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2. Additional Information

Additional information concerning the proposed project may be obtained from:

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Mr. George Frick, Jr.
Deputy Director, Office of Planning Assistant Division Administrator
and Preliminary Engineering Federal Highway Administration
State Highway Administration— ~ _ The Rotunda - Suite 220
707 North Calvert Street \ﬁ_WEs_MO‘“Streetw —
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 Baltimore, Maryland 21211
Phone: (410) 545-8500 Phone: (410) 962-4342
Hours: 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

3. escription of Acti

The proposed action consists of measures to provide a safe and dependable MD 331
crossing of the Choptank River that will accommodate vehicular, pedestrian, bicycle and marine
traffic while minimizing impacts to environmental resources. The existing Dover Bridge, located
six miles east of Easton, is one of only three remaining single swing-span bridges in Maryland on
the state system. It is also the only remaining operating metal truss swing span bridge in
Maryland, eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The Dover Bridge has recently
experienced mechanical malfunctions and operational problems and is deemed functionally
obsolete due to its narrow bridge width. The mechanical problems have resulted when the bridge
is opened for marine traffic and then has difficulty returning to the closed position to
accommodate vehicular traffic. These occurrences, when the bridge remains in the open

position, compromise safety by restricting access to emergency health care facilities in Easton.
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The project area is defined as an area 1.2 miles in length and 600 feet in width, centered upon
existing MD 331 and the Dover Bridge.

4. Descriptions of Alternates Considered

a.

Alternates Retained for Detailed Study

1) The No-Build Alternate

The No-Build Alternate would consist of:

routine maintenance and spot improvements, including such items as provision of
vertical clearance indication signs at the entrance portals of the bridge.

a completely new electrical system (being completed in Spring, 1998) consisting of a
new primary electrical system, tender control panel, observation cameras, a back-up
electrical system and a back-up electrical source.

2) ‘Th@‘Mb"diﬁ&]ii)g Alternate

The Modification Alternate includes the following changes to the existing Dover Bridge,
consistent with the "Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings" (U.S. Department of the Interior, 1990):

Modification of the curb and rail system to provide 0.5 foot to 1.5 foot of additional
usable roadway width.

Modification of the upper diagonal architectural knees at the entrance portals of each
of the three truss spans to increase the lane space for trucks and eliminate any
perception of a clearance constraint.

If determined feasible by detailed structural analysis, the installation of a detachable
4-foot 3-inch wide to 5-foot 0-inch wide walkway outside the truss on one or both
sides of the span to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

S-2
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3) The Dual Bridge Alternate

Provides a new, single lane roadway on a fixed structure (32-foot deck width
accommodating one 12-foot lane and two 10-foot shoulders), parallel to the existing
bridge, for westbound traffic.

Uses the existing bridge to accommodate one lane of eastbound traffic.

A traffic signal system would allow emergency vehicles to make use of the new fixed
span if a malfunction were to occur with the swing-span.

Follows the Alternate S2 - 30 foot horizontal and vertical alignment.

4) The New Alignment Alternates

Each of the new alignment alternates consists of a new fixed structure (does not need to

open to allow marine traffic to pass beneath) that would carry all traffic on MD 331 across the
Choptank River and include the following characteristics:

An alignment that is entirely on new location in order to maintain traffic during
construction.

A 50 mile per hour vertical design speed with 4%, maximum vertical grades.

A typical section consisting of two 12-foot lanes and two eight-foot shoulders.

A 60 mile per hour design speed for horizontal alignment.

. Four. alternate. alignments- have been developed under this alternate—N2, N1, S1 and
SZ-—and are described as below. The dimension following the alternate’s designation refers to

the nominal distance from the bottom of the proposed bridge beam to the water surface Gi.e.,
under-clearance).

Alternate N2 - 30 Foot

* Located to the north of the existing bridge, separated as much as 160 feet at the

center or pivot point of the existing bridge.
Outside the arc of the existing swing-span.
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Alternate N1 - 50 Foot

*» Located to the north of the existing bridge, separated as much as 60 feet at the center
or pivot point of the existing bridge.

o The existing bridge truss could pass beneath the new span during opening and
closing, as necessary.

Alternate S1 - 50 Foot

¢ Located to the south of the existing bridge, separated as much as 60 feet at the center
or pivot point of the existing bridge

o The existing bridge truss could pass beneath the new span during opening and
closing; as necessary -

Alternate S2 - 30 Foot

* Located to the south of the existing bridge, separated as much as 160 feet at the
center or pivot point of the existing bridge

* Outside the arc of the existing swing-span

* At the request of the Corps of Engineers, an optional alignment shift has been
developed for this alternate that would keep the new alignment close to the existing

roadway on the east side of the Choptank River, thereby reducing the encroachment
into the tidal marsh wetland.

Alternate S2 - 50 Foot

* Follows the same horizontal alignment as Alternate S2 - 30 foot

¢ Even though the alignment is located outside the arc of the swing-span, this option
has been retained as a result of coordination with the U.S. Coast Guard regarding
under-clearance for this project. The U.S. Coast Guard will render its decision

regarding the required under-clearance after it completes a boater survey to determine
height requirements.

S-4



5. Summary of Environmental Impacts

A summary comparison of impacts associated with the alternates under consideration is
presented in Table S-1, and briefly described below:

None of the alternates under consideration will require any residential or business
displacements, and no individuals or families would need to be relocated. Right-of-way
requirements range from 6.1 acres to 10.5 acres depending on the alternate. Existing land use in

the project area is agricultural and tidal marsh. No minority and low income populations were
 identified in the project area. Furthérmore, there are no publicly owned public parks in the areas

affected by any of the alternates.

The Dover Bridge is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Initially
inventoried in 1980 and re-evaluated in 1994, the Dover Bridge possesses the significance and
integrity requisite for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Dover Bridge is
important for its architectural character and engineering, as well as its association with important
events, such as the increased navigational needs stemming from industrial and urban expansion.
Another cultural resource in the project area is Troth’s Fortune, located along the western bank
of the Choptank River, just north of the Dover Bridge. The Maryland Historic Trust (MHT) has
concurred that both the No-Build and Modification alternates have No Adverse Effect
determinations on standing cultural resources, and all of the new alignment alternates would have
an Adverse Effect on standing cultural resources.

Phase I archeological surveys have been completed. Of a total of seven sites identified,
one early colonial period archeological site 18TA315, important for its information potential, is
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Only the southern alternates (all options and
the Dual Bridge Alternate included) would impact this site.

This project is consistent with the 1986 Caroline County Comprehensive Plan and the
1996 Talbot County Comprehensive Plan.



Natural Resources

There are no federal or state listed threatened or endangered species within the project
area. The project is located within the limits of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area in areas
designated as Resource Conservation Areas in both Caroline and Talbot counties.

The Dover Bridge crosses the Choptank River and associated 100-year floodplains. The
Choptank River and tributaries are Use I waters with documented anadromous fish species
spawning locations within the project vicinity, including herring, perch, and bass. In-stream
construction restrictions will apply from February 15 through June 15, inclusive. In addition,
because there are known concentrations of waterfowl within the project area, the Maryland
‘Department of Natural Resources has recommended that no construction should occur during the
wintering period from October 15 to March 31. Tidal marsh wetlands occur in the project area
on the Caroline County side of the bridge. Impacts to wetlands, resulting from shading, pier
construction and embankment placement, range from zero for the No-Build and Modification
alternates, to as much as 4.7 acres with the new alignment alternates. Floodplains and Waters of
the U.S. other than wetlands would also be impacted by the new alignment alternates.

The terrestrial resources potentially impacted include agricultural fields and narrow
pioneer edge forests which are of low quality, low density and have high occurrences of invasive
alien species. One specimen tree, a 32-inch diameter sycamore may be impacted.

Prime farmland and Statewide Important Farmland would be impacted by the Dual
Bridge and new alignment alternates. Prime farmland impacts would range from 1.6 acres to 2.7

acres, and Statewide Important Farmland impacts would range from 0.7 acre to 2.0 acres,
depending on the alternate selected.

Areas of Controversy
Potential areas of controversy associated with this project include the following:

* The potential conflict concerning removing the Dover Bridge or segments thereof,

e Environmental concerns with new alignment alternates may be in conflict with
measures to minimize harm to historic resources.

S-6



Other Federal/State Actions

Depending upon the alternate selected, some or all of the following federal/state actions
may be required:

¢ Section 404 Permit from the Army Corps of Engineers for construction involving
Waters of the U.S. including wetlands

¢ U.S. Coast Guard Bridge Permit
e We;terway Construction Permit from Maryland Department of Natural Resources
* Stormwater Management Permit from Maryland Department of the Environment

* Approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan from Maryland Department of the
Environment

* Section 106 coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust, the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation and interested parties

C ing Azenci

As part of the National Environmental Policy Act review process for the project, the U.S.
National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Coast Guard have been included as cooperating

agencies. In addition, extensive coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has been
conducted.



TABLE S-1

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY
ALTERNATE
NO N2 N1 DUAL S1 S2 S2
BUILD | Modification (30’ HIGH) (50' HIGH) BRIDGE | (50' HIGH) (30’ HIGH) (50’ HIGH)
(30’ HIGH)
ANALYSIS ITEM Embank- | Structure | Structure Structure Structure Embank- | Structure Structure
ment ment
Length - Miles 0 0.16 0.77 0.77 0.84 0.64 0.83 0.78 0.78 0.83
1. Relocation (Total Takes) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.2; No. of Properties & Resources Affected I
...2:. ResidentialiAgncuitural """ 0 0 3 3 A 3 a 4 4 4
_b. Parkiand or Recreation Area N 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0 o
_______ c. Historic/Archeological Sites 0 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3
TOTAL 0 1 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7
3. Number of Properties Requiring
Building Demolition 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
4. Right-of-Way Required - Acres .
a. Residential/Agricultural 0 0 10.5 8.6 7.6 6.1 7.1 9.8 7.7 8.9
b. Parkland or Recreation Area o 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0" 10.5 8.6 7.6 6.1 7.1 9.8 7.7 8.9
5. Consistent with area land use plans
YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Natural Environment
... Number of Stream Relocations 0 0 9. 0 0 0 0. 0 0
2. Number of Stream Crossings 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 Rfedied Thamtanaa o TN TSNS <FONPHNSSRUISN SOSSIORINURORONY SUSOPINIVUTRH SRRSO, SYONTIONY NOTOTOTOLL NOSOTR MUY I
Endangered Species. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0
4. Area of Prime Farmland Affected ’
.. (Acres) 0 0 28 28 1.8 2.5 24 2.8 2.8 3.0
5. Area of Statewide Important
Farmland Affected (Acres) 0 0 19 1.9 1.9 A 07 1. 0.8 0.8 0.8
6 109:y_gar Floodplain Impacted (Acres) 0 0 42 39 3.2 2.2 29 | 48 27 3.2
7. Wetlands Affected (Acres) 0 0 4.1 .35 3.1 2.1 24 | 47 25 3.1
8. Waters of the U.S. Affected
(other than wetland) 0 0 28,600 28,600 | 28,600 SF | 23,400 SF | 28,600 SF | 28.600 28,600 28,600 SF
...... SF SF SF SF
9. Woodlands Affected (Acres) 0 0 0.9 0.9 0.3 15 1.9 1.7 1.7 2.2
COST ($ Millions) 0 $25 $17.7 $20.1 $23.8 $16.7 $23.6 $179 $20.0 $24.2
S-8

o/



//

MARYLAND ROUTE 331
THE DOVER BRIDGE

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 1500.2 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 sections, 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 with the
project area or would not be impacted by the proposed action.
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MARYLAND ROUTE 331
THE DOVER BRIDGE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

A. Land Use Considerations

1.

Will the action be within the 100
year floodplain?

Will the action require a permit
for construction or alteration
within the 50 year floodplain?

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

Will the action require a permit
for the construction or operation
of facilities for solid waste
disposal including dredge and
excavation spoil?

Will the action occur on slopes
exceeding 15%?

Will the action require a grading

plan or a sediment control permit?

YES NO COMMENTS

X See Section IV.E., Page IV-22
X

X See Section IV.E., Page IV-22
X
X

X See Section IV.E., Page IV-27
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10.

11.

12.

Will the action require a mining

permit for deep or surface mining?

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

Will the action require a permit

airport construction?

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

Will the action affect the use

of a public recreation area, park,
forest, wildlife management area,
scenic river or wildland?

Will the action affect the use of

_ any natural or manmade features

13.

that are unique to the county, state,
or nation?

Will the action affect the use of an

archaeological or historical site or
structure?

See Section IV.E., Page IV-8

See Section IV.E., Page IV-8

S-11
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B. 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?

15. Will the action require the
construction, alteration, or removal
of a dam, reservoir, or waterway
obstruction.

16. Will the action change the over-
land flow of storm water or reduce
the absorption capacity of the
ground?

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

18. Will the action require a permit for

water appropriation?

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

YES

X

COMMENTS

See Section IV.E., Page [V-27

See Section IV.E, Page IV-22

See Section IV.E., Page IV-13




ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM (Continued)

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

21. Will the action result in any

discharge into surface or sub-
surface water?

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

. Air Use Considerations

23. Will the action result in any
discharge into the air?

24.1f so, will the discharge affect

ambient air quality parameters or
produce a disagreeable odor?

25. Will the’ action generate
additional noise which differs in

character of level from present
conditions?

26. Will the action preclude future use
of related air space?

YES

COMMENTS

See Section IV.E., Page IV-13

See Section IV.E., Page 1V-13

X

See Section I1.A, Page 11-2

S-13



27. Will the action generate any
radiological, electrical, magnetic,
or light influences?

D. Plants and Animals

28. Will the action cause the
disturbance, reduction or loss of
any rare, unique or valuable plant
or animal?

29. Will the action result in the

significant reduction or loss of any
fish or wildlife habitats?

30. Will the action require a permit for
the use of pesticides, herbicides or
other biological, chemical or
radiological control agents?

E. 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?

NO

S-14
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. Will the action alter land values?

34. Will the action affect traffic flow

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

and volume?

Will the action affect the
production, extraction, harvest or
potential use of a scarce or
economically important resource?

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

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?

/7

See Section IV.C., Page IV-5

See Section IV.B., Page IV-4
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM (Continued)

40. Will the action discourage present

41.

sources of tax revenue from
remaining in the area to attract new
sources of tax revenue?

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

. Other Considerations

42.

43.

44,

45.

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?

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?

YES

See Section I.C., Page I-7 and

Section IV.B., Pages IV-3 & 4

See Section I.B., Pages I-2 & 3
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L PURPOSE AND NEED

A.  Project Location and Description

The MD 331 - Dover Bridgé project is located at the eastern edge of Talbot County and
the southwestern edge of Caroline County in Maryland, as shown on Figure I-1. The existing
Dover Bridge is an 841 foot long, two-lane metal through truss swing span which carries MD
331 over the Choptank River, approximately six miles east of the town of Easton. Easton is the
largest incorporated Small Urban Area in Maryland’s mid-shore area with a population of 9,400
in 1990. More than fifty percent of Talbot County’s 30,000 residents live in the immediate area
of Easton. Easton is the main commercial and employment center in the mid-shore area,
containing a regional hospital, The Memorial Hospital in Easton, and Talbot County’s
government center. Its dominance is at least partly attributable to the highway system that
radiates from the town center in all directions. Outside the immediate vicinity of Easton,
MD 331 passes through some of the best agricultural soils in Talbot County with many upland
grain farms.

Southern Caroline County has more of a mix of agriculture and rural residential land uses
along the main transportation corridors. Federalsburg, with a population of 2,400, is a significant
employment center with many manufacturing and distribution firms. It is located at the
convergence of several arterial highways and the Maryland Delaware Railroad. These same
transportation advantages apply to Hurlock, a Small Urban Area of 1,700 in northern Dorchester
County which is part of that County’s growth corridor.

Closer to the Dover Bridge is the town of Preston, which is located in Caroline County.
With a population exceeding 400 within the town limits, it provides numerous commercial and
business services for the surrounding area. Just west of town is the home terminal and former
headquarters of Preston Trucking, a major motor freight carrier in the Mid-Atlantic area. Farther
west on MD 331, at the intersection with MD 578, is the residential village of Bethlehem, an area
designated for limited expansion by Caroline County.

The Dover Bridge is approximately 15 miles upstream of the Senator Malkus, Jr. Bridge
which carries U.S. 50 over the Choptank River into the City of Cambridge on a 50-foot high
fixed span structure.
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The purpose of this project is to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the
Choptank River that will accommodate vehicular, marine, pedestrian and bicycle traffic and
minimize impacts to environmental resources. The existing Dover Bridge, located six miles east
of Easton, is one of only three single swing-span bridges in Maryland, on the state system. As
the only remaining operating metal through truss swing span bridge in Maryland, it is also the
only National Register eligible swing span bridge in the State. The Dover Bridge, which
provides emergency vehicle access to the Memorial Hospital of Easton, has recently experienced
mechanical malfunctions and operational problems and is deemed functionally obsolete due to its
narrow bridge width. The mechanical problems resulted in the bridge being opened, and
remaining in the open position. The 841 foot long, two lane, historic bridge, built in 1933,
carries 12,300 vehicles per day between Caroline and Talbot counties. It is opened on demand
for boaters approximately 175 times per year, mainly between July 1 and Labor Day; however,
numerous openings occur during Spring and Fall as well. A chart containing the numbers of
bridge openings and malfunctions is included in the Appendix.

MD 331 is a Rural Minor Arterial that provides the primary east-west roadway
connection for this tri-county area. It provides access for rural residents to the major
employment and commercial center of Easton to the west and the secondary center of
Federalsburg to the east. It carries both the materials and products to and from the industries and
the farms along the corridor. MD 331 is the route that brings people to the schools, churches and
social organizations located in the towns and villages and it allows government and agencies
located there to dispense services that protect and enhance the life of the citizens.

B. Need
1. Background

During the past three years, operational problems have occurred frequently on the Dover
Bridge that have inconvenienced both motor vehicles and marine crafts: 1995 - 12 incidents;
1996- 7 incidents; and 1997 (through October) - 10 incidents. The operational problems and
resulting disruptions to traffic have spurred citizens and elected officials to vigorously express
their concern about the dependability of the bridge. This was a major item of discussion during
the 1996 Maryland Department of Transportation’s (MDOT) Consolidated Transportation Plan
(CTP) Tour. Several local meetings have been held by the State Highway Administration’s
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(SHA) District 2 Office and Office of Bridge Development to discuss actions and strategies
being taken to remedy the reoccurring mechanical malfunctions. Two letters from area citizens,
one containing 860 signatures and the other containing 90 signatures, were sent to state
representatives, including the Governor, during the past year, requesting that the Dover Bridge
problems be addressed. A project to completely overhaul the bridge’s electrical system,
including a new primary electrical system, tender control panel, observation cameras, a back-up
electrical system and a back-up electrical source, is due to be completed in the spring, 1998. The
purpose of these improvements was to maximize the reliability of bridge operations to the extent
practicable, and to keep the mechanical/electrical life-span of the bridge in line with the
structural life expectancy, estimated to be 15-20 years.

The Dover-Bridge Project Planning Study is included in the Fiscal Year 1998-2002
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as number T450-6 for Talbot County
and CA262-3 for Caroline County.

2. System Linkage

MD 331 is a Rural Minor Arterial that, via MD 318, MD 577 and DE 20, links Easton in
Maryland and the Town of Seaford in Delaware, which are both Small Urban Areas. Between
them lie the small northern Dorchester County and southern Caroline County communities of
Hurlock, Federalsburg and Preston. The MD 331 Dover Bridge crossing of the Choptank River
is strategically important, since it provides the only direct connection between Easton and the
Town of Preston. The closest alternative crossings of the Choptank River are approximately
thirteen miles north at Denton (MD 404 and MD 404 Business) and seventeen milés south at
Cambridge (US 50), resulting in a 27 mile northern detour route and a 31 mile southern detour
route, respectively, between Easton and Preston, compared to a normal ten mile trip via MD 331.
This crossing becomes critical when fire and emergency equipment from Easton must cross the
County Line expeditiously. Traffic is stopped for approximately five minutes for the bridge
tender to complete a full open and close cycle. This time can vary with the following factors:
traffic already on the bridge during the warning, traffic on the approaches during the warning,
length of the boat, and the speed of the boat. The distances from Preston to various urbanized
areas having emergency services, such as Easton, Cambridge, Salisbury, and Dover are 12, 20,
38, and 45 miles, respectively. MD 331, Dover Bridge Road, also serves as a diversion route for
some of the seashore traffic during the Summer. From a maritime perspective, the bridge
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controls access to and from the upper twenty miles of the tidal Choptank River, along with being
the sole river access to Tuckahoe Creek.

3. Structural/Functional Deficiencies
a. Bridge

The existing swing span through truss bridge carrying MD 331 over the Choptank River
(Dover Bridge) has become an area of concern for local residents who use the bridge regularly.
Recently, the structure has experienced operational problems that have caused traffic back-ups
along MD 331 while the bridge was stuck in the open position. Many of these problems were
traced to the electrical system that runs the machinery beneath the swing span. SHA has recently
replaced the outdated electrical system with a new one that SHA believes will minimize, but not
eliminate, the bridge malfunctions of opening the swing span. The bridge is currently
operational. The replacement of the electrical system, however, does not address the bridge’s
existing wedges that aid in the bridge’s closing, nor address the functional classification. The
wedges are interlocking, finger-like devices on the swinging span that lock into the stationary
spans when the bridge is in the closed position. In the past, these wedges have not been driven in
correctly. This results in a vertically misaligned bridge upon closing and requires a re-opening of
the bridge in order to gain another attempt at driving the wedges correctly into place.

Another concern associated with the Dover Bridge is the narrow roadway width provided
within the truss system. Figure I-3 shows a sketch of the typical cross section of the through
truss at the Dover Bridge. The approach roadways consist of two twelve foot lanes on both
sides, with eight to ten foot shoulders, while the bridge deck has 24 feet of clear roadway.
Observations of tractor trailers crossing the bridge show that when there is no oncoming traffic,
these vehicles move to the left across the center yellow line on the bridge.

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
recommends as a minimum, 28 feet of clear roadway width for a bridge on an arterial highway
such as MD 331. The current substandard roadway width has resulted in the determination that
the Dover Bridge is functionally obsolete. A functionally obsolete bridge is one in which the
deck geometry, load carrying capacity (comparison of the original design load to the state legal
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load), clearance, approach roadway alignment, or a combination of these, no longer meets the
usual criteria for the system of which it is an integral part.

The sufficiency rating of a bridge is a basis for establishing eligibility and priority for

replacement and rehabilitation. The Dover Bridge has been determined to have a sufficiency

rating of 55.8. In general, the lower the sufficiency rating, the higher the priority. A bridge must
have a sufficiency rating of 80.0 or less to be eligible for funding under the Highway Bridge
Replacement or Rehabilitation- Program. Bridges with ratings of less than 50.0 will be eligible
for replacement or rehabilitation, while those with ratings of 50.0 to 80.0 are only eligible for
rehabilitation.

The under-clearance of the Dover Bridge, while in the closed position, is approximately
10 feet. Depending upon the tide, this under-clearance can vary between ten and eleven and a
half feet. This does not allow for passageway of boats with masts greater than 10 feet, which can

-access the Choptank River via boat ramps north and south of the Dover Bridge and through the

Cambridge Bridge at US 50, which has 50 feet of under-clearance. The MD 404 Denton Bridge,
13 miles upstream, has 25 feet of under-clearance.

b. Roadway

The approaching roadway sections at both ends of the bridge are smooth, have very good
ride conditions, and rutting is almost non-existent. The pavement sections are appropriate for
existing traffic conditions.

4. Traffic Conditions

- The Dover Bridge currently carries a 1997 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume of
12,300 vehicles per day, which is projected to increase to a 12,900 ADT volume in the year 2000
and to a 17,000 ADT volume by the year 2020. Seven percent (7%) of the ADT volume on MD
331 over the Dover Bridge is truck traffic, slightly higher than the statewide average. The peak
hours at the Dover Bridge are 7to 8 AM and 4 to S PM. The directional distribution of traffic is
70% westbound/30% eastbound during the morning peak hour and vice versa in the evening peak

hour. The posted speed limit is 50 miles per hour on both approaches to the bridge, as well as
over the bridge itself.
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The quality of traffic service for a highway is measured in terms of level of service
(LOS). The highest quality of service is LOS A with little or no motorist delays. LOS B is a
high quality of traffic flow where drivers’ speeds will only occasionally be affected by other
vehicles. Further increases in traffic flow characterize LOS C; average speeds are likely to be at
+ posted levels. LOS D characterizes a large number of two-lane rural highways. The speeds will
be substantially affected by other vehicles on the road, and the desire to pass will be high;
however, speeds will remain at or near posted levels. LOS E characterizes a roadway at capacity.
Speeds will be lower than posted levels and trip delays will approach 75 percent. LOS F is the
poorest quality of traffic flow with generally stop-and-go conditions and substantial delays.
Level of service is a function of traffic volumes, roadway geometry and width, shoulder widths,
and amount of passing opportunities. MD 331 .currently operates, and is projected to continue
operating, at LOS D which is considered acceptable.

\

A summary of current and projected traffic volumes and levels of service is provided in
Table I-1.

TABLE I-1
NO-BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

YEAR
1997 2000 2020
ADT 12,300 12,900 17,000
Design Hourly Volume 1,107 1,161 1,530
Directional Distribution 70/30 70/30 70/30
% Trucks* 4% 4% 4%
Level of Service D D D

* As a percentage of the peak hour traffic volume

The area of MD 331 at the Dover Bridge has experienced a total of 11 accidents from
1994 to 1996, including one fatal accident in 1996. Eight out of the eleven total accidents
actually occurred on the Dover Bridge. Of these eight accidents, two were attributed to bridge
malfunctions and two were attributed to repair construction on the bridge. Of the eleven
accidents, 7 were personal injury accidents and 4 were property damage accidents. The accident
types were 5 rear-end collisions and 6 fixed object collisions. There were a total of 20 vehicles
involved in these 11 accidents, 2 of which were trucks. Wet surface accidents accounted for 4
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accidents in 1995 and 1996 and there was 1 alcohol related accident in 1994. There were 2
nighttime accidents, 1 each in 1994 and 1995.

The fatal accident rate at this site is 18.45 accidents per million vehicle miles of travel
(acc/100mvm). This is significantly higher than the statewide rate of 2.36 acc/100mvm. The rate
for injury type accidents is 129.16 acc/100mvm, which is also significantly higher than the
statewide average of 70.44 acc/100mvm. The rear-end collision rate of 92.26 acc/100mvm is
significantly higher than the statewide average of 24.84 acc/I00mvm. In addition, the fixed
object collision rate was 110.71 acc/100mvm, significantly higher than the statewide rate of
41.42 acc/100mvm. The SHA Traffic Safety Division’s accident analysis and study worksheet
are included in the Appendix.

C. Modal Interrelationships

In addition to the emergency access provided via the Dover Bridge, MD 331 also
provides access to other community facilities. The crossing provides access to the Easton
Airport - Newman Field, a substantial regional aviation facility. It is a general aviation airport
that services mostly corporate jets and private planes, although charter service is available.
Talbot County is planning for this facility to serve new commuter and freight services. The
airport presently averages about 250 takeoffs and landings per day. Although no physical
expansion of the airport is planned, the number of takeoffs and landings is expected to increase
slightly as a result of installation of equipment allowing instrument-only approaches.

While pedestrian traffic is minimal at this rural crossing, MD 331 has been identified by
some bicycle groups as an alternative travel route to US 50. The current bridge is not “bicycle
compatible,” since it has no shoulders or wide curb lanes. In addition, there are no sidewalks or

shoulders on this structure creating a safety problem crossing this bridge for both cyclists and
pedestrians alike.

Maryland’s Eastern Shore has been rated by some national bicycling magazines as one of
the best places to bicycle in the nation. One of the most popular routes on the Eastern Shore is in
the 30 mile Easton-St. Michaels-Oxford loop. Access to Easton by bicyclists is typically by way
of MD 328 or MD 331 because they both maintain wide paved shoulders, except over the Dover
Bridge, where there are no shoulders.
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Many times, MD 331 is the preferred roadway for bicyclists because it is designated on
Maryland’s tourism map as one part of the Oakland to Ocean City scenic route. The fact that
MD 331 over the Dover Bridge has a width of only 24 feet is an issue for bicyclists, especially
considering the 841-foot bridge length. Maryland’s Transportation Plan states that it is
Maryland’s goal to make all of its roédways bicycle compatible. This can be accomplished by
providing either wide curb lanes or paved shoulders. The remainder of MD 331 does have wide

paved shoulders that are bicycle friendly, and the Dover Bridge should be consistent in
maintaining wide shoulders as well.

South of the Denton Bridge and north of MD 331, there are six public boat ramps on the
Choptank and two on the Tuckahoe Creek, along with a boat repair yard and marina in Denton.
The majority of the boats that use the Choptank River in the vicinity of the Dover Bridge are

recreational boats, largely small sailboats and motorboats. There is approximately one
commercial boat and one work boat in this area.

During the Winter of 1997-1998, SHA completed a mail-in boater survey to gather data
on boat sizes and use on the Choptank River. Of the approximately 1,000 surveys that were
mailed out or distributed to area marina patrons, 416 were returned. Results indicated that
approximately 93% of boats which currently use the Choptank River have mast heights of 30 feet

or less, with nine boats over 30 feet and two boats over 50 feet.. A copy of the mailed out survey
and summaries of the results are contained in the Appendix.
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II.  ALTERNATES CONSIDERED

The following section presents information regarding all of the alternates currently under
consideration for this project as well as those that have been eliminated. The final selection of an
alternate will not be made until the alternates’ impacts and comments on this document and from
the public hearing have been fully evaluated.

A.  Alternates Retained for Detailed Study
1. The No-Build Alternate

The No-Build Alternate would consist of routine maintenance and spot improvements, as
well as the installation of a completely new electrical system to improve the reliability of the
opening and closing of the bridge. The electrical work, being completed in the spring of, 1998,
consists of a new primary electrical system, tender control panel, observation cameras, a back-up
electrical system and a back-up electrical source. This work is separate from the refurbishing of
the wedge motors and main motor which was completed in 1997. This alternate would not

require any major structural improvements or revision to the existing bridge under-clearance
which ranges from eight to ten feet.

2. The Modification Alternate

The Modification Alternate consists of several options for modifying the existing Dover
Bridge consistent with the "Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings" (U.S. Department of the Interior, 1990). The options included

with this alternate were developed under the guidance of Dr. Abba Lichtenstein, a noted bridge
historian and structural engineer.

The Modification Alternate includes several or all of the following measures in addition
to those described under the No-Build Alternate (See Figure II-1):

* Modification of the curb and rail system to provide 0.5 foot to 1.5 foot of additional
usable roadway width. Thg curb would be moved closer to the sides of the truss, and
the guide rail would be modified to not protrude as far from the truss. Detailed design

studies would be required to determine the exact amount of additional usable roadway
width that can be achieved.
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¢ Modification of the upper diagonal architectural knees at the entrance portals of each
of the three truss spans to increase the lane space for trucks and eliminate any
perception of a clearance constraint. The existing diagonal would be removed and
replaced with a horizontal member, resulting in a constant vertical clearance of no
less than 16 feet across the entire width of the roadway at each end of the three truss
spans.

e Subject to verification through detailed design studies, installation of a removable 4
foot 3 inch to 5 foot 0 inch wide walkway outside of the existing truss on one or both
sides of the span to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic. The walkways
would be constructed in such a way as to be detachable from the existing structure,
thus providing reversibility to avoid permanently impairing the essential form and
integrity of the bridge.

* Provision of additional guidance and training to the bridge tender regarding
appropriate communications and other procedures related to bridge openings.

* Increasing the frequency of inspections of the bridge’s mechanical/electrical systems
from once per year to twice per year.

Additional information concerning this alternate is contained in a letter report in the
Appendix of this document. The Modification Alternate would cost an estimated $2.5 million.

3. The Dual Bridge Alternate (Figure 11-3)

At the request of the Federal Highway Administration, a dual bridge alternate has been
developed. The Dual Bridge Alternate would entail using the existing Dover Bridge to
accommodate one-lane westbound traffic (one 12-foot lane and two 6-foot shoulders), and a new,
single lane, fixed parallel structure for eastbound traffic.. The new eastbound span would have a
deck width of 32 feet to accommodate one 12-foot lane and two 10-foot shoulders (see Figure I1-2).
In combination with a traffic signal that could reverse the direction of traffic using the fixed span,
this dual bridge combination ensures that if a malfunction were to occur on the swing span, a route
to the emergency location or the hospital would still be available. The alignment of this alternate
follows that of Alternate S2 - 30 foot, both horizontally and vertically (i.e., 30 foot under-
clearance). This alternate departs from existing MD 331 1300 feet west of the Choptank River and
ties back in to MD 331 1500 east of the river, resulting in a total length of improvement of 0.64
mile (see Figure II-3). The Dual Bridge Altemnate would cost an estimated $16.7 million. It is
noted that the remarks below concerning design speed for the New Alignment Altemnates also apply
to the Dual Bridge Alternate.
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4. The New Alignment Alternates

Each of the new alignment alternates consists of a new fixed span structure that would carry
all traffic on MD 331 across the Choptank River and include the following characteristics:

An alignment that is entirely on new location (offset either 60 feet or 160 feet from
the existing bridge, depending on the alternate) in order to maintain traffic during
construction and allow any one of the three options listed below to occur to the
existing bridge once a new bridge is completed. Options one and two would depend
upon the identification of a party willing to take ownership, maintain and, if desired,
operate the existing bridge, as SHA will not participate in its maintenance and
operation once a new structure is in place. SHA would make every effort to find
another party, including placement of advertisements in local and preservation
organization newspapers and newsletters, to take ownership of the bridge. SHA
would also explore funding options such as providing the same amount of money that

would have been required to remove the bridge to the new owner for maintenance and
operation.

1) Maintenance of the bridge in fully operational condition with connections to
the new alignment on each side of the river for use by pedestrians, bicycles
and maintenance vehicles. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) parts 117.1
Subpart A - General Requirements and CFR 117.553 - Choptank River will
remain applicable regardless of any transfer of ownership (see U.S. Coast
Guard letter in Section VI).

2) Retention of the existing truss spans with the swing span in the open position,
but removal of the eastern or Preston-side approach spans. Or, remove the
swing span completely, retaining only the fixed truss spans, based on U.S.
Coast Guard concerns regarding the open swing span and pivot island being a

hazard to river navigation.

3) Complete removal of the existing bridge—main truss and approach spans.

In determining design speeds to be applied to the detailed alternates, preliminary
studies indicated that costs and environmental impacts would increase substantially
with each incremental increase in vertical design speed, but not be affected
substantially by changes in horizontal design speed. Also, there are no major

intersection or passing zones on either side of the bridge which demand maximizing
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the quality of the vertical alignment. Therefore, given that the posted speed is 50
miles per hour. a 50 mile per hour vertical design speed with 4% maximum grades
and a 60 mile per hour horizontal design speed were considered appropriate.

* A typical section consisting of two 12 foot lanes and two eight foot shoulders (see
Figure 11-2)

* Pier locations that match the existing bridge's pier locations within the Choptank

River, and a pier spacing of 100 feet for the eastern approach spans through the tidal
marsh.

As described in the alternates’ descriptions below, each alternate maintains either a 30 foot
or 50 foot under-clearance between the low chord of the proposed bridge and the mean high tide
elevation within the navigable portion of the river channel. A 30 foot under-clearance would
accommodate approximately 93% of the marine traffic on the Choptank River, based on mail-in
boater surveys. Provision of an under-clearance higher than 50 feet would not be prudent given that
the existing U.S. 50 crossing of the Choptank River, downstream of the Dover Bridge has an under-
clearance of 50 feet. Each of the four alternate alignments would be at a higher elevation than the
existing roadway, and are therefore offset horizontally from the existing roadway in order to
maintain traffic during construction. The western and eastern tie-ins to existing MD 331 take place

as close to the river as the elevation differences between the existing and proposed alignments
would allow.

Four alternate alignments have been developed: N2, N1, S1 and S2—and are described as
follows:

a. Alternate N2 - 30 Foot (Figures I1-4 and II-5)

Alternate N2 is the northernmost of two alignments north of the existing bridge, 160 feet
from the center or pivot point of the existing bridge. This alignment remains outside the horizontal
swing arc of the existing bridge for maintenance of bridge operation during construction and
permanently if necessary. With an under-clearance of 30 feet, Alternate N2 departs from MD 331
approximately 2000 feet west of the Choptank River and ties back in to existing MD 331
approximately 1450 feet east of the river, resulting in a total length of improvement of 0.77 mile.
Alternate N2 is being.considered with both an embankment and_.a structure option for supporting
the roadway in the segment through the tidal marsh wetland between the eastern bank of the
Choptank River and the eastern tie-in to existing MD 331. Alternate N2 - 30 foot is estimated to
cost $17.7 million with the embankment option and $20.1 million with the structure option.
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b. Alternate N1 - 50 Foot (Figure 11-6)

Alternate N1 is a northern replacement structure 60 feet from the center or pivot point of the
existing bridge. Alternate N1 has been designed as a fixed bridge with 50 feet of under-clearance to
accommodate marine traffic with heights less than 50 feet and to clear the highest members of the
existing bridge’s swing span truss, as the proposed alignment is within the swing arc of the existing
movable span. Alternate N1 departs from MD 331 approximately 2000 feet west of the Choptank
River and ties back in to MD 331 approximately 1850 feet east of the river. The total length of
improvement is 0.84 mile. This alternate is being considered only with structure supporting the
eastern approach to the river crossing since embankment would provide no cost savings and
significantly higher wetland impacts for the 50 foot under-clearance. Alternate N1 - 50 foot is
estimated to cost $23.8 million.

c. Alternate S1 - 50 Foot (Figure I1-7)

Alternate S1 is one of two new southern alignment alternates. Alternate S1 is the closest to
the existing bridge, 60 feet from the center pivot point. Alternate S1 has been designed as a fixed
bridge with 50 feet of under-clearance to accommodate marine traffic with heights less than 50 feet
and to clear the highest members of the existing bridge’s swing span truss, as the proposed
alignment is within the swing arc of the existing movable span. Alternate S1 departs from MD 331
approximately 2000 feet west of the Choptank River and ties back in to MD 331 approximately
1800 feet east of the river. The total length of improvement is 0.83 mile. This alternate is being
considered only with structure supporting the eastern approach to the river crossing since
embankment would provide no cost savings and significantly higher wetland impacts for the 50
foot under-clearance. Alternate S1 - 50 foot is estimated to cost $23.6 million.

d. Alternate S2 - 30 foot (Figures II-8 and I1-9)

Alternate S2 - 30 foot follows the southernmost alignment of the alternates considered, 160
feet from the center or pivot point of the existing bridge. This alignment remains outside the
horizontal swing arc of the existing bridge for maintenance of bridge operation during construction
and to allow permanent operation of the existing bridge if necessary. With an under-clearance of
30 feet, Alternate S2 departs from MD 331 approximately 2000 feet west of the Choptank River
and ties back in to existing MD 331 approximately 1500 feet east of the river, resulting in a total
length of improvement of 0.78 mile. Alternate S2 is being considered with both embankment and
structure options for supporting the roadway in the segment through the tidal marsh between the
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eastern bank of the Choptank River and the eastern tie-in to existing MD 331. As suggested by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. an alignment shift has been evaluated with the structure option to
this alternate for the purpose of minimizing encroachment into the tidal marsh wetland. This
minimization option is discussed in more detail in Section 1V.E.3. Alternate S2 - 30 foot 1S

estimated to cost $17.9 million with the embankment option and $20.0 million with the structure
option.

e Alternate S2 - 50 foot (Figure II-10)

Alternate S2 - 50 foot follows the same southernmost alternate alignment as Alternate S2
Option A but provides a 50 foot under-clearance across the navigational channel. Although 30 foot
under-clearance seems appropriate based on boater surveys which indicate that 93% of boats
navigating this segment of the Choptank River could clear a 30 foot structure, this option is retained
pending U.S. Coast Guard direction regarding under-clearance which will follow their own boater
survey. A final under-clearance determination will be made prior to completion of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. With an under-clearance of 50 feet, Alternate S2 - 50 foot
departs from MD 331 approximately 2000 feet west of the Choptank River and ties back in to
existing MD 331 approximately 1750 feet east of the river, resulting in a total length of
improvement of 0.83 mile. This alternate is being considered only with structure supporting the
castern approach to the river crossing since embankment would provide no cost savings and

significantly higher wetland impacts for the 50 foot under-clearance. Alternate S? - 50 foot is
estimated to cost $24.2 million.

B. Alternates Dropped From Consideration

1. Several Options for Modification of the Existing Bridge
Several options, in addition to those described in Section 11.A.2., for addressing the project
purpose and need through modification of the existing bridge were developed. However, these
options have dropped from consideration for various reasons, summarized as follows:

a. Raise Existing Bridge

Preliminary studies indicated that it would be feasible to construct new abutments and piers
and raise the existing truss spans to provide higher under-clearance, such as 30 feet, thereby
reducing or eliminating the need to open the swing span for marine traffic. This alternate was
dropped from consideration because it would be inconsistent with the Secretary of Interior’s

I1-6



44

Standards for Rehabilitation. require closure of MD 331 at the C hoptank River for an extended (six
months or longer) period of time. and the cost would be comparable to that of a high level fixed
span. Maintaining traffic on MD 331 has been a primary criterion with all alternates because of the

additional travel length of 17 miles that would be required without a MD 331 crossing of the
Choptank River.

b. Widen the Existing Truss

In order to achieve the desired roadway width of 28 feet minimum, various members of the
bridge truss would need to be cut and spliced with new beams to widen the structure. In addition, a
new bridge deck would be required. This alternate was dropped from consideration because the
modifications: would require lengthy bridge closures, would result in an Adverse Effect
(inconsistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation), may require additional
mechanical/electrical upgrades to retain functionality with the additional truss weight and would
only address the roadway width aspect of the project purpose and need. The National Register
Bulletin states that alteration of trusses and considerable addition of new materials would generally
damage a bridge’s integrity to the point that it is no longer National Register Eligible.

2. Movable Bridge Alternate

A Movable Bridge Alternate was investigated to review replacing the bridge in kind, or
with a similar structure. The two alignments furthest from the existing bridge (N2 and S2) were
the alignments investigated as a vertical lift or bascule span. Several components of the overall
life cycle costs, including capital, operating and maintenance costs of a movable span bridge,
would be higher than the corresponding cost components of a fixed span bridge. The initial
capital cost of a movable bridge span over the navigation channel (200’+ span) would be
approximately $5.0 Million, as compared to $1.5 Million for a fixed span. The annual
maintenance and operating costs of a movable span bridge is estimated to be $54,000, as
compared to $10,000 for a fixed span which requires no expenditure for operation.

Furthermore, because the locations of the tie-ins are governed by the horizontal geometry.
a movable span alternate has similar impacts to that of a fixed alternate, even at a lower profile.

A swing span bridge or replacement in kind, matching the existing conditions, would have to be

placed considerably farther away from the existing bridge in order to avoid a new swinging span
further increasing impacts to wetlands and diminishing the smoothness of the horizontal roadway
alignment. Despite all practicable investments to implement a strong bridge maintenance and
operations program for minimizing disruptions to vehicular and marine traffic, a movable bridge
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could not provide a level of long-term reliability consistent with the volumes of traffic and
importance of this link between Easton and Preston. In addition. construction costs would be
approximately $3.5 million higher than a comparable alignment with a fixed span. without any
reduction in impacts. Therefore, a movable bridge alternate has been dropped from
consideration.

3. Alternate N2 - 45 mph

Alternate N2 - 45mph would be identical to Alternate N2 - 30 foot except that it would
utilize a 45 mph design speed rather than 50 mph for the vertical alignment. This alternate was
dropped from consideration since it resulted in little or no reduction in impacts and was less

consistent with existing MD 331 running speeds as compared to the 50 mph design speed
alignment.

4. Alternate N1 - 45 mph

Alternate N1 - 45 mph would follow the same horizontal alignment as Alternate N1 - 50
foot, and would differ by providing 43 feet of under-clearance and a 45 mph design speed. This
alternate was dropped from consideration since it resulted in little or no reduction in impacts and
was less consistent with existing MD 331 running speeds as compared to the 50 mph design
speed alternates. A 50 mph design speed, 43-foot under-clearance option was also evaluated and
was dropped from consideration since it did not offer a reduction in impacts as compared to
Alternate N1 - 50 foot and would not provide a desirable amount of vertical clearance between
the top members of the swing span and the bottom of the proposed bridge beams.

5. Alternate S1 - 45Smph

Alternate S1 - 45 mph would follow the same horizontal alignment as Alternate S1 - 50
foot, and would differ by providing 43 feet of under-clearance and a 45 mph design speed. This

alternate was dropped from consideration for the same reasons as those stated above for
Alternate N1 - 45 mph.

6. Alternate S2 - 45 mph

Alternate S2 - 45 mph would be identical to Alternate S2 - 30 foot except that it would
utilize a 45 mph design speed rather than 50 mph for the vertical alignment. This alternate was
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dropped from consideration since it resulted in little or no reduction in impacts and was less
consistent with existing MD 331 running speeds as compared to the 50 mph design speed
alignment.

7. All Embankment Options Associated with the 50’ Under-clearance
Alignments

All options providing embankment to support the roadway on the eastern approaches to
the main span were dropped from consideration with the 50 foot under-clearance alternates.
Embankment for the eastern approaches with the 50’ under-clearance alignments offered no

reduction in cost and had significantly higher wetland impacts as compared to the structure
options.

8. Scheduled Openings

In response to an inquiry of scheduling bridge openings for the Dover Bridge, SHA has
found that this was not preferable due to the low volumes of boaters and lack of slips near the
bridge to await openings. The bridge would then only open at the scheduled times and if there
was a queue at the bridge of boats. In addition, the U.S. Coast Guard has expressed interest in
having the Choptank River be an unrestricted navigational channel. However, this option could
be further investigated with the U.S. Coast Guard, if supported.
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I1I1.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
A.  Secial Environment
1. Population and Housing
c wide Populat;

According to information from the U.S. Census Bureau, the population of Talbot County
grew by 19.3 percent, from 25,604 to 30,549 people, during the period 1980 - 1990. During this
same period, the population of Caroline County grew by 16.8 percent, from 23,143 to 27,035
people. By the Design Year (2020), Talbot County’s population is expected to reach 37,200
people and Caroline County’s population is expected to reach 34,700 people, based on
projections prepared by the Maryland Office of Planning. These represent increases of 21.8
percent and 28.4 percent, respectively, over the 1990 County populations.

Local Population

Census tract data are not available for Talbot and Caroline Counties prior to the 1990
census. However, 1980 census data for these counties are available by election district. Both
types. of. data, election district and census tract, are used in the local population analysis to
provide a comparison of 1980 and 1990 populations. The relationship between the census tracts
and election districts used to describe demographics in and around the study area is shown on
Figure III-1. Since census data are not available for portions of election districts or portions of
census tracts, the local analysis area is geographically larger than the study area. On an election
district basis, the local analysis area consists of Election District 1 - Easton and Election District
4 - Preston. On a census tract basis, the local analysis area consists of Census Tracts 9602.00
through 9605.00 and 9555.00. The geographic area encompassed by Election District 1 - Easton
and Election District 4 - Preston is comparable to, although not exactly the same as, the
geographic area encompassed by Census Tracts 9602.00 through 9605.00 and 9555.00.
However, these election districts and census tracts afford a comparison between 1980 and 1990
census data and they are used in the local area analysis. During the period 1980-1990, the total
population in the area defined by the local election districts (Election Districts 1 and 4) and the
local census tracts (Census Tracts 9602.00 through 9605.00 and 9555.00) increased by 233
percent, from 15,459 to 19,066 people. Both the Talbot County and Caroline County portions of
the local analysis area experienced a growth in population, increases of 28.1 percent and 5.7
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percent, respectively. In 1990. the largest portion (28.1 percent) of the total population in the
local census tracts resided in Census Tract 9604.00, and the smallest percentage (14.5 percent) in
Census Tract 9603.00. Table III-1 shows local population data by election district and census
tract for 1980 and 1990.
TABLE II1-1
LOCAL POPULATION AND GROWTH

Election District 1980 Census Tract 1990 % Change

Talbot County Talbot County

9602.00 2,868

9603.00 2,770

9604.00 5,361

9605.00 4,587
1 - Easton 12,166 Subtotal 15,586 +28.1
Caroline County rolj n
4 - Preston 3,293 9555.00 3,480 + 5.7
Total 15,459 Total 19,066 +233

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

An analysis of 1990 census data indicates that 61.7 percent of the total population in the
local census tracts were persons 16 through 64 years old, and 16.5 percent were persons 65 years
and older. The largest percentage of the age group 65 years and older (29.6 percent) appears in
Census Tract 9604.00. However, Census Tract 9602.00 has the highest ratio of persons 65 years
and older to total number of persons residing in the census tract (22.6 percent).

Housing

Countywide data from the U.S. Census Bureau indicates that the number of households in
Talbot County increased by 26.6 percent, from 9,934 to 12,580 households, during the period
1980 - 1990. In 1980, the average household size was 2.55 persons, while in 1990 the average
household size in Talbot County was 2.38 persons. The number of households in Caroline
County increased by 21.4 percent, from 8.219 to 9,981 households, during the period 1980 -
1990. The average household size was 2.78 persons in 1980 in Caroline County, while in 1990
the average household size was 2.66 persons. Based on election district and census tract data, the
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number of households in the local analysis area increased by 30.7 percent, from 5,967 to 7.797
households, during the period 1980 - 1990.

2. Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and L.ow Income Populations issued on February 11, 1994, requires federal agencies

“to identify and address as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low
income populations...” Minority is defined as “individual(s) who are members of the following
population groups: American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black, not of
Hispanic origin, or Hispanic.” Also, low income populations “should be identified with the
annual statistical poverty thresholds from the Bureau of the Census’ Current Population Reports,
Series P-60 on Income and Poverty.” These populations are to be provided access to public
information and an opportunity to participate in matters relating to the environment.

According to 1990 census data, 81.3 percent of the total population of Talbot County
were White, 18.0 percent were Black, 0.1 percent were American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut, 0.3
percent were Asian or Pacific Islander, and 0.5 percent were of Hispanic origin (any race). In
Caroline County, 82.7 percent of the 1990 total population were White, 16.5 percent were Black,
0.2 percent were American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut, 0.3 percent were Asian or Pacific Islander,
and 0.9 percent were of Hispanic origin (any race). Also, 1990 census data indicated the
percentage of persons below the poverty level was 8.5 percent in Talbot County and 11.8 percent
in Caroline County. The below poverty level census data is based on poverty thresholds which

change each year and vary depending on family composition, according to the U.S. Census
Bureau.

