECT FINDING IS

COMNDITIONED _ON 1M PLEMENTATION OF THE LANDSCAPING PLAN -

By: &?‘% C;Q{L—- %/’,’7"/9'2/0)‘/

MDState Historic Preservation Office/ Date
" Maryland Historieal Trust

Retuen by U5, Mail or Facsimile to:
Tor. hutie M, Schablitsky, Assistant Division Chisf, Environmental Planning Division,
WD Stage Highway Administration, PO, Box 717, Baltimore, WD 212020717
Teleghone; 410+545-BR70 and Facsimmile: $10-209-5004

o ng virdd /Li(c‘i/l/éf NFsS MR



Unuted States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
National Capital Region
1101 Ohio Drive, S.W,
R4 REPLY REFER TC: Washington, D.C. 20242

Maryland State Highway Administration

Attn: Ms, Julie M, Schablitsky,

Assistant Division Chief, Environmental Planning Division
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

7 April, 2011
Dear Ms Schablitsky,

First I want to thank you for the continned consultation with the Naiional Park Service in regards
to the “MT 198 from MD 295 10 MD 32 Highway Projcet”, '

The National Park Service concurs with your assessments of the additional impacts to NPS lands
within the historic boundary and adjacent to the historic boundary, The impacts identified
include: 1) one additional on-ramp from MD 295 to MD) 198 within the historic boundary; 2)
Envirenmental Site Design (ESD) and Stormwater Management (SWM), and; 3) landscaping
within and adjacent to the historic boundary, Components | and 2 conslitute an additional 0.5
acres of permanent alterations and require an additional 1.3 acres in tempotary construction
casemenis within the NPS boundary. Component 3 would constimie approximately 2.25 acres of
additional permanent alterations within the NPS boundary and would require & temporary
constriction easement of the same size. The three components would gonstitute a total of 2.75
acres of permancnt impacts te NPS lands and 3.55 acres of temporary construstion easements
during the life of the proposed project. Under NPS definitions this wauld constitute an adverse
impact, but since NPS is a cooperating agency and not the lead sompliance agency, we accept
the definitions used by Maryland State Highway Administration and concur with your
determination.

NPS concurs with your determination for component 1 that the “character defining features of
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway would not be adversely impacted by a small increase in the
typical rogd section in this location”. We would add that we are concerned about cumulative
impacts — especially if'any additional road or non-pervicus surfaces are added fo the overall
design. We also stress that cumulative impacts be addtessed in any future NEPA and Section
106/4f environmental documentation.

NPS concurs with your determination for component 2 that “ESD und SWM have hech
minimized as greatly as possible,” but NPS asks that any vegelation removed would be replaced



on a 1:1 ratio using native species and submitted to NPS and MHT for approval in a landscape
plan. Component 3 should be addressed in a similar approach through NPS and MET approval.

If you have any questions, or would like 10 schedule a site visit please give me a call at
202.619.7277 or email me at david haves@nps.gov, I look forward to future presentations and
apporfunities to work together on Maryland State Highway projects.

Sincerely,

David Hayes

Regional Planner and Transportation Liaison
National Capiial Region, National Park Service
11060 Ohio Drive Southwest

Washington, DC 20242

e
NACE/Superintendent
NCR/LRP/files
INCR/LRP/Huyes

C:\Documents and Settings\dhayes\My Drocuments\SHA-MDWMD 198\ Correspondencelconcurrence lir april2611
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Jamex T. Smith, Jr., Sevrenny
welinde 3. Poters, Admidrisiaig

Manin O Mailey, Goveruer
Anthany {5 Brown, A Governe

oA

Administration

September 25, 2014

Re:  Project No, AAS10MI11
MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32
Anng Arundel County, MD
USGS Laure! 7.5 Quadrangle

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State Histeric Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Deuar Mr. Little:

Introduction and Project Deseription

This letter serves (v inform the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) of changes t0 Project
No. AA410M 11, MD 198 from MD 195 to MD 32 in Anne Arundel County. The Marvland
State Highway Administration (SHA) continues 1o find that there will be no adverse effect on

historic properties by the proposed project,

The project was most recently coordinated with MHT by letter dated April 16, 2014. In
that letter, SHA reviewed the project’s ¢oordination history and presented changes to the type
and location of stormwater facilities within the Environmental Site Design (ESD) plans for
setected Alternative 4 Modified. On May 8, 2014, MHT concurred that the project would have
no adverse effect on histotic properties, ackunowledged SHAs intent to ceguest that the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) make a Section 4(f} de minimis impact finding and cnpage in
a temporary occupancy use for portions of the project, agreed with application of FHWA’s
criteria of temporary use for portions of the project, and noted that MHT would review the final
landscaping plans.

As presented in SHA’s April 14, 2014 letter, the ESD design included a new ESD facility
within the boundaries of the National Register eligible Baltimore- Washington Parkway (AA-
/PG 09-26). After additional consuliation with the Mational Parck Service (NPS), SHA has
made two changes to the previous plans: 1) the boundary of the historic park has been increased
as it was previous incorrectly mapped, and 2) the ESD facilities have been removed from within
the park boundary, The removed ESD facilities have been sited immediately adjacent to the
historic boundary in the triangle formed by MD 198 and the ramps from westbound MD 198 to
northbound MD 295 and from northbound MDD 295 1o westhound MD 198.

My telephane numberftol-free number is =
Merryland Rotay Service for Impaired Hoaeng or Spcech 100,735, 2258 Statewade Toll Froc

Street defedress: 707 North Calverk Siroet « Balimore, pAaryland 21202  Phoag §10.545.0300 « wwweroads maryland. gov



Mr. J. Rodney Little
MDD} [98 from ML} 295 to MD 32
Page 2

A concept plan sheet showing the revised limits-of-disturbance {LOD} is included as
Attachment 1.

Funding
Federal funds are anticipated for this project.

Area of I'otential Effects
There has been no change to the Area of Potential Effects {APE) since the previous

coordination. The APE encompasses the entire LOD and extends and additional 250 feet from
the outermost edge of the LOD as indicated on the attached SHA quadrangle map for Laurel
enclosed as Attachment 2. The archaeclogical survey area remains defined as the worst case
LOD.

Identification Methods and Resulis
Potentially significant architectural and archaeclogical resources were both researched as

part of the historic investigation instigated by the propoesed safety and resurfacing work.

Architecture: SHA Consultant Architectural Historian Jon Schmidt assessed the potential of the
revised LOD by reviewing project files, the SHA-GIS Cultural Resource Database, Maryland
Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP) forms, National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
nominations, historic maps and photographs, acrial photographs, land records, prior
correspondence and as-built plans. The changes to the project involve removing all stormwater
management (SWM) facilities from within the historic boundary of the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway {AA-5/P.G: 69-26), listed on the NRHP on May 9, 1991, The historic boundary of the
Parkway has also been corrected to malch the description within the National Register
nomination. The changes to the project will not impact any eligible portions of the NRIP
eligible Fort Meade (AA-5/AA-293) or DC Children’s Center - Forest Haven Historic District
{AA-2364), which remain within the project APE.