To identify minority and low income populations, a census tract analysis was first
conducted using 1990 census data for the analysis area consisting of local Census Tracts 9602.00
through 9605.00 and 9555.00 (Figure III-1). Based on this, Census Tract 9603.00 has the highest
percentage of minorities (54.3 percent) and the highest percentage of persons below the poverty
level (18.5 percent). Census Tract 9555.00 has the second highest percentages of minorities
(23.3 percent) and persons below poverty level (14.2 percent). Census Tract 9604.00 has the
third highest percentages of minorities (22.6 percent) and persons below poverty level
(11.8 percent). From this it can be concluded that the highest presence of minority populations
and low income groups in the analysis area encompassed by the local census tracts are located
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either east of the Choptank River in the Caroline C ounty portion of the analysis area, or the
Easton area, generally between MD 322 and US 50. Tables I11-2 and I1I-3 summarize the 1990

census data relative to the racial distribution and economic characteristics of the counties and the
local census tracts.

No minority or low income populations have been identified in the immediate project
area.
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TABLE I11-2

1990 RACIAL POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

Location White Black American Indian, Asian or Pacific Other Persons Hispanic Origin %
Eskimo or Aleut Islander (A1l Races) Minorities'
Population % Population | % | Population % Population % | Population % Population | %

Talbot County 24,833 81.3 5,502 18.0 42 0.1 102 0.3 70 0.2 167 0.5 18.9
Census Tract:

9602.00 2,441 85.1 398 13.9 3 0.1 19 0.7 7 0.2 30 1.0 15.7

9603.00 1,283 46.3 1,451 524 3 0.1 19 0.7 14 0.5 30 1.1 54.3

9604.00 4,144 77.3 1,171 21.8 10 0.2 18 0.3 18 0.3 18 03 22,6

9605.00 4,197 91.5 361 7.9 10 0.2 _10 0.2 9 0.2 _16 0.3 8.6

9602.00-9605.00 12,065 774 3.381 21.7 26 0.2 66 04 48 0.3 94 0.6 229

Caroline County 22,358 82.7 4,459 16.5 58 02 79 0.3 84 0.3 23t 0.9 17.9
Census Tract:

9555.00 2,697 775 767 22.0 8 0.2 5 0.1 3 0.1 34 1.0 233

Total - 14,762 77.4 4,148 21.7 34 0.2 71 04 51 03 128 0.7 23.0
Analysis Area

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
'Black; American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut; Asian or Pacific Islander; Hispanic
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TABLE 111-3
1990 POVERTY STATUS CHARACTERISTICS

Location Persons for Whom Poverty Persons Below % Persons Below
Status Was Determined Poverty Poverty

Talbot County 30,044 2,564 8.5
Census Tract:

9602.00 2,841 115 4.0

9603.00 2,810 520 18.5

9604.00 4,915 581 11.8

9605.00 4,682 328 7.0

9602.00 - 9605.00 15,248 1,544 10.1

Caroline County 26,427 3,120 11.8
Census Tract:

9555.00 3,408 485 14.2

Total - Analysis Area 18,656 2,029 10.9

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

The Maryland State Highway Administration ensures compliance with Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act, which provides that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of
race, color or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of or be

subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.
3. Communities Within the Study Area

The study area is located in a rural agricultural setting flanked by two incorporated
towns - Easton, the County seat of Talbot County, and Preston in Caroline County. There are no
communities located within the Talbot County portion of the study area. The Caroline County
portion of the study area includes the existing residential community of Tanyard, an
unincorporated village. As shown on Figures I1I-2A and 2B, a number of existing residential
communities are located outside the study area in Easton and the area around Preston.
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4. Community Facilities

Located in a rural agricultural area, the study area does not contain any community

facilities. However, there are a number of community facilities. services and points of interest

located outside the limits of the study area in Easton, Preston and the surrounding area as shown

on Figures III-2A and 2B and listed below by their corresponding number.

Easton:

W ® 3o R WD -

Schools

Lighthouse Academy

Mount Pleasant Elementary School
The Country School

Saint Peter and Paul’s School
Academy of the Arts

Talbot Vocational Technical Center
Easton Elementary School

Easton Middle School

Easton High School

Preston and Surrounding Area:

Easton:

10. Preston Elementary School

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Jonestown

Churches

Church of the Nazarene

Presbyterian Church of Easton

Saint Peter and Paul’s Catholic Church
Asbury Methodist Church

First Wesleyan Church

Saint Peter’s Church

Grace Lutheran Church

Union Baptist Church

Saint Mary’s Methodist Church

HI-7



Preston and Surrounding Area:
21. Mount Zion Pentecostal Church
22. Bethlehem Wesleyan Church
23. Newton
24. Marsh Creek Road
25. Bethesda United Methodist Church
26. Immanuel Lutheran Church

Librari
27. Talbot County Free Library
28. Preston

Fi | Ambul Servi
29. Volunteer Fire Company No. 60 (Easton)
30. Preston Fire Company No. 200

Police Servi
31. Talbot County Sheriff’s Department
32. Maryland State Police (Easton)

33. Preston Police Department

Health Facilities

34. Easton Memorial Hospital

LS. Post Offices

35. Easton Branch

Preston and Surrounding Area:
36. Bethiehem Branch
37. Preston Branch

\% tal tur
Easton and Surrounding Area:
38. Motor Vehicle Administration
39. Courthouse
40. Town Hall

41. State Highway Administration

111-8



42. County Operations Center

43, Historical Society of Talbot County

44. Armory

45. Midshore Regional Landfill

46. Easton Wastewater Treatment Facility

47. Choptank Wetlands Preserve (Talbot and Caroline Counties)
48. Municipal Building (Preston)

Points of Interest
49. Third Haven Meetinghouse (Easton)
50. Linchester Mill and Pond (Preston Area)

Public Transportation
51. Easton Municipal Airport

lic W wer Servi
— Easton
— Preston

As indicated above, these portions of Talbot and Caroline Counties surrounding the study
area include similar types of community facilities and services, however, there are several
noteworthy exceptions. The Caroline County portion does not contain a major hospital facility

or airport facility. Also, the schools included in the Talbot County portion are more numerous
and diverse in educational level provided.

The location of the following historic sites are also indicated on Figure III-2A.

Historic Si
52. Troth’s Fortune T-50 (Talbot County)

53. Dover Bridge T-487 (Talbot and Caroline Counties)
54. Maryland State Police Barracks T-950 (Talbot County)

I11-9
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S. Parklands (Figure I11-2)

There are no parks or recreation areas located in the study area. Listed below are parks

and recreation areas that are located outside the study area in Easton. Preston and the surrounding
area.

Easton and Surrounding Area:
— Seth Demonstration Forest
-~ Hog Neck Golf Course
— Talbot County Community Center (Hog Neck Arena)
— Idlewild Park
— Public landing and boat ramp at Easton Point
Preston and Surrounding Area:
— Jonestown Community Park
— Preston Lions Club Park

1. Countywide Employment Characteristics

According to information-from the U.S. Census Bureau, the labor force in Talbot County
grew by 27.1 percent, from 12,760 to 16,220 persons, during the period 1980-1990. By the
Design Year (2020), Talbot County’s labor force is expected to reach 19,620 persons, based on
projections prepared by the Maryland Office of Planning. This represents an increase of 21.0
percent over the 1990 county labor force. Of the total number of employed persons in Talbot
County in 1990, the greater percentages of persons were employed in the following occupational
areas:  services (27.2 percent), retail trade (16.4 percent), manufacturing (14.5 percent),
construction (10.1 percent), other professional areas (6.7 percent), agriculture, forestry and
fisheries (6.3 percent), and finance, insurance and real estate (5.9 percent). According to
information in the Talbot County Comprehensive Plan, approximately 20 percent of local jobs

are not held by county residents, but by commuters from nearby counties. In 1990, the median
household income in Talbot County was $31,885.

The labor force in Caroline County grew by 30.7 percent, from 10,570 to 13,820 persons,
during the period 1980-1990. By the Design Year (2020), Caroline County’s labor force is
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expected to reach 18,250 persons. This represents an increase of 32.1 percent over the 1990
county labor force. Of the total number of employed persons in Caroline County in 1990, the
greater percentages of persons were employed in the following occupational areas: services
(20.9 percent), manufacturing (20.8 percent), retail trade (15.2 percent), construction
(I1.5 percent), transportation and public utilities (8.3 percent). and agriculture, forestry and
fisheries (7.0 percent). Many Caroline County residents commute to Jobs outside the county,

such as to neighboring Talbot County and Delaware. In 1990, the median household income in
Caroline County was $27,758.

2. Local Employment Characteristics

Within the local census tracts (Figure I11-1) encompassing the study area, there were
10,413 persons in the labor force in 1990. Of the total number of employed persons in the local
census tracts in 1990, the greater percentages of persons were employed in the following
occupational areas:  services (26.2 percent), manufacturing (17.3 percent), retail trade
(15.9 percent), construction (8.4 percent), and agriculture, forestry and fisheries (6.6 percent).

Located in the vicinity, but outside of the study area, are the incorporated towns of Easton
and Preston. Easton is the major residential, commercial and employment center of Talbot
County. Preston is one of the five largest incorporated towns in Caroline County. Both Easton
and Preston are identified as planned growth areas by their respective county comprehensive
plans, which translates into increased employment opportunities in the future. Both counties’

comprehensive plans support the policy of directing growth and development to existing
population centers in order to preserve rural areas.

C.  Land Use
1. Existing Land Use in the Study Area

The existing land use in the study area can be classified as mostly rural agricultural.
There are also small areas of commercial/industrial land use and an area of residential land use in
the Caroline County portion of the study area, as well as, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area along the
Choptank River. Land within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area is regulated in accordance with
the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Act. All waterfront areas within 1,000 feet
landward from the shoreline or the inland edge of tidal wetlands are regulated so that the adverse
impacts of growth are minimized. The regulations direct, manage and control residential,
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commercial and industrial development within the critical area. In general. the Chesapeake Bay
Critical Area is comprised of three categories - Resource Conservation Areas (RCA), Limited
Development Areas (LDA) and Intensely Developed Areas (IDA). Within each of these
classifications, land uses. densities and development design are regulated. Within the study area,
the critical area is classified RCA. Future development is significantly limited within RCA
areas. In addition to these three general categories, the first 100 feet landward of the head of tide
and/or state or private wetlands is designated as a Shoreline Buffer. New development activities
are generally not permitted within the buffer. Vegetation impacted within the 100 foot buffer
area would be replaced consistent with the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission’s policy
and objectives.

The area surrounding the study area is a mixture of incorporated towns, residential,
commercial/industrial and rural agriculture. West of the study area is the town of Easton, one of
five incorporated towns within Talbot County. Easton is the county seat and the major
residential, commercial and employment center of Talbot County. Most county offices and state
agencies serving Talbot County are located in Easton. A number of residential subdivisions are
located within the immediate area surrounding Easton. The majority of the residential
development in the unincorporated areas of Talbot County is single-family detached housing.
Several areas of commercial/industrial land use are also located within the area just outside the
town limits of Easton along US Route 50, MD 331 and MD 334. The village of Bethlehem is
located east of the study area along with several residential subdivisions and the town of Preston,
one of ten incorporated towns within Caroline County and one of the five largest towns.. Similar
to Talbot County, residential development in the unincorporated areas located outside of the
towns generally consists of single-family dwellings. Figures III-3A and 3B show the existing
land use within and surrounding the study area.

2. Hazardous Materials/Waste Sites
a. Background Studies
Deed records for properties within the project area were researched at both the Talbot and
Caroline County Courthouses in Easton and Denton, Maryland, respectively. Property deeds were
researched back one hundred years. Farming was the only land use indicated in the deed records on

the Talbot County side of the Choptank. The tidal marsh on the Caroline County side is only
mentioned as “marsh”. Land use records in the two counties only extend to the early 1970’s. Land

I11-12
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on the Talbot County side was and is zoned agricultural, while the tidal marsh on the Caroline
County side is zoned residential. There are no indications from either county's planning offices

that the land has ever been or is being used for anything except farming.

The Midshore Regional Landfill is located approximately 1.5 miles southwest
(downstream) of the existing bridge. This is a modern, fully lined, solid waste facility that serves
Caroline, Kent, Queen Anne’s, and Talbot counties. It has a leachate collection system that
collects and delivers the leachate to a treatment facility. There is a series of both surface and
groundwater monitoring stations, that are used to detect any contamination of these resources.
This modern facility was designed to replace the older Easton Municipal Landfill. The Easton
Municipal Landfill has been closed and capped and does not pose a threat to the existing
groundwater quality in the project area. Groundwater near the closed facility is still being
monitored for groundwater contamination.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Maryland Department of the
Environment (MDE) both maintain records of known hazardous waste sites. This information is
contained in a report known as the “State Master List”, and is a compilation of state and federally
listed sites, including State Superfund sites and the EPA’s Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS). The State Master List (December 1997) does not list any
hazardous waste sites within the project area.

b. Field Visit/Site Reconnaissance

Field visits to the project area did not reveal any potential for hazardous waste sites. There
are relatively few buildings within the project area. A six inch natural gas line runs parallel to
MD 331. The farm in the northwest quadrant is in good repair and the storage tanks are all outside
of the project area. The bridge tenders’ building in the southwestern quadrant is in good repair and
has little potential hazardous materials. The sea container, immediately south of the tenders’
building, is being used for storage of materials (tools, hardware, paint, etc.) for bridge maintenance.
A dilapidated farmhouse, also in the southwestern quadrant, has been empty for some time and has
a low potential for hazardous materials. The entire eastern half of the project area is devoid of
buildings.
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3. Future Land Use in the Study Area

The Talbot County Comprehensive Plan and the Caroline County Comprehensive Plan
contain Land Use Plans which depict the desired pattern of land use within their respective
jurisdiction. The underlying goal of Talbot County’s Land Use Plan is to “Promote and maintain
a well-planned pattern of compatible and efficient utilization of land and water resources which
concentrates development in suitable areas.” Caroline County’s goals include the following:
discourage a scattered development pattern and concentrate development nearer the towns,
preserve Caroline County as a rural county, improve and expand public facilities but urban type
services should not be provided in rural areas, plan new development to avoid undesirable effects

such as strip commercial development along major highways, preserve and enhance agriculture
which is a key to the local economy and character.

The future land use designated in the study area consists of several land use categories
from each county’s land use plan - Rural and Agricultural Conservation Area (Talbot County),
Agriculture/Rural Residential (Caroline County) and Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. Each
county’s individual land use plan contains its own specific land use categories except for
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area which is common to both counties. The future land use categories
within and surrounding the study area are discussed below and shown on F igures I1II-4A and 4B.

Incorporated Towns

Within Talbot County, there are five incorporated towns, including the town of Easton.
These towns are the principal residential, commercial and industrial centers of the county and are
areas intended for future residential, commercial and industrial growth and development.
Growth in the mcorporated towns will prevent the outward sprawl of development, keep new
growth within existing centers where adequate public facilities and services can be provided
efficiently and relieve development pressure in rural and agricultural areas. Each incorporated
town has its own independent planning and zoning authority. The incorporated towns land use
category is used in Talbot County’s Land Use Plan. Caroline County’s Land Use Plan contains a
similar category, growth centers, which is discussed later in this section.
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Development Areas

Within Talbot County, an area around an incorporated town is generally designated a
development area representing a transitional area between the compact settlement pattern in the
town and the surrounding rural countryside. Development areas could potentially be annexed by
the town when the town’s facilities and services can be extended. Development areas are
generally characterized by medium density residential development, limited commercial and
industrial development, farmlands and open space. The majority of future growth and
development in the development area should be medium density residential development with
the density sufficient to support the extension of public utilities. The development areas land use
category is used in Talbot County’s Land Use Plan. Caroline County’s Land Use Plan contains
specific residential, industrial and commercial land use categories which are discussed later in
this section for areas surrounding the study area that are designated for these land uses.

Rural and agricultural conservation areas include the majority of the inland rural and
agricultural lands within Talbot County. These areas are intended to be characterized by open
space, agriculture, forestry, low density single-family homes, and agriculturally-related
commercial and industrial land uses. The preferred land uses within the rural and agricultural

- -conservation areas -are. agricultural and forestry activities. Of primary importance is the

conservation of the open space character of these areas and maintenance of the land base required
to support the county’s agricultural industry. Future residential development in the rural and
agricultural conservation areas should be designed in such a way as to preserve productive
agricultural lands, woodlands, open space, environmentally sensitive resources and rural
character. The rural and agricultural conservation areas land use category is used in Talbot
County’s Land Use Plan. Caroline County’s Land Use Plan contains a similar category,
agricultural/rural residential, which is discussed later in this section.

I ke Bay Critical A

Pursuant to state requirements, all waterfront areas within 1,000 feet landward from the
shoreline or the inland edge of tidal wetlands are regulated so that the adverse impacts of growth
are minimized. A discussion of this land use category is provided in Section II1.C.1. Within the
study area, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area is located in Talbot County and Caroline County,
along both sides of the Choptank River.
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Growth Centers

Preston and the towns of Denton, Federalsburg, Greensboro and Ridgely are the five
largest towns in Caroline County. These towns have municipal water and sewerage facilities and
are designated as growth centers. It is intended to concentrate commercial, industrial and
residential development in these areas. The growth centers land use category is used in Caroline

County’s Land Use Plan. Talbot County’s Land Use Plan contains a similar category,
incorporated towns, discussed earlier in this section.

Villages/Small Towns

Bethlehem and Jonestown are small unincorporated villages located outside the study
area in Caroline County that are designated for limited future development. The following
mixture of land uses is intended to occur in these villages: limited single-family residential and
neighborhood commercial development from in-fill and limited peripheral expansion. The
villages/small towns land use category is used in Caroline County’s Land Use Plan. Talbot

County’s Land Use Plan contains a similar category, village centers, which do not occur in the
vicinity of the study area.

Single-Family Residential

Within Caroline County, single-family residential development generally occurs in two
forms - major subdivisions containing five or more lots and minor subdivisions containing from
one to four lots. The zoning and subdivision regulations specify the particular design standards
that are required for the area to be developed There are several areas near the town of Preston
that are intended for single-family residential development. The single-family residential land
use category is used in Caroline County’s Land Use Plan. Talbot County’s Land Use Plan does
not contain specific residential land use categories, but rather includes residential land use within
broader categories, such as the development areas category previously discussed.

Industrial

Industrial land use in Caroline County is intended primarily for light manufacturing,
fabricating and warehousing. There are several areas near the town of Preston that are intended
for industrial development. Industrial land uses are to be compatible with adjacent uses in order
to avoid adverse effects on health, safety, welfare and the environment. The industrial land use
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category is used in Caroline County’s Land Use Plan. Talbot County’s Land Use Plan includes
industrial land use within their broader land use categories, such as incorporated towns and
development areas previously discussed.

Industrial/C ial Mixed U

There is an area outside the town of Preston on the southeast side that is intended for
industrial/commercial mixed use development. Industrial land use in Caroline County is
generally intended for light industry. Commercial development in the county, depending on the
zoning regulations, is in the form of three types of commercial districts - highway, neighborhood
or general. Commercial development in Caroline County has historically not been vigorous due
mainly to a widely scattered population and lack of a concentrated commercial center. The
industrial/commercial mixed use land use category is used in Caroline County’s Land Use Plan.
Talbot County’s Land Use Plan includes industrial/commercial land uses within their broader
land use categories, such as incorporated towns and development areas previously discussed.

\gricultural/Rural Residential

Agricultural land is an economic resource which supports the largest industry in Caroline
County. The majority of the Caroline County portion of the study area is intended for
agricultural/rural residential land use. Goals of the Caroline County Comprehensive Plan that
guide residential development in this land use category include: avoid conflicts between
agriculture and residential development, preserve agricultural lands, and preserve open spaces
and the aesthetic appearance of the rural countryside. The agricultural/rural residential land use
category is used in Caroline County’s Land Use Plan. Talbot County’s Land Use Plan contains a
similar category, rural and agricultural conservation areas, discussed earlier in this section.

In summary, there are opportunities in the area surrounding the study area for planned
growth in residential, commercial and industrial development in accordance with the land use
policies and recommendations for future development contained in the Talbot County
Comprehensive Plan and the Caroline County Comprehensive Plan.
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D.  Cultural Resources
1. Historic Standing Structures

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, and other applicable federal, state, and local
legislation govern the identification, analysis, and treatment of cultural (historic) resources. The
lead federal agency (in this case FHWA) is required to take into account, during the planning
process, the effect of its proposed project on historic properties which are listed on, or eligible
for, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) prior to the issuance of a permit or license,
or before the approval of any funds. On the Federal level, the NRHP was established by NHPA
to record resources significant in our understanding of American history and culture. Historic
properties are defined as districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in American
resources. In keeping with the NHPA language and its implementing regulation, 36 CFR 800,
the term “historic property” only refers to resources listed on or eligible for the National
Register. For purposes of this discussion, archeological resources (sites) refer to cemeteries,
prehistoric, historic, and underwater archeological sites, whereas historic resources refer to
building, structures, districts, or objects which meet the 50-year age consideration.

All historic resources identified during cultural resource studies for MD 331 were
evaluated and submitted to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for their opinion on
NRHP eligibility determinations. These properties were evaluated using the criteria of the
NRHP. These criteria state that “the quality of significance in American history, architecture,
archeology, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess
integrity of locations, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and; that
are associated with events that have made significant contribution to the broad patterns of our
history (Criterion A): or that 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 that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction (Criterion C); or that have yielded, or may likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history” (Criterion D) (Criteria for Evaluation, NRHP).
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In the study area, two resources meet the NRHP criteria. These include Troth’s Fortune
(T-50), located in Talbot County and listed on the National Register in 1974 and the Dover
Bridge (T-487), determined eligible for the National Register in 1993. The State Historic
Preservation Officer concurs with this determination. See Section VID. Agency
Correspondence, letter from Maryland Historic Trust dated April 1, 1998. Statements of the
significance of each of these sites are listed below and their location is shown on Figure III-2A.
No rural historic districts or landscapes exist within or adjacent to the project area.

For the purposes of identifying historic resources a historic context was developed for the
study area. The historic context is an organizational framework that groups information about
related cultural resources, based on a cultural theme, geographic limits, and chronological period.

The historic context for the study area illustrates an area of early settlement on
Maryland’s eastern shore. The development of the area, facilitated by the rich agricultural land
and its proximity to navigable waterways resulted in a diversity of property types, including
residential, agricultural, commercial, and transportation, and a variety of architectural styles.
Both the property types and architectural styles illustrate the evolution of the area through the
eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries from the era of tobacco predominance before the

Civil War through the period of regional diversification enabled by water and land-based
transportation advances.

This historic context provides an overview of the development of the area surrounding
Dover Bridge on MD 331 in Talbot and Caroline Counties. A description of Talbot and Caroline
County’s settlement patterns, economic development and system of transportation also covers
general trends for the Eastern Shore of Maryland. The context emphasizes the history of the
village and port of Dover, Dover Road and the Dover Bridge.

The village of Dover arose from a ferry crossing which existed at the mouth of Barker
Creek. The area was first surveyed in 1663. Because of the fresh water content of the river at
that point, ships from England sought Dover’s harbor in order to kill the salt water shipworms
which were destructive to wooden ships. This situation contributed to making Dover a center of
trade. Local tobacco was exported through Dover for England. Dover prospered through most
of the eighteenth century. By the late eighteenth century, Dover began to decline.
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A bridge was constructed to replace a historic ferry crossing capable of accommodating
the height of the vessels which navigated the Choptank River. The crossing was labeled the

“Dover Draw Bridge” on an 1873 map of the area. The current structure is a swing movable
bridge built in 1933.

Methodology

The goal of the Historic Resource Survey and Determination of Eligibility Report (1998)
was to identify and evaluate historic standing resources, and provide descriptions, study area
map, project area topography, and current and anticipated land use.

Background information on the history and resources was collected from a variety of
sources, including local and county histories, atlases and county maps, deeds and tax resources.
These sources are located at the Talbot County Historical Society, the Maryland Historical Trust,

and the Towson Branch of the Baltimore County Public Library. Deed research was also
conducted in the project area.

In January 1998, a historic resource survey was conducted of all properties which are fifty
years old or older within the APE. Twelve resources were identified in the study area including
Troth’s Fortune and the Dover Bridge. Building materials, construction techniques, architectural
details and individual integrity were addressed for each property. Where applicable, resources

were evaluated for their potential contributions to historic districts or farm complexes. Sites
were located on a field map and photographed.

The potential for a rural historic district in the project area was evaluated. Although the
area retains much of its rural character, there are a number of modern intrusions and substantial
demolition of both residential and agricultural structures has occurred.

Phase I investigations were conducted for the MD 331 project and are included in
Archeological Report Number 198 (1998).

Terrestrial archeology involved excavation of 40 centimeter diameter, screened, shovel
test pits at 20 meter intervals within the area that would be impacted by the various project
alternates. When potentially significant archeological resources were encountered, supplemental
shovel test pits were excavated to determine the nature of the resource and define its boundaries.
Underwater archeological survey involved remote sensing of the river bottom, using
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magnetometer and side-scan sonar, to identify any potentially significant submerged
archeological resources. Targets identified by remote sensing were explored by divers to identify
them, evaluate their integrity, and evaluate their potential eligibility for the NRHP. Marshy areas
on the east bank of the Choptank River were surveyed by pedestrian transects to determme if the
remains of potentially significant vessels were present in the area.

Troth’s Fortune (T-50)

Troth’s Fortune was listed on the NRHP in 1974 and is significant under Criteria A and
C. Troth’s Fortune (T-50) is an excellent example of a vernacular farm dwelling dating to the
settlement period of Maryland’s eastern shore. The National Trust for Historic Preservation
(NTHP), a quasi-public organization, holds a deed of easement on Troth’s Fortune which
restricts development and use of the property for the purpose of preservation. The NTHP, charted
by Congress in 1949, is a non-profit organization that provides advice and financial assistance to
non-profit organizations and public agencies engaged in preservation. The main residence,
located on a 100 acre site, is a 1 % story, 3-bay structure with a gambrel roof, symmetrical
endwall chimneys and an unusual stair tower in the rear. It was constructed between 1686 and
1710 by William Troth, a wealthy Quaker merchant with substantial land holdings. In addition
to architectural significance, the property relates to broad patterns of development with respect to
economic and religious life in colonial Talbot County. A photograph of the site is shown on

Figure IV-1, and a resource sketch map is provided in the Appendix. The Main House is located
approximately 1200 feet from the Choptank River.

Dover Bridge (T-487)

The Dover Bridge was previously determined eligible for inclusion on the NRHP by the
SHPO in 1993. It is significant under Criteria A and C. The Dover Bridge (T-487) is significant
as the only National Register eligible swing span bridge owned by the Maryland State Highway
Administration, a combination swing movable bridge and metal through truss designed by the
J.E. Greiner Company and built in 1933. The bridge is 851 feet long and carries two lanes.

Movable bridges are perhaps the rarest bridge type in Maryland. While exceptionally
significant for the unique engineering solution they provide for challenging transportation
crossings, maintenance issues related to their mechanical operation have required the
replacement of many such structures in response to increased transportation demands. At least
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thirteen movable vehicular bridges have been replaced in Maryland during the last twenty years,
leaving only twenty four remaining in the state. Fifteen of the twenty four are considered

potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places by virtue of being fifty years or
older.

Among movable bridges, swing span bridges are the rarest. Since 1981, four swing span
bridges have been removed and one historic bridge totally reconstructed. Today, only three
swing span structures remain on Maryland’s roads: Bridge 2081 on MD 181 over Weems Creek,

Bridge 4008 on MD 31 over the Patuxent River, and Bridge 20023 on MD 331 over the
Choptank River.

Presently only one of these, the Dover Bridge, in considered National Register eligible,
for its importance in the development of transportation on the Eastern Shore as well as the
example it provides of this very rare bridge type. While Bridge 4008 may be eligible in the
future, Bridge 2081 was reconstructed in 1997 and does not maintain the historical integrity
requisite to meet the eligibility criteria. Removal of the Dover Bridge would leave only one

potentially eligible swing span bridge on Maryland’s state roads. The Dover Bridge, therefore, is
among the most significant historic bridges in Maryland.

Maryland State Police Barracks (T-950)

The Maryland State Police barracks, located approximately one mile west of the bridge,
is a one-story stucco-building with Spanish-eclectic style influences and an associated garage.
Coordination with the SHPO is underway to determine the significance of its association with the
growth of the State Police in the 1930°s, especially with respect to the use of motorcycles.

Should the site be determined significant, concurrence with an effect determination would be
sought from the Maryland Historical Trust.

2 Archeological Sites

Phase [ archeological survey has been completed. Terrestrial investigations recorded two
archeological sites. Site 18TA315 is a late 17%early 18" century farmstead with intact
subsurface features able to yield information on several issues of interest to the study of early
colonial period society, including consumer behavior, patterns of food consumption as it reflects
social structure, and spatial patterning as it reflects household affluence. The site is considered
eligible for the National Register under Criterion D, for its information potential. There appears
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to be no evidence however, to suggest that site 18TA315 would warrant preservation in place.

Further investigations are to be completed if impacted by the selected alternate to delineate site
boundaries and to better evaluate the contents.

Site 18TA316 is a sparse scatter of historic and pre-historic artifacts confined to the

plowzone. The site is considered ineligible for the National Register, and no further
investigation is required.

Underwater archeological survey identified six targets, three of which were determined to
represent natural or modern debris. The remaining three targets represent submerged
archeological sites and are located outside the area of potential effect. 18TA317 is the remains of
a steamboat wharf. 18TA318 and 18TA319 are remains of small deadrise workboats dating to
the 20" century, possibly parts of the same vessel. 18CA202 is the remains of a bridge pier. All

three resources have poor integrity, and are considered ineligible for the National Register of
Historic Places, thus no further investigation is required.

E. Natural Environment
1. Physiography, Topography, and Soils
a. Physiography andTopography

The project area is located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province with
surface elevations ranging from approximately 0 to 30 feet above mean sea level. Existing
slopes range from 0 to 8%. Flat or nearly level agricultural lands are the most common land use
in the Coastal Plain of the Delmarva Peninsula. Steep slopes are often forested, while low lying
areas around the margins of waterways are frequently wetlands.

Exposed geologic formations within the Atlantic Coastal Plain are relatively young.
They formed from marine sediments that were deposited during various geologic epochs. These
sediments vary considerably, as do the soils that formed from them. Many of these formations
have not been appreciably consolidated or cemented into solid bedrock formations, and thus offer
little or no difficulty in excavating. Some of these formations include beds of sand or gravel that
have become cemented by limonite, producing relatively hard layers intercalated with soft beds

of silt or clay. In general, the older strata of the Coastal Plain series have been more firmly
consolidated than the younger beds.
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In the project area, the Choptank formation is exposed in the vicinity of the existing
bridge on the Talbot County side of the river. This formation is described as interbedded brown
to yellow, very fine grained to fine grained sand and gray to dark bluish green argillaceous silt.
Locally, it may contain indurated to calcareous sandstone and/or prominent fossil shell beds. The
thickness of this formation varies from 0 to 50 feet.

The lowland deposits of the Talbot Formation underlie the tidal marsh on the Caroline
County side of the river. This formation is described as gravel, sand, silt, and clay; medium to
coarse-grained sand and gravel with cobbles and boulders near the base. The formation
commonly contains reworked Eocene glauconite, varicolored silts and clays, and brown to dark

gray lignitic silty clay. It may contain estuarine to marine fauna fossils in some areas. Its
thickness ranges from 0 to 150 feet.

b. Overburden/Saprolite

Weathering of bedrock forms a sandy, silty, clayey, and rocky material termed saprolite
that generally grades downward into weathered rock. The base of the saprolite is a subdued
replica of the land surface, with the thickest saprolite layer beneath interstream areas. The

relatively high porosity and groundwater storage capacity of saprolite is important to local
groundwater resources.

c. Soils
The study area has four main soil associations:

Sassafras — Woodstown Association — Level to strongly sloping well drained
and moderately well drained soils that have a subsoil of sandy clay loam.

Mattapex — Matapeake Association - Level to strongly sloping, well drained
and moderately well drained soils that have a subsoil of loam to silty clay loam.

Elkton - Othello ~ Barclay — Association — Level and nearly level, poorly and
somewhat poorly drained soils that have a subsoil of silty clay to silt loam.
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Tidal Marsh Association ~ Low-lying level areas that are subject to flooding by
salt water.

Within each soil association there are one or more soil series that are derived from the
same underlying parent material. '

Table 111-4 lists the soils that are found in the project area.

TABLE 1114

DESCRIPTION OF SOILS IN THE PROJECT AREA

Soil Map Soil Name Drainage Drainage
Symbol Class
BaA Barclay silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes | Somewhat Poorly C
Drained
BaB2 Barclay silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, | Somewhat Poorly C
moderately eroded Drained
MkA Matapeake silt loam, 0 to 2 percent Well Drained B
slopes
MkB2 Matapeake silt loam, 2 to S percent Well Drained B
slopes, moderately eroded
MpA Mattapex loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Moderately Well C
Drained
MxA Mattapex silt loam, 0 to 2 percent| Moderately Well C
slopes Drained
SaB2 Sassafras sandy loam, 2 to S5 percent Well Drained B
slopes, moderately eroded
SaC3 Sassafras sandy loam, 5 to 10 percent Well Drained B
slopes, severely eroded
ST Steep land Moderately Well -
Drained
Tm Tidal Marsh Flooded -

(See Fig. 111-5)
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Soil drainage classes are identified as follows:

Class
A

Description
(Low runoff potential) — Soils having high infiltration rates even when
thoroughly wetted and consisting chiefly of deep, well to excessively

drained sands or gravels. These soils have a high rate of water
transmission.

Soils having moderate infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and
consisting of moderately deep to deep, moderately well to well drained

soils with moderately fine to moderately coarse textures. These soils have
a moderate rate of water transmission.

Soils having slow infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consisting
chiefly of soils with a layer that impedes downward movement of water,

or soils with moderately fine to fine texture. These soils have a slow rate
of water transmission.

(High runoff potential) — Soils having very slow infiltration rates when
thoroughly wetted and consisting chiefly of clay soils with a high swelling
potential, soils with a permanent high water table, soils with a claypan or
clay layer at or near the surface, and shallow soils over nearly impervious
material. These soils have a very slow rate of water transmission.

The majority of soils in the project area are either class B or C.

Soils of the Sassafras-Woodstown Association include: Sassafras sandy loam, 2-5%

slopes and Sassafras sandy loam, 5-10% slopes. Descriptions of these soils follow.

Sassafras sandy loam, 2-5% slopes (SaB2), occurs on uplands northwest of the bridge

within the project area. This is a deep, well drained, moderately fertile, moderately fine textured
soil developed in sandy Coastal Plain sediments. Capability unit is Ile-5 (some limitations or
requires moderate conservation practices). Permeability ranges from 2.0—6.3 inches/hr. Soil pH

is 4.6-5.0. Shrink-swell potential is low. Suitability for winter and wet weather grading is poor
to fair. This soil is considered erodible.
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Sassafras sandy loam, 5-10% slopes (SaC3), occurs on uplands west of the bridge within
the project area. This is a deep, moderately sloping soil that has a sandy loam surface layer. This
soil is acidic and tends to be droughty. Capability unit is IVe-5 (severe limitations).
Permeability ranges from 2.0-6.3 inches/hr. Soil pH is 4.0-5.0. Shrink-swell potential is low.
Suitability for winter and wet weather grading is fair. This soil is considered moderately erodible.

Soils of the Mattapex - Matapeake Association include: Mattapex loam, 0-2% slopes;
Mattapex loam, 2-5% slopes; Mattapex silt loam, 0-2% slopes; Matapeake silt loam, 0-2%
slopes; and Matapeake silt loam, 2-5% slopes. Descriptions of these soils follow.

Mattapex loam, 0-2% slopes (MpA), occurs on uplands southwest of the bridge within
the project area. It is a deep, moderately well drained, moderately fertile, dark brown soil with a
loam or silt loam surface layer developed in a silty mantle over sandy Coastal Plain sediments.
This soil is seasonally wet. Capability unit is ITw-1 (moderately limited). Permeability ranges
from 0.63-2.0 inches/hr. Soil pH is 4.5-5.5. Shrink-swell potential is low. It is not suitable for
winter and wet weather grading. This soil is considered erodible.

Mattapex loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded (MpB2), occurs on uplands southwest of
the bridge within the project area. It is a deep, moderately well drained, moderately fertile, dark

brown soil with a loam or silt loam surface layer developed in a silty mantle over sandy Coastal

Plain sediments. This soil is seasonally wet. Capability unit is Ile-16 (moderately limited).
Permeability ranges from 0.63-2.0 inches/hr. Soil pH is 4.5-5.5. Shrink-swell potential is low.
It is not suitable for winter and wet weather grading. This soil is considered erodible.

Mattapex silt loam, 0-2% slopes (MxA), occurs on uplands west of the bridge within the
project area. It is a deep, moderately well drained, moderately fertile, dark brown soil developed
in a silty mantle over sandy Coastal Plain sediments. This soil is seasonally wet. Capability unit
is IIw-1 (moderately limited by excess water). Permeability ranges from 0.63-2.0 inches/hr.

Soil pH is 5.1-6.0. Shrink-swell potential is low. It is not suitable for winter and wet weather
grading. This soil is considered erodible.

Matapeake silt loam, 0-2% slopes (MkA), occurs on uplands southwest of the bridge
within the project area. It is a deep, well drained; fertile, medium textured soil developed in a
silty material, probably loess, which overlies a sandy substratum. Capability unit is I-4 (few
limitations). Permeability ranges from 0.63-2.0 inches/hr. Soil pH is 6.1-7.0. Shrink-swell
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potential is low. It is not suitable for winter and wet weather grading. This soil is considered
erodible.

Matapeake silt loam, 2-5% slopes (MkB2), occurs on uplands west of the bridge within
the project area. It is a deep, well drained; fertile, medium textured soil developed in a silty
material, probably loess, which overlies a sandy substratum. Capability unit is Ile-4 (some
limitations or requires moderate conservation practices). Permeability ranges from 0.63-2.0
inches/hr. Soil pH is 6.1-7.0. Shrink-swell potential is low. It is not suitable for winter and wet
weather grading. This soil is considered erodible.

Soils of the Elkton — Othello — Barclay — Association within the project area are limited
to Barclay silt loam, 0-2% slopes and Barclay silt loam, 2-5% slopes.

Barclay silt loam, 0-2% slopes (BaA), occurs on uplands west of the bridge within the
project area. It is a deep, somewhat poorly drained, level soil formed in marine sediments with a
silty surface layer and a silty subsoil in which little or no clay has accumulated. Capability unit
is IlIw-1 (Severe limitations). Permeability ranges from 0.2-0.63 inches/hr. Soil pH is 4.0-5.0.

Shrink-swell potential is low. It is not suitable for winter and wet weather grading. This soil is
considered highly erodible.

Barclay silt loam, 2-5% slopes (BaB2), occurs on uplands west of the bridge within the
project area. In some areas this soil has lost as much as 75% of its original surface layer through
sheet erosion. Capability unit is ITTw-1 (severe limitations). Permeability ranges from 0.2 - 0.63
inches/hour. Soil pH is 4.0 - 5.0. Shrink-swell potential is low. It is not suitable for winter and
wet weather grading. This soil is considered highly erodible.

The Tidal Marsh Association occurs on the eastern half of the project area. This land is
inundated by brackish water on each flood tide. It has a silt or very fine sand surface layer
containing much partly decomposed organic matter. Below this is organic silt that has a few
lenses of sand extending in some areas to a depth of 32 feet. Capability unit is VIIIw-1 (not
suitable for commercial plants and restrictions on other uses).

d. Sedimentation and Erosion

Sediment yield from construction sites is dependent upon soil erodibility, rainfall
frequency and magnitude, degree of vegetative cover, slope, and degree of control practiced. It
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ranges from 35 tons to 45 tons of soil per acre per year (Schueler, 1987). The efficiency of
sediment and erosion controls (about 65 percent overall, and about 46 percent for outfall flows;
Schueler, 1990) may greatly limit the amount of sediment actually leaving a construction site.
All soils identified in the project area are erodible, moderately erodible, or highly erodible.

e. Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance

Six Prime Farmland soils and two Soils of Statewide Importance, as defined through
coordination with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, occur in the project area. These are soil
classification groups, identified by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, with the potential
for high agricultural productivity. They are located on the western half of the project area (Fig. III-
5). The completed Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form is located in the Appendix.

TABLE I1I-5
PRIME FARMLAND SOILS AND SOILS OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE IN THE
PROJECT AREA

Soil Map Soil Name Prime Statewide
Symbol Importance
MkA Matapeake loam, 0-2 percent slopes X
MkB2 Matapeake loam, 2-5 percent slopes, X

moderately eroded
MpA Mattapex loam, 0-2 percent slopes X
MpB2 Mattapex loam, 2-5 percent slopes, moderately X

eroded
MxA Mattapex silt loam, 0-2 percent slopes X
SaB2 Sassafras sandy loam, 2-5 percent slopes, X

moderately eroded
BaA Barclay silt loam, 0-2 percent slopes X
BaB2 Barclay silt loam, 2-5 percent slopes, X

moderately eroded
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2. Water Resources and Fish Fauna
a. Surface Water

The project area is within the Choptank River sub-basin. Because of low elevations

within the sub-basin, surface waters flow sluggishly in winding courses toward the Chesapeake
Bay.

At the extreme western end of the project area, there is an intermittent tributary to
William’s Creek that arises within about 60 feet south of the existing road surface. The project
crosses the Choptank River at a point where the river ranges from 600 to 646 feet wide between
mean low and mean high tide lines. Volume of flow at the USGS flow gage at Greensboro, MD
(upstream of the project) varies from a low of 1.5 ft¥/sec (August 29, 1966) to a recorded high of
6,970 ft'/sec (August 4, 1967). Mean tidal range is 3 feet.

1) Existing Surface Water Users

There are no existing surface water users (surface water withdrawals for irrigation, industry,
etc.) within or immediately downstream of the project area.

) Surface Water Quality

Much of the information needed for this study came from the Maryland Water Quality
Inventory 1993-1995 (MDNR 1996). Water quality in the Upper Choptank River generally is
good, and supports its designated Use classifications. Table III-6, Maryland Water Quality
Criteria and Designéted Uses, shows the ranges of values of various criteria used to determine
whether a stream segment supports its Use Designation. In tributaries, water quality degrades to

fair and poor because of high bacteria, nutrient, and sediment loads from agricultural and urban
runoff.

The designated uses of the streams within or adjacent to the project area are:

Use I (water contact recreation and the protection of aquatic life) for all waters within the
project area.
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The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) monitors water quality at two
stations (Maryland Eastern Tributary (MET) 5.1 and MET 5.2) upstream and downstream of the
project area, respectively. METS5.1 is located at Ganey’s Wharf, approximately 6 miles upstream,
just below the confluence with Tuckahoe Creek. At this station, increased nutrient levels
(ammonia, nitrate, total nitrogen, orthophosphate, and total phosphate) and high turbidity were
observed. Seasonally high chlorophyll levels were recorded in summer and fall, although algal
blooms where chlorophyll was greater than 50 milligrams per liter (mg/1) occurred only
occasionally. Turbidity is high enough to reduce light penetration to a degree that may adversely
affect submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) growth. Seasonal declines in dissolved oxygen

occurred during summers and dropped below the Use criteria of 5 mg/l in August 1985, June and
July 1989, June 1995, and June 1996.

METS5.2 is located at the US 50 bridge at Cambridge, more than 10 miles downstream of
the project. Water quality data collected at this station from 1984-1997 show moderate to high
levels of chlorophyll, indicative of occasional algal blooms. Seasonal declines in dissolved
oxygen also occurred. Dissolved oxygen concentrations dropped below the Use criteria of 5 mg/1
in July and August 1985, August 1989, July and August 1990, June and July 1991, June, July
and August 1993, June and September 1994, May, June and August 1995, June, August and

September 1996. Lower oxygen levels in this part of the Choptank River may be caused by
intrusions of anoxic water from the Chesapeake Bay.

Metals were detected in sediment samples collected at stations METS5.1 and METS.2
from June 1987 to May 1995. Samples were tested for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper,
iron, lead, manganeso, mercury, nickle, and zinc. All metals detected were below the designated
Use criteria. The sampling results are shown in the Appendix.

b. Groundwater Resources
(1)  Existing Groundwater Users

Site visits and coordination with Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE),
MDNR, and Natural Resources Conservation District personnel (formerly SCS) confirmed that
there are no industrial groundwater withdrawals in the project area. While irrigation is common on
the Eastern Shore, there are no imrigation groundwater withdrawals within the study area. Existing

groundwater users in the project area consist of two residences and one farm that are serviced by
wells within or adjacent to the project limits.
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TABLE III-6

MARYLAND WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND DESIGNATED USES

Water Quality Criteria

Use I Water Contact Recreation, Aquatic Life

Bacteriological

Presumed health hazard if fecal coliform bacteria exceed:

¢+ Log mean of 200/100 ml based on 5 samples in a 30-day
period,or

¢If 10 percent of samples in a 30-day period exceed

400/100 ml

¢Except when a sanitary survey discloses no significant health
hazard.

Dissolved Oxygen

Not less than Smg/l.

Temperature

Not to exceed 32°C or 90°F.

pH

Greater than 6.5 and less than 8.5.

Turbidity

Not to exceed 150 NTU at any time, or not to exceed 50 NTU
as a monthly average.

Total Residual Chlorine

Non-detectable

Toxic Substances

All toxic substance criteria to protect:
¢ fresh water organisms in freshwaters,

¢ estuarine or saltwater organisms in designated salt or estuarine
waters, and

¢ wholesomeness of fish for human consumption.

Groundwater Resources Quantity and Quality

Aquifers are geologic units that yield economic quantities of water. The project area is
underlain by at least six aquifers of varying thickness and yields. Listed in order of depth from
surface, these aquifers are Frederica, Federalsburg, Cheswold, Piney Point, Aquia, and Magothy.
The Piney Point, Aquia, and Magothy Aquifers, at depths of approximately 400 feet, 600 feet,
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and 900 feet, respectively, yield commercial quantities of groundwater that are utilized by the
Easton Utilities Commission (Magothy and Aquia) and the town of Easton (Piney Point). The
1985 withdrawals from Easton Utilities Commission wells were 1,040,553 gallons per day (gpd)
from the Magothy Aquifer and 346,851 gpd from the Aquia Aquifer. The town of Easton
withdraws less than 100,000 gpd from the Piney Point aquifer (MDE 1987).

The most productive Piney Point wells are near the city of Cambridge about 15 miles
south of the project area, where yields range from 10 to 1,200 gallons per minute (gpm). In this
area, the aquifer is composed of medium to coarse sand. Specific capacities range from 1 to 88
gpm per foot of drawdown. The average storage coefficient is 0.00037 near Cambridge. Water
quality in this aquifer is generally good and is uniform. The Piney Point Aquifer’s water has
consistently low dissolved iron usually less than 0.3 parts per million (ppm), pH from 7.7 to 8.7,
total dissolved solids (TDS) usually less than 250 ppm, and varying hardness.

Most reported well yields in the Aquia Formation aquifer range from 4 to 350 gpm.
Specific capacities range from 1 to 20 gpm per foot of drawdown. Water quality is generally

good in this aquifer. Dissolved iron ranges from 0.04 to 0.9 ppm, pH ranges from 6.7 to 8.5, and
TDS ranges from 125 to 250 ppm.

Magothy aquifer wells commonly yield from 5 to 400 gpm and have specific capacities
from 1 to 7 gpm/ft of drawdown. Water quality is acceptable for most uses. This water tends to
be acidic and contains undesirable concentrations of iron. Southeast of the project area, the water
becomes brackish, with TDS over 1,000 ppm.

There is sufficient groundwater in the project area for existing and proposed uses.

c. Fish Fauna

The fish fauna of the Choptank River is diverse and includes anadromous (fish that live
the majority of their life in brackish or saltwater and migrate to freshwater for spawning),
catadromous (fish that live the majority of their life in freshwater and migrate to saltwater for
spawning), and freshwater fishes. Anadromous fishes with documented spawning in the
Choptank River include yellow perch (Perca flavescens), white perch (Morone americana),
striped bass (Morone saxitilis), and herring species (4losa species). The only catadromous fish
species is the American eel (4nguilla rostrata). The freshwater fishes collected during the 1994
Maryland Biological Stream Survey (MBSS) are listed in the letter from MDNR dated
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November 7, 1997 in Section VII. Due to the presence of spawning yellow perch, no instream
work is permitted during the period of February 15 through June 15, inclusive, during any year.

3. Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands

a. Introduction

Waters of the United States, including wetlands, potentially affected by the proposed
project have been identified. Waters of the U.S. include resources such as streams, lakes, tidal
waters, and wetlands, which are a transitional area between water and land. Wetlands are defined
by the federal government as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil

conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas” (EPA, 40
CFR 230.3 and CE, 33 CFR 328.3).

These resources, which provide many valuable functions in both the natural and cultural
environment, are regulated primarily by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act administered by the
U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers (COE). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) are also involved with the protection of these resources

at the federal level. The Maryland Department of the Environment also regulates Waters and
wetlands at the state level.

Existing information, including National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping, soil survey

mapping, and U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps were reviewed by the Study Team in the
early stages of the present study.

b. Methods

All jurisdictional wetlands were identified, mapped, and described in accordance with
procedures outlined in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual
(USACOE, 1987). This study used a three-parameter approach to wetland identification and
delineation in which all three parameters, hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland
hydrology must be met to qualify for jurisdictional wetland status. A Routine Data Sheet was
completed for each wetland, providing documentation for these parameters. Soils information
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was obtained from Talbot County (1970) and Caroline County (1964) Soil Surveys published by
the U.S. Soil Conservation Service (Natural Resources Conservation Service). The indicator
status for the dominant plant species encountered were taken from the National List of Plant
Species That Occur in Wetlands: Maryland (Reed, 1988). The Classification of Wetlands and
Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin, et al., 1979), developed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service was used to classify wetlands in the Study Area. Wetland limits were mapped
using topographic and planimetric features and were not surveyed. The wetland limits were
accepted by the COE during the January 15, 1998 wetland field review (see Section VD).

Hydrophytic vegetation is ranked by the frequency with which it is found in wetlands. .
This ranking ranges from Obligate wetland (OBL) to Obligate Upland (UPL).

Indi c .

Obligate Wetland (OBL). Occur almost always (>99%) under natural conditions in
wetlands.

Facultative Wetland (FACW). Usually occur in wetlands (67% - 99%), but occasionally

found in nonwetlands.

Facultative (FAC). Equally likely to occur in wetlands or nonwetlands (34% - 66%).
Facultative Upland (FACU). Usually occur in nonwetlands (67% - 99%), but

occasionally found in wetlands (1% - 33%).

Obligate Upland (UPL). Occur almost always (>94%) under natural conditions in

nonwetlands.

The Highway Methodology Workbook Supplement - Wetland Functions and Values: A
Descriptive Approach (COE, 1995) was used to assess the functions and values of wetlands. The
final result of this methodology is a determination of the functions and values that exist in a
particular wetland, and a determination of those that are considered the principal functions and
values. The functions and values assessed by this methodology are as follows:

Groundwater Recharge/Discharge - This function considers the potential for a wetland

to serve as a groundwater recharge and/or discharge area. It refers to the fundamental interaction
between wetlands and aquifers, regardless of the size or importance of either.
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Floodflow Alteration - This function considers the effectiveness of the wetland in
reducing flood damage by water retention for prolonged periods following precipitation events
and the gradual release of floodwaters. It adds to the stability of the wetland ecological system

or its buffering characteristics and provides social or economic value relative to erosion and/or
flood prone areas.

Fish and Shellfish Habitat - This function considers the effectiveness of seasonal or
permanent watercourses associated with the wetland in question for fish and shellfish habitat.

Sediment/Toxicant/Pathogen Retention - This function reduces or prevents degradation
of water quality. It relates to the effectiveness of the wetland as a trap for sediments, toxicants,
and pathogens in runoff water from surrounding uplands, or upstream eroding areas.

Nutrient Removal/Retention/Transformation - This function considers the
effectiveness of the wetland as a trap for nutrients in runoff water from surrounding uplands or
contiguous wetlands, and the ability of the wetland to process these nutrients into other forms or
trophic levels. One aspect of this function is to prevent ill effects of nutrients entering aquifers or
surface waters such as ponds, lakes, streams, rivers, or estuaries.

Production Export - This function evaluates the effectiveness of the wetland to produce
food or usable products for man or other living things.

Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization - This function considers the effectiveness of a
wetland to stabilize stream banks and shorelines against erosion.

Wildlife Habitat - This function considers the effectiveness of the wetland to provide

habitat for various types and populations of animals typically associated with wetlands and the
wetland edge.

Recreation - This value considers the suitability of the wetland and associated
watercourses to provide recreational opportunities such as hiking, canoeing, boating, fishing,
hunting, and other active or passive recreational activities.

Educational/Scientific Value - This value considers the suitability of the wetland as a
site for an “outdoor classroom” or as a location for scientific study or research.
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Uniqueness/Heritage - This value considers the effectiveness of the wetland or its
associated water bodies to provide certain special values. These may include archaeological
sites, critical habitat for endangered species, its overall health and appearance, its role in the

ecological system of the area, its relative importance as a typical wetland class for this
geographic location.

Visual Quality/Aesthetics - This value considers the visual and aesthetic quality or
usefulness of the wetland.

Endangered Species Habitat - This value considers the suitability of the wetland to
support threatened or. endangered species.

C. Results

A total of two wetlands and two Waters of the U.S. were identified in the project area.
Table II1I-7 provides general information for each resource area. Figure III-5 is a generalized
summary map of these resource areas, showing their position in a landscape perspective.

Wetland function and values data sheets are provided in Section VI as an attachment to the
Agency Field Review minutes.

TABLE I11-7
WATERS OF THE U.S./WETLANDS SUMMARY

Area Resource Watershed/ Use Resource
Type
1 Wetland Choptank (W1) E2EMIYV (Estuarine wetland)
2 Wetland Choptank (W2) PEMIB (Palustrine wetland)
3 Waters of U.S. Choptank/ I (S1) River
4 Waters of U.S. Choptank/ I (S2) 1* order stream
-W i -

This resource is a large (> 50 acres) tidally influenced estuarine wetland with persistent
emergent vegetation that is inundated on most flood tides. It is located east of the Choptank
River on both the north and south side of MD 331. Principle Functions and Values were
identified as Floodflow alteration, Fish and shellfish habitat, Sediment/toxicant retention,
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Nutrient removal, Production export, Wildlife habitat, Recreation, and Visual quality/aesthetics.
The dominant vegetation includes: Typha latifolia, T. angustifolia, Hibiscus mosheutos,
Spartina cynosuroides, S. patens, Scirpus americanus, Pontederia chordata, peltandra virginica

and Juncus roemeranus all of these plants are either OBL or FACW for Maryland. The soil
consists of muck and a sandy silt loam layer.

This resource is a small (< 1 acre) palustrine persistent emergent wetland that receives
runoff from an adjacent agricultural field and floodwaters from the Choptank River. It is located on
the western shore of the Choptank, south of MD 331. Principle Functions and Values were
identified as Floodflow alteration, Fish and shellfish habitat, Nutrient removal, and Wildlife habitat.
The dominant vegetation includes 73 ypha latifolia, Solidago sempervirens, Phragmites australis,
Polygonum spp., and Cornus amomum all of these plants are either OBL or FACW for Maryland.
The soil consists of silty loam over a silty sandy loam of low chroma,

Resource 3 - Waters of the U.S. (S1 on Figure I11-5)

This resource is the Choptank River. It is a perennial river with an unconsolidated bottom.
This resource is subject to tidal influences within the project area. It is designated Use I.

This resource is a 1% order tributary to Williams Creek, which is a tributary to the Choptank

River. This resource is located south of MD 331 approximately 1,600 feet west of the Choptank
River. Itis designated UseI.

4. Floodplains .-

Floodplains have been identified in the project area in accordance with Executive Order
11988; Floodplain Management, and 23 CFR 650, Subpart A. State regulations impose limitations
on construction activities within floodplains. The purpose of these regulations is to avoid the long
and short-term impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains, and to
restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains. These values include
Floodflow alteration, sediment and toxicant retention, nutrient removal, production export, and fish
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and wildlife habitat. The floodplain found in the project area is largely natural and not modified,
except in the vicinity of the existing road crossing.

The 100-year floodplain associated with the Choptank River has been delineated using a '
variety of sources: the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRM); floodplain studies prepared by Talbot and Caroline Counties; and floodplain

studies prepared in conjunction with this study. Figure I11I-5 shows the 100-year floodplain in the
project area.

S. Terrestrial Ecosystem

a. Flora

(1)  Plant Communities

The project area consists of three main plant communities:

Tidal Marsh - Tidal marsh comprises the entire eastern half of the project area. The
most notable physical features of this plant community are shaped by the influence of daily tidal
flushing. This flushing has resulted in a predominance of hydrophytic and halophytic (salt

tolerant) plants, which in turn provide cover and food for large flocks of migrating waterfowl.
The dominant plants are sedges, rushes, and grasses.

Forest — In the project area the forests consist of pioneer communities rising from
previously logged/disturbed areas. Existing forests are typically found on steep ground, the area

adjacent to waterways, and along fence rows and property boundaries. The forested tracts are
early secondary successional forests.

of

Agriculture - Agricultural land comprises a large portion of the upland areas within the
project area. The nearly level to moderately sloping soils have good tilth and are well drained.

The majority of farming consists of row crops such as corn, soybeans, winter wheat, and hay
crops of alfalfa.
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(2)  Large (> 100 acre) Contiguous Forests

Large tracts of forest (> 100 acres) that are > 300 feet wide (and thus important forest
interior dwelling bird breeding habitat) do not occur within the project limits.

(3) - Specimen Trees

Methods

Specimen trees were located and mapped during the plant community surveys, using the
Study Area limits. In general, specimen trees for most large overstory tree species were defined
as being greater than 30 inches diameter at breast height (DBH). Specimen trees for smaller
species were defined as those individuals within 75% of the state or county champion.

Results

One specimen tree was located during the study. It is not eligible as a state or county

champion. The specimen tree is a 32-inch DBH sycamore (Platanus occidentalis) found on the
north side of MD 331 about 100 feet west of the Choptank River.

b. Fauna

The occurrence, distribution, and abundance of wildlife may be used to qualitatively
evaluate habitats. The fauna inventory included in this section contains lists of vertebrates known
or expected to occur in the project corridor, exclusive of fish fauna.

Results

Nine species of salamanders are reported to occur in the Study Area. The species most
commonly observed included northern dusky salamander (Desmognathus Juscus), redback
salamander (Plethodon cinereus), and northern two-lined salamander (Eurycea bislineata).
Northern dusky salamanders are common in wooded spring seeps. Redback salamanders occur

commonly under logs in upland habitats. Northern two-lined salamanders are found near the
margins of headwater streams.

Thirteen species of frogs and toads are reported to occur. Common species inhabiting
marshes, ponds, and swamps include northern spring peeper (Pseudacris crucifer), bullfrog
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(Rana catesbeiana), green frog (Rana clamitans), wood frog (Rana sylvatica), and southern
leopard frog (Rana utricularia).

Three species of lizards and twelve species of snakes are reported to occur. Snakes are
more common than lizards. Snakes that occur in aquatic habitats include northern water snake
(Nerodia sipedon). Upland species include northern brown snake (Storeria dekayi), eastern garter
snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), eastern ribbon snake (7, hamnophis sauritus), eastern hognose snake

(Heterodon platyrhinos), northern ringneck snake (Diadophis punctatus), and black rat snake
(Elaphe obsoleta).

Eight species of turtles are reported to occur. Eastern box turtles (Terrapine carolina) are

a common upland species. Common aquatic species include snapping turtle (Chelydra
serpenting) and eastern painted turtle (Chysemys picta).

One hundred seventy five species of birds are reported to occur. Species common to
aquatic or semi-aquatic habitats include great blue heron (Ardea herodias), Canada goose
(Branta canadensis), mallard (4nas platyrhynchos), and American black duck (4nas rubripes).
Several gulls and terns occur, including herring gulls (Larus argentatus), ring-billed gulls (Larus
delawarensis), and common temns (Sterna hirundo). Common vultures, hawks, and owls include
turkey wvulture (Cathartes aura), black vulture (Coragyps atratus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo

Jamaicensis), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), great homed owl (Bubo virginianus), and
barred owl (Strix varia).

Birds common to agricultural lands include mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), rock
dove (Columba livia), barn swallow (Hirundo rustica), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris),

common grackle (Quiscalus quiscula), brown-headed cowbird (Molo thrusater), and house
sparrow (Passer domesticus).

Birds common to old fields include northern bobwhite (Colinus virginianus), northern
mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), gray catbird (Dumetella carolinensis), white-throated sparrow

(Zonotrichia albicollis), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), northem cardinal (Cardinalis
cardinalis) and indigo bunting (Passerina Cyanea).

Birds common to forested habitats include northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), pileated

woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus), red-bellied woodpecker (Melanerpes carolinus), downy
woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata), Carolina chickadee (Parus
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carolinensis), wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina), red-eyed vireo (Vireo olivaceous), and scarlet
tanager (Piranga olivacea).

Forty species of mammals are reported to occur. Common insectivores include short-
tailed shrew (Sorex brevicauda) and star-nosed mole (Condylura cristata). Bats include little
brown myotis (Myotis lucifugus) and big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus).

Mammals that inhabit old fields include meadow vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus), eastern
cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), woodchuck (Marmota monax), and red fox (Vulpes vulpes).

Mammals that are common to forests include Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana),
eastern chipmunk (Tamias striatus), gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), southern flying squirrel
(Glaucomys volans), white-footed mouse (Peromyscus leucopus), gray fox (Urocyon
cinereoargenteus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus).

c. Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species

Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and MDNR indicates that a
Federally Threatened Species, the bald eagle (Haliaeetus levcocephalus) is reported to nest
approximately % mile northeast of the existing bridge structure (letter from U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to Maryland SHA dated December 1, 1997 in Section VI). No other federal or

state listed species are known to inhabit the project area (letters from DNR dated November 18,
1997 and November 7, 1997) in Section VI.

6. Unique or Sensitive Areas

The project is located within the limits of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area in designated
Resource Conservation Areas in both Caroline and Talbot counties. Because anadromous fish
spawning locations have been documented within the project area, in-stream construction
restrictions apply from February 15 to June 15, inclusive. Additionally, the project area is a
documented waterfowl wintering area. Therefore, construction activities should be restricted
during the wintering period, from October 15 to March 31.
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- F. \ir Quali I Noise Envi

Air quality and noise receptors were not identified for this project and no analyses
performed since the purpose and need did not lead to the development of alternates that add
capacity to MD 331 or change traffic patterns/volumes in the area.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
A.  Social
1. Displacements

None of the alternates under consideration will require any residential or business
displacements, thereby not requiring relocation of any individuals or families.

Alternates N1 - 50 Foot (Structure), N2 - 30 Foot (Embankment) and N2 - 30 Foot
(Structure) would each require the demolition of one building, a tractor shed on an operating
farm. The farm property is large and it is anticipated that the shed would be rebuilt as part of the
cost of the project in another location on the farm. '

Although residential or business displacements will not be required, right-of-way would
need to be acquired for each alternate under consideration except the No-Build Alternate and the

Modification Alternate. Based on preliminary estimates, the amount of right-of-way that would
be required by the alternates is listed below:

Alternate N1 - 50 Foot (Structure) - 7.6acres
Alternate N2 - 30 Foot (Embankment) - 10.5 acres
Alternate N2 - 30 Foot (Structure) - 8.6acres
Dual Bridge Alternate - 30 Foot - 6.1 acres
Alternate S1 - 50 Foot(Structure) - 7.1 acres
Alternate S2 - 30 Foot (Embankment) - 9.8acres
Alternate S2 - 30 Foot (Structure) - 7.7 acres
Alternate S2 - 50 Foot (Structure) - 89acres

The preliminary right-of-way report is available for review at the State Highway
Administration’s District 2 Right-of-Way Office.

2. Environmental Justice

As stated previously, the purpose of Environmental Justice is to identify and address
“disproportionately high and adverse impacts” on minority populations and low income
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populations resulting from the alternates under consideration and to provide the opportunity for
these populations to be involved in the public participation process.

A census tract analysis was conducted to identify minority and low income populations in
the study area. No minority or low income communities have been identified in the vicinity of
the alternates under consideration; therefore, there would not be disproportionately high and
adverse impacts on minority or low income populations with this project.

3. Title VI Statement

It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration 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, physical or mental handicap or sexual orientation, in all State Highway Administration
projects funded in whole or in part by the Federal Highway Administration. The State Highway
Administration will not discriminate in highway planning, design, or construction, the
acquisition of right-of-way, or the provision of relocation advisory assistance. This policy has
been incorporated into all levels of the highway planning process 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 to the Equal Opportunity Section
of the Maryland State Highway Administration for investigation.

4. Parks and Recreation Facilities

There are no publicly owned public parks in the areas affected by any of the build
alternates.

5. Access to Community Services and Facilities

- There are no community facilities located in the immediate vicinity of the project.
MD 331 is the only direct route between Easton and Preston and the existing services and
facilities at these locations. The new alignment alternates would generally enhance accessibility
to community services and facilities in these towns by providing a fixed span crossing of the
Choptank River designed in accordance with current standards. With the Dual Bridge Alternate,
non-emergency vehicular traffic crossing the Choptank River would be disrupted for marine
traffic that would require the existing bridge to be opened, but emergency vehicles would be
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allowed to cross using the new fixed bridge. The Modification Alternate would provide
improvements to the existing crossing of the Choptank River through bridge widening/the
addition of walkways. Minimal disruption to vehicular traffic traversing the project area would
occur during construction with any of the new alignment alternates, the Dual Bridge Alternate or
the Modification Alternate. The existing bridge crossing would remain functional in order to
maintain vehicular traffic during construction of any of the alternates under consideration. Also,
some lane closings with alternating one way traffic controlled with flagging could be expected
during construction of any of the alternates, particularly the Modification Alternate.

B.  Economic Impacts
1. Local Business

The MD 331 - Dover Bridge project is located in a rural agricultural area. None of the

alternates under consideration would require the relocation or displacement of any businesses or
farms.

The new alignment alternates (N1, N2, SI1, S2) and the Dual Bridge Alternate would
require right-of-way to be acquired from an active farm located along MD 331 in the Talbot
County portion of the project area. The farm s approximately 300 acres in size and includes
cultivated fields and facilities for raising chickens. The approximate amount of right-of-way that
would be required from the farm for each alternate is listed below. In each case, the land that
would be required is located adjacent to MD 331 within 300 feet of the existing road.

N1 - 50 Foot (Structure) - 3.3 acres
N2 - 30 Foot (Embankment or Structure) - 5.0 acres
Dual Bridge - 30 Foot - 2.7 acres
S1 - 50 Foot (Structure) - 2.7 acres
S2 - 30 Foot (Embankment or Structure) - 3.5acres
$2 - 50 Foot (Structure) - 4.0 acres

In addition to the above noted right-of-way requirements, new alignment alternates N1
and N2 would each require the demolition of one farm building - a tractor shed.

Several of the alternates would have a positive effect on local tourism by attracting
pedestrians and bicyclists to use the bridge. The Modification Alternate by providing walkways
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on the existing bridge would accommodate pedestrians and bicycles. The new alignment
alternates in combination with either option, maintaining the Dover Bridge fully operational or

retaining the existing truss spans with the swing span open, would encourage pedestrians,
bicyclists and fishermen to use the existing bridge.

2 Regional Business

The MD 331 Dover Bridge crossing of the Choptank River connects Talbot and Caroline
Counties on Maryland’s Eastern Shore. Located in close proximity to Dorchester County, this
segment of MD 331 serves as the only east-west connection for approximately 12 miles (MD 404
to the north or US 50 to the south) for the residents and businesses in this tri-county area. It
provides access for residents and businesses to the towns and villages in the area, linking Easton
in Maryland and the town of Seaford in Delaware via MD 318, MD 577 and DE 20. Easton is
the main commercial and employment center in the mid-shore area. The MD 331 Dover Bridge
crossing of the Choptank River provides the only direct connection between the towns of Easton

and Preston which are identified as planned growth areas by their respective county
comprehensive plans.

The existing Dover Bridge is deemed functionally obsolete due to its narrow bridge width
which in turn presents safety problems. Records indicate a high accident rate at this site. With

traffic crossing the bridge forecasted to increase in the future, the safety conditions will become
more of a problem for users of the Dover Bridge.

The new alignment alternates (N1, N2, 81, 8$2), Dual Bridge Alternate and Modification
Alternate (widened bridge deck) would address safety problems at the existing bridge providing

an improved crossing which would generally enhance accessibility and mobility for people and
businesses in the area.

3. Tax Base

None of the alternates considered would alter the intensity or pattern of land use and
planned growth in the area. Furthermore, the minor amount of right-of-way required for the new
alignment alternates and Dual Bridge Alternate would have a négligible impact on property
- values. Therefore, none of alternates would have an impact on the tax base.
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C.  Land Use Impacts

1. Land Use

Both the Talbot County and Caroline County comprehensive plans recognize the
necessity of an adequate roadway system in order to provide mobility for people, emergency

services and goods, and access to land. A good highway system is essential to the orderly
functioning of a rural county.

The new alignment alternates (N1, N2, S1, S2), Dual Bridge Alternate and Modification
Alternate provide for an improved MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River. These alternates
would not add capacity to the existing facility but would replace or modify the existing bridge to
provide a safer crossing. Therefore, the intensity or pattern of land use would not be altered.
Although these alternates would enhance the MD 331 Dover Bridge, it is not expected that they
would place additional development pressure on low growth areas in the general vicinity, nor

encourage land uses that are not compatible with the comprehensive plans of Talbot and Caroline
Counties.

The No-Build Alternate would not alter the intensity or pattern of land use in the area.

2. _ Hazardous Materials/Waste Sites

A field survey and land use examination of the project area did not identify any land uses
likely to have potential for hazardous waste contamination. In addition, the U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) listing of Superfund sites (CERCLIS) did not identify any sites within
the project area. ’

D. I Historic and Archeological S

Project effects on all cultural resources were assessed in accordance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act and the accompanying regulations of the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (36CFR800.5). The regulations provide that a project will have
an effect on a resource when “the undertaking may alter characteristics of the property that may
qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register. For the purpose of determining effect,
alteration to features of property’s location, setting, or use may be relevant depending on a
property’s significant characteristics and should be considered” [36CFR800.9(a)]. The
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regulations further provide that an undertaking will have an adverse effect when “the effect on a
historic property may diminish the integrity of the property’s locations, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association” [36CFR800.9(b)].

The focus of the assessment is to (1) determine whether an action has an effect, and
subsequently (2) if that effect is adverse. Using the Criteria of Effect and Adverse Effect
specified in 36 CFR Part 800.9, three basic findings can be made:

* No Effect: there is no effect, either harmful or beneficial, on the historic property.
® No Adverse Effect: there could be an effect, but the effect would not be harmful to
those characteristics that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP.

* Adverse Effect: there could be an effect, and that effect could diminish the integrity
of such characteristics.

The Criteria of Adverse Effect state that “an undertaking is considered to have an adverse
effect when the effect on a historic property may diminish the integrity of the property’s location,

design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.” Five conditions are specified in
Part 800.9(b) that are considered adverse effects:

(1) Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property;
(2) Isolation or alteration of the property from the property’s setting if that setting
contributes to the property’s qualifications for the National Register;

(3) Introduction of visual, audible or atmospheric elements that are out of character with
the property or alter its setting,

(4) Neglect of the property resulting in deterioration or destruction, and
(5) Transfer, lease, or sale of the property.

Effects that otherwise would be adverse, may be considered to be “not adverse” if one or
more of the following conditions are met:

(1) When the property is of value only for its potential contribution to archaeological,
historical, or architectural research, and when such value can be substantially
preserved through appropriate research, and such research is conducted in accordance
with applicable professional standards and guidelines;

(2) when the undertaking is limited to rehabilitation of buildings and structures in a
manner that preserves the historical and architectural values, or

(3) when the undertaking is limited to the transfer, lease or sale of historic properties and
adequate restrictions or conditions are included to ensure preservation of the
property’s significant historic features.
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The determination of effect on cultural resources was received from the State Historic

Preservation Officer (SHPO) in a letter dated April 1, 1998. (See Section VI.D. Agency
Correspondence.)

1. Historic Resources

The following assessment of impacts on historic standing structures has been coordinated
with the SHPO (Section VID. Agency Correspondence). Right-of-way, visual, design,
functional and structural impacts were among the factors considered. Noise impacts were not
considered because none of the alternates considered would add capacity or induce traffic on

MD 331 and because of the substantial distance between Troth's Fortune and the proposed
alternates.

Troth’s Fortune (T-50)

Troth’s Fortune, a 17" century structure, is located along the west bank of the Choptank
River, approximately 1800 feet north of the Dover Bridge. No property is required from this site

for any of the alternates under consideration. The No-Build or Modification Alternate would
have no impact on Troth’s Fortune.

The existing Dover Bridge is presently visible from Troth’s Fortune. Line of sight
photographs taken from the primary structure and several locations within the property (Figure
IV-1) confirm that while not visible from the house itself, the Dover Bridge presently exists
within the view shed of the National Register boundary. A line of sight profile is shown on
Figure IV-2. Construction of a modem bridge of higher elevation within this view shed would
be more obtrusive than the present, thereby constituting a visual impact on a flat and rural setting
of the historic resource. Therefore, the northern alternates, N1-50 foot and N2-30 foot, (all
options) would have adverse impacts on Troth’s Fortune, The southern alignments, S1-50 foot,
S$2-30 foot and S2-50 foot, would also have adverse impacts (visual) on Troth’s Fortune in that

they alter its setting. The Dual Bridge Alternate would adversely impact (visual) Troth’s Fortune
in that its rural setting would be altered.
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Dover Bridge (T-487)

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards recognize that some alterations to historic
Structures are generally needed to assure their continued use, and can be considered provided
“such alterations do not radically change, obscure, or 'destroy character-defining spaces,
materials, features, or finishes.” Therefore, the No-Build would have no adverse impact on the
Dover Bridge provided that SHA will agree to maintain the bridge in good working order and
condition. Also, the Modification Alternate would have no adverse impact on the Dover Bridge
based on the fact that it maintains the historic character, function, setting and location of the
existing bridge. Final plans for the modifications would require review by Maryland Historic
Trust and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to assure conformance. The new
alignment alternates, including N1-50 foot, N2-30 foot, S1-50 foot, S2-30 foot, or $2-50 foot,
and the Dual Bridge Alternate would alter the setting and use of the Dover Bridge as a result of
constructing a new bridge parallel to the existing bridge. The height of any of the proposed
structures would alter the Dover Bridge’s flat, rural setting. The option to close the bridge and
leave the swing span open would prevent through traffic and alter its primary function — the
ability to swing open and closed. However, limiting bridge traffic to bicycle and pedestrians
only would not alter the bridge’s use since it would still allow people to cross the Choptank.
Removal of the Dover Bridge would further impact its location. The Dual Bridge Alternate,
while retaining the historic use of the Dover Bridge, would still require construction of a fixed
high level structure that would alter the setting of the historic structure by virtue of its scale.
Therefore, the northern alternates (all options), the southern alternates (all options) and the Dual
Bridge Alternate would have adverse impacts on Dover Bridge.

In summary, based on the above assessment of impacts, the SHPO has concurred with a
no adverse effect determination on standing cultural resources for both the No-Build and
Modification Alternate. Also, the SHPO has concurred that all of the new alignment alternates
would have an adverse effect on standing cultural resources. (See Section VLD. Agency
Correspondence, letter dated April 1, 1998.)

2. Archeological Resources
Phase I archeological surveys have been completed. Site 18TA315 s a late 17%/early 18
century farmstead considered eligible for the National Register for its information potential.

There appears to be no evidence however, to suggest that site 18TA315 would warrant
preservation in place. If impacted by the selected alternate, further investigations will be
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completed and coordinated with SHPO to delineate site boundaries and to better evaluate the
contents. The No-Build Alternate, the Modification Alternate, and the northern alternates
including N1 and N2 would not impact this archeological site. Only the southern alternates

including S1, §2-30 foot and $2-50 foot, and the Dual Bridge Alternate would adversely affect
this site. ‘

3. Mitigation of Effects

The northern alternates (all options) and the southern (all options) will have adverse
impacts to the Dover Bridge and Troth’s Fortune. In addition, the southern alternates, all options,
including the Dual Bridge Alternate would adversely impact archeological site 18TA315. The
No-Build Alternate and Modification Alternate will have no adverse impact on the Dover Bridgé
or any other historic property. If an adverse effect is determined, the agency would consult with
the SHPO and others in an effort to find ways to make the undertaking less harmful.
Consultation is designed to result in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) which outlines
measures agreed upon that the agency will take to reduce, avoid, or mitigate the adverse effect.

A major consideration in the development of mitigation measures for the new alignment
alternates (N2, N1, S1 and S2) is the disposition of the existing Dover Bridge and eastern

approach spans. There are basically three options for treating the existing bridge following the
construction of any new alignment alternate:

1. Retain the existing bridge, including the swing span, other truss spans and approach
spans in functioning condition for use as a pedestrian, bicycle, and/or fishing facility
and provide a connection to the new alignment for access as needed,

2. Retain the existing western approach and truss spans, but remove the eastern
approach spans and eliminate the functioning aspect of the swing span, leaving it
permanently in the open position. Or, retain the fixed truss spans only, based on U.S.

Coast Guard concerns regarding the open swing span and pivot island being a hazard
to river navigation.

3. Remove the existing roadway truss and approach spans between the tie-ins of the new
alignment.

Options 1 and 2 would depend upon the identification of a party willing to take
ownership, maintain and, if desired, operate the existing bridge, as SHA will not participate in its
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maintenance and operation once a new structure is in place. SHA would make every effort to
find another party including placement of advertisements in local and preservation organization
newspapers and newsletters to take over ownership of the bridge. SHA will also explore funding

options such as providing the same amount of money that would have been required to remove
the bridge to the new owner for maintenance and operation.

Should a MOA for the project be required, it would be developed between the SHPOQ, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Federal Highway Administration and the SHA to
provide for the minimization and mitigation of adverse effects on significant cultural resources.
During the development of the terms of the MOA, consultation with other interested parties
would occur as appropriate. The National Trust for Historic Preservation holds a preservation
easement on Troth’s Fortune. Accordingly, they have requested to participate as an interested
person and coordination has also been initiated with local historic societies including Talbot
County Historical Trust, Talbot Historic Preservation Commission, and Caroline County
Historical Society (See Agency Coordination in Section VI).

If impacted, further study will be completed at archeological site 18TA315 to record the
important information that contributed to site significance. The data recovery plans will be
developed in consultation with the SHPO and included with any MOA for the project.
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E.  Natural Environment
1. Physiography, Topography, and Soils
a. Physiography and Topography

The No-Build and Modification Alternates would have no effect on the Physiography,
Topography, or soils in the project area.

The build alternates under consideration would not substantially change the overall
existing topographic conditions within the project area. The grades of the build alternates follow

the existing grades closely. The embankment alternates would have a fill height of
approximately 40 feet within wetland W-1.

No impacts to the underlying geological structures would occur as a result of the build
alternates. Based on the soil surveys and the physiography of the Coastal Plain, no rock is likely
to be encountered within the depths of excavation associated with the build alternates. The final
geotechnical investigation for the selected alternate will determine the properties of the materials
to be excavated during construction and to establish their weathering characteristics. The actual

cut and fill slope configurations required to provide a stable roadway with minimal damage to
the environment will be established at that time.

b. Soils

Implementation of any build alternate would result in some disturbance of soils, notably -
erosion and sedimentation during construction. All of the soils found in the study area are
erodible to highly erodible. The removal of vegetation from the construction area would expose

soils and increase the probability of runoff. Removal of vegetation would reduce the ability to
intercept sediment loaded runoff.

The potential for soil erosion and sedimentation would become greater as soils are
disturbed. The highest potential for sedimentation to receiving waters would occur where these
soils are in close proximity to surface waters. Therefore, it is important that soil erosion and
sedimentation be minimized as much as possible. Measures to minimize these effects include
structural, vegetative and operational methods. These methods will be developed as part of a
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Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for the project, which will be prepared in accordance
with the Maryland Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control. Long-
term impacts to the soils in the project area would be negligible. Introduction and establishment

of grasses and herbaceous vegetation would stabilize the soils as soon as possible after
construction is completed.

Specific control measures cannot now be identified, but may include:

Staging of construction activities to permanently stabilize ditches at the tops of cuts
and at the bottom of fill slopes prior to excavation and formation of embankments;

Construction will be subject to seasonal restrictions to minimize adverse effect on
fisheries;

® Seeding, sodding, or otherwise stabilizing slopes as soon as practicable to minimize
the area exposed at any time;

Appropriate placement and maintenance of sediment traps, temporary slope drains
and other control measures;

Placement of diversion dikes, energy dissipators, mulches and netting on slopes too
steep to support vegetation.

¢. Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance
Important farmland soils of Caroline and Talbot counties have been mapped by the
Natural Resources Conservation Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. A review of
mapping and soil classifications indicate the_presence of both Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of

Statewide Importance in the Talbot County portion of the project area (Table III-5, Figure II1-5).

The No-Build and Modification alternates would have no effect on Prime Farmland Soils
or Soils of Statewide Importance.

The build alternates would have impacts to these soils as shown in Table IV-1 , and
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TABLE IV-1

IMPACT TO PRIME FARMLAND SOILS AND
SOILS OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE

Alternate Prime Farmland Statewide Importance
N2 - 30 Structure 2.8 acres 1.9 acres
N2 - 30° Embankment 2.8 acres 1.9 acres
N1 - 50’ Structure 1.8 acres 1.9 acres
S1-50° Structure 2.4 acres 0.7 acre
S2 - 30’ Structure 2.8 acres 0.8 acre
$2-30° ' 2.8 acres 0.8 acre
S2 - 50’ Structure 3.0 acres 0.8 acre
Dual Bridge 2.5 acres -0.1 acre

as required by the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), the Farmland Conversion Impact
Rating Form AD-1006 (see Appendix) was completed through coordination with the Natural
Resource Conservation Service in Talbot County. As indicated on Form AD-1006, the total
point value of the impacts resulting from any alternate is less than 160; therefore, as set forth in
the FPPA, the alternates warrant a minimal level of consideration and no additional alternates
which further minimize impact to farmland need to be considered.

2. Water Resources and Fish Fauna
a, Surface Water

The No-Build and Modification alternates would have no impact to surface waters within
the project area.

All of the build alternates would have short term construction impacts and limited long
term impacts to surface water resources. Surface water resources impacted would include both
the Choptank River (S1) and the unnamed tributary to Williams Creek (S2).

Short term construction impacts could consist of siltation, release of sediment laden
runoff, and contamination from spills or leaks from construction equipment.
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Impacts can be minimized by the use of the Best Management Practices (BMP’s) listed in
Section IV.E.1.b.

The effects on water resources from spills or leaks from construction equipment may be
reduced by both structural and non-structural methods. Effective sediment and erosion control
measures may help contain surface spills or leaks on unvegetated ground.

Secondary
containment for portable equipment fueling tanks ma

y help control accidental spills or leaks.
Vegetation, when established rapidly, may attenuate and absorb contaminants from spills or
leaks.

~ Construction operation and maintenance practices that prevent releases are the most
effective measures to prevent contamination. Well-controlled oil changing,

operations, and immediate repair of any fuel or hydraulic fluid leaks may eli
potential hydrocarbon contamination,

lubrication, fueling
minate the source of

Long term effects to surface waters stem mostly from new impervious surface area.
These effects include increases in peaks, duration, and frequency of erosive storm flows;
increases in chemical contaminant mass in runoff; and increases in temperature extremes. These
effects may be minimized to various degrees by stormwater management. A detailed Stormwater
Management Report will be prepared during final design if a build alternate is selected.

Long term effects to surface waters are expected to be limited due to the relatively small
area of new impervious surface compared to the large size of the Choptank River Watershed.

b. Groundwater

The No-Build and Modification alternates would have no im

pact to groundwater
resources within the project area.

All of the build alternatives could have minimal impacts to groundwater resources in the
project area. These impacts will be lower groundwater rech
surface. Reductions in groundwater recharge can be minj

designs utilizing infiltration. A Detailed Stormwater Mana
the selected alternate.

arge due to increased impervious
mized by stormwater management
gement Report will be prepared for
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Long term reductions in groundwater recharge are not expected due to the relatively small

amount of new impervious surface compared to the recharge areas of the groundwater resources
within the project area.

c. Fishes

Short term impacts associated with temporary turbidity increases, reduced water flow,
and low level pollutant loads are likely to be minor due to the elasticity (the ability of a system to
recover after a stress is applied) of the study area streams. This stems largely from the general
occurrence throughout the area by the fish assemblage. The widespread nature of most species’
distribution and the extent of available habitat throughout the study area suggests that the major
stream systems operate as metapopulations (population sources for re-colonization). Should

fishes become displaced or destroyed, there is a large colonizing pool and sufficient avenues of
dispersal to repopulate the region.

Fishes located in the project area that may be affected in the longer term include those
species that are intolerant of reduced water quality and/or habitat degradation. These species
require clean water of ample flow velocity. High sedimentation loads may pose the greatest
danger by limiting foraging and spawning substrates, effectively displacing the fishes that feed
mainly on bottom-dwelling macroinveretbrates and the fishes that require clean sediment for
spawning (e.g. rosyside dace, tadpole madtom, and margined madtom). None of the build
alternates, including those that seek to replace the existing bridge, will result in heavy sediment
loads, and therefore, should have no long term impact to these fishes.

3. Assessment of Impacts on Waters of the U.S,, including Wetlands

Impacts to Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, can be described as either direct or
indirect, and these impacts can be either permanent or temporary in nature. Direct impacts are
those associated with grading, filling, culverting, or the removal and manipulation of vegetation.
Indirect impacts are more difficult to quantify and occur as a result of the more obvious direct
impacts. Examples of indirect impacts include alterations to hydrology, isolation of biological
communities, and the water quality impacts of transportation facilities. These impacts are more
difficult to quantify and must be analyzed for each resource individually.

A summary of the direct impacts of each alternate and/or option to Waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands, is provided in Table IV-2. Impact acreage is based upon the disturbed area,
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assumed to encompass an area extending ten feet beyond the grading limits shown on the

Alternates Mapping on Figures II-1 through II-10. Acreage of direct impacts are given for both
wetland types (Cowardin) occurring in the study area. Stream i

mpacts are given in square feet of
stream channel bridged.

\void | Minimizati

As indicated on Table IV-2, only resources W1 and S| would be impacted by the build
alternates for this project. Resources W2 and S2 are not impacted by the alternates. Avoidance

and minimization measures for each of the impacted resources are ad

dressed in the following
discussion.

wi

W1 is a large (250 acres) tidally influenced estuarine wetland with persistent emergent
vegetation that is inundated on most flood tides, It is located east of the Choptank River on both

the north and south side of MD 331. This resource is impacted by all of the build alternates. The

impacts of these build alternates include filling for embankments and piers, draining for

embankments and piers for any structure or bridge, shading from structures/bridges, muck
removal in areas to be filled, and areas of construction equipment disturbance (see F igure III-5),
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TABLE IV-2
IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE U.S., INCLUDING WETLANDS
ALTERNATE
NO MODIFY EXISTING L .« N2 S1 S2 S$2 Dual
BUILD BRIDGE 50" ' 30' 50’ 30 50° Bridge |
5’ walk-
ANALYSIS ITEM Widen ways out- | Structure | Embank- | Structure | Structure | Embank- { Structure | Structure | Structure
Roadway | side truss _ . ment ment
Number of Stream Relocations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Number of Stream Crossings 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
(Choptank River)
Waters of the U.S. Affected S1 0 0 0 28,600 28,600 | 28,600 SF | 28,600 SF | 28,600 | 28,600 SF | 28,600 SF | 20,800 SF
(Choptank River) SF SF SF
W1 E2EM Wetlands Affected 0 0 0 31 4.1 25 24 4.7 25 31 21
(acres)
# of Piers within W1 0 0 0 10 0 7 11 0 8 11 8
Embankment (acres) 0 0 0 14 4.0* 12 1.0 4.6* 1.1 1.3 0.9
Shading (acres) 0 0 0 1.7 0.1 1.3 1.4 0.1 1.4 1.8 1.2
W2 PEM Wetlands Affected 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(acres)
Total Wetlands Affected (acres) 0 0 0 3.1 4.1 25 2.4 47 25 3.1 2.1

“Impact area includes a narrow piece of wetland between the existing causeway and the proposed alternate. This piece of W1 would cease to function as part of W1
because of anticipated changes in hydrology.
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Alterpate Total Imp, Shading Piers/Area  Embankment
N1 - 50’ Structure 3.1 acres 1.7 acres 10/0.2 acre 1.4 acres
N2 - 30’ Embankment 4.1 acres 0.1 acre 0/ 4.0 acres
N2 - 30’ Structure 3.5 acres 1.3 acres 7/0.1 acre 1.2 acres
S1 - 50’Structure 2.4 acres 1.4 acres 11/0.2 acre 1.0 acres
S2 - 30° Embankment 4.7 acres 0.1 acre 0/ 4.6 acres
S2 - 30’ Structure 2.5 acres 1.4 acres 8/0.2 acre 1.1 acres
S2 - 50’ Structure 3.1 acres 1.8 acres 11/0.2 acre 1.3 acres
Dual Bridge Structure 2.1 acres 1.2 acres 8/0.2 acre 0.9 acre

Avoidance of this resource can be accomplished with the No-Build or Modification
Alternate.

Minimization strategies for each of the alternates may involve the use of longer approach
spans (wider spacing for piers). This strategy would require the use of steel I-beams instead of
pre-stressed concrete construction. This would result in a much greater price per square foot of
construction. The foundations of the more widely spaced piers, would also have to be larger,
therefore somewhat offsetting the benefits of fewer piers. Another possible strategy includes the
use of retaining walls to reduce the footprint of the fill embankment for the Preston-side

approach. A summary of these and other minimization strategies, with costs, for each alternate is
as follows:

As indicated in the table above, Alternate S1 has the least total wetland i impact of the new

alignment alternates, partially because S1 follows the allgnment of pre-1933 Dover Road,
utilizing the minor remnants of the original road bed.

Minimization for the N1 - 50’ structure alternate could consist of wider spaced
footing/piers with 5 less piers resulting in a 0.06 acre reduction of i impacts at an additional cost

of $5.8 million. A retaining wall 8 feet high (max.) and 675 feet long resulting in a 0.4 acre
reduction of impacts at an additional cost of $746,000 could be installed.

Minimization for the N2 - 30’ embankment alternate could consist of retaining walls 38
feet high (max.) and 2150 feet long resulting in a 1.9 acre reduction of fill impacts at an-
additional cost of $4.9 million. A selection of the structure option would result i in a 1.6 acre
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reduction in total impacts and a 2.8 acre reduction of fill impacts at an additional cost of $3
million.

Minimization for the N2 - 30’ structure alternate could consist of wider spaced
footing/piers with 3 less piers resulting in a 0.03 acre reduction of impacts at an additional cost
of $4.5 million. A retaining wall 8§ feet high (max.) and 550 feet long would result in a 0.3 acre
reduction of fill impacts at an additional cost of $61 5,000.

Minimization for the S1 - 50’ structure alternate could consist of wider spaced footing/piers
with 5 less piers resulting in a 0.05 acre reduction of impacts at an additional cost of $5.8 million.

A retaining wall 8 feet high (max) and 624 feet long would result in a 0.4 acre reduction of impacts
at an additional cost of $696,000.

Minimization for the S2 - 30’ embankment alternate could consist of retaining walls 39
feet high (max.) and 2350 feet long resulting in a 2.3 acre reduction of fill impacts at an
additional cost of $5.2 million. A selection of the structure option resulting in a 3.5 acre

reduction in overall impacts and a 2.2 acre reduction of fill impacts at an additional cost of $2.4
million.

Minimization for the S2 - 30’ structure alternate could consist of wider spaced
footing/piers with 4 less piers resulting in a 0.05 acre reduction of total impacts at an additional
cost of $4.6 million. A retaining wall 8 feet high (max.) and 600 feet long would result in a 0.3
acre reduction of impacts at an additional cost of $693,000.

The COE has suggested an S2 Minimization Alternate (Figure IV-3). This alternate was
developed to minimize wetland impacts from the S2 30’ embankment alternate and reduce the
extent of intrusion into the wetland and temporary construction impacts associated with the S2
structural alternates. The existing road bed could be used as the construction platform. Total
wetland impacts for this alternate would be 3.2 acres at an extra cost of $400,000 more than the
S2 Structural Alternates and $2.5 million more than the S2 Embankment Alternate. This
alternate also moves the area of wetland impacts closer to the existing road bed and eliminates a
narrow sliver of wetland being isolated between the two structures. Other impacts associated
with this alternate would be 3.8 acres of Prime Farmland Soils, 0.9 acre of Soils of Statewide
Importance, 3.1 acres of agricultural land, and 1.1 acres of woodland.
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Minimization for the S2 - 50’ structure alternate could consist of wider spaced
footing/piers with 5 less piers resulting in a 0.05 acre reduction of total impacts at an additional
cost of $5.4 million. A retaining wall 8 feet high (max.) and 600 feet long would result in a 0.4

acre reduction of impacts at an additional cost of $693,000 (i.e., the total cost of Alternate S2-50°
would increase from $24.2 million to $24.9 million).

Minimization for the Dual Bridge alternate with a structure could consist of wider spaced
footing/piers with 4 less piers resulting in a 0.05 acre reduction of total impacts at an additional
cost of $3.8 million. A retaining wall 8 feet high (max.) and 600 feet long would result in a 0.3
acre reduction of impacts at an additional cost of $670,000 (i.e., the total cost of the Dual Bridge
Alternate would increase from $16.7 million to $17.4 million)..

Temporary construction impacts associated with the Preston-side approach spans are
anticipated to be minimal with the structure alternates. The use of temporary construction
foundations will likely need to be employed, to accommodate the necessary équipment. Once
one pier is constructed, the superstructure between the abutment and first pier can be erected and
the machinery (e.g., pile drivers, cranes, etc.) and temporary foundations will be lifted by crane,
leap-frogged, to the next pier site. It is estimated that the temporary construction foundation will
encompass an area of approximately 500 square feet per pier. Total temporary construction
impacts are shown for each of the Structure Alternates in Table IV-3. The use of wider spaced
piers would necessitate the use of a temporary access road, because the distance between piers is
too large to leap-frog equipment. An access road would be 15” wide and run the entire length of
the structure within W-1. For the embankment alternates construction impacts are included as

permanent impacts, given that construction activity will take place within the footprint of the
embankment.

TABLE IV-3
CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
Alternate Conventional Leap-Frog Wider Spaced Piers
Access Road
N1 50’ Structure 0.1 acre 0.41 acre
N2 30' Structure 0.1 acre 0.31 acre
S1 50’ Structure 0.1 acre 0.41 acre
S2 30’ Structure 0.1 acre 0.31 acre
82 50’ Structure 0.1 acre 0.41 acre
Dual Bridge 0.1 acre 0.31 acre
IV-20

-l Nl - Tl Al T A =N Sl =N N A Tl N BN N aE B Em
.



™
o\ N
v
. —_— N
P N~
\\I//r
»
e
e
5 Wf Y
N
N
N
T
=
RS
RN
o A
ra)
Q
&
N

vV

—

PRESTO

T

o
v - -
BN S £
\ s Q =
@ =
7 - mm
: MPR
) x0T S NINMIZA % =
_ 0 2
» s Z |8
Z &
o >
%z { \ ¢ w i
.H.Nv.ﬁ: A ol \\ / > | 2
3 N 8 N
2 y N
B o ! v S
B> S owo|°
e
Al AN o| <
\ > / N m
/ ¢ - rd
\ , ) L &
\ // \\ \p\\/v . u ) m»v
/ /V. . f 4 . A 3 m
P < %
4 2 . N\ y 7
g ‘ ) \\\\ /\ B \\\ ¢
.\/, e Py
) 75 RS
7 # . .//
o % L
\ .\\\\\\\\\0\ //
pse /// F
— /( \/ A \\/
AN », .

EX RIEHT-OFWVAY Li

P.1
1
J( .

\
ETLAND
IDA
AR

!
;

Iy
{ 7
) .
p &
il ) . & J
1l , # ,
-] A ’
MW, O 4 Y5\ 7 o e .
= Y " p
v\r# 5 g N }.\cf?l{\l}l \W \. \
- \u

MNV1dOHO

Ajnos suycied =

e o

Hunop wae L

ALTERNATE S2
]

N £
K \ 5 .
;) \@ !
{ 1] %
J M $ y
{1 % mn._5
Al € 86y N
‘pa w” \
% /x bd \ MW x R
[ XUL \ Q A/\v > .
M m o 19 ! \ g w«»z« / e -
838 s / .
mm | Y / /
m mu I 1 4
d £ _\ /
d . \ \
,_N._// & ,.J
> \ \
=/ v
\ﬁ £ i i
_m Y - £ 9
£, . 4 g B
=
4 N U= kR R 2
3 | ZI B8 ¢ E 5 25 8 § §
13 : g & 5 m m VM aJ *
s W s g 2 8 & mu 5 g m
\\//ﬂ;huiipfc \emifuuu,//uv G o I a ® 9 =
‘ | P~ DT RN
S “ il i %/W\P//t = "l |
, N‘A ST “ @ | Lk
e b ¢ wv\ ‘ _ ||
!.vv/ & ot {‘&\\ | m
— N
. .u /i;.xc«. /.. R / \ \.\l.\..lll///A -
8«‘.,,(6 o N : £ A J, s
3> - N o
N = m 3 S Pl 5 cs ’
o 4™ ©N ) o
b ‘v«‘v/« T
g A -
o0l S o
e = L Nouvzimmik - z 1
v M ANIUIACHIAT 30 [inry
I C
! <
ML 86-22~v0

NDO€dSIa 'ON 3114



&%

It is estimated that the 0.2 to 0.3 acre of additional construction impact in the marsh

associated with wider spaced piers would only be offset by a 0.03 to 0.06 acre reduction in
permanent impact.

81 (Choptank River)

S1 is the Choptank River. Itis a perennial river with an unconsolidated bottom. Within the
project area the river is subject to tidal influences. This resource is impacted by all of the build
alternates. The impacts of these build alternates include disturbance for piers, draining within a
cofferdam for bridge piers, and shading from structures/bridges (see Figure I1I-5).

N2 0.66 acre 0.66 acre 2/0.05 acre
S1 0.66 acre 0.66 acre 2/0.05 acre
S2 0.66 acre 0.66 acre 2/0.05 acre
Dual Bridge Structure 0.48 acre 0.48 acre 2/0.05 acre

Avoidance of this resource can be accomplished with the No-Build and Modification
Alternates.

Mitigati

Following the steps outlined by the NEPA and 404 guidelines any proposed impact must be
mitigated by: avoidance, minimization, and compensation. Avoidance of wetland and stream
impacts is preferred. Minimization stresses the need to reduce impacts when impacts cannot be
avoided. Minimization can be realized through the selection of various options; design features
such as retaining walls, bridges, and grading refinements; and construction techniques such as end-
on-end construction. The use of various Best Management Practices and restoration of the affected
areas can minimize temporary impacts from construction activities. Compensation is obtained
through wetland mitigation. Studies are being conducted to find suitable wetland mitigation sites
within the watershed in or adjacent to the project area. The results of these studies, including the
identification and analysis of prospective mitigation sites will be included in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Mitigation plans would be developed through coordination with
various agencies, including the National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Maryland Department of the Environment.
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4. Floodplains

The No-Build and Modification Alternates would not adversely affect floodplains in the
study corridor.

Effects to floodplains in the study area under the build alternates, as indicated on
Table 1V-4, would occur at the Choptank River. Pursuant to the Flood Hazard Management Act
of 1976 and in accordance with Executive Order 11988, The State Highway Administration has
determined that all highway projects should not restrict the flow of the 100-year storm event.

It is intended that the project would not cause an increase in the 100-year floodplain. The
State Highway Administration will prepare a detailed hydrologic and hydraulic study for the
selected alternate during final design to identify the existing 100-year storm discharge and
floodplain. Stormwater management will be provided and all hydraulic structures will be
designed to accommodate the 100-year flood without causing substantial impact.

The use of standard hydraulic design techniques for all waterway openings which limit

upstream flood level increases and approximate existing downstream flow rates will be utilized
where feasible.

Use of state-of-the-art sediment and erosion control techniques and stormwater
management controls will ensure that none of the encroachments would result in risks or impacts

to the beneficial floodplain values or provide direct or indirect support to further development
within the floodplain.

In accordance with the requirements of FHPM 6-7-3-2, which is a FHWA guideline for
ensuring compliance with Executive Order No. 11988, the impacts of each encroachment have

been evaluated to determine if it is a significant encroachment. A significant encroachment
would involve one of the following:

* asignificant potential for interruption or termination of a transportation facility which
is needed for emergency vehicles or provides a community’s only evacuation route,

¢ asignificant risk, or

* asignificant adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values.
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Preliminary analyses indicate that no significant floodplain impacts are expected to occur
as a result of any proposed build alternates. A floodplain finding, if required, will be presented
in the final environmental document.

TABLE IV-4
IMPACT TO 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN

Alternate Area of Impact
No-Build 0.0 acre
Modification 0.0 acre
N1 - 50’ Structure 3.2 acres
N2 - 30° Embankment 4.2 acres
N2 - 30’ Structure 3.9 acres
S1 - 50’ Structure 2.9 acres
S2 - 30’ Embankment 4.8 acres
S2 - 30’ Structure 2.7 acres
S2 - 50’ Structure 3.2 acres
Dual Bridge 2.2 acres
S. Assessment of Impacts on Terrestrial Ecosystem
a. Impacts on Flora

The No-Build and Modification Alternates would have no effects on the plant
communities in the project area.

Impacts to flora include direct losses associated with clearing within rights-of-way and
changes in plant community structure and composition. Direct losses of plant communities
caused by the build alternates are listed in Table IV-5. The S2 - 40’ Structure Alternate would
result in the greatest loss of woodland, 2.2 acres. The S2 - 30’ alternates would result in the
greatest loss of agricultural lands, 3.2 acres. Changes in plant community structure and

composition result from creating edge habitats or ecotones. Edge habitats admit greater incidence

of light to forest floors causing changes in micro-climates. The result is replacement or partial

replacement of moist, mesic forest conditions with brighter, drier micro-habitats. The greater
incidence of light usually results in a greater profusion of herbaceous and woody understory
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species. Stem densities are higher and the probability of invasion by exotic species such as
Japanese honeysuckle, tearthumb, multiflora rose, etc. is increased. Since most of the effected

woodland areas are low quality pioneer communities with many invasive alien species already
existing, the build alternates would have minimal impacts.