The SWM [acilities were removed frem the hisieric property of the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway at the request of the NPS, This action has drastically reduced the inipacts
to the trecs within the historic boundary of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway at the
intersection with MD 198 that were coordinated in SHA's letter dated April 14, 2014, Although
these impacts have shrunk, the size of SHA’s 1.7 landscape mitigation plan remains consistent.
SHA previousiy proposed landscape mitigation within the median between the ramp from
soutlbound MD 295 to MD 298 and southbound MD 295. At a meeting on September 15, 2014,
NPS informed SHA of an existing Anne Arundel County landscaping mitigation project at this
location. SHA is currently proposing mitigation plantings within the median of MD 205, south
of MD [98 in addition to other locations selected by NPS,

The goal of this mitigation remains to maintain the overall quantity of vegetation at the
intersection, create a healthy ecosystem through the use of native plani species and preserve the
historic viewshed of the parkway. As coneurred upon during previous consnlitation and



Mr. J. Rodney Little
MDD 198 from MD 295 to MDD 32
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requested most recently by the NPS in & letter dated May &, 2014, final landscape plans will be
coordinated with NPS and MHT when they are availabie.

The proposed changes to the SWM design of the project will reduce the amount of
impacts the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Conditioned upon implementation of the
landscaping plan, SHA continues to find that the proposed roadway and intcrsection
improvement project along MT) 198 hetween MD 295 and MD 32 will have no adverse impacts
on historic standing structures, An Effects Table indicating SHA’s finding 1s enclosed as
Afttachment 3

Upen your concurrence that there will be no adverse impacts to the Baltimore-
Washingion Parkway conditioned upon implementation of the landseeping plan, SHA intends to
request that FHWA make a de minimis impact finding for the minor Seciion 4(f} use of the

Baltimore-Washington Parkway,

The project will continue to require tempurary consiruciion easements from the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway in order to complete some elements of the scope of work.
Given thar this impact will occur by temporary occupancy, the reqnirements of Section 4(f)
would not apply for these aclivities, based on your agreement with the following criteria as the
official with jurisdiction.

s The duration of the impact will be temporary, i.e., less than the time needed for
construction of the project;
There will be no change in the ownership of the land;
The scope of work will be minor, i.¢., both the nature and the magnitude of the
changes to the Section 4(f) resource are minimal;
There are ne anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts; and

s The land being used will be fully restored, i.e., the resource will be returned to a
condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior {o ihe project.

Arechaeology: SEHA Archaeologist April Fehr assessed the potential of the revised LOD through
consultation of project files, previcus archaeological investigatiens, the SHA-GIS Cultural
Resources Database, the county soil survey, and historic maps. The revised plans have altered
the LOD by placing two SWM facilities adjacent to the off-ramp from west hound M 198 to
north bound MD 295. This location was included in two prior archeological investigations
(Curry 1978, Hopkins et al. 1992) and no sites were identified. A review of aerial maps (1980,
1970, 1964, and 1957) and USGS topographic quadrangles {1984, 1979, 1963, 1954, 1943, 1926,
1918, 1907, and 1892) revealed no structures in this location, suggesting a low potential for
historic period archaeological resources. A number of prehistoric archeclogical sites have been
identified in the vicinity (18AN1408, 18AN734, 18AN732, 18AN733). However, the LOD has
been disturbed through highway ¢onsiruction throughout the twentieth century. Soils are
mapped as Udorthents (UoE), which reptesent cut and fill soils. Given the prior negative survey
and the degree of disturhance, archaeological potential is low and ne additionzl investigation s
recommended for the revised ESD locations.



Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 188 from MD 295 to MD 32

Page 4

Review Request

Please examine the attached plan, map and Ellecis Table. We request your concurrence
by October 28, 2014 that there would be no adverse effect on historic properties by Project
AASIOMI11, MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32. We also request your acknowledgement of
SHA’s intent io request that the FHWA make a de minimis impact finding and your agreement
with the criteria of temporary use as detailed above. By carbon copy, we invite the Anne
Arundel County Office of Environmental and Cultoral Resources and the National Park Service
to provide comments and participaie in the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the requirements of
the implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part 860, SIIA secks their assistance in
identifying historic preservation issues as they relate to this specific project ¢see 36 CFR
§800.2(c)3) and (5), and §800.3(f} for information regarding the identification and participation
of consulting parties, and §800.4, and §800.5 regarding the identification of historie properties
and assessment of effects). For additional information regarding the Section 106 regulations, see
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s website, wwiw.achp.gov, or contact the
Maryland State Ilighway Administration or the Maryland Historical Trust. If no response is
received by October 28, 2014 we will assume that these offices decline te participate. Plesse call
Jon Schmidi at 410-545-2899 {or via email at jschmidt3@sha.state.md.us) with questions
regarding standing structures for this ptoject. Aptil Fchr may be reached at 410-545-8848 {or via
email at afehr@sha.state.md.us) with concemns regarding archagology.

Very truly yours,

CHgtal ly sig red iy Apell Febe
O 2Bl Foitr, e AL S,

@j b e
Faz 1{;;1:: 0V LR, 24 1 246 X
Julie M. Schablitsky

Assistant Division Chief
Environmental Planning Divisien

Attachments: 1} Project Plans
2}  APE Map
3} Effects Tabie

co: Mas. Karen Arnold, SHA-EPLD {w/Attachments}
Mr. William Catver, SHA-PFD
Ms. April Fehr, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments)
Mr. Jon Schmidt, SHA-EPLD (w/Attachments}
Mr, Gopaul Noojibail, National Capital Parks — East
Ms, Tammy Stidham, National Capital Region of the Netional Park Service
Dr. Julie M. Schablitsky, SHA-EPLD
Ms. Darian Beverungen, Anne Arundel County, Office of Environmental & Cultural
Resources (w/Attachments)



Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration’s
Determination(s) of Eligibilitv and/or Effects

Project Number: AASIOMIL1 MHT Log No.__Zcivogo7d
Projéct Name: MD 198 from MD 295 to MD 32

County: Anne Arundel

Letter Date: September 25, 2014

The Maryland Historical T'rust has reviewed the documentstion attached 10 the referenced letter and
concurs with the MD State Highway Administration’s determinations as follows:

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table {Attachment N/A T}
| ] Concur
[]1 Do Neol Concur

Effect (as noted in the Effects Table [Attachment 3]):
] ]  WNoProperties Affected

4  No Adverse Effect
[] Conditioned upon the following action(s) (see comments below)

|1 Adverse Effect

Agreement with FHWA’s Section 4(f) criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the referenced
letter, il applicable):

DL Agree
Acknowledgment of FHWA’s intent to make a de mintimis impaet finding {as detailed in the

referenced Jetter, if epplicable):
4 Acknowledge

Commenis:

By: _(zﬂ_(i 44 vl _(qu_éz-_@f_\ﬁ R
WD State Historic Preservation Office/ Date
Meryland Historical Trust

Retam by U § Mail or Fagsimilato
Dr Julle d Schablusky, Asscsiant Divigicn Chigf, Envircnmaental Planning Division,
M D State Elighwey Admenisizetion, # O Box 717, Balismeare, MD 21263077
Telephnonr 4180.545.8870 and Facmmlie 410-205-3048
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

hesapeake Bay Field Office

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive

Annapalis, Maryland 21401
http/iwww fws govichesapeakcbay

December 22, 2014

Mr. Joseph Kresslein, Assistant Division Chief
Environmentsl Planning Division

Marvland State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

Re:  MD ]98 (Laurel-Fort Meade Road) from MD 295 (o MD 32, Anne Arundel County, MD

Dear Mr, Kresslein:

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA} is conducting a project planning study for
improvemenis Lo MD 198 (Laurel-Fort Meade Road) Irom MD 295 10 MD 32 in Anne Arundel
County, MD. Currentiy, SHA has retained fluee alternatives for detailed study: Alternative 1 —
No Build; Atemative 2 — Transportation Systems Management; and Alternative 4 — Divided
Roadway with Off-Road, Shared-Use Facility and a Stdewalk. We have reviewed the
information and are providing comments in accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife

Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 el seq.).