The State Forest Conservation Act of 1991 includes Section 2 (the “Reforestation Act”)
which requires the minimization of cutting or clearing trees, replacement of wooded areas
affected and/or contributions to a Reforestation fund for highway construction projects. The
build alternatives for this project would comply with the Forest Conservation Act.

TABLE IV-§
PLANT COMMUNITY IMPACTS
Alternate Woodland Area _ Agricultural Area
N1 - 50’ Structure 0.3 acres 2.8 acres
N2 - 30 Structure 0.9 acres 3.2 acres
N2 - 30' Embankment 0.9 acres 3.2 acres
$1 - 50" Structure 1.9 acres 1.5 acres
$2 - 30' Embankment 1.7 acres 1.7 acres
$2 - 30" Structure 1.7 acres 1.7 acres
$2 - 50" Structure 2.2 acres 1.9 acres
Dual Bridge 1.5 acres 0.8 acres

Note: Acreage is calculated from the proposed right-of-way to allow for temporary construction
impacts.

Specimen Tree

The N1 - 50’ Alternate would require the removal of the 32-inch diameter sycamore tree.
All other alternates pass to either the north or south of this tree (Fig. I11-5).

b. Direct and Indirect Impacts on Fauna
Direct and indirect impacts of the alternates on fauna include:

¢ habitat loss and alteration;
e changes in animal populations and communities;
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* mortality from wildlife-vehicular collisions.
The No-Build and Modification Alternates would have no impact on fauna.

For any build' alternate the greatest impact to fauna would be from habitat loss.
Alteration of existing habitats rendering them unsuited to their original faunal assemblages is

also considered habitat loss (USFWS 1987). Construction activities would result in actual
acreage losses of habitats and habitat alterations.

Some species of herptiles are especially vulnerable to changes in their environment and
habitat alterations that result from road construction and maintenance. The less mobile
populations of some herptiles are more sensitive to environmental disturbance.

Forest dwelling reptiles and amphibians such as the black rat snake, five-lined skink, and
several salamanders that prefer mature timber may decline while edge dwelling species may
increase. The S2 - 50° Alternate would result in the greatest loss of woodland habitat, 2.2 acres

(Table IV-5). This alternate can be expected to have greater impacts on forest dwelling herptiles
than the other alternates.

Aquatic species, or those dependent on transitory rather than permanent water, may be
affected more severely by new road construction than terrestrial species such as the red-backed
salamander. Spotted salamanders, spring peepers, and wood frogs are examples of species
dependent on transitory ponds. The loss or alteration of wetlands has particularly negative impacts
on amphibians and aquatic reptiles. The S2 - 30’ embankment Alternate would result in the largest
amount of wetland habitat loss of all of the alternates, 4.7 acres (Table IV-2).

The greatest impact of the build alternates on birds would be loss and alteration of
habitats. Table IV-5 includes the acreage of habitats lost as a consequence of each of the build
alternates. Loss of forest habitat would be greatest for the S2 - 50’ Alternate. As a result; this
alternate would have the most serious negative impacts on forest dwelling bird species such as
vireos and tanagers. Loss of agricultural habitat would be greatest for the N2 Alternates. This
alternate would have the greatest impacts on species common to agricultural fields such as
mourning doves and pheasants. Birds inhabiting wetlands would be most adversely affected by
the S2 - 50° Alternate (Table IV-2 shows wetland losses of each alternate). Wetland bird species
include red-winged blackbirds, herons, and waterfowl. As determined through coordination with
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (see letter dated November 18, 1997in Section Vi),
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the project area is a documented waterfowl wintering area. Therefore, construction activities
would be restricted during the wintering period, from October 15 to March 31.

The bird species that benefit from the increased edge (e.g. brown thrasher, eastern
kingbird, indigo bunting, blue grosbeak, American goldfinch, red-tailed hawk, mourning dove,
barn swallow, and northern flicker), low successional areas and disturbed habitats common to
new rights-of-way have a wider range of acceptable habitats than forest interior dwelling species.
Consequently, the edge and open area dwelling species favored by highway construction are also
found in many suburban/urban areas. Since all of the forested areas within the project area are
narrow or adjacent to field edges, and thus already ecotones, the project is not expected to cause
additional changes in local speciation.

The greatest adverse impact of the project on mammals would result from habitat loss.
Some species use roadside vegetation in addition to adjacent habitats for foraging, so the total
area included in the Alternate rights-of-way is not necessarily lost as habitat to those species
(Michael 1975). The combination of right-of-way vegetation and adjacent habitats provides food

and/or cover attractive to some mammals such as deer, rabbits, woodchucks, and mice (Adams
and Geis 1981).

All Impacts to Fauna are limited due to the relatively small area of disturbance and the
presence of large areas of woodland and agricultural lands near the proposed project.

c. Impacts on Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species

Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and MDNR indicates that a
Federally Threatened species, the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is reported to nest in the
study area. Currently the easternmost portion of the proposed project is within the protection
zone; however, MDNR has determined that because the eagles’ nest is not within line-of-sight of
the project due to surrounding trees (see letter from MDNR, dated March 10, 1998, Section VI)
eagles at that location would not be affected. Since eagles will periodically use an alternate nest
site, coordination with MDNR will continue throughout the project to ensure that the eagles are
not adversely impacted. No other federal or state listed species are known to inhabit the prOJect
area (letters from DNR dated November 7, 1997 and November 18, 1997 in Section VI).

IV-26



/37

6. Permits/Approvals Required

Waterway Construction Permit from the Maryland Department of Natural Resources

* Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (incorporates section 106
consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust)

e U.S. Coast Guard Bridge Permit

Stormwater Management from the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE)
* Approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan from MDE

F.  Air Qualify and Nojse |

None of the proposed build alternates would result in any impact to air quality or the
noise environment because of the following:

* No-build and build traffic volumes and projections are identical; the project does not
induce traffic onto MD 331 or change travel patterns.

* The proposed build alternates do not add capacity to MD 331.

During the construction period, areas around the construction site would be likely to
experience varied periods and degrees of noise impact. This type of project would probably
employ the following pieces of equipment which would likely be sources of construction noise:

Bulldozers and Earth Movers
Graders

Cranes
Pile Drivers
Front End Loaders

Dump and other Diesel Trucks
Compressors

Construction activity would usually occur during the normal working hours on

Therefore, noise intrusion from construction activities probably would not occur
during critical sleep or outdoor recreation periods.

weekdays.
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Maintenance of construction equipment will be regular and thorough to minimize
noise emissions because of inefficiently tuned engines, poorly lubricated moving parts,
inefficiently tuned engines, poorly lubricated moving parts, ineffective muffling systems, etc.

Enhancement

All of the build alternates would allow traffic to move at generally the same efficiency
and speed through the Study Area as the No Build condition. The Dual Bridge and new
alignment alternates, and to some extent the Modification Alternate, would provide improved
safety. The Dual Bridge and new alignment alternates would eliminate the possibility of a bridge
malfunction disrupting MD 331 traffic across the Choptank River.

Long-term environmental effects of the build alternatives include loss of wildlife habitat,
including woodland and wetlands; acquisition of floodplain; and effects upon significant historic
and potentially significant archeological resources. In general, the new alignment alternates
would have the largest long-term environmental effects, followed closely by the Dual Bridge
Alternate. The Modification Alternate would have negligible long-term environmental effects.

Short-term effects that would occur as a direct result of this project include the dust
erosion and noise associated with construction; and increased siltation and turbidity in the
Choptank River. In general, the new alignment alternates would have the largest short-term
effects, followed by the Dual Bridge Alternate. The Modification Alternate would have few

short-term effects other than the disruption of traffic which may be to a greater degree than the
other build alternates.

The principal irreversible and, for all practical purposes, irretrievable commitment of

resources for any of the build alternatives would be the land acquired for the transportation
facility right-of-way. This land is considered permanently committed to a transportation facility.

In addition, construction materials such as steel and concrete and suitable fill materials
for construction would be irretrievably committed.
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I. Secondary and Cumulative Assessment
1. Intrbduction

An assessment of potential Secondary and Cumulative impacts is a requirement of the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. These include direct and observable effects, plus
those that may be indeterminate and not easily recognizable but still have functional relationships
between this proposed action and the surrounding socioeconomic and natural environmental
systems. Following is how the CEQ regulations define these impacts:

Secondary Effects are those impacts that are “caused by an action and are later in time or
further removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable” (40 CFR 1508.8).

Cumulative Effects are those “impacts on the environment which result from incremental

impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).

For highway projects, secondary and cumulative impacts typically include development
activity occurring primarily due to changes in access. As a result of this development, there may
be changes in land use, socioeconomic features, loss of environmental resources, and changes in
air, noise and water quality. Because the build alternates do not add capacity, improve access or
open new areas for development, no secondary impacts as a result of project induced
development are anticipated. Therefore, the following discussion focuses on the issue of
cumulative effects. The purpose of assessing cumulative effects is to determine whether

resources of concern have already been affected by past and present activities and will be further
impacted by future activities.

2. Methods

Effects on wetlands and historic bridges have been determined to be important from a
cumulative effects perspective.
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Wetlands

In addressing wetland impacts a time frame from 1972 to 2020 was defined for the
temporal boundaries. 1972 was selected as the starting point based on the increased rate of
development which was spurred at that time on Maryland’s Eastern Shore due to the opening of
the second span of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge. 2020 was selected, as it is generally the
available time frame for population projections and county long range plans.

The Secondary and Cumulative Effects Geographical Area (SCEGA) is delimited by the
subwatersheds of Williams Creek, Little Creek, Mitchell Run, and that portion of the Kings
Creek subwatershed consisting of the unnamed tributary to the Choptank River northeast of MD
331 (Figure IV-4). Subwatersheds were considered the appropriate boundary criteria for aquatic

resources since population densities are relatively low and patternless in Talbot and Caroline
Counties.

Historic Brid

In recognition of the value of historic highway bridges as elements of national, state, and
local historical development, examples of engineering and architecture, and the location of
important events, the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA), working with an
interagency committee comprised of representatives from Federal Highway and Maryland
Historical Trust, seeks to integrate historic preservation into transportation planning. This goal
will be realized upon the completion of SHA’s Preservation Plan for Historic Highway Bridges,
a tool being developed to ensure effective use of historic bridges, respect their value, extend their

lives, and improve environmental review for highway projects with respect to this important
category of cultural resources.

Following the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards Jor Preservation Planning,
Identification, Evaluation, and Registration, SHA has established a historic context addressing
historic highway bridges in Maryland constructed between 1631 and 1960. The report provides a
basis or analyzing timber, stone arch, metal truss, movable, metal girder, metal suspension, arch,
and cantilever, and concrete bridges. After taking into account the resource base of National
Register eligible bridges of each type, determined through a comprehensive inventory of bridges
on state roads throughout Maryland, SHA is establishing goals and priorities for preservation.
When completed, the Historic Bridge Preservation Plan will categorize the identified resources
by levels of significance and provide guidelines for their treatment.
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3. Results

Wetlands

Development caused by the dualization of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge primarily occurred
along US 50, the principle access to Ocean City, MD and within the city of Easton, MD. This
development did not increase substantially along MD 331 nor within our defined geographical
area. The Study Area is sparsely developed with farming as the only land use except for the
Midshore Regional Landfill a fully lined, modern facility 1.5 miles South of Dover Bridge. It is
evident from the pristine quality and bucolic nature of the Study Area that past and present
activities have not resulted in any substantial impact to wetlands. As described in Section III.
Affected Environment, the Study Area supports- healthy and diverse populations of terrestrial and
aquatic habitats. Water quality has been carefully monitored due to the proximity to the landfill
and is known to be good. The area does not classify as a rural landscape district because of the
limited number and mixture of man-made elements that have been imposed on the area.

Current land use and development is restricted in both Talbot and Caroline counties. As
outlined in the 1996 Talbot County Comprehensive Plan, the entire SCEGA within Talbot
County, chosen for this project, is designated as ejther Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (CBCA) or
Rural and Agricultural Conservation Area. The entire SCEGA within Caroline County is
designated as either CBCA or Agricultural/Rural Residential as outlined in the 1986 Caroline
County Comprehensive Plan. To minimize cumulative impact of current development to water
quality and natural habitat, pursuant to Natura] Resources Article, Section 8-18 14, Annotated

Code of Maryland, COMAR 14.19.05, coordination has been initiated with the CBCA
Commission.

These regulated areas were designated to preserve productive agricultural lands,
woodlands, open space, environmentally sensitive resources, and rural character. The potential

for any substantial development that would have an adverse effect on is low due to these land use
designations.

Historic Brid

Movable bridges are perhaps the rarest bridge type in Maryland. While exceptionally -
significant for the unique engineering solution they provide for challenging transportation
crossings, maintenance issues related to their mechanical operation have required the
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replacement of many such structures in response to increased transportation demands. At least
thirteen movable vehicular bridges have been replaced in Maryland during the last twenty years,
leaving only twenty four remaining in the state. Fifteen of the twenty four are considered

potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places by virtue of being fifty years or
older.

Among movable bridges, swing span bridges are the rarest. Since 1981, four swing span
bridges have been removed and one historic bridge totally reconstructed. Today, only three
swing span structures remain on Maryland’s roads: Bridge 2081 on MD 181 over Weems Creek,

Bridge 4008 on MD 31 over the Patuxent River, and Bridge 20023 on MD 331 over the
Choptank River.

Presently only one of these, the Dover Bridge, in considered National Register eligible,
for its importance in the development of transportation on the Eastern Shore as well as the
example it provides of this very rare bridge type. While Bridge 4008 may be eligible in the
future, Bridge 2081 was reconstructed in 1997 and does not maintain the historical integrity
requisite to meet the eligibility criteria. Removal of the Dover Bridge would leave only one
potentially eligible swing span bridge on Maryland’s state roads. The Dover Bridge, therefore, is
among the most significant historic bridges in Maryland. An effective preservation plan will
provide guidance to SHA on how to preserve and maintain such a resource in use if possible, in
recognition of the historic and architectural value it embodies. While the Preservation Plan for
Historic Highway Bridges is still being developed, SHA’s commitment to this end is reflected in
the “No-Build” Alternate and the “Modification” Alternate, which was developed in accordance
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards JSor Rehabilitation. Other preservation
alternatives include adaptive use, HABS/HAER recordation, and other means of documenting
and preserving valuable information about the structure.

The information compiled for the historic bridge inventory and used to evaluate the
bridges additionally represents a valuable source of information for other state agencies such as
the Maryland Historical Trust; for local governments; and for the broader public. To facilitate
access to this information, SHA is developing a searchable database and exploring its potential
applications. SHA is studying examples of other states that have allowed public access to
historic highway bridge information through the internet and the publication of books.
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V.  SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION
A. Introduction

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. 303(c), requires that the
use of land from a significant publicly owned public park, recreation area, or wildlife and
waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site as part of a federally funded or approved
transportation project is permissible only if there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use.
Final action requiring the taking of such land must document that there are no feasible and
prudent alternatives to the use of land from the property, and that the proposed action includes all
possible planning to minimize harm to the property.

A Section 4(f) “use” occurs when: ‘
1. Land from a Section 4(f) site is acquired for a transportation project.
2. There is an occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s
preservationist purposes; or
3. The proximity impacts of the transportation project on the Section 4(f) site,
without acquisition of land, are so great that the purposes for which the
Section 4(f) site exists are substantially impaired.

Provided that the historic qualities of the facility would not be adversely affected, the
maintenance/rehabilitation of a historic bridge would not constitute use of a Section 4(f) site.
Section 4(f) would apply if a historic bridge or highway is demolished or if its historic integrity
(the criteria for which the bridge was designated historic) is adversely affected due to the
proposed improvement. The effect on the historic integrity is determined in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), which is the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) for
this project. Section 4(f) does not apply to the construction of a replacement bridge when a

historic bridge is left in place and the proximity impacts of the replacement bridge do not
substantially impair the historic integrity of the historic bridge.

B.  Description of P 1 Ac

MD 331 is functionally classified as a rural minor arterial. It provides access for
residents and businesses to the towns and villages in the area, linking Easton in Maryland and the
town of Seaford in Delaware via MD 318, MD 577 and DE 20. The MD 331 Dover Bridge
crossing of the Choptank River provides the only direct connection between Easton and Preston.
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Alternative routes to the north and south result in a 27 mile detour and a 31 mile detour,
respectively, between Easton and Preston. This crossing of the Choptank River is critical to fire
and emergency equipment that must cross the Talbot County/Caroline County line expeditiously.
Easton, the main commercial and employment center in the mid-shore area, contains a regional
~ hospital that is the primary provider of medical and health care in the area. The Dover Bridge

also controls boating access to and from the upper reaches of the Choptank River and Tuckahoe
Creek.

Recently, the Dover Bridge has experienced mechanical and operational problems that
have resulted in the bridge remaining in the open position after being opened for the passage of
marine traffic. Also, the bridge is deemed functionally obsolete due to its narrow bridge width.
The ensuing safety problems have resulted in a high accident rate at this site. With traffic
crossing the bridge forecasted to increase in the future, the operational deficiencies and safety
conditions will become more of a problem for users of the Dover Bridge.

This study evaluates alternate methods to provide a safe and dependable MD 331
crossing of the Choptank River that will accommodate both vehicular and marine traffic while
minimizing disruptions to the environment. Alternates under consideration include: utilizing the
existing Dover Bridge and providing routine maintenance and spot improvements to improve its
reliability, modifying the existing bridge to provide additional usable roadway width and
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic, using the existing bridge for westbound traffic and
constructing a new, single lane, fixed parallel structure for eastbound traffic; and providing a new
fixed span structure entirely on new location (four alternate alignments have been developed). A

detailed description of the alternates under consideration can be found in Section I of this
document,

C.  Description of 4(f) Resource

A historic reconnaissance of the project area resulted in the identification of one site
which is a Section 4(f) resource for the project. A description of this resource and a statement of
its significance are given below. The location of the site is shown on Figure V-1, and
photographs are included on Figure V-2.
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Dover Bridge (T-487)

The Dover Bridge (T-487) is significant as the only National Register eligible swing span
bridge owned by the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA). The Dover Bridge is a
combination swing movable bridge and metal through truss designed by the J.E. Greiner
Company and built in 1933. The architectural and engineering significance of the bridge relate
to the rarity of historic movable bridges in Maryland, as well as Dover’s representation of a
bridge type developed to meet the requirements of low-level water crossings in response to
navigational needs stemming from industrial and urban expansion. As such, the Dover Bridge is
also significant for its association with the economic development of Maryland’s eastern shore
and the navigable river system and maritime history.

Movable bridges are perhaps the rarest bridge type in Maryland. While exceptionally
significant for the unique engineering solution they provide for challenging transportation
crossings, maintenance issues related to their mechanical operation have required the
replacement of many such structures in response to increased transportation demands. At least
thirteen movable vehicular bridges have been replaced in Maryland during the last twenty years,
leaving only twenty four remaining in the state. Fifteen of the twenty four are considered

potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places by virtue of being fifty years or
older.

Among movable bridges, swing span bridges are the rarest. Since 1981, four swing span
bridges have been removed and one historic bridge totally reconstructed. Today, only three
swing span structures remain on Maryland’s roads: Bridge 2081 on MD 181 over Weems Creek,

Bridge 4008 on MD 31 over the Patuxent River, and Bridge 20023 on MD 331 over the
Choptank River.

Presently only one of these, the Dover Bridge, in considered National Register eligible,
for its importance in the development of transportation on the Eastern Shore as well as the
example it provides of this very rare bridge type. While Bridge 4008 may be eligible in the
future, Bridge 2081 was reconstructed in 1997 and does not maintain the historical integrity
requisite to meet the eligibility criteria. Removal of the Dover Bridge would leave only one
potentially eligible swing span bridge on Maryland’s state roads. The Dover Bridge, therefore, is
among the most significant historic bridges in Maryland.
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D.  Impacts to 4(f) Property
New Alignment Alternates

Each of the new alignment alternates consists of a new fixed span structure, entirely on
new location, that would carry all traffic on MD 331 across the Choptank River. The four
alternate alignments (N2, N1, S1 and S2) that are under consideration parallel the existing Dover
Bridge and allow any one of three options to occur to the existing bridge once a new bridge is
completed. The first option is to completely remove the existing bridge - main truss and
approach spans. Regardless of the new alignment alternate, this option would clearly violate the
historic integrity of the Dover Bridge by removing it from its present location. A second option
is to retain the existing truss spans, but remove the eastern or Preston-side approach spans. The
swing span would either remain in the open position or be removed. The second option would
depend upon the identification of a party willing to take ownership and maintain the existing
bridge, as SHA will not participate in its maintenance once a new structure is in place. This
option in combination with any of the new alignment alternates would constitute a Section 4(f)
use of the resource as it would adversely affect the historic integrity of the Dover Bridge by

removing a portion of the bridge and altering its primary function to swing open and closed to
allow people to cross the Choptank River.

E. Avoidance Alternates
No-Build Alternate

This alternate consists of utilizing the existing Dover Bridge while performing routine
maintenance and includes the installation of a new electrical system which is being completed in
the spring of 1998 as an emergency project by SHA’s bridge remedial division. The electrical
work consists of a new primary electrical system, tender control panel, observation cameras, a
back-up electrical system and a back-up electrical source. Based on the scope of the work, the
historic integrity of the existing Dover Bridge is not adversely affected. The No-Build Alternate
would not constitute a Section 4(f) use provided that SHA maintains the bridge in good working
order and condition. Examples of measures to achieve these goals include provision of signing
to show the vertical clearance along the edge of the roadway to help alleviate the perception that
the truss members may be an obstacle for trucks. In addition, this alternate includes providing
additional guidance and training to the bridge tender (e.g., procedures for coordinating with

emergency services providers prior to bridge openings), increasing the frequency of inspection of
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the bridge’s mechanical/electrical systems from once per year to once every six months, and
publicizing the reliability of the newly installed electrical system.

Modification Alternaf

This alternate consists of several options for modifying the existing bridge. The
modifications include installing a 4 foot 3 inch to 5 foot 0 inch walkway outside of the existing
truss on one or both sides of the span to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic, modifying
the curb and rail system to provide additional usable roadway width, and removing the
architectural knees at the entrance portals to increase the perception of lane space for truck
traffic. In addition, this alternate includes providing additional guidance and training to the
bridge tender (e.g., procedures for coordinating with emergency services providers prior to
bridge openings), increasing the frequency of inspection of the bridge’s mechanical/electrical
systems from once per year to once every six months, and publicizing the reliability of the newly
installed electrical system. As with the No-Build Alternate, this alternate would include
provision of signing to show the vertical clearance along the edge of the roadway to help
alleviate the perception that the truss members may be an obstacle for trucks.

Bridge historian and engineer Dr. Abba Lichtenstein developed this alternate in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. In addition, Dr.
Lichtenstein has preliminarily determined a method of attaching the proposed sidewalks that
could be reversed without impairing the essential form and historic integrity of the bridge. A
report containing more information concerning this alternate is included in the Appendix.

The Secretary’s Standards recognize that some alterations to historic structures are
generally needed to assure their continued use, and can be considered provided “such alterations
do not radically change, obscure, or destroy character-defining spaces, materials, features, or
finishes.” The Modification Alternate would address the project purpose while not adversely
affecting the historic integrity of the Dover Bridge. This alternate would not constitute a Section
4(f) use of the resource, contingent upon the development of final plans that restrict
modifications to those described herein, ensure the reversibility of the sidewalks, and confirm the
ability of the existing structure to support the additional weight. Also, SHA would be required to
maintain the bridge in good working order and condition.

Dual Bridge Alternate
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The Dual Bridge Alternate uses the existing Dover Bridge to accommodate one-lane
westbound traffic and a new, single lane, fixed parallel structure to accommodate eastbound
traffic. In combination with a traffic signal that could reverse the direction of traffic using the
fixed span, this dual bridge combination ensures that if a malfunction were to occur on the swing
span, a route to the emergency location or the hospital would still be available. The alignment of
this alternate follows that of Alternate S2 - 30 foot, both horizontally and vertically. The Dual
Bridge Alternate would retain Dover Bridge in fully operational condition allowing traffic to
cross the Choptank River, not altering the bridge’s primary function. This alternate would not
adversely affect the historic integrity of Dover Bridge and would not constitute a Section 4(f) use
of the resource, provided that SHA maintains the existing bridge in good working order and
condition, including the measures discussed above for the No Build Alternate.

As discussed previously, each of the new alignment alternates consists of a new fixed
Span structure entirely on new location. One option allowed to occur to the existing bridge once
a new bridge is completed is to maintain the Dover Bridge in fully operational condition with
connections to the new alignment on each side of the river for use by pedestrians, bicycles and
maintenance vehicles. This option would depend upon the identification of a party willing to
take ownership and maintain the existing bridge, as SHA will not participate in its maintenance
once a new structure is in place. This option would not adversely affect the historic integrity of
Dover Bridge since the bridge’s primary function, to swing open and closed, is retained and the
existing bridge would still allow people to cross the Choptank River. This option in combination
with any of the new alignments (N2, N1, SI and S2) would not constitute a Section 4(f) use of
the resource, provided the new owner of Dover Bridge maintains it in good working order and
condition, including the measures discussed under the No-Build Alternate.

No-Build Alternate

To highlight and summarize the most important measures outlined in the section above,
the No-Build Alternate would include the following:

* Provision of signing to show the vertical clearance along the edge of the roadway to
help alleviate the perception that the truss members may be an obstacle for trucks.
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¢ Implementation of a maintenance plan especially designed for historic bridges with a
swing span (e.g., increased frequency of inspection).

Modification Al I

To highlight and summarize the most important measures outlined in the section above,
the Modification Alternate would include the following:

* Provision of signing to show the vertical clearance along the edge of the roadway to
help alleviate the perception that the truss members may be an obstacle for trucks.

* Implementation of a maintenance plan especially designed for historic bridges with a
swing span (e.g., increased frequency of inspection).

* Rehabilitation consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, to avoid affecting
the bridge’s historic integrity while maintaining consistency with such requirements
as safety and bicycle/pedestrian accommodation.

Dual Bridge Alternate

To highlight and summarize the most important measures outlined in the section above,
the Dual Bridge Alternate would include the following:
* Provision of signing to show the vertical clearance along the edge of the roadway to
help alleviate the perception that the truss members may be an obstacle for trucks.
¢ Implementation of a maintenance plan especially designed for historic bridges with a
swing span (e.g., increased frequency of inspection).
* Design of new bridge which is compatible with the existing bridge. Design plans will

be developed through consultation with the SHPO and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP).

Potential measures to minimize harm for this alternate would include the following:

* Development of a marketing plan to market the bridge to new owners with covenants
to maintain and operate the bridge for marine traffic consistent with U.S. Coast Guard
requirements.

¢ Furnishing new owners with funding equivalent to that which would have been
allocated for the demolition of the bridge.
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* Design of new bridge which is compatible with the existing bridge. Design plans will
be developed through consultation with MHT and ACHP.

New Al N - Existing Bridge R !
(Entirely or Center Span Only)

Potential measures to minimize harm for this alternate would include the following:

¢ Development of a marketing plan for new owners to maintain the remaining bridge
sections (if center span is removed.), consistent with U.S. Coast Guard and U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers requirements. Possible uses of the fixed spans may include
use as fishing piers. Or, if the entire bridge is removed, development of marketing
plan should be undertaken for removal of the bridge and ;ireservation off-site.

* Recordation of the historic bridge, consistent with Historic American Engineering
Record (HAER) standards.

* Development of an informational brochure, video or other publication which would
be available to the public to illustrate and describe the Dover Bridge.

* Design of new bridge which is compatible with the existing bridge. Design plans will
be developed through consultation with MHT and ACHP.

With any preferred alternate identified, consultation with MHT and ACHP would
continue to develop measures in addition to or in lieu of those discussed above. Depending on
the alternate selected, a Memorandum of Agreement may be developed to stipulate the measures
to be taken to minimize harm to the resource.

G.  Coordination

Throughout this project and the development of alternates, coordination has occurred
between the various participating agencies, including MHT and ACHP. This coordination is
documented (either summary, letter or meeting minutes) in Section VI. Comments and
Coordination. ACHP participation was provided at the Joint Agency Meeting and Field Review
held on April 8, 1998 (see minutes in Section VI).
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A. Interagency Meetings

The project was discussed at two MD State Highway Administration Interagency
Meetings. The first meeting was held on November 19. 1997 and included a project introduction
and overview. Representatives from the US Army Corps of Engineers, MD Department of
Natural Resources, MD Department of the Environment, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Federal
Highway Administration, MD Department of Transportation, MD Office of Planning,
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Maryland Historical Trust were present. A copy of
the draft Purpose and Need Statement was distributed to all in attendance and also to National
Marine Fisheries, U.S. Coast Guard, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission, the Talbot
County Historic Preservation Commission and the Caroline County Historical Society. The
Maryland Historical Trust requested that the setting for the Dover bridge be considered as a rural

historic landscape. SHA has considered the significance of the surrounding landscape and

viewshed in the evaluation of study area cultural resources.

Subsequept to the November 19th meeting, in response to agency requests, SHA
provided additional information regarding bridge type, height of boats using the channel, and
accident data. A representative from FHWA expressed concern that if accidents did not occur on
the bridge, that perhaps the bridge narrowness was not a safety problem. SHA responded that

all accidents listed have occurred within 500 feet of the bridge and discussed their causes

relative to the width of the bridge.

A draft package of Alternates Retained for Detailed Study was distributed for review at
the December 17, 1997 Interagency meeting and was also sent to those not present including: the

Talbot Historic Preservation Commission, the Caroline County Historical Society, and the U.S.
Coast Guard.

The second Interagency Meeting for the project was held on January 21, 1998, at which
the Alternates Retained for Detailed Study were presented. Representatives from the Federal
Highway Administration, Maryland Historical Trust, MD Office of Planning, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Environmental Protection Agency, MD Department of the Environment, MD
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Dcpartment of Natural Resources, MD Department of Transportation. and National Marine

Fisheries were present.

The Federal Highway Administration requested that more information be provided
including operation/maintenance costs associated with a dual bridge alternate and impacts
associated with a one lane bridge. The Maryland Historical Trust requested modification of an
attached chart depicting environmental impacts and alternates costs. A revised Alternates
Retained for Detailed Study package including chart was sent to the agencies. The U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers requested to be copied on Section 106 correspondence, which has also been

completed.

ViI-2



Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

TO: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

FROM: Michelle Hoffman
' Project Manager
Project Planning Division

DATE: April 21, 1998

SUBJECT: Project Number TA392A11

MD 331 over the Choptank River
Dover Bridge

RE: 4 April 8, 1998

/5&

Joint Agency Meeting and Field Review

Parris N. Glendening
Govemor

David L. Winstead
Secretary

" Parker F. Williams

Administrator

On Wednesday, April 8, 1998, a joint agency meeting and field review was held

at the Easton SHA office and project sit

Mary Ann Naber ACHP
Ann Hersey FHWA
Pam Stephenson FHWA
Anne Bruder MHT
Beth Cole MHT
Michael Day MHT
John Nichols NMFS
Anne Elrays SHA
Brian Martin SHA
Jill Dowling SHA
Michelle Hoffman SHA
Richard Ervin SHA

Mark Lotz The Wilson T. Ballard Co.

My telephone number is

(202) 606-8534
(410) 962-4342
(410) 962-4342
(410) 514-7636
(410) 514-7651
(410) 514-7629
(410) 226-5771
(410) 545-8562
(410) 545-8304
(410) 545-8559
(410) 545-8547
(410) 321-3233
(410) 363-0150

Maryland Relay Service for " 1 Hearing or Speech
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e. The agency meeting included introductions,
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Page 2
Robert Buil The Wilson T. Ballard Co.  (410) 363-0150
Vance Hobbs US COE

(410) 962-6084

Pam Stephenson opened the meeting stating that the Purpose of the meeting
was to follow up on various issues associated with the study, including the

Pam Stephenson led the meeting and began with agency introductions and

eting was to discuss project issues and the historic
effects determination. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG i

Ms. Stephenson summarized the

Public Hearing.

Mark Lotz provided a project overview and summa
in the DEIS which consist of the following:

* The No-Build Alternate

¢ The Modification Alternate

* The Dual Bridge Alternate

* The New Alignment Alternat
underclearance; $S1-50 foo
30 foot underclearance

ry of the alternates presented

es. N2-30 foot underclearance: N1-50 foot
t underclearance; S2-30 foot underclearance: S2-

The three options for the existin
were reviewed as follows:

1. Retain with full o
by others.

2. Retain the truss spans with the swin
approach spans.

3. Remove the existing bridge entirely.

g bridge under the New Alignment Alternates

peration as pedestrian/bicycle, ownership and maintenance

g span in the open position; remove the

Vi-4

’ Il BN N B BN B BE .



/58
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Page 3

Other issues discussed,
summarized as follows.

grouped by the agency that initiated the comment, are
Advisory Council on Historic Places

¢ Requested that they be a consultin
project mailing lists.

g party for the project and added to the

Maryland Historic Trust

* Highlighted several items contained in their April 1 letter
documentation should be corrected to indicate that th
Warren Truss rather than a Pratt truss.

¢ The Dual Bridge Alternate should be addressed separately in the Effects
Determination. )

¢ Could the Dual Bridge Alternate, with a 32-foot deck width, be converted to
two-way operation in the future and still accommodate pedestrians?
[Response: yes, since 4 foot shoulders are acceptable for pedestrians.]

* Ms. Cole questioned SHA's position of not wanting to retain ownership and
maintain the existing bridge in light of their historic bridge program.

. particularly that
e Dover Bridge is a

National Marine Fisheries Service
e Concerned primarily with construction impacts.

o Prefer temporary roadway for construction equipment to access site.

* The environmental document should describe potential construction methods
that will minimize construction impacts.

¢ Suitable wetland mitigation on-site may be difficult to find.
* The Dual Bridge Alternate sounds "interesting."
* Time of year restrictions will likely be February 15 to June 15,

Corps Of Engineers
* Individual permits will be required.
* The COE will be an official participant in the Hearing (a joint Public Notice is
being issued).
* The No-Build and Modification Alterna
e Minimization options should b
preferred.

¢ Construction impact minimization measures, as discussed at the last
interagency field review, such as geogrid, should be considered.

* Staging areas should be kept on the west side of the river, due to wetland
impacts.

tes are the only avoidance alternates.
e explored; the smallest impact options are
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Page 4

FIELD REVIEW

The field review began at the southwest quadrant of the project study area on
the Easton side of the Dover Bridge. The group proceeded to the northwest quadrant,

then over the bridge to the southeast and northeast quadrants of the project. “General
comments received are summarized as follows.

* COE requested that SHA consider an alignment shift with Alternate S2 (30 foot) and

the Dual Bridge that brings the alignment as close as possible to the existing bridge

or area of previous disturbance on the Preston side approach. This would reduce
the amount of construction within the wetland.

o Itwas recommAended that vertical clearance a
approaches to the bridge so that truckers r
not an obstacle that needs to be averted.

dvisory signs be placed at the
ealize that the diagonal portal knees are

If you should have any questions or comments, please contac
SHA Project Manager at (410) 545-8547, or Anne Eira
at (410) 545-8562. They can all be reached toli-free

t Michelle Hoffman, the
ys, the Environmental Manager
n Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

cC: Attendees
File
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Governor
State Highway Administration David k Winstead
Parker F. i
MORANDUM . Adar:\.ini:rla:to\r/w“ams
TO: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

FROM: Joseph Kresslein _/jﬂ’
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

DATE: February 6, 1998

SUBJECT: Project Number TA392A11
MD 331 over the Choptank River
Dover Bridge

RE: January 15 Interagency Meeting and Field Review
(Wetland Delineation and Functional Assessment)

On Thursday, January 15, a joint Interagency Meeting and Field Review was held at
the State Highway Administration’s Easton shop and at the project site. The agency meeting
included introductions, an environmental overview, and discussion of the project progress and
alternates under consideration. A field visit/van tour followed, which allowed participants an
opportunity to provide comments on alternates developed and wetland boundaries delineated
by The Wilson T. Ballard Company. Handouts indicating the alternates, environmental
fearures and impact summaries were provided. The following people attended:

Robert Bull, The Wilson T. Ballard Company (410) 363-0150

Emily Burton, SHA/EPD (410) 545-8627
Stanley Causey, MDE (410) 221-2588
Mary Deitz, SHA (MDOT - CBAPC Rep.) (410) 545-5677
Joe Dement, The Wilson T. Ballard Company (410) 363-0150
Jill Dowling, SHA (410) 545-8559
Anne Elrays, SHA (410) 545-8562
Richard Ervin, SHA (410) 321-3233
Jack Hett, SHA/EPD (410) 545-8617
Vance Hobbs, COE (410) 962-6084

My telechone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide To!l Free

Mailing Address: P.O. B~ ~“7 « Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North C: VI-7 Street o Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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Michelle Hoffman, SHA
Howard Johnson, SHA
Roland Limpert, DNR
Mark Lotz, The Wilson T. Ballard Company
Andrew Myers, CBCAC
John Nichols, NMFS

Joe Policelli, FHWA

Pat Quinn, SHA/ORE
Steve Rice, SHA/ORE
Glenn Vaughan, SHA/OBD
Bihui Xu, MOP

AGENCY MEETING

mechanical malfunctions on the existing bridge. The mechanical problems have resulted in the
bridge being opened and remaining in the open position.

(410) 545-8547
(410) 545-5675
(410) 260-8333
(410) 363-0150
(410) 479-2412
(410) 226-5771
(410) 962-4243
(410) 778-3112
(410) 778-3112
(410) 545-8345
(410) 767-4567

Glenn Vaughan opened the meeting by discussing the existing conditions within the
limits of the MD 331 Dover Bridge study area, highlighting the operational problems and

Anne Elrays gave a brief summary of the study area’s environmental features, as well

as the range of anticipated impacts. Michelle Hoffman discussed the agenda items for the field
review, which was to refresh the group on the environmental features within the Dover Bridge
study area and review the alternates under consideration. Glenn led the group through a video
presentation of the operations of the existing bridge.

Remarks from the agencies are summarized below:

VI-8

The US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) requested a copy of the “Notice to Mariners”
letter for the bridge closure related to the on-going electrical work. This was given to the
COE on January 16.

The COE requested a determination of impacts to existing underground and underwater
utilities and quantification of impacts and costs in the assessments of the alternates, which
will be done in the detailed study stage. The COE will provide input as to how wetland
impacts should be broken down in the environmental document (e.g., shading,
construction, fill) as the study progresses.

The group consensus was for the proposed alignments to be on structure on the Preston
(east) side of the project, rather than the lower-cost embankment option, in order to
minimize and/or avoid impacts to the tidal marsh wetland area.
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¢ The COE requested a meeting with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) regarding
Section 106 issues, which should include local agencies. The COE is interested in Section
106 issues which could affect the COE’s decisions on the alternates. It was agreed that the
COE will be carbon copied on any Section 106 correspondence, and that a Section 106
meeting is unnecessary until all of the historic standing structures have been identified.
Related Section 106 issues include archeology and other significant cultural resources
within the project viewshed of the historic Dover Bridge. Trost’s Fortune, a significant
standing structure, is located on the west side of the river, north of Dover Bridge. The
southwest quadrant contains a potentially significant historic archeological site known as
“the ruins.” The COE suggested that if the Dover Bridge was declared “historic but not
national register eligible,” the Section 106 process would be simplified.

e The COE requested a project planning study schedule for the MD 331 project and
requested a meeting with the project management team prior to the public meeting in May.
This was given to the COE on January 16. The COE also inquired as to why an
Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared for this project. It was stated that
preparation of an EA is anticipated to address both FHWA s and the US Coast Guard’s
NEPA documentation requirements related to historic bridges.

* Representatives from the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission (CAC) stated that
consideration of a four-lane bridge may be warranted and that a submerged aquatic
vegetation study should be performed. It was explained that four-lanes are not warranted
on MD 331 due to existing and projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT) traffic volumes and
Level of Service (LOS) Analyses. A submerged aquatic vegetation study is not viable in
the Winter time, therefore, the SHA will investigate existing information on submerged
aquatic vegetation in this project area.

FIELD REVIEW

The field review began at the southwest quadrant of the project area on the Easton side
of the Dover Bridge. The group proceeded to the northwest quadrant, then over the MD 331
bridge to the southeast and northeast quadrants of the project. General comments pertaining to
the alternates and wetlands are summarized as follows:

1) The COE requested that SHA consider lengthening the proposed structure as much as
possible to minimize impacts to wetlands, including wetlands W-1 and W-2. Consideration
should also be given to reducing the number of spans on the east side approach by
lengthening the spans, thereby reducing the amount of construction within the wetland.
SHA's Bridge Design Division will determine the minimum allowable clearance required
from the elevation of a wetland to the bottom elevation of the structure to determine
placement of an abutment.

Vi-9
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2) The COE also requested that consideration be given to retaining walls or sheeting as a
possible way to reduce impacts to wetlands in embankment areas.

3) The COE also stated that the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) will
indicate the ratio of wetland mitigation. Normal replacement is 2:1 or 1:1 for all wetlands,
depending upon classification. Tidal mitigation must be provided for tidal impacts. Jack
Hett (SHA) will coordinate with the project team in order to initiate the search for
mitigation sites.

4) Construction on the Preston side in the tidal marsh wetland area is a concern of all
agencies. It was suggested that, if channel construction were to be performed, a geogrid
or honeycomb-type matting be used (allowing steeper fill slopes) to decrease the impacts to
wetlands. Vance Hobbs (COE) also stated that, if dredging is required for bridge
foundations, the Section 9 and Section 404 permit processes may apply.

5) John Nichols of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) stated that there are
concerns about the wetland system continuity with maintaining the existing Preston
approach spans and embankment.

Comments pertaining to each wetland and Waters of the US location are summarized as
follows:

W-1
Wetland W-1 is a tidal marsh wetland area located on the entire eastern side of the

Choptank River separated by the existing MD 331 roadway. W-1 would be impacted by
alternates S1 and S2 to the south and alternates N1 and N2 to the north of MD 331.

All Participants concurred on delineation.
W-2

Wetland W-2 is located on the southwestern bank of the Choptank River downstream
from the existing Dover Bridge. W-2 would be impacted by alternates S1 and S2. The COE
suggested lengthening the structure on the west side to minimize or possibly avoid impact to
this wetland.

All participants concurred on the delineation.

Waters of the US #1

By inspection of the Talbot County soil survey, Vance Hobbs stated that the portion of
this stream designated as Waters of the US is located downstream of a point approximately

Vi-10
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200 feet south of MD 331. This area is located south of MD 331, near the western tie-in of
the alternates and is outside the area affected by any of the alternates.

Subsequent to the agency field review, the meeting continued in the SHA Easton Shop
conference room. Several participants assessed wetlands W-1 and W-2 using the New
England functional assessment method, resulting in minor modifications to the principal
functions that were included in the meeting handout.

Principal wetland functions and values added for W-1 are Production Export and
Uniqueness/Heritage. For wetland W-2, Flood Flow Alteration, Fish and Shellfish Habitat,

and Nutrient Removal were added. The resulting Wetland Function - Value Evaluation Forms
for W-1 and W-2 are enclosed.

The SHA thanks the agencies for participating in this Interagency Field Review. This
tour was beneficial for the group to review the study area, the environmental issues and the
alternates under consideration. If you should have any questions or comments, please contact
Michelle Hoffman, the SHA Project Manager at (410) 545-8547, or Anne Elrays, the

Environmental Manager at (410) 545-8562. Both of them can be reached toll-free in Maryland
at (800) 548-5026.

Enclosures

cc: Attendees with enclosures
Mr. Joseph Kresslein
Mr. James Wynn
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Parmis N. Glendening

Marytand Department of Trangportation vt Winctead
State Highway Administration Seorvary | tE2
Parker F. Willlams
) Administrator
MEMORANDUM
TO: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

FROM: Michelle Hoffman qy,wlt dW

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

DATE: April 21, 1898

SUBJECT: Project Number TA392A11
MD 331 over the Choptank River
Dover Bridge

RE: April 8, 1998
Joint Agency Meeting and Field Review

On Wednesday, April 8, 1998, a joint agency meeting and field review was held
at the Easton SHA office and project site. The agency meeting included introductions,
a discussion of the project progress, and environmental overview. A field visit followed,
which allowed participants an opportunity to provide comments on alternates, as
presented in the preliminary DEIS, and other project issues. The following people

attended:

Mary Ann Naber ACHP (202) 606-8534
Ann Hersey FHWA (410) 9624342
Pam Stephenson FHWA (410) 9624342
Anne Bruder MHT (410) 514-7636
Beth Cole MHT (410) 514-7651
Michael Day MHT (410) 514-7629
John Nichols NMFS (410) 228-5771
Anne Elrays SHA (410) 545-8562
Brian Martin SHA (410) 545-8304
Jill Dowling SHA (410) 545-8559
Michelle Hoffman SHA ' (410) 545-8547
Richard Ervin SHA (410) 321-3233
Mark Lotz The Wilson T. Ballard Co.  (410) 363-0150

My telephone number is
Maryland Service for impaired Hearing or Speech
: 13:0’-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free
Malling Address: P.O. Box 717.¢ Baitimore, MD 21203-0717

Otumast S ddenvue VPAY WUasbh Pabinet Clvnnt . Balicnca Waendand 24909
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Page 2
Robert Bull The Wilson T. Ballard Co. (410) 363-0150
Vance Hobbs US COE (410) 962-6084

Pam Stephenson opened the meeting stating that the purpose of the meeting
was to follow up on various issues assoclated with the study, including the
documentation decislon of an EIS rather than an EA. This decision was based on

potential Impacts to the historic Dover bridge, and other project impacts, including
wetlands.

Pam Stephenson led the meeting and began with agency introductions and
stating that the purpose of this meeting was to discuss project issues and the historic
effects determination. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) was invited but unable to attend.
Ms. Stephenson summarized the Coast Guard's comments that she has received to
date. Their comments have essentially been concerned with liability issues related to
private ownership of the existing bridge. They have not dictated a clearance
requirement for the project, stating only that the underclearance should accommodate

the majority of boats. The USCG has confirmed that they will not be participating in the
Public Hearing.

Mark Lotz provided a project overview and summary of the alternates presented
in the DEIS which consist of the following:

¢ The No-Build Aternate

¢ The Modification Alternate

* The Dual Bridge Alternate

* The New Alignment Alternates: N2-30 foot underclearance; N1-50 foot

underclearance; S1-50 foot underclearance; $2-30 foot underclearance; S2-
50 foot underclearance '

The three options for the existing bridge uhder' the New Alignment Alternates
were reviewed as follows:

1. Retain with full operation as pedestrian/bicycle, ownership and maintenance
by others.

2. Retain the truss spans with the swi
approach spans.
3. Remove the existing bridge entirely.

ng span in the open position; remove the

Some of the agencies, including FHWA, have requested that Dr. Abba
Lichtenstein attend the informational Public Workshop to field any technical questions

regarding his suggested Alternate. Anne Elrays gave a brief summary of the
environmental features.
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summarized as foilows.

* Requested that they

* Highlighted several items contained in their April 1 lett

Other issues discussed, grouped by the agency that initiated the comment, are

/.
P/{S/’*a/"”"

be a consulting party for the project and added to the
Project mailing lists.

ef, particularty that
documentation should be Corrected to indicate that the Dover Bridge is a

Warren Truss rather than a Pratt tryss.

* The Dual Bridge Alternate should be addressed Separately in the Effects

Determination.

e Could the Dual Bridge Altemate, with a 32-foot deck width, be converted to

* Ms. Cole questioned SHA's position of not wanting to retain own

e 0 0

two-way operation in the future and still accommodate pedestrians?
[Response: yes, sinca 4 foot shoulders are acceptable for pedestriang. ]

ership and
maintain the existing bridge in light of their historic bridge program.

that will minimize construction impacts.

Suitable wetfand mitigation on-site may be difficutt to find.
The Dual Bridge Alternate sounds "interesting.”

Time of year restrictions will likely be February 15 to June 15,

Individual permits will be required.
official participant in the Hearing (a joint Public Notice is

Construction impact minimization
interagency field review, such as geogrid s_hould be considered.

Vi-16
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FIELD REVIEW
The field review b
the Easton side of the Dov

then over the bridge to the southeast and northeast
comments received are summarized as follows.

* COE requested that SHA consid
the Dual Bridge that brin
or area of previous distu

. is would reduce
the amount of construction within the wetland.

* Itwas recommended that vertical clearance advisory signs be placed at the

approaches to the bridge so that truckers realize that the diagonal portal knees are
not an obstacle that needs to be averted. ‘

If you should have any questions or comments, Please contact Michelle Hoffman, the
SHA Project Manager at (410) 545-8547, or Anne Elrays, the Environmental Manager

at (410) 545-8562. They can all be reached toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

cc.  Attendees
File
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Mayor
Ben Happersett

Town Manager
Richard F. Colburn

Federalsburg, Md

fi

Council EINT, HE FUTY Clerk and Trogsurer
Michael Fluharty, Pres. PRI HE PQST * Fﬂﬁ“mT Re Shirley DeShields
Gary Bee, Jr.
Betty J. Ballas 118 N(;Rgﬂalﬂoﬁxlfi_,s;rﬁﬁﬂ
Denzil Cheek FEDERALSBURG, MARYLAND 21632
410-754-8173
March 3, 1998

Mr. Parker Williamson

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Williamson:

The Federalsburg Mayor and Council would like to express their support for the
construction of a new Dover Bridge. We have received concerns from our constituents,
as well as, local trucking industries about the narrowness of the existing bridge. The

bridge is too narrow for tractor trailers to adequately pass one another without damage to
the trucks and/or possibly causing an accident.

We have read in the local newspapers of your proposal to upgrade the existing
electrical system, and [ am sure you feel this will alleviate the existing problems so that a
new bridge will not be necessary. However, the Mayor and Council of Federalsburg and
their constituents feel that due to the problems that have occurred on the Dover Bridge
(i.e. ambulance calls being rerouted) reveal a need for a NEW bridge. The need for a

new bridge is far more important for the safety of the citizens of the Eastern Shore than
just making electrical repairs.

The Dover Bridge is a vital thoroughfare for many citizens of Federalsburg,

Caroline and Talbot County. I hope you will realize the importance to replace this bridge,
rather than try to repair it.

fale)
~& -'1‘ e
T - ~a
A el
VI-19



CC:

Should you have any questions, please contact me 410-754-8173.

Sincerely,

B:’fz ﬁaﬁefﬁ 5 .
Mayo

Govemor Parris Glendening

David L. Winstead, Secretary
Department of Transportation
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Pamis N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Govemor

State Highway Administration David L Winstead
Parker F. Williams
Administrator

March 16, 1998

The Honorable Benjamin A. Happersett
Mayor

Town of Federalsburg

118 North Main Street

P. O. Box 471

Federalsburg MD 21632

Dear Mayor Happersett:

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project
Planning Study. As always, I appreciate your sharing your concerns on this project.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to

Some alternates that have been investigated as part of this study include the no-build

alternate, modification of the existing bridge, and several fixed span structures on new
alignment both north and south of the existing bridge.