Of these retained altematives, Alternative 4 will impact the Tort Meade owned parking lot
located adjacent to MDY 198 and the Patuxent Research Refuge (Refuge) ballficld. To mitigate
parking lot impacts, SHA proposes to re-configure and pave the Refuge owned parking area
along Bald Eagle Drive to replace lost parking spaces. On April 6, 2010, the U.S, Fish and
wildlife Service (Service) conewred with the de mninimis determination but alse recommended
re-evaluation if designated land-use for the ballfield changes {attached).

A Comprehensive Canservation Plan {CCP} was finalized for the Refuge in September 2013.
Per the CCP, the Refuge is plamming to phase out National Securily Agency (NSA) balllield use
by Fall 2016, and have all related infrastructure removed by NSA by Fall 2017, With the
discontinuation of this activity, the Service objects to re-configuring and/or paving of the Refuge
owned parking area along Bald Eagle Drive to accommodate additional vehieles, Need for
parking to support refuge-related use is expected 1o decrease with hallfield removal, and the
Refuge parking area will be reduced to discourage commuter parking and other unzuthorized
uses.

TAKE PRIDE“E +
lNAM ER!CA"‘-\\.‘



2

The Service maintains that a traffic light should be installed at the Bald Eagle Drive and MD 198
intersection. Existing conditions prohibit left turns from Bald Eagle Drive onto MD 198 during
peak hours, and with planned roadway improvements and projected growth along the corridor
conditions are expected to worsen without a trailic light,

We appreciate the opportunity for continued cocrdinaticn on this project. If you have any
questions or concerns, please contact Raymond Li at (410) 573-4522 or Ray  Li@fws.gov.

Sincerely,

WAL

Genevieve LaRouche
Field Office Supervisor

Allachment

oc: Brad Knudsen, Refuge Manager, Patuxcnt Rescarch Refirpe
Mick Butler, Environmental Manager, Fort George 3. Meade
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ENVIRONMENTAL
JUSTICE

GUIDELINES

for
MD State Highway Administration’s Projects




DRAFT

.  INTRODUCTION

President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898 on February 11, 1994, which
reinforces the importance of fundamental rights and legal requirements
contained in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the National
Environmental Policy Act. The Executive Order directs that “each Federal agency
shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations
and low-income populations”. Other documents which have been issued to further
clarify the Executive Order are the US Department of Transportation’s (DOT) Order on
Environmental Justice, dated April, 1997; the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
“Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act”, dated
December, 1997; and the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Order on
Environmental Justice, dated December, 1998.

Maryland is committed to the principles of environmental justice (EJ) and will be
assessing and documenting the impacts of transportation projects on minority and low-
income populations as a normal part of our environmental analysis efforts. A key
aspect of an EJ analysis is to ensure the involvement of affected communities in the
project development process. These guidelines are meant to provide the project team
with a consistent framework for both preparing an EJ analysis and developing an
effective public involvement strategy. They contain only principles and general
procedures, which means that the specific approach must be tailored to the unique
circumstances of each project and those communities affected by it. If the
procedures do not seem appropriate for a particular project, then the team should
develop a more suitable approach.

The guidelines apply to projects requiring all types of NEPA documentation
(Environmental Impact Statements, Environmental Assessments, Categorical
Exclusions or environmental reevaluations). The identification of minority or low-income
populations actually begins during systems planning by the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) or SHA’s Regional and Intermodal Planning Division. This
information will be used and supplemented during the environmental inventory
and alternatives development phases of the project development process as
additional data, analysis and public input are refined. Decision-makers will be
better informed about the important issues and concerns of low income and
minority populations to be considered along with other factors in determining
project location, design and mitigation. The EJ analysis during project
development will be conducted concurrently with other technical environmental
analyses during the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study stage.

Page 1 Rev. 7/18/01



DRAFT

An EJ analysis must be completed for each build alternative. Additionally, the No-Build
alternative must be carefully considered as well. For example, it’s possible that not
building transportation improvements could impact minority or low-income populations
(i.e., increased noise or air pollution, limited access to employment, etc.). A clearly
written description of all EJ findings must be included in the environmental document.

. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND TITLE VI

The EJ Executive Order supplements the existing requirements of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act. Title VI says that each Federal agency is required to ensure that no person
on grounds of race, color, or national origin is excluded from participation in, denied the
benefits of, or in any other way subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
receiving Federal assistance. Supplemental legislation provides these same
protections from discrimination based on sex, age, disability or religion.

The concept of environmental justice is intended to ensure that procedures are in place
to further protect groups which have been traditionally underserved. The fundamental
principles of environmental justice are:

e To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human
health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects,
on minority populations and low-income populations.

¢ To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected
communities in the transportation decision-making process.

e To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of
benefits by minority and low-income populations.

The major similarities and differences between the EJ Executive Order and Title VI are
described below:

SIMILARITIES DIFFERENCES

= Both address non-discrimination. = EJ covers minority and low-income,

while Title VI and supplemental

legislation cover race, color, national

= Both are rooted in the constitutional origin, sex, age, disability and religion.
guarantee (14" Amendment) that all
citizens are created equal and are
entitled to equal protection.

= Both capture minority populations.

= EJis an executive order (an order of
the President of the United States),

while Title VI is a law (an act of
= Both address involvement of impacted Congress).

citizens in the decision-making process
through meaningful involvement and
participation.

» EJ mandates a process, while Title VI
prohibits discrimination.
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A listing of existing laws and regulations addressing environmental justice and Title VI is
included at the end of these guidelines.

lll. DEFINITIONS

For your information, the following definitions are provided. They have been taken
directly from the US DOT Order on Environmental Justice:

Low-Income
A person whose median household income is at or below the Department of Health and
Human Services poverty guidelines.

Minority

A person who is:

(a) Black (a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa);

(b) Hispanic (a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American,
or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race);

(c) Asian American (a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far
East, Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands); or

(d)  American Indian and Alaskan Native (a person having origins in any of the
original people of North America and who maintains cultural identification through
tribal affiliation or community recognition)

Low-Income Population

Any readily identifiable group of low-income persons who live in geographic proximity
and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as
migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT
program, policy or activity.

Minority Population

Any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live in geographic proximity and,
if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant
workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT
program, policy or activity.

Adverse Effects

The totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or environmental effects,
including interrelated social and economic effects, which may include, but are not
limited to:

- bodily impairment, infirmity, illness or death

- air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination

- destruction or disruption of man-made or natural resources

- destruction or diminution of aesthetic values

- destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a community's economic vitality

- destruction or disruption of the availability of public and private facilities and services
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- vibration

- adverse employment effects

- displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations

- increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion or separation of minority or low-
income individuals within a given community or from the broader community

- denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits of DOT
programs, policies, or activities

Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects on Minority and Low-Income

Populations

An adverse effect that:

(a) is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population,
or

(b)  will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will
be suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population

IV. PUBLIC OUTREACH

Public involvement is the foundation to effectively integrating environmental
justice concerns into transportation decision-making. It is not a separate task,
but must be fully integrated within the full range of SHA processes. Outreach to
the public is already a critical component of SHA’s project development process
(as outlined in the Maryland Action Plan); environmental justice simply requires
us to ensure that minority and low-income populations are included in this public
outreach.

The public can provide valuable input and assist in validating information
obtained from secondary sources such as census data. They can play an integral
role in identifying issues and concerns of their communities, cataloging
community resources and past actions affecting their quality of life, suggesting
project alternatives, and negotiating avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and
enhancements.

A primary goal of environmental justice is to engage those groups traditionally
underrepresented in the project development process. For each project, the team
should proactively reach out to the minority or low-income communities identified during
systems planning and the environmental inventory and alternatives development
stages. It doesn’t matter whether the study area is predominantly minority or low-
income, or if there is only a small EJ community. Outreach is still required to get them
involved in the project development process. This outreach effort begins early in the
project (i.e., in the same time frame as focus group formation) and continues throughout
the process. In order to be effective, your public involvement strategy should be
tailored to use adaptive or innovative approaches that overcome linguistic, institutional,
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cultural, economic, historical, or other potential barriers to effective participation in the
decision-making process.

Each project team will need to develop its own outreach strategy thoughtfully, based on
the characteristics of the particular study area. There is no ‘cookie-cutter’ approach, so
each project may need to be treated somewhat differently.

Your goal should be to identify minority and low-income populations, bring them into the
project development process, and ensure that reasonable efforts are made to
address their concerns and provide them meaningful opportunities to influence
transportation decisions. This doesn’t mean that your project outreach is directed
only toward EJ communities to the exclusion of other communities. The outreach
strategies listed below can be applied to all communities, not strictly to EJ communities.

Listed below is a menu of possible tools and strategies which may be useful in
identifying, contacting, and engaging the public in the project development process.
Remember, you don’t have to use all of these strategies; you should use only those
which are appropriate for your project and study area:

- For the following agencies, organizations and/or stores, consider posting fliers and
notices on bulletin boards; including information in church bulletins, homeowner
association newsletters, etc.; offering to make project presentations; etc.:

- homeowner/community associations

- community action agencies

- religious organizations (churches, etc.)

- civil rights organizations

- minority business associations

- Chambers of Commerce

- business and trade organizations (e.g., Washington Board of Trade)
- environmental and environmental justice organizations

- rural/agricultural organizations

- ethnic stores/shops

- universities, colleges, vocational and local schools

- fraternities/sororities

- senior citizen groups (e.g., senior centers, county Office of Aging)
- community/recreational centers

- Publish ads and notices in newspapers, radio and other media, particularly media
targeted to minority and low-income populations

- In addition to ads and notices, actively pursue having articles about the project
published in local newspapers

- Publish ads not just in the legal section of the newspapers, but also in more ‘popular’
sections

- Include minority or low-income people on project focus groups

- Depending on the make-up of the particular project area, consider translating
documents, notices and hearings for limited English-speaking populations
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- For public meetings and brochures:
- include a slide asking for input from minority and low-income communities
- include wording in brochures soliciting input and information

- If at all possible, hold public meetings in locations that are accessible to transit

- Hold meetings at times and locations that are convenient for the attendees

- If appropriate, consider using an independent facilitator at community meetings, task
force meetings, etc.

- Consider providing a minute-taker at key community meetings and providing copies
of the minutes to attendees and other interested people

- Hold neighborhood open-houses or charrettes

- In any notices for EJ community meetings, ask if there are unique needs/concerns
(i.e., interpreter, etc.)

- Consider adding wording in project Initiation Ads and/or project mail-back cards to
solicit input on, and active involvement from, minority/low-income/other populations
— wording would have to be sensitive to any perception of discrimination

- Use the internet and other electronic media (e.g., SHA/MDOT web-site, some
colleges and local schools have web-sites with bulletin boards, local governments)

- Place public meeting/workshop brochures, fliers and newsletters in the management
offices of apartment buildings occupied by minority or low-income people

- Provide public meeting/workshop brochures, fliers and newsletters at local festivals
and fairs

- Post signs in buses

- Distribute public meeting notices at bus/Metro stops

- Post notices in local libraries

- Contact school PTAs — they may be willing to have a presentation at one of their
regular meetings

- Conduct in-street interviews to identify local issues/concerns

- Set up informational kiosks in malls, libraries, etc.

- Possible innovative/unique ideas for atypical projects:
- Open a project field office in a minority or low-income area
- In addition to the normal workshops or informational meetings which provide
information about the project as a whole, hold workshops with affected
populations by alternative in order to focus more on the alternative having the
most impact on them
- Use questionnaires to identify concerns of affected populations (issues,
impacts, benefits, etc.) Any questionnaire would have to be developed and
distributed early, so that ample time would be available to compile, analyze
and use the data.
- Put out fliers and do a “road show” in communities, parks, festivals, malls, etc.
To keep impacted communities involved and informed during final design and
construction, consider having a community representative attend certain team meetings,
developing flyers/brochures, etc.
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V. |IDENTIFICATION OF MINORITY POPULATIONS AND
LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS

The identification of minority or low-income populations will begin during systems
planning by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) or SHA’s Regional and
Intermodal Planning Division. This information developed during planning will be
used and supplemented during the project development process as additional
data, analysis and public input are refined to be included in the NEPA document.
As more information becomes available and the alternatives are developed, the
locations of populations will continue to be refined.

You need to be sensitive to the fact that you are identifying both minority and low-
income populations, so don’t just concentrate on minority communities. Also, remember
that there are many wealthy minority communities and many poor non-minority
communities.

A. Environmental Inventory

For environmental inventory purposes, the main sources of information regarding
locations of minority or low-income populations are:

1. Census Data

Because census data is so readily available and easy to use, it is typically
the first information gathered when trying to determine if there are minority
or low-income populations in the project study area. However, census
data is just the starting point used to “flag” census areas that potentially
contain minority or low-income populations. You have to keep in mind that
even census areas with a very small minority or low-income percentage
may contain a protected population in your study area — in some cases, a
group of a few homes could be considered a population.
“Disproportionately high and adverse effects”, not size, are the basis
for environmental justice. A very small minority or low-income
population in the project area does not eliminate the possibility of a
disproportionately high and adverse effect on these populations.
That’s why it is critical to continue gathering additional information from
various sources in order to successfully locate and refine the geographic
locations of the populations.

a. Determine whether you will use census “tracts” or “blocks”.
Generally, data based on census tracts should be used for larger
project areas. For smaller project areas (like intersection
improvements), data based on the smaller census blocks would
probably be more appropriate.
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Once the project study area is determined, identify all census
tracts/blocks which overlap with it.

Determine the minority or low-income percentage for each census
tract/block.

1) Minority Percentage

If there is more than one minority group in your study area,
the minority percentage should be based on the aggregate
of all minority people. For example, if the percentage of
Black persons in the identified census tract/block is 20% and
the percentage of Hispanic persons is 20%, then the total of
40% should be used for the minority percentage.

2) Low-Income Percentage

Census data provides the percentage of people below the
poverty level (but does not actually provide the dollar amount
of that poverty level). The dollar amount is defined by the
Department of Health and Human Services. The data is
revised annually and can be accessed at
www.aspe.hhs.gov or www.census.gov. In order to be
sensitive to low-income communities, do not include the
poverty level dollar amount in the environmental document;
you should simply keep the information in your project files.
Be sure to identify the poverty level associated with the year
of the census data being used (e.g., if you are using 1990
census data, use the corresponding 1990 poverty level).