At this point, all alternates are moving forward in this study and will be compiled in a
draft environmental document. In addition, information on options developed during this
project planning study will be presented at an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and

a Public Hearing this Summer. You will be notified of the dates and locations of the
meetings.

Thank you again for your letter. If you need any additional information, please do

not hesitate to contact me or Ms. Michelle D. Hoffman, our project manager, who can be
reached at 410-545-8547 or 1-800-548-5026.

Parker F. Williams
Administrator

cc: Ms. Michelle D. Hoffman, Project Manager, State Highway Administration
Mr. Richard Lindsay, District Engineer, State Highway Administration
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director, State Highway Administration

My telephone number is 410-545-0400/1-800-206-0770

Maryland Relay Service for impairadt Hazring or Speech
1-800-735-2258 State Free

Mailing Address: P.0. Box 717 o Y121 ¢ MD 21203.0717

Street Addrace: 707 MAarth Aalines Csen




The Honorable Benjamin A. Happersett
March 16, 1998

Page Two

bec:  Ms. Pamela Stephenson, Environrﬁental S
(w/attachment)

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director, State Highway Administration

Ms. Anne Elrays, Environmental Manager, State Highway Administration
Mr. John Lewis, Legislative Officer, Maryland Department of Transportation
Ms. Peggy Schafer, Administrative Assistant, State Highway Administration

pecialist, Federal Highway Administration

SER 98-314
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guBICIAL PROCEEDINGS COMMITTEL

CHAIR, JOINT COMMITTER ON
PEDERAL AELATIONS
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O ANnapoLis OFFiCls

SENATE OPAICE BUN-DING
ROCHM 168

TOLL FRER (610} 06(-3006
161 9) 8419088 (PAL)

. 0 owsTRICT OFFICE:

DELORES G. KELLEY

racsivamatcr. WOMEN _ “: €689 FJOSURITY DOULEVARD
smomne . < usﬂno:gc:‘:‘l;&nc 11807
SENATE OF MARYLAND 101 1483636 (FAX)
3 % 7 w7 ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1981
July 11, 1997
The Honarable Pacris N. Glendening
State House
Annapolis, MD 21401
Dear Governor Glendening:
Imwiﬁghmpmdmmmcm&mﬁorfmdlwphnndh implement
m@wuumawddmmmwmmm

structural problems are posing untenable hazards for the traveling public,

Located in & beauriful region of our great State, where we aze trying to encourage tourisn as
boost to the local and State economies, the Dover Bridge should no longer be neglected as 2
tepeatad canse of vehicular accidents and personal injury.

Inthe spixitof“nmnmh"hddmpu eahancement of our cxisting crumbliog
hﬁuume,limplmyoumﬁw&hishwinﬂrybthenphemﬁofmmwdgeinﬁe
Comprehensive Five Year Consolidated Transportation Program FY 1998-2003.

Thmhfaymwnﬁmdhdmﬁp,udﬁryowwahmddmfummoﬁha

e

. ¢<: Senator Richard F. Colbumn
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SN e AR AT - Parria N. Glendanin
RN Department of Transportation Govamor

- &_ ) The s.cn‘.ryt. om“ Dav‘d L. WIn““d

Secretary

John D. Porcari
Ceputy Secretary

August 1, 1997

The Honorable Delores G. Kelley
Senate of Maryland

Suite 10

6660 Security Boulevard
Baltimore MD 212074012

Dear Senator Kelley:

Thank you for your recent letter
(Dover Road) bridge over the Choptank
behalf. I understand and share
structurally sound.

to Governor Glendening regarding the MD 331
River. The Governor asked me to respond on his
your concerns about the bridge and I assure you it is safe and

There have been some occasions during the past several months in which electrical or
mechanical components in the bridge have experienced malfunctions. These are not
uncommon for a movable bridge of this type and age. While these incidents have been an
inconvenience to marine and vehicular traffic, they do not compromise the structural capacity
or safety of the bridge. The State Highway Administration (SHA) has repaired problems
when they occur and will continue to do so. A program to rehabilitate or replace various
mechanical and electrical components has been implemented this summer. This will
eliminate potential trouble spots and reduce the opportunity for further bridge closures. We

are committed to providing a safe and operational bridge which meets the needs of the
public. .

My telephone numbaer is (410)- 865-1000

TTY For the Deat: “1o0085-1342 & oo L i X
) - e or B T DR S ‘o ok AP -
Post Office Box 8755, Bammor.-Wuhhgbn ' " nal Airport, _ery_hnd 21240-0755 o
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The Honorable Delores G. Kelley
Page Two

David L. Winstead
Secretary -

¢c:  The Honorable Richard F, Colburn, Senate of Maryland

Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer, State Highway Administration
Mr. Parker F. Williams, Administrator, State Highway Administration
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The Honorable Ida G. Ruben
Page Three

bee:  Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer - Office of Bridge

. Development, State Highway Administration

Mr. John Lewis, Jr., State Legislative Officer,
Maryland Department of Transportation -

Mr. Richard Lindsay, District 2 Engineer, State Highway Administration

Mr. Joseph Miller, Chief, Bridge Inspection and Remedial Engineering,
State Highway Administration

Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director, Pl

anning and Preliminary Engineering,
State Highway Administration

Dictated by Robert J. Healy, State Highway Administration, Office of Brid

ge Development,
R.C. 61.20, Phone 410-545-8063, July 22, 1997
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Secretary
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Depury Secretay

July 28, 1997

The Honorable F. Vernon Boozer
Senate of Maryland
410 Senate Office Building

Annapolis 21401-199] .
Dear %ier:

My telephone number is 410-865-1000
TTY For the Deat: (410) 865-1342
Post Office Box 8755, Bammora/washingmn Internationa) Airport,
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The Honorable F. Vernon Boozer
Page Two

Again, thank you for your letter. The Governor appreciates hearing from you, and
on his behalf, I also thank you for the interest which prompted you to write. If you need
any additional information regarding SHA’s bridge program, please do not hesitate to contact

Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer, Bridge Development, who may be reached
at 410-545-8060.

Sincerely,

Bt Wbtz

David L. Winstead
Secretary

cc:  The Honorable Richard F. Colburn, Senate of Maryland

Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer, Bridge Development, State Highway °
Administration T

Mr. Parker F. Williams, Administrator, State Highway Administration
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The Honorable F. Vernon Boozer
Page Three

bee:  Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer - Office of Bridge

Development, State Highway Administration

Mr. John Lewis, Jr., State Legislative Officer,
Maryland Department of Transportation

Mr. Richard Lindsay, District 2 Engineer, State Highway Adxhinistration

Mr. Joseph Miller, Chief, Bridge Inspection and Remedial Engineering,
State Highway Administration

Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director, Planning and Preliminary Engineering,
State Highway Administration

Dictated by Robert J. Healy, State Highway Administration,

Office of Bridge Development,
R.C. 61.20, Phone 410-545-8063, July 22, 1997
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$3CUBTART
2917 Schubert Drive 219-A Lows House Ofice Building
Silver § Marylaod 20904-6393 as M%ﬂ&lbﬁb 91 |
mgg}mmhu Toll Pres from Washington Ares (301) 858-3052
Chalrman Chalrman
County Comminss ' Civil Law Subcomumiuee
m&wcm Houss Jodiclary Commniltes
HoOUSE OF DELEGAT '
AMNAPOLIS, Manviand 214011951 :
Dana Lee Dembrow IVED
July 8, 1997 S
- 16'97
... we., David L. Winstead ' '
Maryland Department of Transpertation SECRETARY DEPARTMENT
The Sacratary’s Office . OF TRANSPORTATION

Post 0ffice Box 87S5
BWI Airpert, Maryland 21240-0755

Re: Dover Bridge
Dear Secretary Winstead:

.‘!h.ts corrsspondence is directed to you at .the i-equut of
Senator Richard Colburn, who advigses that the. Dover Bridge is in

need of repalr. It 1is respectiully requested that you ‘include
funding in ths land of Transportation’s

Couprehansive Five Year 1998 Consolidated Transportatien Progran
1998 ~ 3003, for this most important project. .

We would appreciats your usual carsful and deliberats
evaluation of his requast and prioritizatien ef -this prcject as
appropriate in light of tha r available.

ely yours,

cc: Governor Glendening
Sanator Colbhurn
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Malylahd Department of Transportation /5 Earris N, °'°"d°!“
The Secretary's Office

David L. Winstea
Secretary

John D. Poreari
Deputy Secretary
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July 28, 1997

The Honorable Dana Lee Dembrow
Maryland House of Delegates

2917 Schubert Drive

Silver Spring MD 20904-6893

‘' B W e e

Dear D embrow:

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the MD 331 bridge over the Choptank

River. T understand and share your concems about the bridge and I assure you it is safe and
structurally sound.

There have been some occasions during the past several months in which electrical or
mechanical components in the bridge have experienced malfunctions. These are not
uncommon for a movable bridge of this type and age. While these incidents have been an
inconvenience to marine and vehicular traffic, they do not compromise the structural capacity
or safety of the bridge. The State Highway Administration (SHA) has repaired problems

My telephone number is 410-865-1000
TTY For the Deat: (410) 865-1342

" Post Office Bax 8755, BaltimoreVashington Intemational Airpon, Maryland 21240-0755
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The Honorable Dana Lee Dembrow / ),/ 9
Page Two

Again, thank you for your letter. If you need any additional information regarding
SHA’s bridge program, please do not hesitate to contact Mr, Earle S. Freedman, Deputy
Chief Engineer, Bridge Development, who may be reached at 410-545-8060.

Sincerely, .
David L. Winstead
Secretary

cc.  The Honorable Richard F. Colburn, Senate of Maryland

Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer, Bridge Development, State Highway
Administration

Mr. Parker F. Williams, State Highway Administrator
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The Honorable Dana Lee Dembrow / ”%
Page Three

'bcc:

Dictated by Robert J. Healy, State Highway Adminis
R.C. 61.20, Phone 410-545-8063, July 22, 1997

Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer - Office of Bridge
Development, State Highway Administration
Mr. John Lewis, Jr., State Legislative Officer,

Maryland Department of Transportation

Mr. Richard Lindsay, District 2 Engineer, State Highway Administration
Mr. Joseph Miller, Chief, Brid

ge Inspection and Remedia] Engineering,
State Highway Administration
Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director, P

lanning and Preliminary Engineering,
State Highway Administration
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Dear Senators /Delegateg

As the State senator b t
Counties, 1 epresanting both Caroline and Talbot:

: replacement

Maryland for both pooportaticn iag

g? :;:u:g You to write Governor Glendening

Dovar Bridge tegm

'(FY 1998 - 2003), foz this
moat important pr:jec: for planning, de
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Page 2

While the Maryland Departmant of Transportation ¢tontinually
assures tha publ:ﬁ:y that the problems with the Dover Bridge have
been rectified, it is apparent that the only long term
appropriate safety precautions to prevent incidents should be
initiated immediately, which mugt include the initial
conatruction phases for a new fixed span Dover Bridge on loute
331 beginning with the 1998 Consolidated Transportation Program
(FY 1998 - 2003). . A e

pEA TR -2 ALLH, TR S LR P A AL . s remaea -

P.3. I’ve anclosed -a‘.'.‘s;n;ie Lettsre Egz your own perscona.. uda.

tvame @ -
L e

S8incerely,

iy

Richazd P. Colburn

Enclosuzes
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WICOMICO-WOR! SOMEASKT

VICE CHAMUMAN.

COMMITTEE ON APPROUFPRIATI ONS

caprrat suw:s:ecunml @
HOUSE OF DELEGATES
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1991

A ———————
JOINT COMMITTEE ON
SPINDING AFFORDARILITY

July 15, 1937

.David L. Winstead, Secretary
Depaxtment of Transportation
P.0O. Box 87585 )
BWI Airport, MD 21240-07585
Dear Secretary wineteﬁds

I am enclosing a <copyY

Route 331.
The bridge has apparently had several

could cause serious traffic concerns. The procblem ig ©
the only two routes

the fact that this bridge serves oue of
connecting Caroline and .Talbot Countiles.

As the Bastern Shore Delegati

your review and comments as soon as possible.

Sincarely,

of a letter ci
Richard Colburn referencing problems with the

problems and pot:em:iglly

ANNAPOLIS OFFICE
416 LOWE HOUSS SFFICE BULDING

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 214011981
1410} DA -84

iy 4

1313 WAKTTIER DRIVE
SAUSSURY, MARYLAND 1{801-3241
(41Q) $43-0060
HOME PHONL: (4 10) 896-4177

RECEIVED
Wi,

SECRETAR ENT
OF TR.ANSPORTATION

Pregate ke
{or Ditey :‘P i
QoL AU

reulated by Senator
spover Bridge” on

by

on Chairman, I would appreciate
Many thanks-

o ey

Norman H. Conway

NHC/sm
Enclosure
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. 2 Maryland Department of Transportation Govamor
e 7 The Secretary’s Office David L. Winstea
Secretary
John D. Poreari
Deputy Secretary

Tuly 28, 1997

The Honorable Norman H. Conway
Maryland House of Delegates

1312 Whittier Drive

Salisbury MD 21801-3241

Dear Delegate Conway:

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the MD 331 bridge over the Choptank

River. I understand and share your concerns about the bridge and I assure you it is safe and
structurally sound.

There have been some occasions during the past several months in which electrical or
mechanical components in the bridge have experienced malfunctions. These are not
uncommon for a movable bridge of this type and age. While these incidents have been an
inconvenience to marine and vehicular traffic, they do not compromise the structural capacity
or safety of the bridge. The State Highway Administration (SHA) has repaired problems
when they occured and will continue to do so. A program to rehabilitate or replace various

. mechanical and electrical components is underway this Summer. This will eliminate
. potential trouble spots and reduce the opportunity for further bridge closures. We are
committed to providing a safe and operational bridge which meets the needs of the public.

In anticipation of the bridge eventually needing to be replaced and recognizing that
there are significant environmental resources in the immediate vicinity of the bridge, the
SHA is beginning preliminary activities looking into where and how a replacement bridge
would be provided. Funding for the formal project development activities will be considered
as decisions are made this Summer regarding new projects to be added to the Maryland
Department of Transportation’s Consolidated Transportation Program. The CTP will be

presented to State and local officials this Fall during the Department’s annual tour of
Maryland counties.

My tetephone number is 410-865-1000
TTY For the Deat: (410) 865-1342
.. Post Office Box 8755, Battimare/Washington international Airpont Maryland 21240-0755
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The Honorable Norman H. Conway
Page Two

Again, thank you for your letter. If you need any additional information regarding
SHA’s bridge program, please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Earle S. Freedman, SHA's
Deputy Chief Engineer, Bridge Development, who may be reached at 410-545-8060.

Sincerely,

Dot L il

David L. Winstead
Secretary '

cc:  The Honorable Richard F. Colburn, Senate of Maryland
Mr. Parker F. Williams, Administrator, State Highway Administration
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The Honorable Norman H. Conway
Page Three

becc:  Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer - Office of Bridge
Development, State Highway Administration
Mr. John Lewis, Jr., State Legislative Officer,
Maryland Department of Transportation
Mr. Richard Lindsay, District 2 Engineer, State Highway Administration
Mr. Joseph Miller, Chief, Bridge Inspection and Remedial Engineering,
State Highway Administration .
Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director, Planning and Preliminary Engineering,
State Highway Administration ST

1

\
. ‘l
% .
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Dictated by Robert J. Healy, State Highway Administration, Office of Bridge Development, -
R.C. 61.20, Phone 410-545-8063, July 22, 1997
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Dear Senacczslnelega:es :
A3 the State Senator repregent beth Caroline ard Talbot
Counties, r am ing you to write é:gamr Glendening Tegarding
* T8placement of the Dover Bridse which 1 believe ig cne of the
MO8t 8ignificant Crangportaticn iagueg facing the State of
Maryland for both 8¢ counties. I am respectfully Tequesting
gehat Goveé::og Glendening ude funding in the Maryl
P_RxLmant ¢ alsportation’s Compz:
Consolidated T _

ve
.the past few Years which hag caugeqd public ocutcry
in the formm of letzars of complaint to their local newspapers and
legiglatorsg. There have heen WATY oparaticnal breakdowng whi
ve caused public cone
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MAJORITY WHIP DA G RUBEN
CHAlR:
MONTGOMERY COUNTY CENATR mﬁ BUTH LESISLATIVE BieTRIaY
DELEGATION

smaiR)
SUDCOMMITTEE PUBLIG SATETY, TRANEPOATATION, -
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND NATURAL RESOURGES

SENATE BUDGET & TAXATION COMMITTES SENATE OF MAR

CAMTAL BUDCETY SUBCOMMITTEE

* QPMER ADORESS:
204 SEMATE OFMICE AULDING
A ANNAPOUS, MARYLAND 31401.1991
1801) B3BE634 (WASHINGTON ARTA)
¢ . * PAl 9010884 {88

(410) 84 1-348¢ (RALNMOAE ARLA)
¢ SO0A02-7138 XY 8684

JOINY COMMITTRE ON SPENDING AFFORDASILITY ANNAPOLIS, MARTLAND 21401-1991 ) . mmm
WESISLATIVE POLICY COMMITTEE ' GILWVERA SPRING, MARYLAND 30808-1 335
JOINT COMMITTER ON BUDSUT AND AUDIT o #o1) eas-guny .
EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS COKMITTES .
JOINCY COMMITTER O PROTOGS, ) } D
July 10, 1997 I u t o
' AL CT6eE
| : 45 2 ENT
Mz, Davi-1 Winstead . _ SECRET. ﬁ; iy .
‘Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation OF TRANSPJRIAL
The Secretary’s Office : ; .
Pogt- Office Box 8755
BWI Airport, Maryland 21240-075$

Dese sy Yuemat o,

I received the atached lemer from 2 colleague in the Maryland General Assambly
regarding the replacement of the Dover Bridge. Could you look into this matter and provide me
with additjonal information? . _

I loak forward to hearing from you. If you have any questions of comments, plaase feel
free to contact me at (301) 858-3634. . . .

smely,

Ida G. Ruben . -
Senator ‘

IGR:cd

Vi-43

S o .

—————



e
g ) f X - & : P .,..‘4-.1.*: See o -
v . " e SR e DLNE N sy

e ) e g LA sl o Al S Ta Tl DA .
o g-":.“".f ,'.'.l!">_: .o .“..-T":%.j et el IO

e
. 3

SIS

Maryland Department of Transportation Parrls N. Glendenin
The Secretary’s Office David L. Winstea

Secretary

John D. Poreari
Deputy Secretary

July 28, 1997

The Honorable Ida G. Ruben
Senate of Maryland

204 Senate Office Building
Annapolis 21401-1991

Dear Segk@r Ruben:

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the MD 331 bridge over the Choptank

River. T understand and share your concerns about the bridge and I assure you it is safe and
structurally sound.

There have been some occasions during the past several months in which electrical or
- -mechanical components in the bridge have experienced malfunctions. These are not
uncommon for a movable bridge of this type and age. While these incidents have been an
inconvenience to marine and vehicular traffic, they do not compromise the structural capacity
or safety of the bridge. The State Highway Administration (SHA) has repaired problems
when they occurred and will continue to do so. A program to rehabilitate or replace various
mechanical and electrical components is underway this Summer. This will eliminate
potential trouble spots and reduce the opportunity for further bridge closures- We are
committed to providing a safe and operational bridge which meets the needs of the public.

In anticipation of the bridge eventually needing to be replaced and recognizing that
there are significant environmental resources in the immediate vicinity of the bridge, the
SHA is beginning preliminary activities looking into where and how a replacement bridge
would be provided. Funding for the formal project development activities will be considered
as decisions are made this Summer regarding new projects to be added to the Maryland
Department of Transportation’s Consolidated Transportation Program. The CTP will be

presented to State and local officials this Fall during the Department’s annual tour of
Maryland counties.

My telephone number is 410-865-1000
TTY For the Dga_if: (4}0) 865-1342

Post Office Box 8755, Balimoreas! - ==~ “rnational Airpon, Mam'a'iad
“._:_'.'.'.'.': e INPETDaNN o 3 oo . " ot
Vi-44 |
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The Honorable Ida G. Ruben
Pa_ge Two

Again, thank you for your letter. If you need any additional information regarding
SHA's bridge program, please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy
Chief Engineer, Bridge Development, who may be reached at 410-545-8060.

| Sincerely,

Qo L Wit

David L. Winstead
Secretary

cc:  The Honorable Richard F. Colbumn, Senate of Maryland

Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer, Bridge Development, State
Highway Administration
Mr. Parker F. Williams, State Highway Administrator




The Honorable Ida G. Ruben
Page Three

bee:  Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer - Office of Bridge

Development, State Highway Administration

Mr. John Lewis, Jr., State Legislative Officer,
Maryland Department of Transportation

Mr. Richard Lindsay, District 2 Engineer, State Highway Administration

Mr. Joseph Miller, Chief, Bridge Inspection and Remedial Engineering,
State Highway Administration

Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director, Planning and Preliminary Engineering,
State Highway Administration ST T

Dictated by Robert J. Healy, State Highway Administration, Office of Bridge Development,
R.C. 61.20, Phone 410-545-8063, July 22, 1997
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RECEIVED .

QF TRANSPORTATION

T EaErran S STOMATON
HOUSE OF DELEGATES

. ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1 991
KATHERING KLAUSMEIER

ANNAPOLIS
RIGHTH DisthaieT ' . IT? LOWE hOUES YPPIEE BUILDBING
COMMITTRE.

PHONR: (410 04 1-23a8
SNVIRONMENTA, maTTERE 1300~482-7 |23 RXT. 2308

FALs (6104 841-1137
Fuly 25, 1997 mail: Kicherioa_Klsmmsier®house.stace md.c3
Davi . | _ . DISTRICT OrvicR:
e Dt f et e
. e (410 pSogens
BWI Airport MD 21240-0755 - e e
Dear Sea-emy Winstead: | mm;:::.& *1¢) 80-::;.. rem

Mahdﬂm,znmummamammmmwm@
facingTalbotandCarolineCanmy. Thmc,rmpe:tﬂmquu&thatyonindndeﬂmdingin
Transportation

ion’s Comprehensive Five Year 1998 Comsolidated
Transporzation Progrsm FY 1997-2003, for this most important project.

mammmmmmwmmwammmmmhm
caused the public to write many letters ofcomplaimtothairlocdmnpapmandlegislam
nﬁehavebeenopenﬁonﬂmwhhhmdhaldnmwhichﬂ:ommtumw;
bﬁdgcofthisaga,havemsadambﬁcmyﬁnmereliet ,

While the Maryland Dapartment of Transportation continually assures the public that the <
pmblemwx‘d:tebovu-&idgehavebamﬁﬁed, it is apparent that the only appropyiste
mmnmmwmwummwy,wmmw

inalude the construction of & new fixad span Dover Bri on Route 331 beginning with the
IQSCdememn’ﬁoangmn 1998-2003. : :

cc: Govemor Glendening

. V1-47
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@ Maryland Department of Transportation ;ZA@ Govemor wning
The Secretary's Office ls)avld L. Winstead
. ecretary

John D. Porcari

Deputy Secretary

August 7, 1997

The Honorable Katherine Klausmeier
Maryland House of Delegates

9500 Belair Road

Baltimore MD 21236-1544

Dear Delegate Klausmeier:

Thank you for your recent letter to Governor Glendening and me regarding the Dover
Bridge on MD 331 over the Choptank River in Caroline County. The Govemnor asked me to
respond to you on his behalf,

Over the past several months, electrical or mechanical components in the bridge have
-experienced malfunctions on several occasions. Occurrences like these are not uncommon
for a movable bridge of this type and age. More importantly, they do not compromise the

structural capacity or safety of the bridge, and the existing bridge is both safe and
structurally sound. _

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has worked diligently to repair problems
when they occur and will continue to do so. A program to rehabilitate or replace various
mechanical and electrical components was implemented this Summer. This will eliminate
potential trouble spots and reduce the opportunity for further bridge closures. We are
committed to providing a safe and operational bridge which meets the needs of the public.

In anticipation of the bridge needing to be replaced eventually, and recognizing that
significant environmental resources are located in the immediate vicinity of the bridge, SHA
is beginning to look into where and how a replacement bridge could be provided. Funding
for formal project development activities will be considered as decisions are made this
Summer regarding new projects to be added to our Consolidated Transportation Program
which will be presented to State and local officials this Fall during the Department of
Transportation’s annual tour of Maryland counties.

My telephone number s 410-885-1000
TTY For the Deaf: (410) 8685-1342
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The Honorable Katherine Klausmeier
Page Two

Again, thank you for your letter. The Governor appreciates hearing from you, and
behalf, I also thank you for the interest which prompted you to write. If I may be of

. further assistance on this or any other matter, please do not hesitate to contact me or SHA's
Administrator, Mr. Parker F. Williams, who may be reached at 410-545-0400.

Sincerely,

Pt L. Wzl

David L. Winstead
Secretary

Mr. Parker F. Williams, Administrator, State Highway Administration




The Honorable Katherine Klausmeier
Page Three

bee:  Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer-Bridge Development, State Highway

Administration -

Mr. John Lewis, Jr., State Legislative Officer, Maryland Department of
Transportation

Mr. Richard Lindsay, District Engineer, State Highway Administration

Mr. Joseph Miller, Chief, Bridge Inspection and Remedial Engineering, State
Highway Administration

Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director of Plannin

g and Preliminary Engineering, State Highway
Administration

'E EEN G5 NN BON Bam

Dictated by Robert J. Healy, State Highway Administration, Office of Bridge Development,
R.C. 61.20, Phone 410-545-8063, August 1, 1997
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The Honorable Richard Colburn
Senate of Maryland

4731 Egypt Road

P.O. Box 1237

Cambridge MD 21613-1237

Dear Senator Colburn:

This is a follow up to a request made at the Maryland Department of Transportation’s
Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) Tour in Caroline County. The request was for a
milestone schedule for the Dover Bridge project planning study.

As you now know, an evaluation has been initiated for the MD 331 Dover Bridge across
the Choptank River between Caroline and Talbot counties for planning purposes. The purpose of
this evaluation is to provide a safe and dependable highway crossing of the Choptank River at
MD 331 that will not disrupt river navigation. We are negotiating a schedule with Federal and
State agencies which will be as compressed as we can feasibly complete. We will share a more
detailed schedule with you in December.

Thank you again for your interest. IfI may be of further assistance on this or any other

matter, please do not hesitate to contact me or our Planning Director, Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, who
may be reached at (410) 545-0411.

incerely,

arker F. Williams
Administrator

cc: The Honorable Andrew H. Anderson, Talbot County Commissioner

The Honorable Herbert L. Andrew, Talbot County Commissioner

The Honorable Walter M. Baker, Senate of Maryland

The Honorable Wheeler R. Baker, Maryland House of Delegates

The Honorable Clinton S. Bradley, I, Talbot County Commissioner
The Honorable Don William Bradley, Mayor of Hurlock

The Honorable Glenn Levi Bramble, Dorchester County Commissioner

410-545-0400

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Maillng Address: P.Q. Box itimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calve VI-51 ¢ - Balt!more, N_laryland 21202




The Honorable Lester Branson, Mayor of Denton

The Honorable C. Eugene Butler, Mayor of Easton

The Honorable John Cole, Caroline County Commissioner

The Honorable Adelaide C. Eckardt, Maryland House of Delegates
The Honorable Gerald Edmondson, Mayor of St. Michaels

The Honorable Effie M. Elzey, Dorchester County Commissioner
The Honorable Ronald A. Guns, Maryland House of Delegates

The Honorable Benjamin Happersett, Mayor of Federalsburg

The Honorable Robert D. Higgins, Talbot County Commissioner

. The Honorable Don B. Hughes, Maryland House of Delegates

The Honorable Steven F. Kinlock, Talbot County Commissioner

The Honorable John C. LeGates, Caroline County Commissioner
The Honorable Margaret Myers, Caroline County Commissioner

The Honorable William Nichols, Dorchester County Commissioner
The Honorable Jeffrey C. Powell, Dorchester County Commissioner
The Honorable Kenneth D. Schisler, Maryland House of Delegates
The Honorable Mary Roe Walkup, Maryland House of Delegates
The Honorable Stephen M. Willey, Dorchester County Commissioner .
The Honorable David J. Wooten, Mayor of Cambridge

Mr. Donnie Drewer, District Engineer, State Highway Administration
Mr. Richard Lindsay, District Engineer, State Highway Administration
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director, State Highway Administration

Vi-52
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’ ) Parris N. Glendening
Maryland Department of Transportation o Wit )
. . . . avia L. Wins
State Highway Administration Socratary
Parker F. Williams
Administrator
January 5, 1998

The Honorable Richard Colburn
Senate of Maryland

Post Office Box 1237
Cambridge MD 21613-1237

Dear Senator Colburn:

As indicated in my November 24 letter, this is the follow up to a request made at the
Maryland Department of Transportations Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) Tour

in Caroline County. We are sending you a milestone schedule for the Dover Bridge project
planning study. -

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has developed a one year planning study
for the MD 331 Dover Bridge across the Choptank River between Caroline and Talbot
counties. The purpose of this study is to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of
the Choptank River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the

environment. The following are the major milestones for the completion of the engineering
and environmental documentation.

Alternatives Development Fall/Winter, 1997
Informational Public Meeting Spring, 1998
Public Hearing Summer, 1998
Selected Alternate Summer/Fall, 1998
Location/Design Approvals Fall/Winter, 1998

Our ability to maintain this schedule will be dependent on no unforeseen
circumstances arising and the cooperation of federal and state review agencies. Thank you
again for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge project. If I may be of further

assistance on this or any other matter, please do not hesitate to contact me or Planning
Director Neil J. Pedersen at (410) 545-0411.

Sipeetely,

arker F. Williams
Administrator

My telephone number is 410-545-0400

Maryland Reilay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Slatewide Toll Free

Maillng Address: P.0O. Bo 3altimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Cal VI-53 et » Baltimore, Maryland 21202




The Honorable Richard Colburn
December 22, 1997

Page Three

bec:

Mr.

John Lewis, Jr., State Legislative Officer, Maryland Department of

Transportation

Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director, State Highway Administration

Anne Elrays, Environmental Manager, State Highway Administration
Joseph Finkle, Assistant Division Chief, State Highway Administration
Robert Healy, Assistant Deputy Chief Engineer, State Highway Administration
Michelle D. Hoffman, Project Manager, State Highway Administration
Howard Johnson, Regional Planner, State Highway Administration
Rogers Jorss, Senior Travel Forecaster, State Highway Administration
Joseph Miller, Chief of Budget Inspection, State Highway Administration
Douglas Simmons, Chief, State Highway Administration

James Thompson, Assistant Division Chief, State Highway Administration
Glenn Vaughan, Project Engineer, State Highway Administration

VI-54
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From: Budne <Budne®aol.com>
To: MDSHAHQ. SHADGN (mhof fman)
Date: 4/24/98 4:58am

Subject: MD 331-Dover Bridge

Dear Ms. Hoffman,

Please consider this as my in put regarding the above subject.

My corporation owns property in Preston.

A house my son own's is held in
Trust for him.

I would like the bridge to remain the same. I think the speed limit should be
sharply reduced for vehicles passing over the bridge.

Warning should be posted for motorists unfam
may occur due to the opening of the bridge.
vehicles leaving Preston and Easton a
towards the bridge.

ilar with Dover Bridge that delays
These should be posted for
s they could been seen when heading

I'm conserned about the environmen
These being to the marsh and the 1
bridge, dual bridge, etec..

tal effect other alternatives might have.
ncreased traffic that would come with a new

Sincerely,

Budne Reinke
2503 Henderson Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland #20902

Please confirm you received this message.

Thank you.
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Parris N. Glendening
Maryland Department of Transportation Govemar
State Highway Administration David ; Winstead

Parker F. Williams

Administrator

April 30, 1998

Mr. Budne Reinke
2503 Henderson Avenue
Silver Spring MD 20902

Dear Mr. Reinke:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study

and for sharing your thoughts with us. | have added your name on behalf of your
corporation to our project mailing list.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is
to investigate alternates to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the
Choptank River for vehicular, marine and pedestrian traffic while minimizing the
disruption to the environment. Some alternates that have been investigated as part of
this study include the no-build alternate (do nothing), modification of the existing bridge
and several structures on new alignment to the north and south of the existing bridge.
If a new bridge were to be selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on
existing MD 331 throughout the construction of a new bridge.

Alternates for the Dover Bridge are being considered since the existing bridge,
while structurally sound, has a substandard, or functionally obsolete, bridge deck, and
because the bridge has experienced some operational problems. However, the No-
Build Alternate is a consideration, as is the Modification Alternate. The Modification
Alternate consists of modifying the existing Dover Bridge to accommodate an extra foot
of clear roadway, a raised centerline, an adjustment to increase lane width perception
and the option to incorporate a reversible 4-5 foot pedestrian pathway outside and on

both sides of the existing truss. This could be reversible, in the sense that it could be
removed in the future if no longer needed.

The State Highway Administration has been evaluating all of the new alignment
alternates with the same speed that is currently existing on MD 331. In addition, traffic
would not be increased based on any new bridge alternates, since one lane in each
direction is consistent with the current conditions. The only improvements being made
with the typical section are adding shoulders to create safer driving and pedestrian

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 7' timore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert VI-56 e Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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Mr. Budne Reinke
Page 2

conditions. Information on alternates
including the environmental impacts,
Public Workshop on May 20" from 5:
addition, formal presentations will be
record on June 24™ at 7:00 PM at th
of this study is anticipated this Wint
and Location and Design approval

developed during this project planning study,

will be available for review at an Iinformational

00 - 8:00 PM in the Easton High School. In

given and testimony taken for the official public

e Colonel Richardson High School. The conclusion

er, with the recommendation of a selected alternate
s, if a build alternate is chosen.

Thank you again for your email.

If you should have any questions, please feel
free to contact me at (410) 545-8547 or

toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.
Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

By: 7V
ichelle D. Hoff

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

VI-57



Mr. Budne Reinke
Page 3

bee:  Ms. Anne Eirays, SHA Project Planning, Environmental Manager
Mr. Mark Lotz, The Wilson T. Ballard Company (with incoming)
Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

Vi-58
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Parris N. Glendéning

SH A\ Maryland Department of Transportation Sovemor
N State Highway Administration David ; Winstead
Parker F. Williams l
Administrator

February 2, 1998

Ms. Susan K. Leonard
313 Brook Letts Avenue
Easton MD 21601

Dear Ms. Leonard:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and for
sharing your thoughts with us. | appreciate your response to the Dover Bridge boater survey.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several replacement structures to the north
and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be selected for construction,

traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the construction of a new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternatives to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternatives are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bridge
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the vicinity
of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less; however, this survey will help in determining what an
appropriate bridge height should be. The results from this survey are important because
marine traffic has the right-of-way, and must be given consideration. However, the MD 331
connection between Talbot and Caroline counties is critical. Several traffic studies are
underway to help identify the primary vehicular usage of the Dover Bridge. In addition, several
interim improvements are being investigated, such as adding rumble strips to slow traffic on the
bridge and upgrading the electrical system to minimize bridge malfunctions. Marine traffic will
be restricted between January 15 and February 15, while the electrical system is upgraded.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented at
an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The

conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternative and Location and Design approvals.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box VI-60 altimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calve V1-60 ¢ Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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Page Two

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

By:
Micpelle D. Hoffman
Project Manager

Project Planning Division

cc: Ms. Anne Elrays, SHA Project Planning, Environmental Manager
Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

VI-61
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109 COUNTRY DAY ROAD, SUITE 1
WATERMAN BUSINESS PARK
CHESTER, MD 21619

BUS. (410) 643-5005

FAX (410) 643-5213

January 12th, 1998

Mr. Neil Pedersen

Director

Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

I represent a customer interested in purchase of property on State Rt. 331 (Dover Road,
Talbot County).

Please advise if there are any plans for widening Rt. 331, (even if long range), so that my
customer can assess the possible impact on the site in question.

If a widening is planned -- even as a remote possibility - can you advise the probable

width by which the right-of-way would be expanded on the South Side of Rt. 33 1, near Chilcutt
Road?

Very truly yours,

Mareen D. Watermén
MDW:vo

FOR OVER 90 YEARS. ¢ SUPPORT You CAN CouNT ON]

M

An Independendy Owned and Operated M dwell Banker Real Estate Corporation

Vi-63
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} /é Parris N. Glendening
Maryland Department of Transportation Governor

State Highway Administration Savid L. Winstead

Parker F. Williams
Administrator
January 21, 1998

Ms. Mareen D. Waterman
Waterman Realty Company
Suite 1

109 Country Day Road
Waterman Business Park
Chester MD 21619

Dear Ms. Waterman:

Thank you for your letter to the State Highway Administration (SHA) regarding
improvements to MD 331 (Dover Road). The SHA currently has no plans to widen
MD 331 east of US 50 in the vicinity of the property in question. However, the SHA

does have an ongoing study of the Dover Bridge on MD 331, located six miles east of
Easton,

As you may know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection
between communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge
Study is to investigate alternates to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of
the Choptank River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to
the environment. Some alternates that will be investigated as part of this study include
the no-build alternate (do nothing), enhancement of the existing bridge, and several low
level and high level replacement structures to the north and south of the existing bridge.

Information developed through this project planning study will be presented at
an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The
conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the
recommendation of a selected alternate and Location and Design approvals.

My telephone number is _____410-545-0411/888-204-4828

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 ore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert ¢ VI-65 3altimore, Maryland 21202
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Ms. Mareen D. Waterman
Page Two

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions on the Dover
Bridge Study or would like to be included in the project mailing list, please feel free to
contact me or Michelle Hoffman, the project manager, at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in
Maryland at (800) 548-5026.
Very truly yours,
s | | -edouar

Neil J. Pedersen, Director
Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering

cc:  Ms. Michelle Hoffman, Project Manager, State Highway Administration

VI-66
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Ms. Mareen D. Waterman
Page Three

bece: Mr. Howard Johnson, Regional Planner, State Highway Administration
Mr. Richard Lindsay, District Engineer, State Highway Administration
Ms. Peggy Schafer, Administrative Assistant, State Highway Administration
(Serial:# 2713)
Mr. Douglas Simmons, Division Chief, State Highway Administration

VI-67
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Maryland Department of Transportation - Govemor
State Highway Administration g L. Winstead
. Parker F. Williams
Administrator

January 16, 1998

Mr. D.B. Jopp
828 Whiteleysburg Road
Harrington DE 19952

Dear Mr. Jopp:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and

for sharing your thoughts with us. I appreciate your response to the Dover Bridge boater

survey,

+ As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between.
Communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternates to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River
for vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternates that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternate (do
nothing), enhancement of .the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be

sel_ected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternates to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternates are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bridge
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the

vicinity of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less; however, this survey will help in determining
what the appropriate bridge height should be.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented
at an Informational Publijc Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The

conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternate and Location and Design approvals.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Malling Address: P.O. 8 e Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North C: VI-70 reet o Baitimore, Maryland 21202

Parmris N. Glendenin

ol
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Mr. Jopp

Page Two

Thank you again for

your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545

-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.
Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Project Planning Division

'cc:', ' Mr Rlchard Lindsa&. SHA DlstrlctEngmeer I

VI-71
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; @p”r‘ms“ the study iSt0 ldentxfy an 'altemat:ve  that provndes 3'safe and dependable MD

‘prossmg of the Choptank Rlver for. vehuculartrafﬁc whule‘ mumm"img the dusruphon tothe ®
environment, "As you re
The Project Team has prepared a short questionnaire to gather additional boating data for use

in this study. Please take a few short moments to ﬁll out the questionnaire and retum it by
January 20th ' ‘

1) Do you own a boat? | - OYes KINo
2) What. iqnd of boat do you own? o - 4': . .
Elpower boat Osail boat Doombmatlon ‘ ~DOother "
3) Whatl is the height of your boat (including. mast(s) lfany)7 ‘ — - _feet
4) In what waters do you navugate your boat’) (Please check all that apply)
. --__ 3 ﬁr‘honhqy Bivar. o= 4:_; FITucks l" Creek - S oo T e e e e

If you navugate on the Choptank River, where do you navigate?
(Please check all that apply)

ONorth of Denton [CBetween Denton and Dover Bndge
OBetween Dover Bridge and US 50 OSouth of US 50

5) What marina or boat ramp do you use?

6) Please feel free to provide any additional information on boating habits along the Choptank

River. .
S B .
Y

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Bor 7+~ - Saitimore, MD 21203-0717

. Street Address: 707 North Calv VI-72 st o Baitimore, Maryland 21202

quested, your name has been added to the mailing list for this study.
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Paris N. Glendening

STA Y Maryiand Department of Transportation e instead
i) State Highway Administration Yo
‘_:.'\g ’~ _ Parker F. Williams
January 1 4, 1998 Administrator

Mr. Walter Warren
22031 Gannon Drive
Preston MD 21655

Dear Mr. Warren:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and

for sharing your thoughts with us. I appreciate your quick response to the Dover Bridge
boater survey.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternates to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River
for vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternates that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternate (do
nothing), enhancement of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be
selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternates to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternates are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bridge
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the
vicinity of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less; however, this survey will help in determining
what the appropriate bridge height should be. '

In response to your question, we investigated the business location of the repair person,
or the bridge contractor, for the Dover Bridge. The contractor’s business is located in
Annapolis, Maryland, with a travel time from his business to the bridge of less than one hour.
The State Highway Administration (SHA) selected this contractor because he met SHA criteria
and has had extensive experience, as well as a specialty in moveable bridges.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented
at an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The
conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternate and Location and Design approvals.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P. 17 o Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 Nort VI-73 : Street o Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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Mr. Walter Warren

Page Two

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to

contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

cc:

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

VI-74
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crossing of the” Choptank River for vehicular traffic while minimizing the dlsruptxon to'the it T
environment. ‘Asyou requested, your name has been added to the mailing list for this study

The Project Team has prepared a short questionnaire to gather additional boating data for use

in this study. . Please take a few short moments to fill out the questionnaire and retumn it by

January 29th ~
1) Do you ewn aboat? ' " OYes No
2) What kind of boat do you own?

Opower boat Osail boat Ocombination Oother
3) What is the height of yeur boat (including mast(s), if any)? — feet

4) In what waters do you navigate your boat?_(Pleeee check all that apply)

CChoptank River _OTuckahoe Creek - OOther__ SRR
SSELSEA M T
If you navir, 52
23019 TUCKAHOE SPRIN
Please ct GS DRIVE
( DENTON MD 21629-1618 \

ONorth of Jer...

'Dover Bridg S
COBetween Dover F .

e

5) What marina or boat ramp do you use? -

6) Please feel free to provide any additional information on boating habits along the Choptank o
River. . \)j\.\'é” Q}\ | o Q
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My telephone number is
Maryland Relay Service for impaired Heanng or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 « Raltimore, MD 21203- 0717
Street Address: 707 North Calve Vi « Baltimore, Maryland 21202
-75
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M. / T, ) Paris N. Glenderiing
aryland Department of Transporiation : Govemar »
State Highway Administration gg;gqt Winstead
Parker F. Williams l
Administrator

January 9, 1998

Ms. Eise A. Ross
23019 Tuckahoe Springs Drive
Denton MD 21629-1618

Dear Ms. Ross:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and for
sharing your thoughts with us. Although this particular survey was to gather information about
boats in the area your continued interest in the planning study is appreciated.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be

selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge. '

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternatives to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternatives are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bridge
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the vicinity

of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less; however, this survey will help in determining what the
appropriate bridge height should be.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented at
an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The

conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternative and Location and Design approvals. :

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Siatewide Toll Free

Malling Address: P.O. Box ™~ Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calv VI-76 et o Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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Page Two

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director °
Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering

o
o
<

Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

VI-77
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The Project Team has prepared a short questionnaire to gather additional boating data for use
in this study. Please take a few short moments to fill out the questionnaire and retumn it by
January 20th.

1) Do you own a boat? OYes ENo
2) What kind of boat do you own?

Clpower boat Osail boat COcombination Dother
3) What is the height of your boat (including mast(s), if any)? | feet

4) In what waters do you navigate your boat? (Please check all that apply)

OChoptank River .- .. Tugt shoe Creek OCther - = - — o T

If you navigate on the Choptank River, where do you navigate?
(Please check all that apply)

ONorth of Denton OBetween Denton and Dover Bridge
LBetween Dover Bridge and US 50 OSouth of US 50

5) What man’na or boat ra'mp do you use?

6) Please feel free to provide any additional information on boating habits along the Choptank
River.

No‘\“ on\q NS hﬂ& mg& G A SSu€ ' 3 &ss R = gu
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= : Panis N. Glendening
I i/ ) Govemor
RSN Maryland Department of Transportation e ncted
BB State Highway Administration David L
gy Parker F. Williams
Administrator

January 9, 1998

Mr. Mark McCandless
6074 Newton Road -
Preston MD 21655

Dear Mr. McCandless:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and for

sharing your thoughts with us. | appreciate your quick response to the Dover Bridge boater
survey. :

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The State Highway Administration (SHA)
recognizes that traffic and accidents have increased on MD 331 recently and will continue to do
so. Therefore, the purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to investigate altemnatives to provide a
safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River for vehicular and marine traffic
while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some altematives that will be investigated
as part of this study include the no-build alternative (do nothing), rehabilitation of the existing
bridge and several low level and high level replacement structures to the north and south of the
existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be selected for construction, traffic would be
maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the construction of a new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternatives to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternatives are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bridge
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the vicinity
of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less; however, this survey will help in determining what the
appropriate bridge height should be.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented at
an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The
conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternative and Location and Design approvals.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Slatewide Toll Free

Maiiing Address: P.O. T e Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North C y|.7g treet e Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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Mr. Mark McCandless

Page Two

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to

contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

cc:

Very truly yours, .

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director -
Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineening

By:

Project Ma.nager
Project Planning Division

Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

Vi-80
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. : ; Thank you for ! your mterest in the MD 331 Dover Bndge Pro;ect Plannmg Study ..Th
g;ﬁ purpose of the study is'to udentlfy an altematlve that provudes a safe and dependable MD 3;51 ;
crossing of the Choptank River for vehicular traffic. while 7 minimizing the disruption to the
environment. As you requested, your name has been added to the mailing list for this study
The Project Team has prepared a short questionnaire to gather additional boating data for use

in this study. Please take a few short moments to fill out the questionnaire and retumn it by
January 20th.

1) Do you own a boat? . W{es CINo

2) What kind of boat do you own?
\gpower boat Osail boat Ocombination DOother

3) What s the height of your boat (including mast(s), if any)? A feet

thoptank River . .OTuckohece Creek - - DO0ther

If you navigate on the Choptank River, where do you navigate?
(Please check all that apply)

ONorth of Denton OBetween Denton and Dover Bridge
Between Dover Bridge and US 50 OSouth of US 50

5) What marina or boat ramp do you use’P Cho D'ﬁ-\ﬂ k MAEI W

6) Please feel free to provide any addmonal information onboating ‘habits along the Choptank . -
River.

LLhy KLE YoU o lﬁf ‘esfp/ |0 /‘4( M uel Amou/v‘f o€ 1704‘/ ﬂx((/c?
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| 4 10 what waters do you navigate your boat? (Please check allthat apply)
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|
|
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VI-81

[




N 2
L3 '

) ‘ Panris N, Glendeningl
ST Maryland Degartment of Transportation | oo
. % £ State Highway Administration Sd L Winstead

Parker F. Williams

Administrator
January 9, 1998

Mr. Edwin Schanken

2800 Choptank Road

Preston MD 21655-1205

Dear Mr. Schanken:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and for

sharing your thoughts with us, | appreciate your quick response to the Dover Bridge boater .
survey.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to

selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate altemnatives to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternatives are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US S0) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bridge

Information on options developed during this projéct planning study will be presented at
an.Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The

conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternative and Location and Design approvals. :
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L My lelephone number is —

Marylang RefaTS'erv/ice for Impaired Hearing or Speech -~
" 1-800-735-2258 Slatewide Toll Free
Mailifig Address: P.O. Box - ~ laltimore, MD 21203.0717

Str/eet/Address: 707 North Calv: VI-82 !t e Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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¥ page Two

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director )
Office of Planning and -
Preliminary Engineering

By:
helle D. Hoffman
Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

' V1-83
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I purpose of the study is to"xdentlfy an altematlve that provxdes a safe and dependable MD 331 Ja
crossing of the Choptank River for vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the *= &

environment. As you requested, your name has been added to the mailing fist for this study.

The Project Team has prepared a short questionnaire to gather additional boating data for use

in this study. Please take a few short moments to fill out the questionnaire and return it by

January 20th.

1) Do you own a boat? OYes KiNo

2) What kind of boat do ycu own?
Opower boat Osail boat Ocombination Oother

3) What is the height of ydur boat (including mast(s), ifany)? @ __.____ feet

4) In what waters do you navigate your boat? (Please check all that apply)

OChoptank River . QJTuckahoe Cresk - O0ther, : '

If you navigate on the Choptank River, where do you navigate?
(Please check all that apply)

ONorth of Denton OBetween Denton and Dover Bridge
OBetween Dover Bridge and US 50 OSouth of US 50 '

5) What marina or boat ramp do you use?

6) Please feel free to provide any additional information on boating habits along the Choptank

River.
————— I ———
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My telephone number is Yo - 824 o34
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Bo~ ”*~ - Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Cal' Vi-84 ret o Baltimore, Maryiand 21202
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Panmis N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation " e nctead
State Highway Administration : Secretary

Parker F. Williams
Administrator

January 9, 1998

C. Gersdone
29317 Pin Oak Way
Easton MD 21601

Dear C. Gersdone:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and for

sharing your thoughts with us. | appreciate your quick response to the Dover Bridge boater
survey. ' :

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be

selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternatives to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternatives are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed brdge shou!d be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bndgg .
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the vicinity

of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less; however, this survey will help in determining what the
appropriate bridge height should be.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented at .
an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The

conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternative and Location and Design approvals.

My lelephone number is

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2282 SQigtewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. .ae [ e Baltimore, MD 21203.0717
Street Address: 707 North VI-85 Street o Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to

contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

cc:

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director ‘
Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering

By: :
: ichelle D. Hoffman
Project Manager

Project Planning Division

Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

VI-86 -

BN GEN N BN EN N BEN EE BEn EN Ban N BE BN B N BN B |



PRVIEGIts Panis N, Glendenmg

: . ‘f}f’ "N! "Govemor ¢ - .

DIVISH m‘ : David L. Winstead
.'~"._~~. 'S tary - .

¥ 30 ¥ "ParkerF Williams
Administrator .

. ",.,DOVER BRIDGE S TUDSY 5;
33 ,-m; ..;.%%? rrriept A o R DN
S T_hank you for your ini lnterest in the ML MD_331% 312 Dover Bndge Pro;ect Planmng Study The
+ purpose of the study'i isto ndentrfy an altemativé tha’t provldes a safe and dependable MD 8"31

cr 033'"9 of the Choptank River for vehicular traffic while: minimizing the disruption to the
environment. As you requested, your name has been added to the mailing list for this study.
The Project Team has prepared a short questionnaire to gather additional boating data for use
in this study. Please take a few short moments to fill out the questionnaire and return it by

January 20th.
1): Do you own a boat? OYes MN° |
2) What kind of boat do you own?
Opower boat Osail boat Ocombination DOother
3) What is the height of your boat (including mast(s), if any)? ' feet

4) Inwhat waters do you navigate your boat? (Please check all that apply)

CIChontank River -——  .—. OTuckahas Creek -QCh

R 1Oriyi- g

If you navngate on the Choptank River, where do you navigate?
(Please check all that apply)

ONorth of Denton E]Between Denton and Dover Bndge
OBetween Dover Bridge and US 50 OSouth of US 50

5) What marina or boat ramp do you use?

6) Please feel free to provide any additional information on boating habits along the Choptank’
River.
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My telephone number is \A\ \S >
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 ~-'“"-1ore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert St VI-87 Jaitimore, Maryland 21202
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation " Govermr

State Highway Administration David L Winstead
Parker F. Williams I
Administrator

January 9, 1998

Mr. Harry Rieck
2978 Back Landing -
Preston MD 21655-1257 '

Dear Mr. Rieck:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and for
sharing your thoughts with us. | appreciate your quick response to the Dover Bridge boater
survey.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purposé of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build altemnative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. .If a replacement bridge were to be
selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

The State Highway Administration (SHA) realizes the importance of the MD 331
crossing of the Choptank River. Therefore, while the Dover Bridge is under study, several
interim improvements are being investigated, such as adding rumble strips to slow traffic,
upgrading the electrical system to minimize bridge malfunctions, and the possibility to schedule
bridge openings and closings. While limiting the number of openings for marine traffic along the
Choptank River through scheduled bridge openings of the Dover Bridge could potentially
reduce the amount of malfunctions, this requires further review. As you may know, marine
traffic will be terminated between January 15 and February 15, while the electrical system is
upgraded. Since navigable waterways, such as the Choptank River, are maintained by the .US
Coast Guard and marine traffic has the right-of-way, the US Coast Guard will have to examine
current river usage. A similar procedure was used for the Kent Island Bridge, as you mentioned
in your response. .

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented at
an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The
conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternative and Location and Design approvals.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. t o Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North C. VI-88 treet « Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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Mr. Rieck ?9 7

Page Two

.
.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to

contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

ccC:

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director °
Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering

By:
elle D. Hoffman
Praject Manager

Project Planning Division

Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer
Mr. Neil Pedersen, SHA Planning Director

Vi-89
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-+ Thank youTfor your intefest in the MD 331 = Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. .The &
.. T Purpose of the'study is to identify an altérative that provides a safe and dependable MD.331
' = crossing 6f the Choptank River for vehicdlar traffic while minimizing the disruption t6 the ™=
environment. ' As you requested, your name has been added to the mailing list for this study.
The Project Team has prepared a short questionnaire to gather additional boating data for use

in this study. Please take a few short moments to fill out the questionnaire and retumn it by

January 20th.
1) Do you own a boat? | OYes (N0
2) What kind of boat do you own?

- Opower boat Osail boat Ocombination | Qother
3) Whatis the height of your boat (including mast(s), fany)? ~ __ feet

*”

4) In what waters do You navigate your boat? (Please check all that apply)

DOChentank River

OTuckahce Crack - OOther

If you navigate on the Choptank River, where do you navigate?
(Please check all that apply)

ONorth of Denton [OBetween Denton and Dover Bridge
OBetween Dover Bridgeand US50  OISouth of US 50

5) What marina or boat ramp do you use?

6) Please feel free to
River. ;
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provide any additional information on boating habits along the Choptank
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My telephone number is' 4r1c) 673-2i¢|
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
R 1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free . .

Mailing Address: P.O. Bo; ~ '~ Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Caiy VI-90 °t * Baltimore, Maryiand 21202
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Pamis N. Giendening

Maryland Department of Transportation : Govemar .
State Highway Administration g;v;g;- Winstead
Parker F. Williams

Administrator

January 9, 1998

F. Ames Schuck
23270 Holly Park Drive )
Preston MD 21655-1857

Dear F.A. Schuck: '

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bndge Project Planning Study and for

sharing your thoughts with us. | appreciate your quick response to the Dover Bridge boater

survey.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. if a replacement bridge were to be

selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternatives to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternatives are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bridge
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the vicinity

of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less: however, this survey will help in determining what the
appropriate bridge height shouid be.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented at
an.Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The

conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected aiternative and Location and Design approvais.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Bov 717 - Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Cal' VI-91 tet o Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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f.A. Schuck
" Page Two

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toli-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director , -
Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering

By:
ichelle D. Hoffman i

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

Vi-92
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Gowmo
State Highway Administration David - Winstead
Parker F. Williams

December 31, 1997 _ Administrator

Mrs. Margaret S. Cadell
24354 Widgeon Place #22
St. Michaels MD 21663

Dear Mrs. Cadell:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. As you
requested, I have enrolled your name on the mailing list for this study.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between communities
and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to investigate alternatives to
provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River for marine and vehicular traffic
while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some alternatives that will be investigated as part
of this study include the no-build alternative (do nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and
several low level and high level replacement structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If
a replacement bridge were to be selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing
MD 331 throughout the construction of a new bridge.

The development of this project planning study includes an Information Public Workshop this
Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early
Winter, with the recommendation of a selected alternative and Location and Design approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact
me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director
Office of Planning and

Preliminary Eng Y

By:

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 7 timore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert VI-94 . Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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Pamis N. Glendening l

Maryland Department of Transporiation Govemar
State Highway Administration David L. Winstead

Secretary

Parker F. Williams
Administrator

December 31, 1997

Mrs. Anita Davis

Mr. Harlan Davis, Jr.
22209 Havercamp Road
Preston MD 21655

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Davis:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and for
sharing your thoughts with us. | have enrolled your name on the mailing list for this study.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be

selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

. The development of this project planning study includes an Information Public Workshop
this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is anticipated next

Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a selected alternative and Location and Design
approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director _
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

By:

Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My lelephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Slatewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 7°~ ~-itimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Caiver Vi.ag ° Baltimore, Maryland 21202



December 23, 1997 -

Mary land Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

office of Planning an

Pre]iminary Engineering

Box 717

Battimore, MD 21293-9717

Subject: MO 331 -Dover Bridge Study

Gentiemen:

I am happy to participate in the MD 331-Dover Bridge Project
Plannwng Study, however I do not see what purpose it serves
to find out how many little boats may gc under the new span.

MD 331 .pover Bridge has been a lifetime 1ink for me and my
family between Caroline County and the rest of the United
States. I was born, got my driving licenses and lived a
short time on the other side of the bridge and wouild have
been hard pressed to go around it in my lifetime.

I understand You must have all the survey imformation
available before anything can be done and than the smatli
county of Caroline must fight the big counties for funds., 1
do Know It can be done very swiftly, if you will only look

Lack in your records to the bridge over the Choptank Harry
Hughes had built that was not used for 5 years.

I feel we need the same type of bridge and access provided
route 5¢ at Vienna over the Nanticoke River. Every effort

should be made to expidite this construction. Anything less
wWitl be a waste_of taxpayors money .

Regards,

3822 Chéptank Pcad
Preston, MO 219 682

Vi-97
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Panis N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Covemer
State Highway Administration David .- Winstead

Parker F. Williams
Administrator

December 31, 1997

Mr. H. B. Wright
3622 Choptank Road
Preston MD 21655

Dear Mr. Wright:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and for

shaning your thoughts with us. | appreciate your quick response to the Dover Bridge boater
survey.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bndge. If a replacement bridge were to be
selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternatives to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternatives are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bndge '
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the vicinity
of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less; however, this survey will help in determining what the
appropriate bridge height should be.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will-be presented at
an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The
conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternative and Location and Design approvals.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statawide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box VI-98 aitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calve ''"Y9 ) o Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineening

By:

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

Vi-99
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Panmis N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Sovemor
State Highway Administration g;v;g,';- Winstead
| Parker F. Williams

Administrator
December 19, 1997 '

Ms. Ethel E. Benson
PO Box 2284
Easton MD 21601

Dear Ms. Benson:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. As you

- requested, your name has been enrolled on the mailing list for this study.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated throughout this study include the no-build alternative (do

nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge.

The development of this project planning study includes an Information Public Workshop
this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is anticipated next

Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a selected alternative and Location and Design
approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me, at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland, at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engjreerin

By:

ichelle D. Hoffma
roject Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Slatewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Bo aitimore, MD 21203-0717 L
Street Address: 707 North Calv y|.1g{ t e Baltimore, Maryland 21202



From: <Kenneth_A Briers@parsons.com>
To: MDSHAHQ . SHADGN (mhof fman)

Date: 12/15/97 7:52pm

Subject: Choptank River Bridge / MD 331

Please include my wife and I on your mailing list, as follows:
Ken Briers / Sally Donner

2684 Choptank Main Street
Preston, MD 21655

VI-102
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Maryland Department of Transportation Goveme

State Highway Administration Sad L. Winstead
Parker F. Williams
Administrator

December 16, 1997

Mr. Kenneth Briers

Ms. Sally Donner

2684 Choptank Main Street
Preston MD 21655

Dear Mr. Briers and Ms. Donner:

¢

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. As you
requested, your names have been enrolled on the mailing list for this study.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated throughout this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high leve! replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge.

The development of this project planning study includes an Information Public Workshop
this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is anticipated next

Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a selected altemative and Location and Design
approvals.

Thank you again for your email. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me, at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland, at (800) 548-5026.

~ Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director ,
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

]

By: W &
ithelle D. Hoffman §

Project Manager

Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. B 3aitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Ca VI-103 et « Baitimore. Maryland 21202

Panis N. Glendening
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Prom: "Don Clark" <donclark@shore. intercom.net>
To: MDSHAHQ . SHADGN (mhof fman)

Date: 12/14/97 7:07pm

Subject: Dover Bridge Road

In response to the Public Notice my comment about the Md 331 (Dover pridge
Road)

The only thing "historic" about that bridge is the number of deaths,

accidents, and injuries on it. It's dangerously narrow and should be torn
down and replaced with a new - wider bridge.

Don Clark
Oxford, Maryland

VI-104
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation , ovarer

State Highway Administration A & Winstead

Parker F. Williams
December 16, 1997 Administrator

Mr. Don Clark
email:donclark@shore.intercom.net

Dear Mr. Clark:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. If you
are interested in being enrolled on the mailing list for this study, please forward your address.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. The
Dover Bridge is considered historic since it is one of three remaining moveable swing span
bridges in the State and the only remaining metal truss moveable swing span bridge in
Maryland. We have included this information, as well as issues related to accidents and the
narrow bridge width (24 feet in relation to more recent Federal and State standards of at least
28 feet for similar bridges), in our Purpose and Need Statement for this study.

Some alternatives that will be investigated throughout this study include the no-build
alternative (do nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level
replacement structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. The development of this
project planning study includes an information Public Workshop this Spring and a Public
Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with
the recommendation of a selected alternative and Location and Design approvals.

Thank you again for your e-mail. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.,
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

By: m/‘/{.&{// [9 M{ﬂp
Mighelle D. Hoffmah  //

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free
Maliing Address: P.O. E - Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North ¢; Vi-105 eet o Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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Citizen involvement in the planning process is encouraged. Writts;, -
to be included in the projact mailing list, may be submitted to Ms. p; oMy ;

Project Manager, State Highway Administration, PO Box 717, Bal,-helle~D, Ho
0717. Ms. Hoffman can also be reached by telephone at (410) 54¢; re. M&ryiand

Maryland at (800) 548-5026, or by e-mail at mhoffman@sha.state ;,}547. “ll-free iy
- ' - lus. -
November 28, 1997 Parker F. Williams
A-0144 ' State Highway Adpp,
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Pamis N. Glendening

Ma/}’Iand Depafimenf of Transportatian Govemor

] inf ] vid L. Winstead
State Highway Administration g v Winstead
4 Parker F. Williams
December 15, 1997 Administrator

Mr. and Mrs. Melvin Thume
23190 Gilpin Point Road
Preston MD 21655-1833

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Thume:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. As
you requested, I have enrolled your name on the mailing list for this study.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment.
Some alternatives that will be investigated throughout this study include the no-build
alternative (do nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high
level replacement structures to the north and south of the existing bridge.

The development of this project planning study includes an Information Public
Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is
anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a selected alternative and
Location and Design approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.,
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

By: M(/L&&W

Michelle D. Hoffman Y ¥
Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: ~ Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Bo Jaitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Cal VI-107 2t « Baitimore, Maryland 21202



Citizen involvement in the planning process is encouraged. Written comments, and requests
to be included in the project mailing list, may be submitted to Ms. Michelle D. Hoffman,
Project Manager, State Highway Administration, PO Box 717, Baltimore, Maryland 21203-
0717. Ms. Hoffman can also be reached by telephone at (410) 545-8547, toll-free in
Maryland at (800) 548-5028, or by e-mail at mhoffman@sha.state.md.us.

November 28, 1997 Parker F. Williams
A-0144 State Highway Administrator
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Govermor
State Highway Administration Savid L. Winstead
Parker F. Williams
December 12, 1997 Administrator

Mr. Joseph Mueller
Mrs. Joyce Mueller
6299 Nagel Road

Preston MD 21655

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Mueller:;

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. As you
requested, I have enrolled your name on the mailing list for this study.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between communities
and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to investigate alternatives to
prqvide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River for marine and vehicular traffic
while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some alternatives that will be investigated -
throughout this study include the no-build alternative (do nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge
and several low level and high level replacement structures to the north and south of the existing

bn:dg.e. If a replacement bridge were to be selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on
existing MD 331 throughout the construction of a new bridge.

. The development of this project planning study includes an Information Public Workshop this
Sp}'mg anq a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early
Winter, with the recommendation of a selected alternative and Location and Design approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact
me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director
Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineex

By:

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for impaired Hearing or Speech
1-80n-72& n2eg Siatewide Toil Free

Mailing Address: VI-109 717 e Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 N 't Street e Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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- MD331-DOVER B

- Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 - Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. The : I
- Purpose of thé study is fa identify an altemative that provides a safe and dependable MD 331

crossing of the Choptank River for vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the ' l

environment. As YOuU requested, your name has been added to the mailing list for this study.

The Project Team has Prepared a short questionnaire to gather additional boating data for use

in this study. Please take a few short moments to fill out the questionnaire and return it by l
January 20th.

1, me
et

1) Do you own a boat? %es ONo

2) What kind of boat dg ycu own? I
power boat Osail boat Ocombination Oother

3) What is the height of ydur boat (including mast(s), if any)? f feet

4) In what waters do you navigate your boat? (Please check all that apply)

){Chc;t:nk-.‘i.“:a?n?'w—— "-‘“";Lruckahoe CrESK=-" © "~ [JOIRGI - = * -immsimnie 2Tt o ox - -

If you navigate on the Choptank River, where do you navigate?
(Please check all that apply)

ONorth of Denton Between Denton and Dover Bridge

}ZJBetween Dover Bridge and US 50  ‘OSouth of US 50 '

S) What marina or boat ramp do you use? E Aﬂ/n‘?élh é
6) Please feel free to provide any additional information on boating habits along the Choptank -

River._777€/‘c’ 0/674;;/74’/ v hag z{a?n [nerease

bzt */Zoﬁ% 10 Thel lacF B yarpc— most bomtors 77

: Doy F need Yo gpen " bridae hut %ere arse
LRCLEGIS ny m//m/rpr ‘f’n/m[ -CI/O/. ~ T Ae Mém zuh% % '

—bf ;O//Ap < ar%*z/ u)ﬁm\ /)/‘it/ct7l@ / /‘Wam[w’r/%ok avzyy _L

‘.‘UL< L C*"/"//‘?ém C«a (A2 o (l;ow/m«nf/ﬂ"/ Ax/k/ﬂd My,#\'j /.:77:/ l//C‘l_J C

L Ve a E Sira L, 5}(/2574; docc ' F ks S5 —Fo ‘WdJﬁZ@).

£ Gor/a hew brid, o That wil/ exacer bate feyel, m€n7[' |
WLZL Mytelepho‘n number is 4/0‘/073‘&/9,?

ressures 1»
Maryland Relay Service for#  aired Hearing or Speech Car In
1-800.735- ;5:.)8% o wide Toll Free &

Mailing Address: P.0. [« - - Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 C‘n"n ~
Street Address: 707 North C

eet o Baltimore, Maryland 21202
VI-110
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Maryland Department of Transportation Govemor
State Highway Administration Savid L. Winstead
February 26, 1998 Administrator

Mr. John C. Schmidt
P. O. Box 520
Preston MD 21655

Dear Mr. Schmidt:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and

for sharing your thoughts with us. 1 appreciate your response to the Dover Bridge boater
survey.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment.
Some alternatives that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternative
(do nothing), modification of the existing bridge and several replacement structures to the
north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to.be selected for

construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the construction of a
new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternatives to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternatives are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bridge
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the
vicinity of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less; however, this survey will help in determining
what an appropriate bridge height should be. The results from this survey are important
because marine traffic has the right-of-way, and must be given consideration. However, the
MD 331 connection between Talbot and Caroline counties is critical. Several traffic studies
are underway to help identify the primary vehicular usage of the Dover Bridge.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2 ide Toll Free

Mailing Address: p.0. B¢ VI-111 jaitimore, MD 21 203-0717
Street Address: 707 Navh ol . - e

™S atatl e ey

Parmis N. Glendening

Parker F. Williams



Mr. John C. Schmidt
Page Two

. A new contractor was sought because state officials were seeking a more dependable
bridge tender. The former contractor, who had supplied bridge tenders for all of the movable
bridges in Maryland, was placed in default for various reasons. In the interim, the SHA

District personnel took over the bridge tending duties until a new contract could be advertised.

This new contract requires, all the movable bridges (19) in Maryland be operated by various
personnel. The SHA believes that thc; new contractor is competent and although training was
necessary, this new contractor will provide better service.

Potential transportation solutions from the Dover Bridge Study will not create any
development pressures in Caroline County since no capacity or access points will be added to
MD 331 as part of this study. New alternatives for the Dover Bridge are being considered
since the existing bridge, while structurally sound, has a substandard, or functionally obsolete,
bridge deck, and because the bridge has experienced some operational problems.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented
at an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The
conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternative and Location and Design approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Project Planning Division

cc: Ms. Anpe Elrays, SHA Project Planning, Environmental Manager
Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer

ViI-112
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SPONSORS

CAROLINE

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT

CECIL

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SO CONSERVAT!ON DISTRICT

DORCHESTER

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT

KENT

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT

QUEEN ANNE'S

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT

SOMERSET

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT

TALBOT

COUNTY COUNCIL
SOILCONSERVATION DISTRICT

WICOMICO

COUNTY COUNCIL
SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT

WORCESTER

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT

l

M. aglnd Eaiton Bhoe RCED Couned. Ghe.

8133 ELLIOTT ROAD, SUITE 201
EASTON, MARYLAND 21601
(410) 822-9300

August 12, 1997
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Honorable Parris N. Glendening
State of Maryland

Office of the Governor

State House

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Re: Replacement of Dover Bridge (State Route 331)

Dear Govemor Glendening;

During your consideration of the replacement of the failing Dover Bndge connecting
Talbot and Caroline Counties, we wish to request that the use of imber construction
materials be examined. Timber bridges built today are no longer the nckety structures of
nostalgic times gone by. In fact, bridges built from timber are often far supenor in
performance and durability than those constructed from concrete and steel.

It has been our experience that modem timber bridges can potentially be installed.at half
the cost and within half the time as concrete and steel bridges. Modem timber bridges also
typically last longer and require less maintenance than those built of concrete and steel.
Moreover, timber bridges seem to aesthetically blend with their natural surroundings much
more harmoniously. ' .

Moderm timber bridges are not necessarily limited to small stream crossings. As an
example, the bridge crossing the river over to Wye Island is a 750-foot timber structure.
This bridge will carry the same loads as Route 50! The curvilinear bridge crossing the
Little Blackwater River in Dorchester County is also a recently constructed tiniber ‘bndge.
Both of these bridges have received national acclaim for their designs by the U.S. Eqr&ﬁ
Service which has been promoting timber bridges for at least 12 vears. The use of umber
in bridge construction will also support our regionally important forest products economy
and our local loggers and mills.
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Govemor Parris N, Glendening
Page 2
August 12, 1997

RC&D is a nonprofit organization serving the Eastern Shore of Mary!and by finding in.novative means of
improving local resources through practical services to our communities. We have a.ssxstec! numerous
counties in securing grant funding for the design and construction of many timber bridges, including the
two mentioned above and another on Pepper Road in Caroline County. Since we know ﬁrst.hand the great
benefits of utilizing timber in bridge construction, we wish to recommend that the use of timber in the
Dover Bridge replacement be explored fully.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please refer to the enclosed informational materials and
call us should you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
A A /mev

William S. Sutton
Chairman

Enclosures

. Copy to: ‘
All Council Members
Senator Richard Colbum

Delegate Kenneth D. Schisler

Delegate Addie C. Eckhardt

Roxanne Palone, U.S. Forest Service

Ed Richardson, Caroline County Administrator
Chuck Emerson, Caroline County Roads Department
Blenda Armistead, Talbot County Administrator
Ricky Ball, Talbot County Roads Department
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}(A Parris N. Glendening

- Maryland Department of Transportation Governor
The Secretary's Office E David L. Winstead
Secrelary
John D. Porcari
Deputy Secretary

August 28, 1997

Mr. William S. Sutton

Chairman

Maryland Eastern Shore RC&D Council, Inc.
Suite 201 .
8133 Elliott Road _

Easton MD 21601

Dear Mr. Sutton,
Thank you for your recent letter to Governor Glendening regarding the possible use

of a timber structure to replace the Dover Road Bridge on Route 331 over the Choptank
River. The Govemnor asked me to respond on his behalf,

I can assure you the existing bridge is structurally sound and will be able to remain
safely in service until a replacement structure can be built. The State Highway
Administration (SHA) has implemented a program to rehabilitate or replace various
mechanical, electrical and other miscellaneous components to eliminate potential trouble spots
and reduce the opportunity for bridge closures. We are committed to providing a safe and
operational bridge which continues to meet the needs of the public. :

In anticipation of the bridge eventually needing to be replaced and recognizing there
are significant environmental resources in the immediate vicinity of the bridge, SHA is
beginning preliminary activities looking into where and how a replacement bridge would be
provided. The Governor has committed the initial funding to begin the planning process.
Decisions regarding the type of replacement bridge will be made after the plarning phase,
during the design phase.

Timber bridges have been successfully utilized by SHA in the recent past and we have
s‘upporteq the counties in the use of timber bridges in appropriate locations. We believe
timber will continue to be a viable construction option.

My tslephone number is 410-865-1000
TTY For the Deaf: (410) 865-1342
Post Office Box 8755, BattimoreAVashington Internationa Airpon, Maryland 212400755 : €
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Mr. William S. Sutton
Page Two

Again, thank you for your letter. The Governor appreciates hearing from you, and
on his behalf, I also thank you for the interest which prompted you to write. If you need
any additional information regarding this bridge, please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Earle
S. Freedman, SHA’s Deputy Chief Engineer, Bridge Development, who may be reached at

410-545-8060.

\ Sincerely,

Quifuizd

David L. Winstead
Secretary

cc:  Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer, Office of Bridge Development,
State Highway Administration
Mr. Parker F. Williams, Administrator, State Highway Administration
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Governor

The Secretary’'s Office David L. Winstead
Secrotary
John D, Porcari
Deputy Secretary

August 21, 1997

Mr. and Mrs..Roy D. Nordike
30060 Chilcutt Road
Easton MD 21601-8616

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Nordike:

Thank you for your recent letter to Governor Glendening regarding the Dover Roac_i
Bridge on MD 331. He read your letter, visited the bridge and asked me to respond on his
behalf. I understand and share your concerns about the existing bridge and 1 appreciate your
support for funding for a replacement bridge. I assure you the existing bridge is safe and -
structurally sound.

There have been some incidents over the past several months in which electrical or
mechanical components in the bridge have experienced malfunctions. These are not
uncommon for a movable bridge of this type and age. While these incidents have been an
inconvenience to marine and vehicular traffic when they occur, they do not compromise the
structural capacity or safety of the bridge. The State Highway Administration (SHA) has
worked to repair problems when they occur and will continue to do so. A program to
rehabilitate or replace various mechanical and electrical components has been implemented
this Summer. This will eliminate potential trouble spots and reduce the opportunity for
further bridge closures. We are committed to providing a safe and operational bridge which
meets the needs of the public.

In anticipation of the bridge eventually needing to be replaced, and recognizing there
are significant environmental resources in the immediate vicinity of the bridge, the SHA is
beginning preliminary activities looking into where and how a replacement bridge could be
provided. Funding for the formal project development activities will be considered as
decisions are made this Summer regarding new projects to be added to the Maryland
Department of Transportation’s Consolidated Transportation Program, which will be
presented to State and local officials this Fall during the Department’s annual tour of
Maryland counties. The Governor has made a commitment for the initial fundmg needed to
begin the planning studies.

My telephone number is 410-885-1000
TTY For the Deat: (410) 865-1342
Post Otfice Box 8755, Balimora/Washington Intemational Airport, Maryland 21240-0755
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Mr. and Mrs. Roy D. Nordike
Page Three

Again, thank you for your letter. The Governor appreciates hearing from you, and
on his behalf, I also thank you for the interest which prompted you to write. If you have
any additional questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact
Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer, Bridge Development, SHA, who may be

reached at 410-545-8060.
. [ od
; Clare ,d &V M

David L. Winstead
Secretary ‘

cc:  Mr. Earle S. Freedman, Deputy Chief Engineer - Bridge Development,

State Highway Administration
Mr. Parker F. Williams, Administrator, State Highway Administration
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Govemor

State Highwav Acrinistration David ,'; Winstead
Parker F. Williams
Administrator

December 12, 1997

Mrs. Dixie Fairbank Lomax
5911 Newton Road
Preston MD 21655-1724

Dear Mrs. Lomax:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. As you
requested, | have enrolled your name on the mailing list for this study.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated throughout this study include the no-build altemative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be

selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

The development of this project planning study includes an Information Public Workshop
this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is anticipated next

Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a selected altemative and Location and Design
approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toli-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

By: Z?@M,L._Q;éé#m,u
Michelle D. Hoffman

‘ Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc.  Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toil Free

Mailing Address: P.O o Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North- VI-123 treet o Baitimore, Maryland 21202



Crystal L. Gla,ndew. ;)_‘7 (-f
5034 Gina Lane

Federalsburg; Maryland 21632
(410)754-8207

December 9, 1997

Ms. Michelle D. Hoffman, Project Manager
State Highway Administration

Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering
Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Crossing of the Choptank River at MD 331
(Dover Bridge Road)

Dear Ms. Hoffman:

I would appreciate your enrolling my name to the project
mailing list.

My husband and I are residents of Caroline County and we
travel to work in Easton separately at least once a day and
sometimes twice a day. I would prefer that a new bridge not be
built. Alternate routes to and from Easton would be extremely
frustrating and time-consuming, especially when traveling to
Memorial Hospital at Easton in an emergency. I think that it
would be best if the mechanicals of the existing bridge were
fixed, or that it is not opened at all, for anyone.

I appreciate your consideration of the matter.
Sincerely,

Crystal L. Glanden
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Panis N. Glendening
Maryland Department of Transportation Gavernor
State Highway Administration Sand L Winstead
! Parker F. Williams

Administrator
December 12, 1997

Ms. Crystal L. Glanden
5034 Gina Lane

Federalsburg MD 21632

Dear Ms. Glanden:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. As you
requested, | have enrolled your name on the mailing list for this study.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternatives that will be investigated throughout this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be

selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

The development of this Project planning study includes an Information Public Workshop
this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is anticipated next

Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a selected alternative and Location and Design
approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toli-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineeting

By:

iGhelle D. Hoffman /
Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Slatewide Toll Free

Mailing Address; p.¢ 7 o Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 Nortt VI-125 Street o Baitimore, Maryiand 21202
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/' department of EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

-~ -1 POST OFFICE BOX 151
DENTON, MARYLAND 21629 -
Telephone 410-4738-2622

[0 Tt

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

e ]

EDW'N G. RICHARDS
MARGARET R, MYERS COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
PRESIDENT - BRYAN C. EBUNG
JOMN S. LEGATES ' ' . DIRECTOR
, VICE-PRESIDENT December 11, 1997 -
4 JOHN W. COLE .
4, - . MEMBER )
! Ms. Michelle D. Hoffman, Project Manager
J

State Highway Administration
Mailstop C301 R

L . P. 0. Box 717 _ ‘

5 Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Dear Ms. Hoffman(

. - With regards to the current project planning study that
'is taking place on the Dover Bridge (Maryland Rt. 331) at the
Caroline County/Talbot County Line, this office would like to be
put on a mailing list, so we are kept aware of the.progress:of‘_}
the study and the project. ' . LT .

: ' '~ .our office may already be on your list, ‘as we have meet
- - numerous times with Richard Lindsay, Terry Wright and qeff— :
Squires about the concerns of the emergency services with the .
problems that have occurred at Dover Bridge. ' We are currgntly'
working on alternate plans, in which emergency vehicles will
travel on an alternate route, plus the bridge tender now has a
- radio on frequencies that are assigned to the emergency services
~and a dedicated phone line has also been established. . So, we do
greatly appreciated the efforts that are being put. forth, in
addressing the problems, when there is a malfunction with the
bridge equipment. ’

If our agency is already on your mailing li§t,:then you
can disregard our request and we express our appreciation to your
agency, for your assistance in helping to address the concerns
that have been put forth.

Sincerely,

jQuf M. Qubsd _

Philip|M. Hurlock
Special Projects

File

VI-126




-

l

?,77

Parmis N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation | :we_f:oi _—
State Highway Administration | S Winstea
Parker F. Williams
December 15, 1997 Administrator

Mr. Philip M. Hurlock

Special Projects

Caroline County

Department of Emergency Management
Post Office Box 151

Denton MD 21629-2622

Dear Mr. Hurlock:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. As you
requested, | have enrolled your name on the mailing list for this study.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternates to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River
for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternates that will be investigated throughout this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge, and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be

selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

The development of this project planning study includes an Informational Public
Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is

anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a selected alternative and
Location and Design approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

-Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

By: //r//i'/ 1/ :’,/1/ '[.L,Pﬂ,’tr./”
. Michelle D. Hoffman / /

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Slatewide Toll Free
Mailing Address: P.¢ 7 ¢ Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 Nortt VI-127 street o Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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Mr. Clifford Alpert, 01:18 PM 12/24/97, MD 331 Dover Bridge

To: Mr. Clifford Alpert <bubber@bwave.com>
From: David Winstead <winstead@clark.net>
Subject: MD 331 Dover Bridge

Cc:
Bcc: <governor@gov.state.md.us>
Attached:

December 24, 1997

Mr. Clifford Alpert
<bubber@bwave.com>

Dear Mr. Alpert:

Thank you for your recent internet message to Governor Glendening regarding the MD
331 Dover Bridge analysis and speed limits on the Eastern Shore. The Governor asked me to
respond on his behalf.

The State Highway Administration (SHA) works within legislative -authority to
determine speed limits. All highways with signals or access directly onto the roadway
{non-access controlled facilities) cannot have speed limits greater than 55 miles per hour.
Since the Salisbury Route 13 Bypass is a contralled access highway, or one accessed solely
by ramps, it could operate at higher speed limits once proper legislation was approved. .
The SHA will continue to identify access controlled highways within the State which fulfill
these qualifications and could benefit from increased speed limits.

As you probably know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge analysis is to
investigate alternatives to provide a safe -and dependable MD 331 crossing of the ghoptank
River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment.
Some alternatives which will be investigated thronghout this analysis include the no-build
alternative, rehabilitation of the existing bridge and several low level and high level
replacement structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If 4 replacement
bridge were to be selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331
during the construction of a new bridge.

Throughout the development of alternatives for this analysis, several interim
improvements will occur at the Dover Bridge. For -example, SHA will be renovating the
electrical system this Winter to minimize the potential for operational malfunctions. In
addition, SHA is investigating the implementatiecn of traffic calming strategies, such as
rumblestrips, to slow traffic on the bridge and minimize the potential foxr accidents.
While we cannot guarantee that the electrical system renowvation and traffic calming will
eliminate all of the problems at the bridge, we expect this will work, in addition to
sensitivity and awareness to emergency facility needs through a new traveler advisory radio
station and increased communication, will decrease problems throughout this study.

Mr. Clifford Alpert
Page Two

The development of this project planning analysis includes an Information Public
Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study is
anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a selected alternative
and Location and Design approvals. :

Again, thank you for your internet message. The Governor appreciates hearing from
you, and on his behalf, I also thank you for the interest which prompted you to write. If
you need any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Neil Pedersen,
Director, Planning and Preliminary Engineering, State Highway Administration, who can be
reached at 410-545-0411.

Sincerely,

David L. Winstead
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£ X _ % ' UMITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
: . ' Mational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
A & NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Poase™  Habitat Conservation Division

Oxford, Maryland 21654
March 9, 1998

Susan J. Binder

Federal Highway Administration
The Rotunda, Suite 220

711 West 40th Street

Baitimore, Maryland 21211-2187

Aun: Renee Sigel

Dear Ms. Binder:

This pertains to your request, dated January 8, 1998. for our participation as a cooperating

agency during the National Environmental Policy Act review process for the Maryland Route 33
Bridge (Bridge No. 20023, over the Choptank River) Study. '

We appreciate your request, and the opportunity to provide our technical expertise for the Dover
Bridge Study. While our small office staff generally limits our capability for becoming more fully
involved in the highway review process. we should not have difficulty in fulfilling the types of

activities required of us as a cooperating agency for this study Therefore, we accept your
request.

If there are any questions concerniag these comments, you may calf John S. Nichols at -
(410) 226-5771. -

Sincerely,

Timothy . Goolger _

Officer in Charge
Oxford Habitat Office

cc: Anne Elrays, Planning Division, SHA
Vance Hobbs, Baltimore COE, Reaulatory Branch, Special Projects Section




[

Page

of

140

Pages

Porm PRWA.-m

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Use this form in lieu of transmictal slips withia Dept. af Trans. when

(Rev. 11-67) FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION message comment is to be retained as file material. Do sot prepare
MINUTE - MEMO carbons. Not to be used in lieu of Form FH®A-121 for informal corve-
spondence.
SUBJECT

ASCo — Dover Budse. MD 33)

MESSAGE/COMMENT

[4

FROM/DATE

%W% Sefrov

Dabsn_ - \ayhal

v

M_’a%mu_ to

B VI-130

NeL .
b

\V

3[1 &



U.S. Department

Commarxier 431 Crewdord Strest
of Transportation United States Cosst Guard Porterouth, Ve 23704-5004
Attartic Area Staff Symbal: (Aowb)
United States Phone: (TST)306-8422
Coast Guard
16595
17 April 1998
Federal Highway Administration
Ms Susan J. Binder
Division Administrator
Suite 220
711 W. 40® Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21211
Attention: Ms. Renee Sigel

Dear Ms. Binder:

This responds to your Jetter of February 20, 1998, which partially reviewed the environmental
concerns in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
improvements to MD 331, Dover Bridge in Talbot and Caroline Counties, Maryland. This
project involves a Coast Guard bridge permit for a new bridge over the Choptank River.

We agree to be a cooperating agency in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement
for the proposed construction of this bridge.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Bill H. Brazier, Bridge
Specialist, at (804) 398-6422 .

Sincerely,

[ 8 d

ANN B. DEATON

Chief, Bridge Administration Section
.By direction of the Commander

Fifth Coast Guard District
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COMDTINST M16590.5A

4. Commencement of Construction. Commencement of construction is
normally considered to be the date upon which work actually commences on the site of
the groposed bridge, its approaches or ancillary works, including work in the water such
as filling in, dredging, or other work authorized by the Corps of Engineers which is
related to the bridge project. However, in cases where construction will be carried out
under a construction contract with performance guaranteed by bond or other surety, the
date of the contract shall be the date of commencement.

5. Completion of Construction. The completion date Is normally considered to
be the date upon which the structure completely spans the waterway in conformance
with the configuration shown on the plans, any required navigational lights have been
installed, it Is open to traffic or placed In operation and all temporary falsework has been
removed from the watarway.

6. Anificial Waterways. Artificial waterways substantively manmade dedicated
for public navigation are navigable waters of the U. S, it actuaily used for substantial
interstate or foreign commerce or if subject to tidal influence. Such nontidal waterways
cease to be navigable upon cessation of actual use for navigation, reversion to dry land
uses or rededication to non-navigation uses such as drainage canals, irrigation canals,
water supply aqueducts, or water oriented recreation uses.

D. ALTERATION OF THE CHARACTER OF BRIDGES AND CAUSEWAYS.

1. Abandoned Bridges. The jurisdiction of the Secretary of Transportation and
the Coast Guard over bridges and causeways includes the authority to require the
removal of such structures whan the owners thereof/desire to discontinue their
approved use for transportation purposes. Each Individual case must be treated
according to the particular set of facts and circumstances surrounding It.
33 U.S.C. 502(a) states in part that "whenever the Secretary of Transportation shall
have good reason to belleve that any railroad or other bridge over any of the navigable
waters of the United States is an unreasonable obstruction to the free navigation of such
waters on account of insufficient height, width of span, or otherwise, ... it shall be the
duty of the said Secretary, first giving the parties reasonable opportunity to be heard, to
give notice to the persons or corporations owning or controlling such bridge so to alter
the same as to render navigation through or under it reasonably free, easy and
unobstructed; and in giving such notice he shall specify the changes that ara required to
be made, and shall prescribe in each case a reasonable time in which to make them. If
the persons, corporation, or association ... willtully fail or refuse to remove the same or
to comply with the lawful order of the Secretary of Transportation ... shall be deemed

guilty ...".

a. Case law further supports Coast Guard authority In requiring the
removal of abandoned bridges:

(1) “A bridge across a navigable stream is an obstruction to
navigation tolerated only because of necessity and the convenience of commerce on
fand. ..". (33 U.S.C. 401, Note 30 (Clement v. Metropolitan West Side Elevated Ry.
Co. lll. 1903. 123 F. 271,59 C.CA 289)).

() “Certain obstructions are under certain circumstances
reasonable--such as duly authorized bridges which serve the interests of land
transportation. ...When the bridge became unusable and was abandoned, it became an
unreasonable obstruction, for whose existence the raliroad was responsible”. (U.S.A. v.
N.Y. Central Railroad Co., et al.. No. 63-72, U. S. District Court, Mass., 9 November
1965).
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b. In view of the above, bridge structures that are not used for the
convenlence of land transportatlon are considered unreasonable obstructions to
navigatlon and cannot be tolerated. Please note that each case should be treated on an
individual basis, giving consideration to the particular facts and circumstances
surrounding it, and the procedures set forth in Chapter 7 should be followed in every
alleged violation proceeding. The approval of Commandant (G-NBR) Is required prior
to any Olstrict action invoiving the removal of abandoned bridges. ‘

2. Betention of Stryctures. If the owner of a bridge or causeway discontinues
Its use and wishes to remove or alter any part thereof in such a manner that it will lose

its character as a bridge or causeway, the Coast Guard will normally require removal of
the structure from the “waterway in its entirety or t0 an elevation deem appropriate by
the cognizant Coast Guard District Commander. However, if the owner of a bridge or a
causeway wishes to retain it in part for use other than for operation and maintenance as
a bridge or causeway, the structure remaining will be considered as coming within the
Jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers. The Coast Guard will refer the applicant for such
uses to the Coms of Engineers for consideration. If the Corps of Engineers approves
the conversion of a bridge or causeway to another structure, no residual jurisdiction over
the structure will remain with the Coast Guard. However, if the Corps of Engineers
declines jurisdiction or does not approve the proposed conversion, then the structure
remains a bridge subject to the jurisdiction of the Coast Guard.

E. CLOSURE OF WATERWAYS AND RESTRICTION OF PASSAGE THRQUGH
QR UNDER BRIDGES

1. Under the applicable bridge acts, the Commandant has the authority to
approve the clearances required for navigation through or under bridges. It is
understood that this duty and authority extends to and may be exercised in connection
with the construction, aiteration, operation, maintenance, and removal of bridges, and
includes the power to authorize the temporary restriction of passage through or under a
bridge by use of falsework, plling, floating equipment, closure of draws, or any works or
activities which temporarily reduce the navigational clearances and design flood flows,
including closure of any or all spans of the bridge.

2. Further, under the Ports and Waterways Safety Act of 1972,
33 U.S.C. 1221, the Commandant exercises broad powers in waterways to controi
vessel traffic in areas he determines to be especially hazardous and to establish safety
Zones or other measures for limited controls or conditional access and activity when
necessary to prevent damage to or the destruction or loss of, any vessel, bridge or other
structure on or in the navigable waters of the United States. Accordingly, In the event
that work in connection with the construction, aiteration, or repair of a bridge or
causeway is of such a nature that for the protection of life and property navigation
through or in the vicinity of the bridge or causeway must be temporarily prohibited, the
Coast Guard may close that part of the affected waterway while tha work is being
performed. However, it is also clear that the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of
Engineers have the authority, under Section 4 of the Act of August18, 1894, as

amended, 33 U.S.C. 1, to prescribe rules for the use, administration, and navigation of -

the navigable waters of the United States. In recognition of that authority, and pursuant
to Section 102(c) of the Ports and Waterways Safety Act, 33 U.S.C. 1222(c), the Coast
Guard will consult with the Corps of Engineers when any significant restriction of
passage through or under a bridge is contemplated to be authorized or a waterway is to
be temporarily closed.
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U.S. Department Commander 431 Crowford Sirest
of Transportation Undied States Coset Guard Portoroath, V. 237048004
Alartic Ares Staf! Symbt: (Acwb)
United States Phone: (757)%0-0020
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1659%

Mr. Parker F. Williams

Federal Highway Administration

Division Administrator

Suite 220

711 W. 40® Street

Baltimore, Maryland 2121}

Dear Mr. Williams:

This responds to a telephone conference with Ms. Anne Bruder and Mr. Bill H. Brazier of my
staff on March $, 1998. Ms. Bruder had requested information pertaining to the Maryland 331
Dover drawbridge over Choptank River. Ms. Bruder also requested information concerning
Federal Regulations governing the lisbilities of 3 bridge owner, if that owner deeded that
responsibility of ownership over to a private organization.

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) parts 117.1 Subpart A-General Requirements lists all
of the applicable requirements bridge owners are required to follow by law. Transfer of
ownership will not change the Federal requirements for bridge owners set forth in the CFR_

In addition to the General Requirements the MD331 Dover Bridge has further opening
requirements which must be followed. They are listed as:
CFR 117.553 Choptank River.

(a) The draw of the Maryland 331 bridge, mile 35.3, at Dover shall open on signal from 6 g m.
10 6 p.m., year round, and the draw shall remain losed from 6 p.m. to 6 a.m., year round,
unless a twenty four hour notice ig given by calling (301)820-85%2 or (301)745.209¢.

If ownership were to change, the new owners would be responsible to comply with these
regulations and also provide updated phones numbers or a point of contact for the bridge to
maintain a proper opening schedule.

Copies of the Code of Federal Regulations have been enclosed for your review. If you should

have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Bill H. Brazier, Bridge Specialist, at
(804) 3986422,

Sincerely,

AL AN

ANN B. DEATON

Chicf, Bridge Administration Section
By direction of the Commander

Fifth Coast Guard District
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April 17, 1998

Mr. Bruce Grey

Project Planning Division

Maryland State Highway Administration
P.O. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re:  #TA392A11 Maryland 331: Dover Bridge, Bridge #20023 over the Choptank River

Dear Mr. Grey,

It is the understanding of the National Trust for Historic
project would affect the historic Dover Bridge in Talbot
National Register of Historic Places, and may affect Tro
National Register. It is also our understanding that your
project, and will soon be issuing a draft Environmental
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.

Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4332, and Section 4(f) of the
U.S.C. § 303.

Preservation that the above-referenced
County, which is eligible for the

th’s Fortune, a property listed on the
office is conducting review of the
Assessment (“EA"), pursuant to Section
C. § 470f, the National Environmental
Department of Transportation Act, 49

Since 1975, the National Trust has held a preservation easement on Troth's Fortune.

Accordingly, we hereby request to participate as an “

mterested person,” as review of this project
proceeds. Please send the draft EA, notices and any other information, to my attention at the
address listed below:

Paul W. Edmondson, General Counsel
National Trust for Historic Preservation
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

Chemvon vime S on, el e .
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Mr. Bruce Grey
April 17, 1998
Page 2

If there is any question about this request, please contact Laura S. Nelson, Assistant General
Counsel, at (202) 588-6174. Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

NN/

Pat] W. Edmondson
General Counsel

cc: Ms. Pam Stephenson, FHWA
Ms. Ann Bruder, Maryland Historical Trust
Ms. Lisa Burcham, NTHP Southern Field Office
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Parker F. Williams
April 28, 1998 Administrator

Mr. Paul W. Edmondson

General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington DC 20036

Dear Mr. Edmondson:

Thank you for your letter of interest on the MD 331 Dover Bridge in Caroline and
Talbot counties, Maryland. Pursuant to Section 106 of the Nationa! Historic
Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. § 470f, the National Environmental Policy Act,

42 U.S.C. § 4332, and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act,

49 U.S.C. § 303, the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) and the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are preparing a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation. As you requested, the National Trust
will be added to the distribution list for this environmental document as an
“interested person,” as well as added to the project mailing list.

Thank you again. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me. .
Questions can also be forwarded to the project manager, Michelle Hoffman, at
(410) 545-8547, or the project historian, Jill Dowling, at (410) 545-8559. Both
Michelle and Jill can be reached toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege; Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Bruce Grey /4
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Froe

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 « Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
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Mr. Paul W. Edmondson
Page Two

Cc:

Ms. Anne Bruder, MHT
Ms. Jill Dowling, SHA

Ms<&nne Elrays, SHA

Ms. Michelle D. Hoffman, SHA
Ms. Cynthia Simpson, SHA
Ms. Pamela Stephenson, FHWA
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Maryland
Department of
Housing and
Community
Development

" Drvision of Historical and

Cultural Programs

100 Community Place
Crownsville, Mzryland 21032

410-5)4-7600
1-800.756-0119

Fix 410.987.4071
Maryland Relay for the Deal:
1-800-735.2258

hup/Avww.dhed.state.md. us

Parns N. Glendening
Covernor

Pacricia ] Payne
Secretary

Raymond A, Skinner
Deputy Secretary

259

Apiil 16,1998

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Deputy Division Chief
Project Planning Division
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
P.0.Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

RE:  Project No. TA392A11 (FHWA) =. .5 ! 5 .
MD 331 Dover Bridge (Stucture No. 20023) over the Choptank River
Talbot and Caroline Counties, Maryland .~ . .

Dear fmpson:

On Wednesday, April 8, 1998, Trust staff members Michael K. Day, Elizabeth J.
Cole and Anne E. Bruder attended a mecting and site visit conceming the above-
referenced project conducted by the Maryland State Highway Administration at the Easton'
SHA Office. Representatives from the Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation also participated. We appreciated the opportunity to collectively discuss the
project’s multiple environmental and cultural concems with the involved agencies. Based
on those discussions, ] would like to take this opportunity to address some of the points
made at that meeting and express our continued coneems regarding this project. '

During the meeting, we leamed that SHA has decided to retain the Dual Bridge
Alternate for detailed study. his certainly appropriate for SHA to fully examine all
prudent and feasible altematives, particularly an option which enables the continued and
viable use of the Dover Bridge in its current transportation function. SHA had not
specifically presented the Dual Bridge Alternate as an option in its March 6, 1998
determination of effects letter. Both SHA and FHWA staff explained that the completion
dcadline of the effects letter had precluded SHA from highlighting the-Dual Bridge option.
Since it was not prescnted as an alternate option, the Trust has not specifically commented
on the Dual Bridge Alternate’s impacts on the Dover Bridge, Troth’s Fortune, and ‘
archeological site 18TA31S. Thercfore, the Tnist would appreciate receiving a letter from
SHA which clearly explains this option and addresses its effects on all architectural and

archeological resources.  SHA should also revise the project’s effects table to reflect the
addition of the new altemate.

. We understand that SHA bas scheduled the project’s Public Workshop for May
20, 1998, at Easton High School. We trust that the workshop will present appropriate and

thorough materials regarding the significance of the Dovct Bridge and the scarcity of this

EN Ly
P NN * .
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Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Apnl 16, 1998
Page 2

particular resource type and discuss the Project’s pertinent historic preservation issues.
The workshop should include participation by avthorities knowledgeable about historic
bridges and maintenance issues, specificafly Dr. Abba Lichtenstein who recently
completed a Feasibility Study of the Dover Bridge for SHA. Dr. Lichtenstein’s presence
at the workshop is critical for several reasons, but the most important is his ability to

reassure the public of the bridge’s excellent working condition, given the recent rpairsto |
the clectrical system. In addition, the Trust requests the opportunity to review the forma -

and content of the historic preservation aspects of the workshop and participate in the
mecting to discuss the cultural resources .concems with the public. »

Following last week’s mecting, the various agencies visited the Dover Bridge to
view the different alignment options and ¢xisting conditions. Fortunately, the participants
Were present lo observe the bridge opening at approximately 1:00 p.m. to allow & barge to

pass through the channel. We noted that fhe center $pan swung open smoothly and evenly.

As it closed, the center span did so more slowly, allowing the bearing to catch properly.
The eatire opcration took less than 4 minutes to complete. Although traffic waited while
the bridge opened and closed, no one was unduly delayed. Based on the results of the
field visit, the Trust continues to believe that all the proposed build altemates will have
severe, detrimental, and imeparable impacts on historic and environmental resources.
While we acknowledge the need for SHA 1o Provide a safe and dependable bridge crossing
for the citizens of Talbot and Caroline Counties and other users, we also beljeve that the
areas’ unique and imreplaceable resources should be protected to the greatest extent
possible.  The results of last week’s meeting confirm and support the Trust’s continued

opinion that SHA should thoroughly investigate and consider all possible No Build
options for this undertaking.

[l

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 410-514-7601, or Ms. Bruder.

at 4]10-514-7636, or Ms. Cole at 410-514+7631.
Sincerely,
J. Rodney Linde
Director/State Historic Presenvation Officer

JRL/AEB/EIC

ce: Mr. Bruce Grey (SHA)
Dr. Charies Hall (SHA) .
Ms. Jill Dowling (SHA) Mr. Bill Brazier (USCG)

Ms. Pam Stepheason (FHWA) ' “SHALA R G roupoee
Ms. Mary Ann Naber (ACHP) . Mr. Michael Day

Mr. Vanee Hobbs (COE) Mr. Thomas Williams

Mr. Victor MacSorley , Ms. Deborah Renshaw
Mr. Mark Bower. ' ' Mr. J. A K. Walsh
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April 15, 1998 Administrator

Re:  Project No: TA392A11
MD 331: Dover Bridge (Bridge 20023)
over Choptank River
Talbot County, MD

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little:

Thank you for your April 1 letter responding to our architectural and archeological
submissions addressing identification efforts, eligibility determinations, and effects for
alternates presently under study. We appreciated the opportunity to further address these
issues during the April 8 field meeting. This letter serves to clear up outstanding issues with

respect to the dual bridge alternate, the Maryland State Police Barracks, and visual impacts on
Troth’s Fortune.