Keep in mind that local jurisdictions may define their own
‘poverty level’; however, you are to use the poverty level
defined by the Department of Health and Human Services in
order to maintain consistency between various jurisdictions.

Calculate the average minority percentage and average low-
income percentage for your entire study area by averaging the
individual tract/block percentages.

Determine which census tracts/blocks should be “flagged” because
they could contain minority or low-income populations by
comparing the minority or low-income percentage of each individual
census tract/block to the average percentage for the study area. If
this individual percentage is “meaningfully greater” than the
average percentage, then a minority or low-income population is
potentially located within that census tract/block.
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On a project-by-project basis, the project team should define
“meaningfully greater” and document the rationale. For example, if
the minority percentage for a census tract is 10% and the study
area average is 5%, this 5% difference could be “meaningfully
greater” because it represents a doubling of the average. However,
if the minority percentage for a census tract is 75% and the study
area average is 70%, this 5% difference is probably not
“meaningfully greater” since it represents only a small increase over
the average.

SHA and Other Agencies

The project team should use a common sense approach when
determining what further level of effort is appropriate for identifying EJ
populations. For example, if the census data tells you that your project is
in a mostly minority area, you probably don’t need to use the other
sources discussed below to identify minority populations — in essence,
your entire project area would be a minority population. (However, you
would still need to go beyond just the census data to identify low-income
populations.)

Even if a census tract/block has a very small percentage of minority or
low-income persons - and is therefore not identified during Step 1 above -
it is possible that a population(s) may still be located in that census
tract/block. For example, a 5% Asian American population may be
entirely located in one particular community, thus qualifying as a minority
population. Therefore, you cannot rely on census data alone to identify

populations.

At a minimum, you should also contact the following sources, via phone
conversations, meetings (including project team meetings) or
correspondence:

a. Local planning and transportation staff, including MPOs
b. State Highway Administration
1) Regional and Intermodal Planning Division

2) Office of Equal Opportunity
3) District Right-of-Way Office

Page 9 Rev. 7/18/01



DRAFT

In any conversations with or letters to the above sources, you must be

careful to include the following information so they understand why you

are collecting EJ information. Information regarding the locations of EJ

communities may raise sensitive issues, so you shouldn’t just request

locations of EJ communities without explaining why you need the

information and what you will be doing with it.

- Provide the purpose/background of environmental justice (reference
the Executive Order)

- Emphasize that you are looking for information on both minority and
low-income populations — and that they are not the same thing

- Explain what the 4 minority groups are and what the poverty level is

- Request information on the location of minority or low-income
populations, based on their knowledge of the project study area

Alternatives Development

After the environmental inventory stage, as preliminary/conceptual alternatives
are developed, other sources of information must be used to confirm and
further refine the locations of minority and low-income populations. As
described earlier, public involvement is a critical component to this effort.
The project team will need to determine, based on each particular project, which
sources are appropriate to contact.

This contact can be made via formal written correspondence (letters, flyers, etc.),
meetings/presentations, phone calls and/or e-mails — the team needs to
determine which method is most appropriate for a particular source. Some
sources, such as religious groups and schools, in addition to providing race and
national origin information about the people attending their services or classes,
may also be able to provide information about any low-income communities they
may assist. Keep in mind that it’s very important to maintain a record of all
sources you contact, as well as the input each source provides to you.

Possible additional information sources include, but are not limited to:

- homeowner/community associations

- community action agencies

- religious organizations (churches, etc.)

- civil rights organizations

- Maryland Department of Planning (GIS and other data)

- state and local tax and financing agencies

- minority business associations

- Chambers of Commerce

- business and trade organizations (e.g., Washington Board of Trade)
- environmental and environmental justice organizations

- rural/agricultural organizations

- economic and job development agencies (e.g., Welfare to Work)
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- ethnic stores/shops

- universities, colleges, vocational and local schools

- fraternities/sororities

- senior citizen groups (e.g., senior centers, county Office of Aging)
- community/recreational centers

NOTE: For purposes of a secondary and cumulative effects analysis (SCEA), census
data only will be used to identify minority or low-income populations. Each census tract
which overlaps with the SCEA geographic boundary should be identified. Then the
individual minority and low-income percentages for each tract are to be compared to the
average study area percentages as determined in Section V.A.1.d (you do not need to
calculate the average percentages for the entire SCEA boundary). Those individual
tracts with percentages meaningfully greater than the study area average percentage
will be considered to have minority or low-income populations.

C. Documentation

In the “Affected Environment” section of the environmental document, you will
need to carefully discuss your findings regarding minority and low-income
populations. While the project files should include all details of your efforts to
identify minority or low-income populations in the study area (letters written to
agencies/organizations, phone memos, responses or non-responses, etc.), the
environmental document should only provide a summary.

1. Clearly state whether minority or low-income populations have been
identified in the project study area.

2. Describe how you concluded whether or not there are minority or low-
income populations.

a. describe the results of the census data assessment

b. list all of the agencies, organizations and/or other groups which
were contacted and describe how they were contacted (letter,
phone call, meeting, etc.),

C. summarize the responses received and/or issues identified

The most effective way to display this information is in a matrix format.

3. If minority or low-income populations are identified, characterize them by
describing their make-up, size, general location, age, etc. It's

recommended that study area mapping showing all locations of EJ
populations not be included in the environmental document.
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VI. ASSESSMENT OF DISPROPORTIONATELY HIGH AND
ADVERSE IMPACTS

The definition of adverse effects (see Section Il) encompasses a wide variety of
potential impacts, including those to human health, the natural and social environment,
the economy, community function, etc. It also includes the denial, reduction or delay in
receiving benefits, which should be addressed like any other impact. For an EJ
analysis, you’ll need to consider all of these.

There is no magic formula for determining if a minority or low-income community will
experience disproportionately high and adverse impacts due to your project. Since
each project — and each minority or low-income community — is different, the team will
have to carefully consider many factors in making its determination. You will need to
use an approach that combines both qualitative and quantitative information to support
your conclusion.

Keep in mind that the EJ analysis must be done for each alternative, including the No-
Build. The No-Build alternative is defined as no other improvements being done except
maintenance to the existing road. Even under the No-Build, minority or low-income
populations may be affected. Impacts such as increased noise, air pollution,
congestion, travel times, etc. must be considered and documented appropriately.

One of the most important factors to consider is whether and how the community itself
believes it will be impacted. What one community perceives as an impact, another may
perceive as a benefit. It's also possible that, within the same community, the same
action may be perceived by various segments as both an impact and a benefit.
Therefore, it's imperative that you work with the EJ community to see how they feel
about the project.

A. Analysis of Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects

Since a one-size-fits-all approach won’t work, the team will need to address a
variety of questions and considerations in order to conclude if the project will
have disproportionately high and adverse impacts (including denial, reduction or
delay in receiving benefits) on an EJ population. You will, in essence, be
assessing the context and intensity of effects on EJ populations as compared to
non-EJ populations.

You will need to carefully consider all of the items below, since no single item will
lead to a supportable conclusion:

1. Is the adverse effect predominantly borne by the EJ population? For
example, are more minority or low-income people impacted than non-
minority or non-low-income people? Is the percentage of minority or low-
income people impacted greater than the percentage of minority or low-
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income people in the study area? Be very cautious when using numbers
like this, since numbers alone can be misleading.