Dual Bridge Alternate

This letter responds to your request that we distinguish the dual bridge alternate from S2
Option A. We apologize if the State Highway Administration’s (SHA) approach with respect
to this alternate created confusion. Because the profile and relationship of this alternate to the
historic bridge is identical to Alternate S2 Option A and based on the adverse impact of the
construction of any of the proposed structures in alignment with the existing structure, SHA
presented the dual bridge alternate within the assessment of effects for all southern options.
We request your comments on the following dual bridge alternate description:

Dual Bridge: This would entail using the existing Dover Bridge to accommodate one-lane westbound
traffic, and a new single lane, fixed parallel 30 foot high structure with a deck of 32 feet for eastbound
traffic. In combination with a traffic signal that could reverse the direction of traffic using the fixed
span, this dual bridge combination ensures that if a malfunction occurs on the swing span. a route to

the emergency location or the hospital would still be available. This alternate is .63 miles long and

costs approximately $13.2 million. ‘ yeg wiles
S\U MArtien

Effects Assessment: This alternate maintains the historic use and location of the Dover Bridge. but
negatively impacts the bridges setting through the construction of a fixed high level structure at

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-225 : Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box VI-141 timore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calve o Baltimore Marviand 219202

ol

J— Parmis N. Glendening
NS Maryland Department of Transportation Govemor
WA State Highway Administration David L. Winstead
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 331: Dover Bridge
Page 2

approximately the level of the top of the truss. The proposed dual bridge would be eight feet less wide
than the two lane structure proposed on the same alignment. The bridge tender’s house would occupy
an “island” between the two roadways. The new structure would likely be visible from the Choptank
boundary of Troth’s Fortune through the open trusses of the historic bridge, and eastern approach work
may be visible from the historic structures. Given the topography and rural character of the region,
this alternate would have a significant impact on the local environment. Relative to archeological
resources, Site 18TA315 would be impacted by alignment S2, which is proposed for this alternate.

The site contains intact, subsurface archeological features dating to the late 17" and early 18"
centuries, and is considered eligible for listing on the National Register under Criterion D, for its
information potential.

Based on impacts to the Dover Bridge and archeological resources, and potential visual impacts to
Troth’s Fortune, the Dual Bridge alternate would have an adverse effect on historic resources, although
it would maintain the historic use of the Dover Bridge.

Maryland State Police Barracks (T-950): Eligibility and Effects

During the April 8 field meeting, the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) and SHA staff
independently confirmed that despite local topography, the southern alternates will not be
visible from the Maryland State Police Barracks. Approach work for all proposed alternates
will not extend near this property.

MHT’s April 1 letter left some confusion about the eligibility status of this property. In the
first paragraph on Page 2, consecutive sentences seem to contradict each other, asserting first:
We concur that only Troth’s Fortune (T-50) and the Dover Bridge (T-487) are eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places and then stating We also find that the Maryland
State Police Barracks (T-950) is eligible for the National Register. The eligibility table
clarifies this by providing MHT’s opinion on SHA’s determination as Do not concur -
Eligible. The comments section provides some guidance relative to this opinion, but does not
present the Criterion under which MHT feels that this resource qualifies as eligible.

SHA maintains the opinion that the Maryland State Police property is not National Register
eligible and offers the following response to MHT’s opinion. Based on the fact that important
persons, architecture, and archeology were not mentioned in the comments, SHA assumes that
MHT’s comments provide an argument for eligibility under Criterion A, for association with
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of our history.

National Register Bulletin 15 (NRB 15) instructs that properties not specifically associated
with a single event must relate to an event or trends clearly important within the associated
historic context. MHT writes: Spero’s report addresses the project area’s history from the
colonial period to the present. The Trust agrees with the conclusions reached by the
consultant. The historic context thoroughly addresses settlement patterns, religion, economy,
and transportation, but provides no indication that the growth of the State police, especially
with respect to motorcycle use, “is associated with the historic context in any important way.”
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Further, NRB 15 states that mere association with historic events or trends is not enough, in
and of itself, to qualify under Criterion A: the property’s specific association must be

considered important as well. P.A.C. Spero found no evidence indicating that this barracks
was significant in State Police history.

Finally, while the structure maintains integrity of location and setting, the other aspects of its
integrity have been severely compromised. As the consultant states, the original design of the
structure is obfuscated by the enclosure of the front porch as well as two rear additions.
Material replacement includes exterior doors and windows on the main building and on the
garage. There is no evidence that the historic windows and doors remain on the property. If
this is the case, based on the apparent changes to fenestration openings, permanent alteration
of the historic fabric has occurred. The extent of workmanship and feeling expressed by the
building has been compromised by these changes. Feeling is further impacted by the apparent
vacancy of the structure much of the time. Finally, and most importantly. the building retains
no association with its former use. The structure has not served as a State Police Barracks in
nearly 30 years, and has been adapted for use as a religious meeting place. Physical features
conveying its use by the State Police have been removed or, in the case of the garage, altered.

SHA maintains that the Maryland State Police Barracks is not eligible for National Register
listing, in accordance with the evaluation provided in the P.A.C. Spero report.

Visual impacts to Troth’s Fortune

SHA provided MHT with photographs from various vantage points on the Troth’s Fortune
property, beginning east of the structures and looking toward the Choptank River with our
effects determination. SHA asserted in the attached Effects table that both southern and
northern alternates would result in adverse visual impacts to the National Register listed site.
This determination was put forth for all alternates due to the low lying topography of the river

corridor, the open trusses of the bridge, and a consideration of the boundaries for Troth’s
Fortune. '

The historic boundary for the property extends to the Choptank River, where according to the
report: “it has been postulated that Troth’s store may have existed on the waterfront portion of
his own property, thus suggesting that he had his own landing.” (p. D-5) Despite the
existence of the Dover Bridge between the property and the proposed structure, any of the
southern alternates would be visible from this vantage at Troth’s Fortune, and so SHA
assessed southern alternates as impacting this site as well, as one consideration contributing to
the overall “adverse effect” for these proposed alignments. '

In the field, several individuals expressed the opinion that southern alternates would not have a
visual impact on the National Register listed site. We request that you consult the photographs

accompanying our earlier submission, and invite your comments clarifying MHT’s opinion
relative to this issue.
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Review Request

Please consult the attached document
Maryland State Highway Administration reg
Dual Bridge Alternate and the issue of poten
Troth's Fortune. We look forward to your |
Jill Dowling at 410-543-853
Mr. Richard Ervin at 410-3

ation and review the determinations generated by
arding this project. We invite vour comments on the
tial visual impacts from southern alternates to
€sponse on these issues by Mav 8. Please call Ms.
9 with any questions about standing structures for this project. and
21-3233 with any questions about archeology.

Very truly vours.

Louis H. Ege. Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by /3 1 I, ﬁ[k
Cynthia D. Simpson !
Deputy Division Chief
Project Planning Division

cc: Ms. Jill Dowling
Ms. Anne Elravs
Mr. Richard Ervin
Mr. Bruce M. Grev
Dr. Charles Hall
Mr. Vance Hobbs
Ms. Michelle Hoffman
Ms. MarvAnn Nabor (ACHP)
Ms. Pam Stephenson (w Attachments)

wn
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April 1, 1998

Ms. Cvnthia D. Simpson
Maryland- Deputy Division Chief
Department of Project Planning Division

. State Highway Administration
Housmg and 707 North Calvert Strect
Community P.0. Box 717

1 1D 21203-
DCVE]Opmen[ Balumore. MD 21203-0717

l‘RE: Froject No. TA392A11 (SHA - FAW A)
MD 331: Dover Bridge (Bndge =20023) over Choptank River
Talbot County, Manland

Duvision ¢ Hisiorieal and

Cutiural Procrams Dear

: Thank vou for vour recent letters (dated Februan 17, March 2. March 6. and
l

March 18) forwarding the architectural and archeological resources raviews and the effect

Crownsvilis Manviand 21032

“.ol

| . . ~ .
- . ete ve-reference ect.
100 Community Piace lld termination for the above-referencad projac
|
[

Trust staff have carefully reviewed both reponts: Historic Resource Sumver and
}Delermination of Eligidilin: Report or MD 3] - Dover Bridge over 1:e Choprani: River.
fingis ke by P.AC. Spero and Company ("Spero”) and Phase I Terresiriai aiiz Undervarer

T :4rcieological Surven. Manrviend 32! Dover Bridge Repiacement Acrass the Chapiank

l.River. Talbot and Caroline Counties. by Dr. William Barse. et al. (“Grziner”). While

iboth reports represent reasonable and appropriate levels of effor for th2 relevant studies. it
s fis our opinion that a unified. multdisciplinan

identification and evaiuation approach
:would have produced more useful and cost sffective results for this project.  Essentialiv,

iSpero and Greiner botlygenerated historic overviews and contexts for their respective
;surveyv's and there was little to no coordination of architectural and arcnzological

hiiz ‘wwwhed siate mé vz Investigations. Likewise, the terrestrial ang underwater sunvevs wers conducted as totails
iseparate endeavors.  Given the compressed schedule for this project. it would have besn
|feasible for SHA to implement a comprehensive. integrated evaluatior. of all historic

Iproperty tvpes. We encourage SHA to implement such inclusive Invastigations cn future

Parnis N Giendening fprOJeCIS.
Govemor
We have made our comments on the nwo reports and the survev forms below and
Pairizia ) Pavne lin the attachments following this letter
Secrerary

I. Eligibility Determinations

Raymond A Skinner
Deputy Secretary A

Architecture: Spero's report addresses the project area’s history of development
from the colonial period to the present. The Trust agrees with the conclusions reached by
the consultant.  Attachment | provides the Trust's additional commenis about corrections
which should be made to the final report.  Likewise. the determinations of ehigibility for

=l VI-145



114

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
April 1, 1998
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the standing structures are enclosed as Attachment II. We concur that only Troth's
Fortune (T-30) and the Dover Bridge (T-487) are eligible for the National Register of

Historic Places. We also find that the Marvland State Police Barracks (T-930) is eligible
for the National Register.

Greiner's survey of the project area documents the development of the Dover
Bridge from a mid-nineteenth century wooden structure tothe present Warren Truss
bridge. The information provided will be useful for future studies of the area. We wouls
recommend that Greiner incorporate both the Maryiand Geological Siervey, Volume I11.
1899. page 206 and Plate XIX, as well as A History of Road Building in Marviand. by the
State Road Commission of Maryland, 1938, pages 125 and 134 as tws sources for
additional information regarding the earlier bridges.

Both Spero and Greiner should make changes as necessarv 12 indicate thar the
present bndge is a Warren Truss rather than a Pratt Truss and that ths ondge constructicn
date was 1933, not 1932, We have forwarded the forms and the reporito the Trust's
library for accessioning. Please submit final copies of the'inventory forms. unbound anc
doubiz-sided copied on archival paper. The Report should be bound znd double-sided
copied on archival paper for accessioning in our library.

Since SHA has determined that the recent electrical work hag =10 adverse eifect cn
the Dover Bridge, the Trust concurs with that determination. We request thar SHA
provids the Trust with information regarding the precise elements of <52 work for our fiiss.
Because of the high profile narure of this project and the significant c=aracteristics of ths
bridge itself. we would have appreciated SHA informing us of the proposed work and
providing the Trust an opportunity to comment. We acknowledge thzt SHA considerec
the elsctrical work did not constitute an undertaking. in accordance w:h the Februan 1.
1995 Letter of Agreemant. Nonetheless. coordination with the Trus: on the electrical
work would have been an advisable and considerate course of action. ziven the projact
circumstances.

B. Archeology:  The draft Greiner report presents documenta:izn on the goals.
methods. results. and recommendations of the terrestnal and underwazzr survevs, The
level of sunev and resulting report generally meet the requirements ¢ the Srandards ard
Guideiines jor Archeological Investigations in Marviand (Shaffer ané Cole 1994). with
certain revisions.  The survey identified two terrestrial and five undamvater archeologicz!
sites within the area examined. We concur that only archeological siz2 I18TA3]3 s
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  The site represents a domestic
occupation dating from the late | 7th - carly 18th c. Testing identified ~wo intact features
(possible filled cellars or refuse pits) and rccovered a vanety of architzzrural. kitchen, anz
personal antifacts.  The site appears to retain excellent subsurface inteznty.  The surver
demonstrated that I8TA31S has the potential to vield important information regarding ths
early historic settlement of the area. homelot organization. and social and economic

patterns. - Anachment I provides the Trust's concurrence with SHA s evaluations of
eligibility for the seven sitcs.
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Ms. Cyvnthia D. Simpson
Apnl 1, 1998
Page 3

Attachment IV’ lists the Trust's substantive and
itself.  We ask SHA to have the consultan: address the

remarks, in the preparation of the final document. W
of the final repor. when available.

editoria] comments on the draft

Se issues. in addition 1o SHA ¢
¢ look forward to fecciving a copy

Attachment TV also expresses the Trust's conc
undenwater survey co

verage and lack of coordination o
undenvater staff We will continye o work with
consultation on futyre projects. We emphasize that carly and closz
Trust wi]] help to ensure thay SHA is implementing reas
investigation and avoid questjong on the ade

em regarding the adequacy of the

fthe sunev effons with Trust
SHA and its consul

coordination with (i
onable and anpropnate levels of
quacy of sunveyv effors.

Il Effecﬁ})etermination
=—xtXctermination
Because SHA hag request

Tmates. we have includ
our review of the submin
altemates” Impacts on the

2d our AssEssments of of

ed our tomments in the attachad chan (Attachment II]; based on
ed documentation. Please note that SHA myst stll assz
National Register eligible Manvland State Police
The Trus concurs with SHA 's determination that t
Obtions and the Southem Altemates - 4 Options will h
Bridge and Troth’s Fortune In addition, thye
adversely affact archeological sjte 18TA3]s
the No Bujld Altemate and Modification Al
Dover Bridee or any other historic property,
No Build and Modifications altemates are ¢
options for this undertaking.

cCton sevenal different
alte

ss the
Barracks (T.
he Northem Altemates - 4
ave adverse o1
Southem Alternates -

Converszly the IEmaining two alternates.
mate will have no adverse effects on the
From a historic Presenvation viewpoing. ths
carly the most preferable and Jaas damaginz

¢cts on the Dova-
All Options wij]

Throughout tha consultation thys fa

SHA 0 explore all prudent and feasible alre

7 on this project. the Trust has repatediv uros4

matives which would avoid adverse effects on
the Dover Bridge and ensyre the continued yse and presenation of this uniq

ue. significgsy
and irreplaceaple historic Prepery. The Dover Bridge i< the onlv sunviving Warrep Tross
SWing span bridge in ."\E'r}'lan - and represents one of afew remaining

bridges in the Chesapeake region. We are eepiy concemed tha SHAs current

escriptions of jts bujlq altemnates make reference 1o the possible relocation or destructicr

of the Dover Bridge. SHA should avoid such drastic and ireversible measures and taks™
€very possible effont 1o retain the Dover Bridge as a viable and ﬁmctioning transportaricr

Trust requests that SHA gjve sernious and considerablz antention 1o selectin

the No Buijld or Modification Alternates for this undentaking.  Th
would have the least dotry

historic SWing span

Q.

\

[}

of this significant bridge.

‘VI-147



Ms. Cynthia D Simpson
April 1. 1998

Page 4

297

We will continue to work with SHA, FHWA. and the other involved partics to
determine the best solution for the project. and look forward to the upcoming meeting/site
visiton April 8, 1998. If vou have questions or require further assistancs. pleasc call Ms
Anne Bruder (for standing structures) at (410) 514-7636. Ms Beth Cole (for archeology)
at (410) 314-7631. or Dr. Susan Langlev (for underwater) at (410) $14-7662. Thank vou
for providing us this opportunity to comment.

JRL:EJC:AEB
Attachments

cC:

Mr. Bruce Grev (SHA)

Dr. Charles Hall (SHA)

Ms. Jill Dowling (SHA)

Ms. Pam Stephenson (FHW 4)
Ms. Mary Ann Nabar (ACHP)
Mr Vance Hobbs (COE)

Mr. Bill Brazier (USCGQ)

Dr. Susan Langlayv

SHA IAR Group

Mr. Thomas C. Williams

Mr. Victor MacSorlev

Ms. Deborah Renshaw

Mr. Thomas C. Williams

Sincerely,
p)
0*%"

J. Rodnev Little
Director/State Historic Presanvation Officer

Mr. Mark Bower (Talbot County Historical Trust)
Mr. J.A K. Waish (Caroline County Historical Society)
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ATTACHMENT I
S—ALHMENT |
MHT COMMENTS ON DRAFT ARCHITECTURAL REPORT (SPERQ)

April 1, 1998
All references to “Continuation Sheets™ in both the context and on the forms for Troth's Fortune
(M *T-50) and the Dover Bridge (MHT #T-487) should be changed 1o ‘Addendum [Sheer)~
because the “Guidelineg indicate thap Addenda are 15 be used for sunvey forms which are alread
compizte and in the Trust's Inventon: Books. (B-2)
The Are

a of Potentia) Effect map for the context should show both the boundan- of th studv area
and the location of the resources Sunveved. (C-2)

The word “colonization™ 1s the noun form of the ver
describa the architecryra] style which re

of settlement or the revivy period wh;j
1o this day-. (D-3)

Colonization 4o
s€venteen and eighteenth ce
ch began at the end of the ninetes

-y

&s not
WY periods
nth centunv ang continues

I €y should be moyveq
aSton and not to the Choptank River. (D-9)

It's pointing 10
Hog Islang stil]

eXISts south of the Dover Brd
There have been threa

e,
=

bridges in the arsa of the presen Dover Brig

22 site:
a) 3 Wooden draw bridge (] 848-] §98):

b) a Prant tryss [draw] bridge (1893-] 933): and

<) a Warren

$§ swing bridge (IQ?S-Presem}
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T-948 \ | Dover Ferry Farm \ Not Eligible Conenr -- not cligible
T-949 \ | Pascault-Sham Propday Not Eligible Concur -- not cligible
T-950 \ MaryLand State Police Property Not Eligible Do not conenr -- Althongh the site no longer functions as the State Police
Lligible Barracks for the Eastem Shore, its construction is
) \ associated with the growth of the State Police in the 1930
' Of particular importance was the nse of motorcycles, and
the garage provides evidence of the nse of these vehicles
by the MSP. Furthermore, althongh there have been
several changes to the building since 1960, all are
reversible and have not permancently altered historic fabric
\ ‘The consultant should also change the heading on the
R summary sheet to indicate that
i Law/Govermment/Transportation arc areas of significance.
‘ ' ] | rathier tlian Religion
T-931 G. \\,' Councell Property [ Not Ldigible Concur -- not cligible
T-052 Cliafles W Ross Property | Not Eligible Conenr -- not cligible
IRTA3LS IRTA3YS [ Eligible Concur -- cligible
I8TA3LGO I8TA3 16 \ Not Eligible Concur -- not cligible
IKTA317 DB | Not Eligibic Concur - not cligible
ISTAIY Sma\l Vessel #1 \ Not Ehpgible Concur -- not cligible N
IRTA3IY DB-H3 ) Not Lligible Conenr - not cligible [¥ 7
IRTA320 Smal Vessel #2 Not Eligible Concur -- not cligible
IRCA202 DB Not Ehigible Concnr -- ot cligible

o)
&



ATTACHMENT I
DETERMINATIONS OF ELIGIBILITY TABLE
April 1, 1998

INVENTORY | PROPERTY NANMIIE SHA/PACS/ MITT COMMIENTS
NUNBIR GREINER DETERMINATION

DETERMINATION
CAR-132 Engle Propenty . Not Llieible Conenr -- not cligible
CAR-163 Bowdle Moperty Not LEliible Concur -- not cligible
CAR-170 Banning Property | Not Lligible Concnr == not chigible
CAR-I187 Banning Property Not Fligible Concur -- not cligible
CAR-100 Montagie Property Not Elngible Concur -- not cligible
T-50 Troth’s Fortune Listed on National Concur -- Eligible

Register of 1istoric

Places, 1975 .
T-487 Dover Bridge over Chioptank Ehigible Concur -- Eligible Spero identificd the Dover Bridge as a Warren Truss

River bridge i the Historic Bridge Context (see page 78). As a

result of this identification, as well as Mr. Lichtenstein’s
comment on the truss type, the consultamt should change
all references in both the Context and the addendum form
to correctly identify the bridge type.

SHA should supply Spero with a copy of the Historic
3rjdge Inventory form for submittal to the Trust.

Idwever, SHA shonld request that the consultant who
completed the Historic Bridge Inventory form should
correct that form to also show the bridge as a Warren truss
type. All fonns shonld also be corrected to show that
bridge construction date is 1933, not 1932,

Based on the pictures available to the Trust, we disagree

that the Bridge Tender’s honse was constructed according

to the plans. If a picture or another source from 1933 is
available to indicate that the housc was constructed in
accordimee with those plans, we would appreciate

reeciving that confirmation. Othenwise, the consultant
should scek to explain the difference between the speed

lines (black stripes) and the projecting decorative bricks QA
above the windows. The bridge tender’s house is a

primary CDIE —\

LESLEIA
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ATTACHMENT 111

ECTS DETERMINATION TABLE FORMD 331 OVER CHOPTANK RIVER, TALBOT AND CAROLINE COUNTIES
April 1, 1998

ALTERNATE

RESOURCE:

SHA
DETERMINATION

TRUST'S
DETERMINATION

TRUST'S COMMENTS

No Build

Dover Bridge

No adverse effect

Concur with
condition -- no
adverse effect

The Tmst agrees that this alternate would have no
adverse cffect on the historic structiure provided that
SHA will agree to maintain the bridge in good working
order and condition.

Troth’s Fortunc

No cffect

Concnr -- no cffect

Site #18TA3IS

No cffect

Concnr -- no cffect

Maryland Stiue
Police Bairacks

The Trust cannot provide comments until SHA makes a
determination (although we belicve that there will be no
cffect to the historic structure).

‘Alternate
Effect -
No hinld

Na adverse effect

N Adverse Effect
with comlition

Modification
Altemate

Dover Brdge

No adverse effect

Concnr with
condition -- no
adverse cffect

Bascd on thepnformation provided in SHA's effeet
determination leétter, the Trust agrees that this altemate
will have no adverse effects on historic fabric, provided
that SHA submits the workplans for the Trust’s review
and approval.

Troth’s Fortune

No ciTect

Concur -- no cffect

Site #18TA315

No effect

Concwr -- no cffect

Alternate
FAffect -
Modification
Alternate

MaryLand State
Police Baracks

No adverse effect

No adverse cffect

with condition

The Tiust cannot provide comments nntil STTA makcs a
determination (although we believe that there will be no
cffcet to the historic strueture).

%
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Northem
Altemates, all

options

Dover Bridye

Adverse effect

Concenr -- Adverse
cfifect

The option to close the bridge and Ieave the swing span
open wonld prevent through traffic and alter its primary
finction -- the ahility to swing open and closc.
However, limiting bridge traffic to hicycle and
pedestiian only wonld not alter the bridge’s wse since it
wonld stll allow people to cross the Choptank .

Thvoth’s Fortnne

Adverse ellect

Conenr -- Adverse
cliect

Site #18TA31S

No cflect

Conenr -- No cffect

Maryland State
Police Barracks

The Trust ciannot provide comments until SHA makes a
determination (althongh we belicve that there will be no
cllect to the historic structnre).

Alternate
Effect -
Northern Alts.

Adverse effect

Adverse Effect

Sonthem
Altemates, all
options

Dover Bndge

Adverse eflect

Concur -- Adverse
cffect

The option to close the bridge and lcave the swing span’
open wonkd |)$cv :nt through traffic and alter its primary
hanction -- thaBility to swing open and close.
However, limiting bridge traffic to bicycle and
pedestman only would not alter the bridge’s nse since it
wonld still allow people to cross the Choptank.

Troth’s Fortune

Adverse ellect

Coneim -- Adverse
ellect

Site #18TA3IS

Adverse effect

Concnr -- Adverse
cftect

Maryland State
Pohice Barracks

The Trost camnot provide comments until ST1A makes a
determination (althongh we belicve that there will be an
clleet to the historice stinctine).

“Alternate

Fifect -
Santhern Alts.

Adverse Flfect

(o
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ATTACHMENT IV
MHT COMMENTS ON DRAFT ARCHEOLOGICAL REPORT (GREINER)

April 1, 1998

The utle page should reflect the author(s) of the underwater sections.

As noted in the letter above, the architectural and archeological efforts would have benefited
from a collaborative approach. Spero and Greiner should utilize and reference the other's
work in the preparation of the final reports.

Figure 1.2 must illustrate the limits of the project’s survey areas for terrestrial and
underwater.

All figures should note the project area, when appropriate.

The report should provide a more detailed descrintion of the proj=ct (length and width of
alternates) and state the total acreage of the survey afFa.

The report should contain a Research Design, clearly describing the goals, methods. expected
resulis. and relevant research topics for the survey.

The report presents a detailed historic context which highlights the specific history of the
pro;e. arza itself. It should also include a discussion of the gzneral background history and
development of the broader region (as was done in the Spero report).

The histeric context should incorporate both the Marviand Geological Survey, \'olume I11.
189¢. page 206 and Plate XIX, as well as 4 Histon: of Road Bu:lding in Wanla»zd by the
State Road Commission of Marvland, 1938, pages 125 and 134 as two sources for additional
information regarding the earlier bridges. Greiner should make changes as necessan to

indicate that the present bridge is a Warren Truss rather than a Prart Truss and that the bridge
construction date was 1933, not 193-.

The report should state the final disposition of the artifact collzction and associat=d records
generatzd by the project.

. Figure 4.1 should illustrate the limits of the alternatives.

- The title to Table 4.1 should include the appropriate site number. The table should be added

in the List of Figures.

. The report should contain antifact distribution maps to illustrate the locations and densities of

recovered artifacts by type and time period.

. The evaluations of site significance should reference the National Register criteria for

evaluation (36CFR60.4) and provide more detailed justification to support the
recommendations (particularly for 18TA316).

. The summary and recommendations should discuss the project altemates’ potential impacts

on identified archeological resources.
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ATTACHMENT IV 6{
Page 2 —2)

N

16.

17.

. The summary and recommendations should provide an interpretation for the lack of

prehistoric resources identified by the survey, in light of the sizable collection of prehistoric
materials recovered by the land owner.

The Trust defers comment on Appendix C. Phase 11 Work Plan for Site 18TA15 although
we believe the recommended strategy of additional historical research and unit excavation to
sample the plowzone is certainly appropriate.  If SHA proposes additional investigation of

18TA313, we request the opportunity to review a more detailed scope of work. proposal for
the testing effonts.

The undenvater portion needs to be formally incorporated into the overall project. including
the scope of work, historical background, methodology etc. and not tacked on as an
appendix, like an afterthought. The underwater section as a whole is pretty briet® the
background for the targets consists of a few blithe statements completelv unsupported by any
references or citations.  The research design should address the project area's potentiad for
undenwater cultural resources, based on the backgraund research.

. Figure I (Appendix B) should illustrate the limits of the project area and show the locations

of the five identified sites.

. The report must incorporate the official Trust inventory numbers for the undervater sites in

the taxt and illustrations.

. The report must contain vitae for the underwater principals.

. The Trust remains concemed about the adequacy of the undenwater survey coverage for

locating submerged prehistoric sites.  The report should address this issue and provide
Justification to support the level of effort performed. This office had advised 2cainst use of

an ATV. The consultant remarks that cultural remains are generallv near the surace or
exposed in marsh environments; therefore use of an ATV runs the risk of damzzing these.
The bogging down and subsequent towing out activities may have already damaged fragile
remains. This office suggested using either an inflatable or catamaraning two czanoes at high
tide. or walking and shovel/probe testing at low tides. although the final submission now
states that this was not possible due to inadequate water coverage. While it was apparent]v
possible to cover the area by foot during a period when the surface firmed up. "2s7ing seems
to have consisted of only probing when material was encountered. No svstemaiic probing
appears to have been undertaken nor any other subsurface testing such as augering or shove!
test pits. Becausc of the possibility of prehistoric remains. especially in a marsh
environment. and because such remains would not appear in either magnetoma:2r or side
scan sonar survey data. and further because such sites are grosslv under-represeated due to
the use of remote sensing survev techniques in general. it is particularly impor:ant that areas
with the potential to harbor such sites be tested carefully whenever an Opportunity is
provided. Using the methods applied here. anv prehistoric remains would not have besn
encountered unless they consisted of a large feature, such as a dugout canoe, protruding from
the mud.  Although the Trust is not requesting additional field work for this project. we
want to continue to explore the use of more effective testing methods with SHA for furure
projects.
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ATTACHMENT IV W

Page 3

22. As wc have mentioned in the past, the Trust requests the Opportunity to review scopes of

[\
s

work/proposals for any underwater investigations, to ensure that a reasonable and
appropniate level of investigation is performed. The coordination (between SHA, the Trust,
and the consultant) for underwater on this project was poor to non-existent. and we hope that
SHA will take measures to correct this problem on future projects. Early and close
coordination on undenwater investigations will help to eliminate and avoid future concerns
regarding the adequacy of survey methods and coverage.

. Other editorial remarks requiring attention on the underwater report include:

P 3.1, Para 3, Line 2 Capitalize “state”

P .32 Change first word to “represent”

P.33 Para 3. Line2 Remove space from “exploitation™

Line3 The initial reference to specific flora and fauna should include
the

Linnaean taxonomic classification in parentheses.
P.3.6 Para 4, Line 1 Change “developes™ to “develops™

P. 46, Para. 4 The ceramics do not appear to total 73 specimens,
Para. 4. Line 2 Change “no” to "not™

P.4.10, Para. 1, Line 7 Change “were™ to “where™

Para 5, Line 3 Change “hell” to “heel”

Bibliog. Needs to be paginated

Afterentry Coe, J. delete the additional lines
App. B, P. 3. Para 3,
Line 2 Change “necessitates” to “necessitated”
P. 4. Para. 1. Line 6 Proper possessive nouns that end in “s.” when plural, still use an
apostrophe;
for example. “Oceanographics's™
Para. 2, Lines 2 &3 Change “was™ to “were" twice
Line 2 Change “it was™ to “these were™
P 16. Para 3. last line Change “western most™ to “westernmost”
P.21. Para. 3. Line2  Change “inter tidal” to “inter-tidal"
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Parmris N. Glendening
Governor

Maryland Department of Transportation David L. Winstead

State Highway Administration Secretary
Parker F. Williams

Administrator

March 6, 1998

Re: Project No: TA392A11
MD 331: Dover Bridge (Bridge 20023) over
Choptank River
Talbot County, MD

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 transmit Maryland State Highway Administration’s (SHA)
determination of effects on cultural resources resulting from the alternates retained for
detailed study for MD 331: Dover Bridge over the Choptank River. The effects analysis
relies on determinations of eligibility supported in P.A.C. Spero’s Historic Resource
Survey and Determination of Eligibility Report for MD 331- Dover Bridge over the
Choptank River (transmitted February 20) and Greiner's Phase | Terrestrial and
Underwater Archeological Survey: MD 331 Dover Bridge Replacement across the
Choptank River, Talbot and Caroline Counties, Maryland (transmitted March 3).
These reports were prepared in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as part of a planning study presently considering improvements to
provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River that will
accommodate both vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing disruptions to the
environment. The Dover Bridge, which provides emergency vehicle access to the
Memorial Hospital of Easton, has recently experienced mechanical malfunctions and
operational problems and is deemed functionally obsolete due to its narrow bridge

width.

Area of Potential Effects (APE)
The APE for this project is based on the project description, the study area map.

the project area topography, and current and anticipated land uses. Northern,
southern, and eastern limits are delineated to include properties along Dover Bridge
Road and/or properties along the Choptank River which will be potentially impacted,
whether physically or visually, by the proposed project. The APE extends over
J.S.G.S. quadrangle maps for Easton; Fowling Creek; Trappe; and Preston.
(Attachment 1)

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North C. VI-157 eet o Baitimore, Maryland 21202



Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 331: Dover Bridge
Page 2

Results of Identification
Potentially significant architectural and archeological resources were both

investigated as part of the MD 331 study.

Architecture: P.A.C. Spero & Company identified 10 previously unsurveyed historic
resources and provided additional information for 2 inventoried properties. SHA has
requested MHT’s concurrence that none of the newly identified structures or sites are
eligible for the National Register, and no rural historic districts or landscapes exist within

or contiguous to the APE.

Both of the previously identified resources have been determined eligible for
listing on the National Register. One of these, Troth's Fortune (T-50) was successfully
nominated to the National Register in 1975. The Dover Bridge (T-487) was previously
determined eligible by MHT in1893. A summary table of SHA's eligibility and effect
determinations accompanies this letter. (Attachment 1))

Archeology: Phase | archeological survey has been initiated, and terrestrial
archeological investigations have been completed. Investigations recorded two
archeological sites. Site 18TA316 is not considered National Register eligible. Site
18TA315 contains intact, subsurface archeological features dating to the late 17" and
early 18" centuries, and is considered eligible for listing on the National Register under

Criterion D, for its information potential.

Remote sensing investigations have been carried as part of the underwater
archeological survey, and examination of inter-tidal areas is still underway. The remote
sensing survey recorded six targets, three of which represent archeological resources
(the remaining three were modern debris). None of the three archeological targets is
considered eligible for the National Register. Additional identification efforts are still
underway for inter-tidal marsh areas on the east bank of the Choptank River, and the
results of this work will be forwarded to MHT as soon as it is available.

Alternates .
in addition to the No-Build Alternate, SHA developed a Modification Alternate

and four alignments (with various options) involving the construction of a new structure.
These alternates are described in detail in Attachment lll- Alternates Retained for

Detailed Study and illustrated in Attachment IV- Project Plans and Elevations.
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 331: Dover Bridge
Page 3

Effects
e No-Build Alternate

This alternate involves only the Dover Bridge, and primarily consists of upgrading
the electrical system. This work has already been undertaken as an emergency project
by SHA's bridge remedial division. No primary character defining elements (CDEs)
have been affected by this work. The two major changes resulting from this upgrade
included the addition of auxiliary drive machinery and the installation of a new control
panel in the operator's house. The operator's house has undergone many
modifications from its original design, and would not be considered a primary CDE for
the bridge. This alternate will have no impact on archeological resources.

Based on the scope of the work and the fact that it did not alter the appearance,
function, or design of the bridge, the no-build alternate constitutes no adverse effect on

historic resources.

e Modification Alternate

The modification alternate addresses the purpose and the need of the project by
providing more guidance to the Dover Bridge tender, increasing the frequency of
mechanical inspections from once a year to every six months, and publicizing the
reliability of the newly installed electrical system. To improve the narrow bridge width,
the architectural knees at the entrance portals would be removed to increase the
perception of lane space for truck traffic. Guide rails would be set back to provide
increased roadway width, and enhanced markings with rubber pipes would further
delineate the centerline of the highway. The most significant structural modification to .
the bridge would involve the installation of a 4'3 walkway outside the truss on one or
both sides of the span, to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

Bridge historian and engineer Dr. Abba Lichtenstein developed this alternate in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The
proposed approach maintains all primary CDEs of the structure. While altering historic
fabric through the removal of the portal knees and setback of the guide rails, the
modification alternate retains the historic character, use, setting, and location of the
structure. In addition, Dr. Lichtenstein has preliminarily determined a method of
attaching the proposed sidewalks that could be reversed without impairing the essential
form and historic integrity of the bridge.
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 331: Dover Bridge
Page 4

The Secretary's Standards recognize that some alterations to historic structures
are generally needed to assure their continued use, and can be considered provided
“such alterations do not radically change, obscure, or destroy character-defining
spaces, materials, features, or finishes.” Based on the fact that this alternate would
maintain the historic character, function, setting, and location of the Dover Bridge, and
given that it involves no archeological impacts, SHA feels that the modification alternate
would have no adverse effect on historic resources. This determination is contingent
upon the development of final plans that restrict modifications to those described
herein, ensure the reversibility of the sidewalks, and confirm the ability of the existing
structure to support the additional weight.'

o Northern Alternates

Both options for northern alternates have impacts to historic properties, whether
the bridge remains, is moved, or destroyed. The effects include the alteration of the
setting and use of the Dover Bridge resulting from the construction of a new bridge
parallel to the existing. The height and nature of any of the proposed structures would
alter the Dover bridge's flat, rural setting. Transferring roadway traffic from the bridge
and either leaving the structure open or adapting it for pedestrian or bicycle use
constitute changes to the bridge’s function. Removal of the bridge would impact its
location.

The Dover Bridge is presently visible from the National Register-listed Troth’s
Fortune, a 17" century structure located north of the bridge on the west side of the
Choptank River. Line of sight photographs taken from the primary structure and several
locations along the property's western boundary confirm that while not visible from the
house itself, the Dover Bridge presently exists within the view shed of the National
Register boundary. (Attachment V) Construction of a modern bridge of significantly
higher elevation within this view shed would be more obtrusive than the present,
thereby constituting a secondary impact on a historic resource.

Relative to archeological resources, Site 18TA316 would be impacted by
alignments N1 and N2, but is not considered eligible for the National Register.

' Dr. Lichtenstein feels that this is possible due to modifications made over the bridge’s lifetime that have
significantly reduced the load of the deck relative to its designed weight.
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 331: Dover Bridge
Page 5

Based on impacts to the Dover Bridge and Troth's Fortune, either of the northern
alternates would have an adverse effect on historic resources, regardless of whether
the bridge remained in place.

e Southern Alternates

The four alternates proposed to the south, including the dual bridge alternate, all
have impacts on historic resources, whether the bridge remains, is moved, or is
destroyed.

The primary effects include the alteration of the setting and use of the Dover
Bridge resulting from the construction of a new bridge parallel to the existing. The
height and nature of any of the proposed structures would alter the Dover Bridge's flat.
rural setting. Transferring roadway traffic from the bridge and either leaving the
structure open or adapting it for pedestrian or bicycle use constitute changes to the
bridge’s function. The southern dual bridge alternate. while retaining the historic use of
the bridge, would still require construction of a fixed high level structure that would alter

the setting of the historic structure by virtue of its scale. Removal of the bridge would
further impact its location.

While less significant than the northern alternates, the southern alignments
would aiso have visual impacts on Troth's Fortune.

Relative to archeological resources, Site 18 TA315 would be impacted by

- alignments S1 and S2. The site contains intact, subsurface archeological features

dating to the late 17" and early 18" centuries, and is considered eligible for listing on
the National Register under Criterion D, for its information potential.

Based on impacts to the Dover Bridge, archeological resources. and Troth'’s
Fortune, any of the four southern alternates would have an adverse effect on historic
resources, regardless of whether the bridge remained in place.

Review Request

Please consult the attached documentation and review the determinations
generated by Maryland State Highway Administration regarding this project. We
request your concurrence with SHA's determinations of effect for the alternates
proposed for the MD 331: Dover Bridge study by April 6.
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
MD 331: Dover Bridge
Page 6

321-3233 with any questions about archeology.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by: /8 N \%\
Cynthia D. Simpyﬁ
Deputy Division Chief

Project Planning Division

Attachments (3):  1|. MD 331 Area of Potential Effects
Il. Summary table for effects and eligibility
Il. Alternates Retained for Detailed Study
IV. " Project Plans and Elevations
V. Line of sight photographs- Troth's Fortune

cc.  Ms. Jill Dowling
Ms. Anne Elrays/
Mr. Richard Ervin
Mr. Bruce M. Grey
Dr. Charles Hall
Mr. Vance Hobbes
Ms. Michelle Hoffman
Mr. Mark Lotz

Ms. Pam Stephenson (w/ Attachments)
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Maryland
Department of
Housing and
Community
Development

Division of Historical and
Cultural Programs

100 Community Place
Crownsville, Maryland 21032

410-514-7600
1-800-756-0119

Fax: 410-687-4071
Maryland Relay for the Deaf:
1-800-735-2258

hetp/awvww.dhed. state.md us

Parns N. Glendening
Governor

Patncia J. Payne
Secretary

Raymond A. Skinner
Deputy Secretary

February 19, 1998

FEB20°98 an 8:58 OPPE

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Deputy Division Chief
Project Planning Division
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street

P.O. Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

RE:  Project No. TA392A11 (FHWA/COE)
MD 331: Dover Bridge (Structure No. 20023) over the Choptank River,
Talbot and Caroline Counties, Maryland

Dear Ms. Simpson:

On January 21, 1998, SHA provided to the Trust a copy of the “Alternates
Retained for Detailed Study” for the above-referenced project. On February 3, 1998, we
also received the “Altemates Retained for Detailed Study” which further eliminated -
several altemates then under consideration. Trust staff have carefully reviewed each
package. Following this review, we find that we have additional questions and issues
which we would appreciate having addressed at the Interagency Review Committee’s
monthly meeting and in the final altemates package.

UESTIONS AND ISSUES

1. Although the fixed span is less expensive and requires less maintenance than a _
moveable span, SHA should explain how a 50 foot bridge will accommodate all river
traffic presently using the Choptank, particularly boats taller than fifty feet.

2. Please provide us examples of bridges which are 30 and 50 feet high. Are any of the
following bridges examples: Sevem River (Route 2 or Route 450 at its highest span)
Bndge; Kent Narrows Bridge (US 50); or Assateague Island Bridge (MD 611)?

3. Several times the phrase “volumes of traffic” is used. Furthermore, SHA states that
12,300 vehicles per day use the Dover Bridge. The Trust has observed that the Dover
Bridge is in a relatively rural area. We question the accuracy of the 12,300 figure
given that the entire Talbot Countvpopulation for 1997 is 12,623. Please accurately
describe the traffic pattems on the Bridge and provide the traffic data SHA used to
generate its numbers. Do traffic volumes change seasonally?

4. Please explain more clearly about the accidents on the Bridge. What préf:isely were
the Bridge malfunctions which caused two accidents? What were the Bridge repairs
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Ms. Cynthia Simpson
February 19, 1998
Page 2
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10.

11.

12.

which caused other accidents? What is the qum quotient for the accident rate SHA
cites?

Is SHA certain that 50 m.p.h. is the speed most drivers maintain on the Bridge? The
Trust’s experience would indicate that is not correct. We have observed many cars
speeding at 55 or 60 m.p.h. at a minimum. Is it possible that the apparent speeding of
cars across the Bridge is responsible for some of the accidents? :

‘Why has SHA gone to the trouble and expense of replacing the electrical system of
this Bridge if it is “functionally obsolete”? Does SHA expect the Bridge to constantly
malfunction after the repair work has been completed? The Bridge engineer who
described the work at the December Interagency meeting suggested that the Bridge
would eventually wear out, but he did not indicate that the Bridge was likely to
regularly malfunction, following completion of the new work. Has the work been
done in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines?

The training film which SHA provided to the Trust contains information regarding the
insertion of expansion joints to alleviate some Bridge malfunctions. What sort of
malfunctions occurred which made SHA believe such work would be necessary. What
was the nature of that work? How did it help in alleviating any Bridge malfunctions?

‘Who has trained the new Bridge tender? Does he or she have sufficient experience to
run the Bridge properly? Could the increased malfunctions be related to changes m
personnel tending the Bridge?

The Trust does not believe that the addition of 5 foot walkways and striﬁping the
Bridge of its bolts will meet the requirements of the Secretary’s Standards. SHA
should explain how this will maintain the Bridge’s eligiblity for the National Register.

SHA should indicate if Caroline and Talbot County officials or bicycle clubs have
been consulted about using the Dover Bridge as part of a bike trail. Furthermore, SHA
should explain why preserving the Bridge in place as part of a bicycle trail is not an
option that you are seriously pursuing.

SHA should eliminate the phrase “one of the only remaining metal truss swing span
bridges in Maryland.” The Dover Bridge is the onlv metal Pratt through truss swing
bridge in the State of Maryland.

Because the Interagency Historic Bridge Committee is beginning to prepare a
preservation plan for SHA’s historic bridges, SHA should explain why the Dover
Bridge is not being used to demonstrate the success of such a plan. 2
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Ms. Cynthia Simpson
February 19, 1998
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We continue to urge SHA to fully explore all prudent and feasible altematives
which would avoid and reduce adverse effects to the Dover Bridge and to ensure the
continued use and preservation of this significant historic property. We await the results
of SHA’s efforts to identify and evaluate the National Register eligiblity of other cultural
resources within the project’s area of potential effects. Thank you for a.llowxng us tlns
opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Py e

Administrator, Amheological Services

EJC:AEB:

cc: Mr. Bruce Grey (SHA)
Ms. Jill Dowling (SHA)
Ms. Pamela Stephenson (FHWA)
Ms. Mary Ann Naber (ACHP)
SHA IAR Group
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Maryland Department of Transportation Governor
State Highway Administration David - Winstead

Pan_«?r F. Williams
March 9, 1998 Administrator

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little:

Thank you for reviewing the Alternates Retained for Detailed Study package for the
MD 331 Dover Bridge Study. The State Highway Administration (SHA) has reviewed your
letter and would like to take this opportunity to address your questions and comments.

1) How will a 50-foot bridge accommodate all river traffic presently using the Choptank
River?

The SHA, after consultation with the US Coast Guard and Federal Highway
Administration, conducted a survey of both residents in the vicinity of the Dover Bridge and
marinas along the Choptank River. This survey, to which over 400 persons responded,
indicated that there were only two boats requiring a clearance of 50 feet or more in the vicinity
of the Dover Bridge. In fact, 97% of all marine traffic reported traveling in the vicinity of the
Dover Bridge require less than 30 feet of clearance. In addition, the Marine Trade
Association, as well as other navigators, have reported that the Choptank River’s channel is
relatively narrow, making it very difficult for large sailboats to navigate. Therefore, a 50-foot
bridge would certainly accommodate a very large majority, if not all, of the marine traffic on
the Choptank River. '

2) Please provide examples of bridges which are 30 and 50 feet high. Are any of following
bridges examples ...?
® MD 450 over Severn River - 75 feet

US 50 over Kent Narrows - 65 feet

MD 611 (Assateague Island) - 35 feet

US 50 over Nanticoke River - 50 feet

MD 90 over St. Martin River - 37 feet (listed as 30-40 foot range)
MD 90 over Assawoman Bay - 37 feet (listed as 30-40 foot range)

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Baitimore, MD 21203-0717

Streat Adrdrace: TOT Navbbs o V"166 omemd o il o e BB ol d AIAAN

Parris N. Glendening

- . 1

v b



>(7

~ Mr. J. Rodney Little
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3) We question the accuracy of the 12,300 [vehicles per day].... Please accurately desc:ribe
- the traffic patterns on the bridge and provide the traffic data SHA used to generate its
numbers. Do traffic volumes change seasonally? ]
~ The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on MD 331 at the Dover Bridge was counted during
the week of October 27, 1997 to October 31, 1997, both with portable traffic counts (road
tubes) and a manual classified truck count, which was done with someone actually counting

early this summer; however

Severity 1994 | 1995 1996 Total Study Statewide Average
Rate Rate '

Fatal Accidents 0 0 1 1 18.5* 2.4
Number Killed 0 0 1 1
Injury Accidents 2 3 2 7 129.2+ 70.4
Number Injured 2 3 4 9 -
Property Damage 1 1 1 3 554 - 60.8
Accidents
Total Accidents 3 4 4 11 203.0 133.6
*Signifi

cantly higher than the statewide average accident rate for similar maintained highways. -
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Mr. J. Rodney Little
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In addition, the sum quotient for an undivided two lane rural highway in. the State of
Maryland without access controls, which consists of 2,917 miles, is 30,600 accidents. Out of

this sum quotient, there were 541 fatal accidents, 16,113 injury accidents, and 13,946 property
damage accidents.

5) Is SHA certain that 50 mph is the speed most drivers maintain on the bridge? ... Is it
possible that the apparent speeding of cars across the bridge is responsible for some of
the accidents?

Studies completed by SHA and consultants working for SHA have indicated tbat.the
actual running speed in the vicinity of the bridge varies on the average from 53 to 58 miles per
hour. In fact, a Spot speed study on the bridge indicated that the median speed was 52—54.
miles per hour. Speeding on the bridge may have been a contributing cause of accxflents in
three incidents, where the accident report indicated that “speed too great for condinops,” and
“wet conditions” were factors. However, speeding on the bridge is an enforcement issue that
should not alter or affect the design speed of the bridge. The design speed for the Dove.r
Bridge should be consistent with American Association of State Highway & Transportation

Officials (AASHTO) standards and the posted speed for both of the approaches to the Dover
Bridge, which is 50 miles per hour.

6) Why has SHA gone to the trouble and expense of replacing the electrical system of this
bridge if it is Junctionally obsolete?” Does SHA expect the bridge to constantly
malfunction after the repair work has been completed? ... Has the [electrical] work been
done in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines.’.'

The bridge, which provides an essential link between emergency care facilines.and
many communities, had experienced muitiple electrical system problems and mcnom,
such as inoperability of the span itself and the gates. The SHA believed that repainng the
electrical system was an immediate need in order to improve the reliability of this critical
connection. Furthermore, SHA hopes that upgrading the electrical system will eliminate. these
types of malfunctions; however, we cannot assure 100 percent reliability. The bridge. width of
24 feet of clear roadway, as mentioned, is the primary reason why this bridge is gonsxdergd
functionally obsolete, or substandard, since the Federal and State standard is 28 £aet, While
the upgrade to the electrical system was not completed in accordance with the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, the electrical system itself is not classified as a character

defining element of the bridge, and no character defining elements were altered during this
eémergency work.
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7) ... What sort of malfunctions occurred which made SHA believe [inserting expansion

The SHA believed that the bridge’s normal expansion of the span (and its steel) during
prolonged periods of summer heat actually “bound up” the swing span, preventing the span
from opening and closing freely. Therefore, a joint was cut in the concrete span and in the
approach spans to give the bridge sufficient room to allow the swing span to operate mor.e
smoothly. This improvement involved cutting a six inch piece of the deck down to the pier,
and installing a rubberized compression seal. This was accomplished on the approach spans
by cutting the asphalt and installing an expansion gland material. To complete this work, steel
Was cut off the end of the span where the swing span rotates open. This expansion joint
improvement was effective in creating a smoother connection between the swing span and the

approach spans; however, as mentioned above it was not intended to solve the malfunctions
associated with the electrical system.

8) Who has trained the new bridge tender? Does he or she have sufficient experience to
run the bridge properly? Could the increased malfunctions be related to changes in
personnel tending the bridge? _

While some of the bridge malfunctions over the past few years may have been related
to the inexperience of previous bridge tenders, other conditions also contributed to the
malfunctions. The SHA hired a new contractor for the Dover Bridge this fall who employ two

experienced and competent individuals, trained by the SHA District Office and the contractor
in the operation of the Dover Bridge.

9) SHA should explain how [the addition of 5-foot walkways] will maintain the bridge’s
eligibility for the National Register.

The Alternates Retained for Detailed Studies package that MHT responded to was
prepared prior to SHA's consultation with Dr. Abba Lichtenstein, a recognized bridge
historian and engineer who has worked on the rehabilitation of historic bridges throughopt the
Country. Dr. Lichtenstein's recommended approach to the modification alternate maintains the
bridge's bolts and affixes the sidewalks in a reversible manner, in accordance with the
Secretary's Standards. SHA is adopting Dr. Lichtenstein's approach based on his thorough
understanding of the nature of the structure, and respects the historic spaces, materials,
features and finishes of the bridge. By incorporating this approach into the Modification :
Alternate, it is his belief that the structure's character-defining elements would be retained and

that the Modification Alternate would maintain the bridge's eligibility for the National
Register.
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10) SHA should indicate if Caroline and Talbot County officials or bicycle clubs have been
consulted about using the Dover Bridge as part of a bike trail. Furthermore, SHA
should explain why preserving the bridge in place as part of a bicycle trail is not an
option that you are seriously pursuing.