2. Will the adverse effect on the EJ population be appreciably more severe
or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect on the non-minority or low-
income population? In other words, will the EJ population carry an unfair
share of the impact? For example, if ten EJ residences and ten non-EJ
residences will each experience noise levels above the federal standard,
but noise at the EJ residences will increase by 20 decibels and noise at
the non-EJ residences will increase by 10 decibels, there may be a
disproportionate impact.

3. Does the project impact a resource that is especially important to an EJ
populations? Does it serve an especially important social, religious or
cultural function for the EJ community? For example, is a park which is
used regularly for cultural festivals being impacted by the project?

4, Are there mitigation, enhancement measures or offsetting project benefits
(see Section VI) to the affected EJ population? These should be taken
into account when assessing if there are disproportionately high and
adverse effects.

5. Have you assessed the type and severity of adverse effects on non-EJ
populations? In order to determine if there are disproportionately high and
adverse effects on EJ populations, you will have to take into consideration
the comparative impacts in non-EJ areas.

Keep in mind that, while the identification of a disproportionately high and
adverse effect on a low-income or minority population does not preclude the
project from going forward, it should heighten our attention to alternatives
(including alternative sites), mitigation strategies, monitoring needs and
preferences expressed by the affected community or population.

Note: In the SCEA, you will need to consider the same questions and
considerations listed above in order to determine if there are disproportionately
high and adverse effects on EJ populations within the SCEA boundary.

Documentation

Your conclusions regarding impacts on minority or low-income populations must
be thoroughly explained in the “Environmental Consequences” section of the
environmental document.

1. The final environmental document should clearly conclude whether or not

a disproportionately high and adverse impact on any minority or low-
income population is likely to result. This conclusion must be reached for
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each alternative, including the No-Build. Remember to take into account
mitigation, enhancement measures or offsetting project benefits (see
Section VI) to the affected EJ population.

2. Whether or not an alternative results in disproportionately high and
adverse impact on minority or low-income populations, you need to supply
supporting information to document how you reached that conclusion for
each alternative — you have to “make your case”.

a. Present the analysis you completed and the issues you considered
in order to reach your conclusions as concisely as possible.
Include a description of impacts (type and severity), any offsetting
benefits and mitigation/enhancements, comparison of impacts on
EJ and non-EJ populations, etc.

b. Document the efforts made to interact with the affected
communities, the issues/concerns they identified, results of the
interaction, etc. Examples of interaction could include meetings to
determine whether a community considers a project’s effects to be
impacts or benefits, correspondence discussing potential mitigation
or enhancement measures, etc. A helpful way to present this
information would be in a matrix format, which should be included
in the appendix of the environmental document. The information in
the matrix could include meeting dates, correspondence dates,
responses received, issues/concerns identified by the community,
etc. You may also want to include copies of important minutes in
the appendix.

C. When mapping is necessary in order to clearly illustrate the effect
of a project on an EJ population, mapping may be included in the
environmental document; otherwise, document the impacts
textually. If possible, you should refer to existing alternatives
mapping rather than develop special mapping. Remember to be
sensitive to the concerns of the affected communities when
determining what type of mapping, if any, will be provided.

Vil. AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION AND
ENHANCEMENT

If you determine that your project appears to have a disproportionately high and
adverse impact on a minority or low-income population, you will then need to consider
how the magnitude and severity of the impact can be prevented or reduced. The
approach is first to avoid impacts if possible, then minimize impacts, then mitigate
unavoidable impacts. Enhancements should also be considered. The definitions of
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these terms and examples (from the Federal Highway Administration’s “Community
Impact Assessment” booklet) are provided below:

A. Definitions

1.

avoid — to alter a project so an impact does not occur (i.e., shift an
alignment to avoid displacements, redesign a road segment as an
underpass to avoid cutting off access to a community facility, etc.)

minimize — to modify the project to reduce the severity of an impact (i.e.,
shift an alignment to reduce displacements, alter an alignment to increase
the distance between the facility and residences to decrease noise
impacts, phase the project to minimize impedance to business access
during peak shopping periods, limit interchanges to minimize incompatible
land use development, etc.)

mitigate — to take an action to alleviate or offset an impact or to replace an
appropriated resource (i.e., set aside land for a park or add to public
recreation areas to replace lost facilities, erect sound barriers to mitigate
noise impacts, provide a bicycle/pedestrian overpass or underpass to
provide access to public facilities, etc.)

enhance — to add a desirable or attractive feature to the project to make it
fit more harmoniously into the community; this will not replace lost
resources or alleviate project impacts (i.e., provide signing to recognize
specific cultural or historic resources, develop bicycle trails or pathways
adjacent to roadways, plant trees and add park benches, add public
artwork or a facade to a transportation facility to match the aesthetic
design goals of the community, etc.)

B. Considerations in Determining Appropriate Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation
and Enhancement Measures

1.

Remember to take mitigation, enhancements and project benefits into
account when you are assessing if there will ultimately be a
disproportionately high and adverse impact on an EJ population.

Another important consideration is the fairness in distribution of
avoidance, minimization, mitigation and enhancement measures between
EJ and non-EJ communities. When considering these measures for an EJ
community vs. the entire project area, keep in mind that the measures
should be proportional to the level of impact on each.

A disproportionately high and adverse effect on an EJ population can only

be carried out if further avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures
are not practicable. In determining whether a measure is ‘practicable’, the
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social, economic (including costs) and environmental effects of avoiding,
minimizing or mitigating the adverse effects can be taken into account.

You can use experience on other projects to determine what measures
may be considered practicable. You should also take into account the
nature and severity of the disproportionate impacts when determining
what is practicable. For example, it may be appropriate to go beyond ‘the
norm’ depending on how disproportionate the impact is.

Throughout this effort, keep in mind that you may be able to eliminate,
reduce or mitigate the initial disproportionate impacts to such a degree
that the impacts to the EJ population are now proportional.

Coordination with the Impacted EJ Community

The most important consideration in developing avoidance, minimization,
mitigation and enhancement measures is how the impacted EJ community feels
about them. Throughout the process, you must consult with and elicit the views
of the affected populations. Otherwise, you might unknowingly propose a
mitigation measure which impacts the community in a different way. Also, if the
same community is composed of various minority groups or income levels, each
component may have separate (and possibly conflicting) issues or concerns to
be considered by the project team.

You should be encouraging the members of the EJ communities that may suffer
a disproportionately high and adverse impact to help develop and comment on
possible avoidance/minimization alternatives as early as possible in the process.

In addition to community meetings and correspondence, you may want to
consider using community questionnaires to solicit input on proposed mitigation
and enhancement strategies and to suggest their own strategies, based on the
EJ community’s perception of impacts. Any questionnaire would have to be
developed and distributed early, so that ample time would be available to
compile, analyze and use the data.

Once you have worked with the affected EJ communities to determine the
appropriate avoidance, minimization, mitigation and enhancement measures, you
should continue to keep them informed about the project status and progress
throughout the design and construction phases.

Possible Mitigation Strategies (to be coordinated with the affected community):
- Keep the impacted minority or low-income population informed (status,

progress, design changes, etc.) during final design and construction of the
project; this could be accomplished by posting/mailing notices, meeting with
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the community, having a community representative serve a liaison role and
attend construction partnering meetings, etc.

- Provide noise walls (appropriateness to be discussed with Noise Committee)

- Provide landscaping/visual screening

- Provide lighting

- Provide sidewalk improvements

- Provide multi-modal improvements (i.e., bus shelters, bicycle/pedestrian
facilities)

- Build or rehabilitate community parks or recreation centers

- If relocations are required, attempt to relocate to the same area if possible to
preserve community cohesiveness

Even when SHA has no responsibility to mitigate impacts not caused by
the project, we may encourage other public/private groups to partner
together to improve the quality of life in EJ communities.

Documentation

For each alternative, you will need to clearly explain in the “Environmental
Consequences” section of the environmental document any avoidance,
minimization, mitigation and enhancement measures which have been adopted.

1. Document the strategies taken to reduce, avoid or mitigate impacts to EJ
communities. The discussion of these strategies should be clearly ‘linked’
to the associated community impacts. If appropriate, include a discussion
of how these strategies helped turn a disproportionate adverse impact into
a proportionate adverse impact.

2. Include a summary of the public interaction used to develop and/or review
the various strategies.

3. If necessary in order to clearly illustrate the strategies and results,
mapping may be included in the environmental document; otherwise,
document the information textually.

Once mitigation commitments have been made in the final environmental
document, they are to be recorded in the Environmental Compliance and
Considerations Checklists and discussed at the project transition meeting
between the planning and design divisions. Planning staff will continue to
be involved in the project during final design to ensure that the
commitments are incorporated into the construction documents.
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EXISTING LAWS AND REGULATIONS

Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898
US DOT EJ Order, April 1997

FHWA EJ Order, December 1998

Title VI Act of 1964

23 USC 109(h)

US DOT Title VI Regulations [49 CFR 21.5 (b)(2)(3)] - addresses contracts and site
selections

Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970
23 USC 324 — addresses discrimination on the basis of sex

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 USC 790) — addresses
discrimination of the basis of disability

Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (42 USC 6101) — addresses discrimination on the
basis of age

Fair Housing Act of 1988 - addresses discrimination on the basis of religion

Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 - addresses discrimination on the basis
of religion

23 CFR 450 - FHWA Planning Regulations
23 CFR 771 - FHWA Environmental Regulations
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ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION

“Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation” (FHWA, 9/96)
“Community Impact Mitigation Case Studies” (FHWA, 5/98)
“Transportation & Environmental Justice Case Studies” (FHWA, 12/00)

“Assistance for Reviewing the Application of Title VI and Environmental Justice
in the Transportation Planning Process” (FHWA, 2001)

“Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act”
(CEQ, 12/97)

“Environmental Policy Statement” (FHWA, 1994)

“EPA Guidance for Consideration of Environmental Justice in Clean Air Act
Section 309 Review” (EPA, 4/98)

OMB Bulletin 00-02, “Guidance on Aggregation and Allocation of Data on Race
for Use in Civil Rights Monitoring and Enforcement” (OMB, 3/00)

Technical Advisory 6640.8A “Guidance for Preparing and Processing
Environmental and 4(f) Documents” (FHWA, 10/87)

FHWA Environmental Justice web site: www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ej2.htm
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Appendix D: Uniform Relocation Assistance Program




Revised: June 10, 2005
State Highway Administration - Office of Real Estate

SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE
MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

All State Highway Administration projects utilizing Federal funds must comply with the
provisions of the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42
USC 4601) as amended by Title IV of the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation
Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), Public Law 105-117 in 1997, and Title 49 CFR
Part 24 in 2005. State-funded projects must comply with Sections 12-112 and Subtitle 2,
Sections 12-201 to 12-212, of the Real Property Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland.

The State Highway Administration’s Office of Real Estate administers the Relocation
Assistance Program for the Maryland Department of Transportation.

The aforementioned Federal and State laws require that the State Highway
Administration provide relocation assistance payments and advisory services to eligible persons
who are displaced by a public project. There are two categories of residential occupants: 180-
day owner-occupants and 90-day tenants and short-term owner-occupants. Non-residential
occupants may be businesses, farms or non-profit organizations.

A displaced person that has owned and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 180 days
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement housing
payment of up to $22,500. The replacement housing payment is composed of three parts: a
purchase price differential; an increased mortgage interest differential; and reimbursement for
incidental settlement expenses.

The purchase price differential is the difference between the value paid by the State
Highway Administration for the existing dwelling and the cost to the displaced owner of a
comparable replacement dwelling, as determined by the State’s replacement housing study.

The increased mortgage interest differential is a payment made to the owner at the time
of settlement on the replacement dwelling to negate the effects of less favorable financing in the
new situation. The payment is calculated by use of the “buy-down” mortgage method.

Reimbursable incidental expenses are necessary and reasonable incidental costs that are
incurred by the displaced person in purchasing a replacement dwelling, excluding pre-paid
expenses such as real estate taxes and insurance. The maximum reimbursable amount for these
incidental expenses is based upon the cost of the comparable selected in the replacement housing
study.

A displaced person who has leased and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 90 days
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement rental housing
payment of up to $5,250. The replacement rental housing payment is the difference between the



monthly cost of housing for the subject dwelling, plus utilities, and the monthly cost of housing
for a comparable replacement rental unit, plus utilities, over a period of 42 months. Owner-
occupants of 90-179 days prior to the initiation of negotiations for the subject dwelling are
eligible for the same replacement rental housing payments as tenants.

As an alternative to renting, a displaced tenant-occupant may elect to apply the rental
replacement housing eligibility amount toward the down payment needed to purchase a
replacement dwelling.

The comparable properties used in calculating any replacement housing payment
eligibility must comply with all local standards for decent, safe and sanitary (DS&S) housing and
be within the financial means of the displaced person.

If affordable, comparable DS&S replacement housing cannot be provided within the
statutory maximums of $22,500 for 180-day owner-occupants or $5,250 for 90-day tenants or
short-term owners, the maximums may be exceeded on a case-by-case basis. This may only be
done after the completion and approval of a detailed study that documents the housing problem,
explores the available replacement options and selects the most feasible and cost-effective
alternative for implementation.

In addition, eligible displaced residential occupants may be reimbursed for the expense of
moving personal property up to a maximum distance of fifty (50) miles, using either an actual
cost or fixed schedule method.

Actual cost moves are based upon the lower of at least two commercial moving estimates
and must be documented with receipted bills or invoices. Other incidental moving expenses,
such as utility reconnection charges, may also be paid in the same manner.

As an alternative method, the fixed schedule move offers a lump sum, all-inclusive
payment based upon the number of rooms to be moved. Other incidental costs are not separately
reimbursable with this method.

Non-residential displaced persons such as businesses, farms or non-profit organizations
may also receive reimbursement for the expense of relocating and re-establishing operations at a
replacement site on either an actual cost or fixed payment basis.

Under the actual cost method, a non-residential displaced person may receive
reimbursement for necessary and reasonable expenses for moving its personal property, the loss
of tangible personal property that is not moved, the cost of searching for a replacement site and a
re-establishment allowance of up to $10,000.

The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by a commercial mover
or for a self-move. Payments for the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50-mile radius
unless the State determines a longer distance is necessary. The expenses claimed for actual cost
moves must be supported by firm bids and receipted bills. An inventory of the items to be
moved must be prepared in all cases. In self-moves, the State will negotiate an amount for



payment, usually lower than the lowest acceptable bid. The allowable expenses of a self-move
may include amounts paid for equipment hired, the cost of using the business vehicles or
equipment, wages paid to persons who participate in the move, the cost of actual supervision of
the move, replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of licenses or permits
required and other related expenses.

In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the displaced business is
entitled to receive a payment for the actual direct losses of tangible personal property that the
business is entitled to relocate but elects not to move. These payments may only be made after
an effort by the owner to sell the personal property involved. The costs of the sale are also
reimbursable moving expenses.

If the business elects not to move or to discontinue the use of an item, the payment shall
consist of the lesser of: the fair market value of the item for continued use at the displacement
site, less the proceeds from its sale; or the estimated cost of moving the item.

If an item of personal property which is used as part of a business or farm operation is not
moved and is promptly replaced with a substitute item that performs a comparable function at the
replacement site, payment shall be the lesser of: the cost of the substitute item, including
installation costs at the replacement site, minus any proceeds from the sale or trade-in of the
replaced item; or the estimated cost of moving and reinstalling the replaced item.

In addition to the moving payments described above, a business may be eligible for a
payment up to $10,000 for the actual reasonable and necessary expenses of re-establishing at the
replacement site. Generally, re-establishment expenses include certain repairs and improvements
to the replacement site, increased operating costs, exterior signing, advertising the replacement
location, and other fees paid to re-establish. Receipted bills and other evidence of these expenses
are required for payment. The total maximum re-establishment payment eligibility is $10,000.

In lieu of all moving payments described above, a business may elect to receive a fixed
payment equal to the average annual net earnings of the business. This payment shall not be less
than $1,000 nor more than $20,000. In order to be entitled to this payment, the State must
determine that the business cannot be relocated without a substantial loss of its existing
patronage; the business is not part of a commercial enterprise having more than three other
establishments in the same or similar business that are not being acquired; and the business
contributes materially to the income of a displaced owner during the two taxable years prior to
the year of the displacement. A business operated at the displacement site solely for the purpose
of renting to others is not eligible. Considerations in the State’s determination of loss of existing
patronage are the type of business conducted by the displaced business and the nature of the
clientele. The relative importance of the present and proposed locations to the displaced
business and the availability of suitable replacement sites are also factors.

In order to determine the amount of the “in lieu of” moving expense payment, the
average annual net earnings of the business is to be one-half of the net earnings before taxes
during the two taxable years immediately preceding the taxable year in which the business is
relocated. If the two taxable years are not representative, the State may use another two-year



period that would be more representative. Average annual net earnings include any
compensation paid by the business to the owner, owner’s spouse, or dependents during the
period. Should a business be in operation less than two years, the owner of the business may still
be eligible to receive the “in lieu of” payment. In all cases, the owner of the business must
provide information to support its net earnings, such as income tax returns, or certified financial
statements, for the tax years in question.

Displaced farms and non-profit organizations are also eligible for actual reasonable
moving costs up to 50 miles, actual direct losses of tangible personal property, search costs up to
$2,500 and re-establishment expenses up to $10,000 or a fixed payment “in lieu of”” actual
moving expenses of $1,000 to $20,000. The State may determine that a displaced farm may be
paid a minimum of $1,000 to a maximum of $20,000 based upon the net income of the farm,
provided that the farm has been relocated or the partial acquisition caused a substantial change in
the nature of the farm. In some cases, payments “in lieu of”” actual moving costs may be made to
farm operations that are affected by a partial acquisition. A non-profit organization is eligible to
receive a fixed payment or an “in lieu of”” actual moving cost payment, in the amount of $1,000
to $20,000 based on gross annual revenues less administrative expenses.

A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments available to displaced persons,
businesses, farms and non-profit organizations is available in the brochure entitled, “Relocation
Assistance — Your Rights and Benefits,” that will be distributed at the public hearing for this
project and be given to all displaced persons.

Federal and State laws require that the State Highway Administration shall not proceed
with any phase of a project which will cause the relocation of any persons, or proceed with any
construction project, until it has furnished satisfactory assurances that the above payments will
be provided, and that all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent,
safe and sanitary housing within their financial means, or that such housing is in place and has
been made available to the displaced persons.

In addition, the requirements of Public Law 105-117 provides that a person who is an
alien and is not lawfully present in the United States shall not be eligible for relocation payments
or other assistance under the Uniform Act. It also directed all State displacing agencies that
utilize Federal funds in their projects to implement procedures for compliance with this law in
order to safeguard that funding. To this end, displaced persons will be asked to certify to their
citizenship or alien status prior to receiving payments or other benefits under the Relocation
Assistance Program.



MD 198 — FROM MD 295 TO MD 32

. Tipton Airfield

. National Park Service

. Communities of Maryland City and Russett
. Anne Arundel County

There has been ongoing coordination with the stakeholders and SHA, please refer to Appendix
B for correspondence.

Outreach strategies for the MD 198 Project Planning Study are ongoing. SHA has distributed
mailings that include a newsletter and a postcard informing the public of the project as well as
inviting them to attend public workshops. Through comment response cards provided by newsletters
and public workshops, SHA has documented the public’s concerns about current congestion along
MD 198, the impacts of BRAC, and the expansion of MD 198.

2. Public Workshop

An Alternatives Public Workshop was held on June 24, 2008 to present the results of the preliminary
planning study to the public. SHA presented four mainline alternatives and five MD198/MD 32
interchange options at the workshop, along with information on each alternative/option, including
estimated cost, right-of-way requirements, displacements, number of properties impacted, and an
estimation of natural environmental impacts. A total of 87 people attended this workshop
including local residents, community leaders and county representatives.

The largest number of favorable responses was for mainline Alternative 4 and interchange option
E. There were no overwhelming comments received against any of the alternatives or interchange
options. The following is a summary of the comments received at the June 24, 2008 Alternatives
Public Workshop:

e  Want improvement at ramp from 295 Northbound to 198 Westbound, especially to Corridor
Market Place;

e Do not want roundabouts;

e  Would like bike/walking trail;

e  Requested more information on wetland and stream impacts to each alternative and option;

e  Stop road construction, need alternative to cars;

e  Want safe biking infrastructure that is separate from traffic;

e  Would like traffic light at Welch’s Court;

e Would like sound barrier and wildlife fencing at Welch’s Mobile Home Community;

e  Fire Department requests wide road area with sidewalks and direct access to Fort Meade;

e  Minimize traffic lights;

e  Reduce footprint of improvements;

e  Maintain safe bike/pedestrian facilities during construction;

e  Would like traffic lights that bike/pedestrian could trigger sensors;

e  Concerned with bridge heights and proximity to airport: winter freezing and plane avoidance;

e  Minimize wetland impacts;
e  Would like sky-walks rather than cross-walks;
° Do not want off-road trails;
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e  Would like bicycle tunnels rather than cross-walks.

Please refer to Appendix B for all the comments received from the June 2008 Public Workshop.

3. Other Outreach

SHA met with the owner of Welch’s Mobile Home Community on December 8, 2008 to discuss the
MD 198 Project Planning Study, as well as to determine whether the mobile home community
qualified as an Environmental Justice (EJ) Community. The mobile home community owner
agreed to distribute information to residents.

SHA conducted a meeting with the residences of Welch’s Mobile Home Park on November 17,
2009 and on November 19, 2009 with local business owners to present the MD 198 Project Planning
Study. During these meetings, both access and property impacts based on the proposed alternatives
were discussed, as well as the project development and the environmental document processes.
SHA also discussed how a Public Hearing would be conducted in the Spring of 2010 in order to
offer the public a formal opportunity to comment on the alternatives. As the project moves forward
SHA will continue to coordinate with the mobile home community and the local business
owners (Refer to Appendix B for detailed meeting minutes).
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