Both Caroline and Talbot county officials have been notified of the Dover Bridge Sfudy
and are included as part of the SHA Project Team. In addition, when the SHA initiated this
project, an advertisement was printed in the local papers and over 8000 initiation letters were
distributed to people within the project area, in the towns of Preston and Easton, and special .
interest or community groups, including bicycle clubs. Preserving this bridge as a bicycle trail
will be considered and discussed in the environmental document as an option if one of the new
alignment alternates should be selected. However, since such a decision has not been tpade
yet, none of the above groups have been approached to consider utilizing the Dover Bridge as
a bicycle trail connection.

11) SHA should eliminate the phrase “one of the only remaining metal truss swing span
bridges in Maryland.” The Dover Bridge is the only metal Pratt through truss swing
bridge in the State of Maryland. '

The SHA will make note of this text change in the environmental document. In
addition, for clarification, according to Dr. Lichtenstein and the SHA Office of Bridge

Development, the Dover Bridge is better considered a “Warren” through truss bridge, based

on the diagonal truss members forming the letter “W.”

12) Why is the Dover Bridge not being used to demonstrate the success of the preservation
plan currently being prepared by the interagency bridge committee?

The preservation plan is, as MHT states, only in its incipient development stage. As
such, it has not been formally adopted and so its success cannot yet be demonstrated. The
plan will be a tool to help SHA preserve and maintain a representative stock of historic
bridges. As an example of a swing span bridge, preservation of the Dover Bridge should
certainly be considered when developing the preservation plan. Upon adoption, the

preservation plan will direct SHA’s actions to prioritize maintaining such resources in situ if at

all possible. The agencies have concurred on the serious threat to health and safety posed by
the unreliable performance of the Dover Bridge. Maintaining the structure with absolutely no
action was not reasonable, therefore, mechanical repairs were undertaken as an emergency
measure. In consideration of the long term needs of the study area, all reasonable alternafes
are being considered, including the “no-build” alternate and “modification” alternate, which
Tepresents the second course of action the preservation plan would direct SHA to take toward
the bridge: “rehabilitation to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.” In recognition of
SHA’s commitment to the preservation plan and the significance of the Dover Bridge, SHA .
consulted with bridge historian and engineer Dr. Abba Lichtenstein on the development of this
modification alternate. Dr. Lichtenstein is a recognized expert who has rehabilitated many

historic bridges, ensuring the preservation of their historic character while enabling their
continued use.
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ccC:

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions, please feel
free to call me at (410) 545-8547, or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Project Planning Division

File (with incoming)

Ms.
. Anne Bruder, Maryland Historical Trust

. Beth Cole, Maryland Historical Trust

. Bill Brazier, US Coast Guard

. Vance Hobbs, US Army Corps Of Engineers

. Craig Koppie, US Fish and Wildlife Services

. Bill Mangels, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area

. John Nichols, National Marine Fisheries Service

. Pamela Stephenson, Federal Highway Administration

. Cynthia Wilkerson, National Park Service

. Ray Dintaman, Maryland Department of Natural Resources
. Emily Burton, State Highway Administration

. Elder Ghigiarelli, Maryland Department of the Envu'onment
. Jill Dowling, State Highway Administration

. Anne Elrays, State Highway Administration

. Howard Johnson, State Highway Administration

. Harvey Muller, State Highway Administration

. Cynthia Simpson, State Highway Administration

. Glenn Vaughan, State Highway Administration

. James Wynn, State Highway Administration

. Bihui Xu, Maryland Office of Planning, Regional Planner

Danielle Algazi, Environmental Protection Agency
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EASTON, TALBOT COUNTY a
MARYLAND t
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VOICE MAIXL: 410-620-0840
FACSIMILE TRANBMISSION: 410-S80-00614
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22 February 1998

To: Anne E. Bruder
Preservation Officer, Project Review and Compliance

Maryland Division of Historical and Cultural programs
100 Community Place

Crownsville, Maryland, 21032

RE: MD331 -- Dover Bridge over Choptank River
Talbot County, Maryland

Deara Ms. Btuderx"

,_,__,;». Lo

I want to thanx you for nsetxng vith Anne Pettit and me at tha Dover
Bridge on the 10th instant.~ . o .

The following comments are based on the information supplied to us by
the Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration (SHA)
in its letter of 14 January 1998 and from your comments and observations on
our site visit on 10 February 1998,

The SHA has made a strong case for improving the existing conditions in
its Study Purpose and Need Statement. If demolition of the bridge is the -
preferred alternative this action will result in an adverse effect to this
historic structure and jts related resources and we would expect that the SHA
would undertake mitigation in consultation with the MD Trust and tha Adviaory
Council for Historic Preservation.

At this time we cannot support demolition of the bridge. However, in
reviewing the alternatives presented by SHA we have several concerns. As we
stated at the site visit the Dover Bridge site includes a broad expanse of
marshland and the flat terrain of the project -area results in a large view
shed. All of the the alternatives proposed (including retention of the
existing bridge) will require construction of a substantial new structure and
approaches in order to provide the thirty to fifty foot clearance from the
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To:  Anne B. Bruder, Maryland Division of Bistorical and Cultural Programs

Froms The Talbot County Bistorical Trust

Ref.: MD331 -- Dover Bridge over Choptank River
Talbot County, Maryland

22 February, 1998
Page 2

mean high tide 1ine. Construction of such a magnitude would, in our opinion
encompass a much larger view shed than has been currently studied. We request
that a larger view shed be taken into consideration and any known or .
potentially eligible historic resources be taken into account prior to further

-selection of alternatives.

We further request that we have the opportunity to review and comment on

the SHA historic consultants findings prior to the public meeting secluded for
this summer.

In closing, we appreciate your meeting with us and we look forward to
working with you and the SHA in develaping design solutions that will be
agreeable to all concerned parties.

Sincerely:

w7 / /’ s,
Mark A. Bower
President

Talbot County Historical Trust

cct Thomas J. Stohlman, Talbot County Historic Preservation Commigsion:
Bruce Grey, SHA Baltimore Office

Daniel Cowee, Talbot County Office of Planning and Zoning
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Parmis N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Govemor
State Highway Administration David L. Winstead
Secretary
March 3, 1998 Parker F. Williams

Re:  Project No: SP803B46
MD 331: Dover Bridge (Bridge 20023)
over Choptank River
Talbot County, MD

Mr. Mark A. Bower
President

Talbot County Historical Trust
P.O. Box 1481 -
Easton MD 21601-1481

Dear Mr. Bower: ./

Thank you for copying SHA on your recent letter to Anne Bruder of Maryland
Historical Trust.” We appreciate your comments and response to the information you
have received, as well as your field visit with Ms. Bruder. SHA has forwarded a draft
copy of the Historic Resource Survey and Determination of Eligibility Report for MD
331- Dover Bridge over the Choptank River to MHT for review. This report
identified structures in both Talbot and Caroline Counties, and was prepared by P.A.C.
Spero & Company as part of the planning study presently considering improvements to
provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River that will
accommodate both vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing disruptions to the
environment. We will send you a copy of the report upon receipt of MHT’s comments
and the production of the finalized historic structures study, prior to the public meeting
per your request to Ms. Bruder.

Your letter expressed concern about the area of potential effects (APE) defined
for the historic structures study. P.A.C. Spero & Company, our historic structures
consultants, developed the APE for this project based on the project description, the
study area map, the project area topography, and current and anticipated land uses.
Northern, southern, and eastern limits were delineated to include properties along
Dover Bridge Road and/or properties along the Choptank River which will be
potentially impacted, whether physically or visually, by the proposed project. The
APE extends over U.S.G.S . quadrangle maps for Easton; Fowling Creek; Trappe; and
Preston (Attachment I) and takes into account primary and secondary impacts for both
30 and 50 foot alternates. P.A.C. Spero was specifically chosen to undertake this
study on the strength of their experience assessing historic bridges and the
qualifications of their staff, comprised both of historians and engineers.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.0. Box timore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calve \|.174 e Baltimore. Marviand 21902
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Mr. Mark A. Bower
Page Two

As you can see from attached mapping, the viewshed considered was quite
large, and all known or potentially eligible historic resources within the area have been
investigated through efforts sufficient to identify historic structures, sites, and districts;
traditional cultural properties; and rural historic landscapes.

If this transmission does not adequately address your concerns about the extent
of our historic resource studies, please contact Ms. Jill Dowling at (410) 545-8559.
We anticipate transmitting a copy of P.A.C. Spero’s report to you early this spring.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering.

Bruce M. Grey ({
Assistant Division Chief

Project Planning Division

Attachments (1): I MD 331 Area of Potential Effects

cc: Ms. Anne Bruder
' Ms. Jill Dowling
Ms. Anne Elrays
Mr. Bruce M. Grey
Dr. Charles Hall
M:r. Vance Hobbes, Army Corps of Engineers
Ms. Michelle Hoffman
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Ms. Pam Stephenson
Mr. Thomas Stohlman, Talbot County Historic Preservation Commission
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MD 331-Dover Bridge over Choptank River
Taibot County/Caroiine County, Maryiand

Historic Resource Survey and
Determination of Eligibility Report

P.A.C. Spero & Company
February 1998
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Figure C-1: Area of Potential Effect

U.S.G.S Quadrangle Map
7.5 Minute Series (Topographic)
Easton, MD - Fowiing Creek, MD

Trappe, MD - Preston, MD
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TALBOT COUNTY HISTORICAL TRUST, INC.
POST OFFICE BOX 1481 o
EASTON, TALBOT COUNTY
MARYLAND
21601-1481

VOICE MAIL; 410-820-0549
FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION; 410-820-0614

6 January 1998

To: Anne E. Bruder
Preservation Officer, Project Review and Compliance

Maryland Division of Historical and Cultural programs
100 Community Place

Crownsville, Maryland, 21032

RE: MD331 -- Dover Bridge over Choptank River
Talbot County, Maryland

Dear: Ms. Bruder:

Thank you‘for your letter of 8 December 1997. The Talbot County
Historical Trust (TCHT) met in December and your letter was discussed at that
meeting. We identified several issues that we felt need to be addressed before
we can render an opinion regarding the proposed demolition of the bridge.

The fist issue is the need for demolition of the existing structure.
Would you kindly send us a copy of the State Highway Administration’s (SHA)
Project need report. We assume that this report includes an analysis of the no
build and rehabilitation of the existing structure alternatives.

In addition, we are concerned about the potential effect new
construction and realignment could have on identified and potential historic
resources and archeological sites. For example, there are buildings on the
west side of the existing bridge which may be of an age to be considered
historic. Further, as you know one of the Eastern Shore'’s geographic traits is
the flat terrain which often results in a much larger view shed in projects
such as the Dover Bridge. There are several important historic resources in
the immediate vicinity of the bridge which could be visually effected by new
construction. One such resource brought up at our last meeting is the National
Register listed Trost‘s Fortune [(T-50]. This resource includes not only the
historic buildings but its rural historic setting as well which is currently
protected by an easement.

We suggest at this juncture that we arrange for a site visit with you at
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To: Anne E. Bruder, Maryland Division of Historical and Cultural Programs
From: The Talbot County Historical Trust, Inc.
and, the Talbot County Historic Preservation Commission

Ref.: MD331 -- Dover Bridge over Choptank River
Talbot County, Maryland

6 January, 1996
Page 2

which time we can discuss the view shed issue and then drive the area to
establish which known and/or potential historic sites may be effected by the
proposed bridge. We assume your office is conducting similar efforts regarding
the archeological resources.

We all agreed at the last meeting that it is clear that the existing
bridge is no longer safe and has severe operational problems involve
significant life and safety issue. However, we all agreed that before we could
comment to your letter, it is best that we review the SHA documents and to
work with you to identify the historic resources in the area which SHA can
then take into account when they begin the environmental assessment process.

I will forward a copy of this letter to Mr. Thomas Stohlman, Chairman of
the Talbot County Historic Preservation Commission. Also, as per your request
we are sending copies of this letter to Mr. Bruce Grey at SHA‘’s Baltimore
Office, and, Mr. Daniel Cowee at the Talbot County Office of Planning and
Zoning. TCHT looks forward to your communication and, to hopefully have the
opportunity to meet with you at the site.

Sincerely:

Mark A. Bower
Chairman
Talbot County Historical Trust, Inc.

Post script: Please note that we know have a permanent Post Office_box at the
Easton Post Qffice at Dover and Hansen Streets in Easton and all
correspondence should be sent to that address.

cc: Thomas J. Stohlman, Talbot County Historic Preservation Commission

Bruce Grey, SHA Baltimore Office
Daniel Cowee, Talbot County Office of Planning and Zoning
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alternate ang Location and Des;
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Parris N. Glendening
Maryland Department of Transportation :“:L "
State Highway Administration Secrarary | oread
Parker F. Williams
January 14, 1998 Administrator
Mr. Mark A, Bower
hairman
Talbot County Historica] Trust, Inc.
P.O. Box 1481

Easton MD 21601-1481

Dear Mr, Bower:

Information develop
ormational Publjc Works
of this study is anticipared next Fal] or e

ed through this project plannjng

y will be presenred a¢ an
hop this Spring and a Public T Hearing this Summer. . The conclusion

y-Winter, with e recommmendation of a selected

rovals.

. - - ~TIhope that the enclosed information wiil prove helpful and I thank you again for your
interest. If you should ha:

V& any questions

» Please feel free to contact me at (410) 545-8547 or
toll-free in Maryland ac (800) 548-5026.

- ~a

Very truly yours, e~
Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engjneer;

By:
Michelle D. Hoffman
Project Manager
i Project Planning Division
-
My teiephone number is
Marytand Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-73~ ~=-~ ~ itewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. VI-179 « Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North treet o Baltlmors 88w ol a0 s e o o



Mr. Mark A. Bower
Page 2

Enclosure
cc: °  Ms. Anne E. Bruder, MHT
Mr. Daniel Cowee, Talbot County
Mr. Thomas J. Stohlman, Talbot County
Ms. Jill Dowling, SHA
Ms. Anne Elrays, SHA -
Mr. Bruce Grey, SHA
Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA
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Maryland
Department of
Housing and
Community
Development

Division of Historical and
Cultural Programs

100 Community Place

Crownsville, Maryland 21032

410-514-7600
1-800-756-0119

Fax: 410-987-4071
Maryland Relay for the Deaf:
1-800-735.2258

hetp//www dhed. state. md.us

Parns N. Glendening
Governor

Patricia J. Payne
Secretary

Raymond A. Skinner
Deputy Secretary
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December 8,1997 -~ ©*- .

Chairman

Talbot County Historical Trust
P.0. Box 1481

Easton, MD 21601

Mr. Thomas Stohlman

Chaiman

Talbot Historic Preservation Commission
The Courthouse

Easton, MD 21601

Mr. J. 0. K. Walsh

¢/o Caroline County Historical Society
P.O.Box 514

Denton, MD 21629

RE:  MD 331 - Dover Bridge over Choptank River
Talbot County, Mq.tyland

Gentlemen:

I'am writing to inform you that the State Highway Administration (SHA) is
reviewing the Dover Bridge, MHT Survey #T-487, in preparation for possible
bridge replacement. SHA surveyed the bridge and included it in its Bridge
Inventory which identifies historic Maryland bridges. The Dover Bridge is a riveted
through truss, center-bearing swing span with three steel six-panel Pratt through
trusses. SHA states that the bridge is one of the few remaining swing span bridges
in Maryland and the only one eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
The Trust concurs with SHA’s determination of eligiblity.

SHA has advised the Trust as well as other Federal and State agencies that
the situation with the bridge is serious. This primarily has to do with the bridge
remaining in an open position, and the likelihood of an ambulance or other
emergency equipment needing to cross the river between Talbot and Caroline
Counties. SHA has maintained the bridge quite well, but over the past two years,
the bridge has not always worked. At the present time, the problem is that the Dover.
Bridge’s electrical system keeps failing. However, SHA will replace it in January
and February, 1998. While SHA believes this will keep the bridge operable, it is
not a permanent solution since the electrical system is liable to failure over time;

The Trust also understands from SHA that the citizens of Caroline and
Talbot Counties are eager to have a new bridge. While the Trust acknowledges the
citizens’ concems regarding safety issues, since the bridge is eligible for the
Register it cannot simply be demolished. SHA recognizes its responsibilities to
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historic structures and has no plans at the present time to pursue such a course.
However, there are several options under consideration although still in the very
early planning stages. These include building a new bridge either above or next to
the present span, and leaving the swing span open in order to allow boat traffic to
pass. The Trust will strongly argue against building a bridge over the present
structure. Furthermore, we believe that leaving the swing span open is an adverse
impact to the bridge. Since swinging is the bridge’s primary character defining
element, to lose that is essentially to lose the bridge. Of course, preservation in
place is preferable to moving and/or selling the bridge. One option the Trust has
suggested is building a new bridge close to the present alignment and using the
current bridge as a hiker-biker trail. The new bridge could be higher so that it does
not open and pedestrians would have a separate trail to use.

SHA seeks input from not only governmental agencies but also concerned
local citizens. Please provide your comments to Mr. Bruce Grey in SHA’'s
Baltimore Office. His address is:

Project Planning Division
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
P.O.Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

SHA requests that you also give comments and input to the below-listed gentleman
who is the local SHA contact:

Mr. Daniel Cowee, Planning Officer

Talbot County Office of Planning and Zoning
11 North Washington Street

Easton, MD 21601-3178.

The Trust would also very much appreciate receiving your thoughts and

recommendations regarding this situation. Kindly copy us on any .correspondence
to either SHA or the Talbot County Office of Planning and Zoning. Enclosed is a
copy of the survey form for the bridge for your review and information. As I stated
earlier, SHA just began the review process and there is little information regarding
potential altematives at this time. As | receive information, I will keep you advised.

However, 1 encourage you all to be in touch with the Talbot County Planning Office -

for additional information and to provide your guidance regarding this important
and unique bridge. Should you have any questions or need to speak to me, I can be
reached at 410-514-7636 during business hours.
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Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Anne E. Bnider /s
Preservation Officer
Project Review and Compliance

AEB
Enclosures
cc: Mr. Bruce Grey, SHA
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Parris N. Glendening

N Maryland Departmentof Transportation L Winstead
¥\ State Highway Administration Secretary
Parker Fi Williams
Administrator

Japuary 23, 1998

Sergeant George N. Ball, Jr.
Maryland Natural Resources Police
Eastern Regional Office

PO Box 157

Queen Anne MD 21657

Dear Sergeant Ball:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study and
for sharing your thoughts with us. I appreciate your response to the Dover Bridge boater
survey.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternates to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River
for vehicular and marine traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternates that will be investigated as part of this study include the no-build alternate (do
nothing), modification of the existing bridge and several low level and high level replacement
structures to the north and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be
selected for construction, traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the
construction of a new bridge.

Since the goal of this study is to investigate alternates to increase the dependency and
safety of the MD 331 crossing, several replacement fixed bridge alternates are being
developed. There have been recent discussions on what height a new fixed bridge should be
since the Cambridge (US 50) Bridge downstream is 50 feet and the Denton (US 404) Bridge
upstream is 25 feet. Initial discussions have led us to believe that most boats within the
vicinity of the Dover Bridge are 25 feet or less; however, this survey will help in determining
what the appropriate bridge height should be.

Information on options developed during this project planning study will be presented
at an Informational Public Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The
conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a
selected alternate and Location and Design approvals.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.0. Box itimore, MD 21 203-0717 )
Street Address: 707 North Calv Vi-185 e Baltimore, ‘Maryland 2120
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Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,
Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

- - By: 7726(!1/1@ 5‘;%#1\} Z, g
Michelle D. Hoffman ¢“

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc:  Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Govemnor

. . . . id L. Winstead
State Highway Administration oeary e
Parker F. Williams
Administrator

January 26, 1998

Mr. Greg Shaner, Planner

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission
45 Calvert Street, Second Floor
Annapolis MD 21401

Dear Mr. Shaner:

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study.
| have enrolled your name on the mailing list for this study as the representative from
the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission. In addition, you are welcome to attend
any of the project team meetings, which are held in Baltimore at the State Highway
Administration’s Headquarters Complex (707 North Calvert Street) every third Thursday
at 10:00 AM in the third floor Project Planning Conference Room.

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is
to investigate alternates to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the
Choptank River for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the
environment. Please find a copy of the latest Purpose and Need Statement, as well as
some of the agency questions and answers on this document, enclosed for your
reference. Some alternates that will be investigated throughout this study include the
no-build alternative (do nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge, and several
replacement structures to the north and south of the existing bridge.

The development of this project planning study includes an Informational Public
Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. The conclusion of this study
is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with the recommendation of a selected
alternative and Location and Design approvals.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Servire far imnaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-73S ewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.0. V1187, Bajtimore, MD 21203-0717
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Mr. Greg Shaner
Page Two

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel
free to contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026 or
through e-mail at < mhoffman@sha.state.md.us >.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

By:

Project Planning Division

Enclosure
cc:  Ms. Anne Elrays, SHA
Mr. James L. Wynn, SHA

Vi-188



239

Caroline Soil Conservation District

640 LEGION ROAD

. DENTON, MARYLAND 21629

January 20, 1998

Ms. Michelle D. Hoffman
Project Manager

State Highway Administration
PO Box 717
Baltimore, MD 21263-0717

Dear Ms. Hoffman:

As Chairman of the Caroline Soil Conservation District I am
responding to your study of the Dover Bridge.

The Caroline Soil Conservation District recommends that you
consider the cost of a new bridge versus the benefits. We know of
very few people who need the swing span opened for boating.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

Sincerely,

William G. Greenage
Chairman, C.S.C.D.
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' Panmis N. Glendeningl
Maryland Department of Transportation Govemor
State Highway Administration Savid & Winstead
Parker F. Williams
January 28, 1998 Administrator

Mr. William G. Greenage, Chairman, CSCD
Caroline Soil Conservation District

640 Legion Road

Denton MD 21629

Dear Mr. Greenage:

. _Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. We
appreciate your comments on the alternates under consideration. :

As you know, MD 331 (Dover Road) provides an essential connection between
communities and emergency care facilities. The purpose of the Dover Bridge Study is to
investigate alternates to provide a safe and dependable MD 331 crossing of the Choptank River
for marine and vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the environment. Some
alternates that will be investigated throughout this study include the no-build alternative (do
nothing), rehabilitation of the existing bridge, and several replacement structures to the north
and south of the existing bridge. If a replacement bridge were to be selected for construction,
traffic would be maintained on existing MD 331 throughout the construction of a new bridge. In

addition, all alternates will be evaluated for both their benefits and impagts, including cost.

The development of this project planning study includes an Informational Public
Workshop this Spring and a Public Hearing this Summer. You will be notified of the dates of
these public meetings. The conclusion of this study is anticipated next Fall or early Winter, with
the recommendation of a selected alternate and Location and Design approvals.

Thank you again for your letter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (410) 545-8547 or toli-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director _
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

By: "/'YAIML&Z’[ \ L Z,
Michelle D. Hoffman. {

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

cc: Mr. Richard Lindsay, SHA District Engineer
Ms. Anne Elrays, SHA Environmental Manager

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. B 3aitimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Ca VI-190 et « Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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United States Department of the Interior. '

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Field Office oL Ya e
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive o
Annapolis, MD 21401

December 1, 1997

Mr. Parker F. Williams
Administrator

State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert St.

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

ATIN: Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein

RE: Contract No. SP803B46
Bridge No. 20023
MD 331 over Choptank River
Talbot and Caroline Counties, MD

Dear Mr. Williams:

This responds to your November 3, 1997, request for information on the presence of species
which are Federally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened within 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.). : .

The Federally threatened Bald eagle (Haligeetus leucocephalus) is present within the project
vicinity. Nesting approximately one-quarter mile north of MD 331 in Caroline county, Bald
eagles require tracts of undisturbed mature forests located in close proximity to aquatic .
foraging areas. Should any work be proposed north of the existing bridge location, time-of-
year restrictions or other measures may be necessary to protect this bald eagle nesting
territory. For additional information concerning nesting activity at this location in 1997 or

future years, you should contact Glenn Therres of the Maryland Heritage and Biodiversity
Conservation Program at (410) 260-8572.

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 other rare species, you should

contact Ms. Lori Byme of the Maryland Heritage and Biodiversity Conservation Program at
(410) 260-8570.

VI-191



3¢2

We appreciate 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 Andy Moser at (410) 573-4537.

Sincerely,

John PYWolflin
Supervisor
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
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Governor Maryland Department of Natural Resources Secretary
Wildlife Division Ronald N. Young
P.O. Box 68 Deputv Secretary
- Wye Mills. Maryland 21679
Yyil March 10, 1998
Robert M. Ball
Wilson T. Ballard Co.
17 Gwynns Mill Court
Owings Mills, MD 21117

RE: MD 331 Dover Bridge, Bald Eagle Nest Site

o

Dear Mr. Ball:

[ have examined the proposed MD 331 Dover Bridge site plans you sent me (2/11/98
letter) to determine the distance from the proposed activities to the bald eagle nest (CAR-96-01).
[ have determined that the easternmost portion of the project is just within the 0.25 mile
protection zone (by at most 100 feet), however, the eagle nest is not within line-of-sight of the
project due to surrounding trees. Therefore, I do not believe this project will impact this pair of
nesting bald eagles at their current location and do nof recommend any time-of-year restrictions
on the construction activities.

I presume it will take >1 year to get all the approvals needed and to begin construction. It
. Is imperative if this project does not begin before the next nesting season (e.g., Dec. 15, 1998-
June 15, 1999) or beyond that this office be contacted to determine if the eagles have moved and
potentially placed their nest closer to the proposed bridge replacement project area. It is not
uncommon for a pair of bald eagles to use an alternate nest site.

IfI can be of any further assistance please contact me at our Wye Mills office (410-827-
8612).

Sincerely,

“Scott A. Smith
Eastern Regional Ecologist

cc: L. Byrne, DNR Wildlife & Heritage Div.
G. Therres, DNR Wildlife & Heritage Div.

ER#98X.CN

Telephone:
DNR TTY for the Deaf: (410) 974-3683
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Parris N. Glendening Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Governor A Forest, Wildlife and Heritage Service
Tawes State Office Building

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

November 18, 1997

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

John R. Griffin
Secretary

Carolyn D. Davis
Deputy Secretary

RE: Project No. SP803B46, Bridge No. 20023, MD 331 Over Choptank

River, Talbot County

Dear Mr. Ege:

The Wildlife and Heritage Division has no records for
Federal or State rare, threatened or endangered plants or animals

within the project site. This statement should not be

interpreted as meaning that no rare, threatened or endangered
species are present. Such species could be present but have not
been documented because an adequate survey has not been conducted

or because survey results have not been reported to us.

However, the open waters that are adjacent to or part of the

site are known historic waterfowl concentration areas.

If there

is construction of any water-dependent facilities, it should not

occur during the October 15 to March 31 wintering period.

For

technical assistance, please contact Mr. Larry Hindman, Waterfowl
Project Manager, at (410) 827-8612 or at P.O. Box 68, Wye Mills,

MD 21679.

In addition, the Wildlife and Heritage Division recommends
that you avoid or at least minimize wetland disturbance to reduce
the likelihood of the establishment or expansion of the invasive
weed Phragmites in the otherwise healthy marsh around the project

site.

Telephone: __(410) 974-3195
DNR TTY for the Dasf: 301-974-3683
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Your letter addressed to Mr. Robert Bachman requesting the
above referenced project review was forwarded to me. Similar
future requests would be handled more expediently if they were

mailed directly to me at the address provided above. Thank you
for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Slattery,
Associate Director,
Wildlife & Heritage Division

ER# 97.2901.ta
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Parris N. Glendening

John R. Griffi
Governor Maryland Department of Natural Resources ° gccmary "
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW Carolyn D. Davis

Tawes State Office Building Deputy Secretary
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 .

November 7, 1997

Joseph R. Kresslein

Project Planning Division

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Dear Mr. Kresslein;

This letter is in response to your letter of request, dated November 3, 1997, for information on the
presence of finfish species in the vicinity of the Maryland Department of Transportation’s Project No:
SP803B46; Bridge No. 20023; MD 331 over Choptank River in Talbot County.

The Choptank River (Choptank River Drainage Area) is a Use I stream. Generally, no instream
work is permitted in Use I streams during the period of March 1 through June 15, inclusive, during any

year. If yellow perch spawning activity is documented, the closure period is expanded to February 15
through June 15, inclusive, during any year.

Our Fisheries Service has documented spawning activities of the following anadromous fish species
in the Choptank River near the MD 331 Bridge: 1/ yellow perch (Perca flavescens); 2/ white perch
(Morone americana); striped bass (Morone saxitilis ); and 4/ herring species (Alosa species). In addition
to anadromous fish species, this stream supports many resident fish species. Table B-1 (attached) lists fish
species documented by our Maryland Biological Stream Survey project in the Choptank river Drainage
Area. Many of these species could potentially be found near your project site. These species should be
protected by the Use I instream work prohibition period, sediment and erosion control methods, and other
Best Management Practices typically used for protection of stream resources.

If you have any questions conceming these comments, you may contact me at (410) 260-8330.

Sincerely,

?@1 ¢ Ddromnn .

Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director
Environmental Review Unit

RCD
Attachment

Telephone:

DNR TTY fo 10) 974-3683
VI-197
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Table B-1. Percentage occurrence, density, and population abundance of fish species collected during MBSSI
quantitative sampling in 1994 in the Choptank River Basin.'

. Percentage Density Population
Family Common Name Scientific Name Occurrence Fish/mile Estimate I
Petromyzonidae - .
Least Brook Lamprey ~ Lampetra aepyptera 17.3 27.5 2,629
Anguillidae - _ I
American Eel Anguilla rostrata 54.0 108.1 27,765
Esocidae :
Chain Pickerel Esox niger 23.5 101.8 26,165 '
Redfin Pickerel Esox americanus 56.8 47.7 4,313
Umbridae
Eastem Mudminnow Umbra pygmaea 86.4 1,395.4 358,527
Cyprinidae I
Eastem Silvery Minnow . Hybognathus regius 3.7 4.5 1,164
Fallfish Semiotilus corporalis 234 23.9 7,866
Golden Shiner Notemigonus crysoleucas28.4 45.9 11,803 - I
. lroncolor Shiner Notropis chalybaeus 2.5 1.3 335
Rosyside Dace Clinostornus funuloides 7.4 24.5 6,298
Satinfin Shiner Cyprinella analostana 6.2 24 609 . I
Spottail Shiner Notropis hudsonius 11.1 6.6 1,703
Swallowtail Shiner Notropis procne 4.9 5.6 1,450
Catostomidae _ ' _ . .
Creek Chubsucker Enmyzon-oblongus 63.0 5.0 " 1,368 I
Ictaluridae . - .
Brown Bullhead Ameiurus nebulosu 35.8 27.1 - 6,966 '
Margined Madtom Noturus insignus 6.2 3.2 830 - I
Tadpole Madtom Noturus gyrinus 222 21.7 5,667
Yellow Bullhead Ameiurus natalis 8.6 1.6 422
Aphredoderidae : : I
. Pirate Perch Aphredoderus sayanus 45.7 112.1 28,802
Cyprinodontidae '
Banded Killifish Fundulus diaphanus 3.7 5.9 1,508
Percichthyidae I
White Perch Morone americana 1.2 11.0 2,821
Centrarchidae
Bluegill Lepomis macrochirus 44.4 157.4 40,446 l
Bluespotted Sunfish Enneacanthus gloriosus 17.3 11.8 3,028
Largemouth Bass Micropterus salmoides  22.2 23.5 6,038
Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus 60.4 62.3 15,977 l
Redbreast Sunfish Lepomis auntus . 29.6 29.6 7,608
Percidae _ :
Swamp Darter Etheostoma fusiforme 4.7 0.2 47 .
Tesselated Darter Etheostoma olmstedi 67.9 450.2 - 115,682 l
Yellow Perch Perca flavescens 6.2 18.9 4,860
' Quantitative estimates could only be made for fish species collected during quantitative sampling. l
B-6 I
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% Y | UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

p National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
k. ,4" NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
*wso” | Habitat Conservation Division

Oxford, Maryland 21654

March 9, 1998

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director, Office Of Planning & Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration
P.O. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
Attn: Gay Olson, Project Planning Division

Dear Mr. Ege:

We have reviewed the Purpose And Need Statement (P&N), dated December 17, 1997, for the
Maryland Route 331 Dover Bridge Study in Talbot and Caroline Counties. :

In general, we do not object to the contents of the P&N. However, we do recommend that
additional documentation be provided on the source of the 1997 Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
volume estimate for the bridge (i.e., 12,300 vehicles per day), which appears to be high relative to
local population levels. If possible, an estimate of the percentage of the ADT that includes non-
local transient motorists (e.g., beach traffic) should be provided, as well as an indication as to

" whether seasonal fluctuations i the' ADT occur, ™~ -

If there are any questions concerning these comments, you may call J ohn S, Nichols at
(410) 226-5771.

Sincerely,

Timothy E. Goodger
Officer in Charge

Oxford Habitat Office

MAR13'98 a1 B:43 OPPF
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parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation e Winstead
State Highway Administration Secretary
Parker F. Williams
Administrator

March 13, 1998

Mr. Timothy E. Goodger
Officer in Charge

Oxford Habitat Office

National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat Conservation Division
Oxford MD 21654

Dear Mr. Goodger:

Thank you for reviewing the Purpose and Need Statement from December 17: 1997 on
the MD 331 Dover Bridge Study. The State Highway Administration (§I—IA) has reviewed
your letter and would like to take this opportunity to address your questions and comments.

The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on MD 331 at the Dover Bridge was counted during
the week of October 27, 1997 to October 31, 1997, both with portable traffic counts (roaﬁ
tubes) and a manual classified truck count, which was done with someone actually counting
vehicles at the site. This raw data was then converted to an ADT volume by using factors
from a nearby Permanent Traffic Count Station (ATR 22). The ADT on MD 331 east of
Easton, in the vicinity of the Dover Bridge, has fluctuated from 9,175 to 12,400 on our ADT
maps from 1987 to 1996, which indicates a low, relatively stable growth rate. This pattern,
according to both the Maryland Office of Planning and our regional planner, is expected to
continue for the foreseeable future. SHA anticipates that a summer traffic count will be taket.1
early this summer. MD 331 is utilized during the summer as an alternate route when .US 50is
overly congested between Cambridge and Easton however the exact number may be difficult to

determine.

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Imoaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735 wide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.0. VI-200 Baitimore, MD 21203-0717
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Mr. Timothy E. Goodger

Page 2

free to call me at (410) 545-8547, or toll-free in Maryland at (800) 548-5026.

cc:

File
Ms.
Ms.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering

By: /%MLAM/_W-/V

ichelle Hoffman U

Project Manager

Project Planning Division

(with incoming)
Danielle Algazi, Environmental Protection Agency
Anne Bruder, Maryland Historical Trust

. Beth Cole, Maryland Historical Trust

. Bill Brazier, US Coast Guard

. Vance Hobbs, US Army Corps Of Engineers

. Craig Koppie, US Fish and Wildlife Services

. Bill Mangels, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area

. John Nichols, National Marine Fisheries Service

. Pamela Stephenson, Federal Highway Administration

. Cynthia Wilkerson, National Park Service

. Ray Dintaman, Maryland Department of Natural Resources
. Emily Burton, State Highway Administration

. Elder Ghigiarelli, Maryland Department of the Environment
. Jill Dowling, State Highway Administration

. Anne Elrays, State Highway Administration

. Howard Johnson, State Highway Administration

. Harvey Muller, State Highway Administration

. Cynthia Simpson, State Highway Administration

. Glenn Vaughan, State Highway Administration

. James Wynn, State Highway Administration

. Bihui Xu, Maryland Office of Planning, Regional Planner
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Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions, please feel



Mr. Timothy E. Goodger

Page 3

bee:

Mr. Howard Johnson, State Highway Administration
Mr. Rogers Jorss, State Highway Administration
Mr. Mark Lotz, The Wilson T. Ballard Company
Ms. Diana Miller, State Highway Administration
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U.S. Department ;eg'iy?n 3 i ;h_ot.Rgzném
i aryian vision Ut

of Transportation s 4o Suvee

Federal Highway Baltimore, Marytand 21211-2187

Administration February 20, 1998

IN REPLY REFER TO:

Alternates Retained for Detailed Study
MD 331-- Dover Bridge
Talbot and Caroline Counties, MD

Mr. Parker F. Williams

State Highway Administrator
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Attention: Neil Pedersen
Dear Mr. Williams:

FHWA has received the information we requested on the alternatives to be retained for detail
study as recommended by SHA for the Dover Bridge project study. Base on this information, we
can not concur with dropping the “Dual Bridge Alternative” from further consideration as it
appears to have less impacts both to wetlands and historical resources than the wider new bridge
alternatives that are being carried forward. Furthermore, the serious consideration of the Dual
Bridge and the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternatives in the environmental document as feasible and
prudent alternatives which avoid Section 4(f) resources is warranted.

If you have any questions, please call Pam Stephenson of my staff at 962-4342, ext 145.
- Sincerely yours,

frtmee f/ |

/_ Susan J. Binder
Division Administrator

CC sent:

Lou Ege/Michelle Hoffman, SHA
Interagency Review Group
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Staff at the er'fhnd Office of Planning lav cevicvsed tie mformahon provtded in the draft

.- Purposc and Meed Statement for ihe 1D 331 - Dover ridge Project. "The following comments
and qucauons are provided for yowr consiilerztion.

We recogize thut there is a need o study proision of 4 dependable and safe crossing over the
Choptavr River atong MD 331 and to comvct rncehanical malfunctions and operation problems.

'Accordiu"n to the information presented in il tepuli, tepducernent of the cx.ls(mg electrical systcm
is 10 e eonnplat.d by mid- Februay 1998, 1tis capezind that this will miniize the malfunctions
of bridge operations. Since mcchamical malfmetions and operation problerns are the major
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probleins. Would the sufficiency rating i the beidie inerease after the electrical system update?
Wouldir't th bridee be more (kp\.nd.‘b saricethe scment of the electrical system? The

report shonld also be clear about the sddiiiorn factari viny still cause the need for additional
opsration liapro* menis.

The acvidonts dizenszed iy the o il bl e e e laled with tie bridge conditions. If
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i linportaes: of the bridge to the movement of goods and
services for the repion.

The bachﬂlolu»d infurmation included in the appendices is helpful.
We also noted that tlijs portion of the M 331 eoiiidos is Jocated in the area designated as

agricultwral, rural cesicle: ntial, and natngal resoura: conservation by both of Talbot and Caroline

Counties. Thesc arcas aie planned for praseivation for agnculmral open space, and limited rural
residential and not for future grovrih.
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wding above connents, please do not hesitate to contact me
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transportation Govemar

State Highway Administration David b Winstead
Parker F. Williams l
Administrator

December 15, 1997

Ms. Christine Wells
Maryland Office of Planning
Comprehensive Planning
301 West Preston Street
Baltimore MD 21202-2303

Dear Ms. Wells:

Thank you for your response to the MD 331 Dover Bridge draft Purpose and Need
Statement. The Project Team has reviewed your questions and would like to address your
questions and comments. An updated Purpose and Need Statement addressing your
concerns, will be distributed at the December Interagency Review Meeting.

Would replacement of the electrical system largely solve most of the problems on the
bridge?

We believe that replacement of the electrical system will greatly reduce the operational
problems on the Dover Bridge; however, this replacement will not address safety concemns
associated with the narrow roadway width. It is the narrow roadway width, coupled-with the
functional problems, that exacerbates the need to consider improvements. '

Would the sufficiency rating of the bridge increase after the electrical system was
updated?

Although upgrading the electrical system will improve the reliability of both the bridge’s
openings and closures, it will not change the bridge sufficiency rating. The bridge sufficiency
rating is based solely upon the structural qualities of the bridge, which includes the functional
classification, and are applied to all bridges, regardless of whether they include moveable
spans.

Would the bridge be more dependable after the replacement of the electrical system?

As stated above, the bridge openings and closings would be more reliable if the
electrical system were upgraded and replaced. This, however, would not address the bridge's
existing wedges that aid in the bridge’s closing, nor address the functional classification. The
wedges are interlocking, finger-like devices on the swinging span that lock into the stationary

- spans when the bridge is in the closed position. In the past, these wedges have not been
driven in correctly. This results in a misaligned bridge closing and requires a re-opening of the
bridge in order to gain another attempt at driving the wedges correctly into place

My teiephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Malling Address: P.O. B Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Ca V1206 et o Baitimore, Maryland 21202
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Ms. Christine Wells
Page Two

What additional factors may cause need for additional repairs (other than the electrical
work)? '

In addition to the electrical work, standard bndge maintenance, such as improvements
to the truss or machinery, will be required to keep the bridge in operating condition. However,
this electrical work and spot maintenance will not upgrade the sufficiency rating, since the
sufficiency rating is based on structural qualities, including the roadway width. As discussed at
the November Interagency Meeting, increasing the bridge width is not achievable solely through
rehabilitation, which would require modification of the truss component, and may adversely
affect the historic characteristics of the bridge.

Can the accidents reported be attributed to the bridge conditions?

Over the last three years, eight out of eleven total accidents actually occurred on the
Dover Bridge. Of these eight accidents, two were attributed to bridge malfunctions and two
were attributed to repair construction on the bridge. The accident types were five rear-end
collisions and six fixed object collisions. There were a total of 20 vehicles involved in these 11
accidents, two of which were trucks. Wet surface accidents accounted for four accidents in
1995 and 1996 and there was one alcohol related accident in 1994. There were two nighttime
accidents, one each in 1994 and 1995.

What are the current bicycle travel statistics/conditions over the MD 331 Dover Bridge?

Maryland's Eastern Shore has been rated by some national bicycling magazines as one
of the best places to bicycle in the nation. One of the most popular routes on the Eastern
Shore is in the 30 mile Easton-St. Michaels-Oxford loop. Access to Easton by bicyclists is
typically by way of MD 328 or MD 331 because they both maintain wide paved shoulders,
except over the Dover Bridge, where there are no shoulders. Many times, MD 331 is the
preferred roadway for bicyclists because it is designated on Maryland’s tourism map as one
part of the Oakland to Ocean City scenic route.

The fact that MD 331 over the Dover Bridge only has a width of 24 feet is a safety
concern for bicyclists. Maryland’s Transportation Plan states that it is Maryland's goal to make
all of its roadways bicycle compatible. This can be accomplished by providing either wide curb
lanes or paved shoulders. The remainder of MD 331 does have wide paved shoulders that are

bicycle friendly, and the Dover Bridge should be consistent in maintaining wide shoulders as
well. : ‘

What is the posted speed limit for the approaches and the bridge itself?

The posted speed limit is 50 miles per hour on both the north and south approaches to
the bridge, as well as over the bridge itself.

VI-207
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Ms. Christine Wells
Page Three *

The Project Team recognizes the fact that the Dover Bridge area of MD 331 is located in
an area designated as an agricultural, rural residential, natural resource conservation, planned
for preservation, and not planned for future growth. The Project Team would like to emphasize
that no additional capacity or change in access is planned for the Dover Bridge. Any
improvements, if selected, will only address those problems outlined in the Purpose and Need

Statement.

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions, please feel free
to call Michelle Hoffman, the project manager, at (410) 545-8547, or Anne Elrays, the
Environmental Manager at (410) 545-8562. Both can be reached toll-free in Maryland at (800)

548-5026.
Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Office of Planning

and Preliminary Engineenng

By /“’ﬂé Iéj’ 763(’ [

Josegh R. Kressléin
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division

cc. File (with incoming)
Ms. Danielle Algazi, Environmental Protection Agency
Mr. Vance Hobbs, US Army Corps Of Engineers
Mr. John Nichols, National Marine Fisheries Service
Ms. Elizabeth Cole, Maryland Historical Trust
Mr. Ray Dintaman, Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Ms. Ann Elrays, State Highway Administration
Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Mark Gradecak, Maryland Office of Planning, Regional Planner
Ms. Michelle Hoffman, State Highway Administration
Ms. Gay Olsen, State Highway Administration
Ms. Renee Sigel, Federal Highway Administration
Ms. Cynthia Wilkerson, National Park Service
Mr. Robert Zepp, US Fish and Wildlife Services
Mr. Howard Johnson, State Highway Administration
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, State Highway Administration
Mr. Neil Pedersen, State Highway Administration
Mr. Douglass Simmons, State Highway Administration
Ms. Cynthia Simpson, State Highway Administration
Mr. Glenn Vaughan, State Highway Administration
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VII. LIST OF PREPARERS
A. Federal Highway Administration

Renee Sigel
Planning, Research and Environmental Team Leader

Pam Stephenson

Environmental Protection Specialist

Ann Hersey
Area Engineer

B. Maryland State Highway Administration

Louis Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director of Planning and Preliminary Engineering

Cynthia Simpson
Deputy Division Chief for Project Planning

— e iy

James Wynn
Assistant Division Chief Project Management

Joseph Kresslein
Assistant Division Chief Environmental Management

Michelle Hoffman
Project Manager

Anne Elrays
Environmental Manager

Alan Belniak
Project Engineer
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Richard Ervin
Archeologist

Jill Dowling
Cultural Resources

. The Wilson T. Ballard Company

Mark Lotz, P.E.
Associate - Transportation Planning

Joseph DeMent
Designer

Gerard Karczeski
Socio-economic Environmental Analyst

Robert Bull
Environmental Scientist

. Other Consultants to SHA
PAC Spero - Historic Architecture

Paula A.C. Spero
Project Manager

Caroline D. Hall
Principal Investigator and Architectural Historian

Timothy Tamburrino
Field Investigator and Historic Sites Surveyor

Susan Taylor
Field Investigator and Historic Sites Surveyor
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Lisa Driver
Historian

Julie Darsie

Historic Sites Surveyor and Graphics Delineator
URS Greiner - Archeology

Terry Hein
Project Manager

Dr. William Barse
Principal Investigator

Mr. Marvin Brown

Historian

Mr. George Miller
Archeologist

Dr. Gordon Watts - Underwater Archeology

Dr. Abba Lichtenstein - Consulting Engineer for Historic Bridges
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DISTRIBUTION LIST

A. Federal Agencies

Dr. Jerry Burke
State Conservationist

. Natural Resources Conservation Service

Natural Resources Department of Agriculture
339 Revell Highway, Suite 301
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mr. Jonathan Deason, Director

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
U.S. Department of the Interior

Main Interior Building, MS 2340

18th and C Streets, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20240

Mr. Roy Denmark

NEPA Program Manager (3EP30)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
841 Chestnut Street

Philadelphia, PA 19107

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Federal Activities

NEPA Compliance Division

EIS Filing Section

Mail Code 2252-A

401 M Street, SW

Washington, D.C. 20460

Mr. Robert Lippsom

Assistant Regional Director
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building

14 Elm Street

Gloucester, MA 19130

Mr. Donald Klima, Chief

Office of Planning and Review

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
The Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 809
Washington, D.C. 20004
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Mr. John Wolflin

U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401

Director

NOAA/CS/EC/Room 6222
Department of Commerce

14th and Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20230

Commander

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0.Box 1715

10 S. Howard Street
Baltimore, MD 21201
Attention: CENAB-OP-RX

Commander

U.S. Coast Guard, 5th District
431 Crawford Street
Portsmouth, VA 23730

Ms. Cathryn Pomerantz

Environmental Officer

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Liberty Square Building

105 South 7th Street

Philadelphia, PA 19106

Attention: Mr. Walter Pierson

. State Agencies

Ms. Linda Janey, Chief

State Clearinghouse

Maryland Office of Planning

301 West Preston Street, Room 1101
Baltimore, MD 21201
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Ms. Kathleen Fay

Maryland State Department of Education
State Depository Distribution Center

Public Depository and Distribution Program
Enoch Pratt Free Library

400 Cathedral Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

Judge John North

Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas Commission
45 Calvert Street, 2nd Floor

Annapolis, MD 21401

Attention: Ms. Claudia Jones

Mr. Greg Shaner

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission
45 Calvert Street, 2™ Floor

Annapolis, MD 21401

Mr. Ray Dintaman, Director

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Environmental Review Unit

Tawes State Office Building, B-3
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli

Water Management Administration
Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, MD 21224

. Maryland Department of Transportation

Director

Public Affairs

Maryland Department of Transportation
BWTI Airport
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Mr. Fred Rappe, Director

Office of Systems Planning and Evaluation
Maryland Department of Transportation
BWI Airport

Office of General Counsel
Maryland Department of Transportation
BWI Airport

Others

Maryland State Law Library

Upper Level Court of Appeal Building
361 Rowe Boulevard

Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Lynda Davis, Director

Library and Information Services Division
Legislative Reference Library

90 State Circle, Annapolis, MD 21401-1991

. County/Local Agencies
Caroline County

Ms. Sue Simmons, Director
Recreation & Parks

107A South Fourth Street
Denton, Maryland 21629

Ms. Elizabeth A. Krempasky
Planner/Codes Administrator
Courthouse, Post Office Box 207
Denton, Maryland 21629

Mr. Robert A. Balderson, Supervisor
Emergency Communications Division
101 Gay Street, Post Office Box 151
Denton, Maryland 21629

Mr. Bryan C. Ebling, Director
Emergency Management

218 Market Street, Post Office Box 151
Denton, Maryland 21629
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Mr. William L. Pusey, Jr., Fire Marshall
Office of MD State Fire Marshall
315 Aurora Park Drive, Unit 2

Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. Charles Emerson, Director
Public Works and Animal Control
Post Office Box 386, Wilmuth Street
Denton, Maryland 21629

Mr. John S. LeGates, Chair

Roads Board

Post Office Box 386, Wilmuth Street
Denton, Maryland 21629

Mr. Philip L. Brown, Sheriff
Caroline County Detention Center
101 Gay Street

Denton, Maryland 21629

Mr. Benjamin Happersett, Mayor
Federalsburg

118 N. Main Street, Post Office Box 471 (21632)

Ms. Delores Von Denbosch, Mayor
Post Office Box 91 (21655)
Preston

Talbot County

Mr. Karl Oesterling, Director
Department of Recreation
10028 Ocean Gateway
Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. Daniel Cowee, Planning Officer
Department of Planning

Courthouse

Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. James Heikes, Chairman
Planning and Zoning Commission
Courthouse

Easton, Maryland 21601
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Mr. Williams E. Mullikin, Director
Emergency Management Agency
605 Port Street

Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. Vernon Dulin

Fire Marshall
" Aurora Park Drive
Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. William R. Runyan, Director
Public Works & County Engineer
Court House

Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. Richard T. Ball Jr.
Roads Superintendent
605 Port Street

Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. Thomas G. Duncan
Sheriff

115 West Dover Street
Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. C. Eugene Butler, Mayor

Easton
Post Office Box 520 (21601)

Mr. Ben Lineberry, Assistant Town Engineer of Easton
219 North Washington Street

Easton, MD 21601

. Elected Officials

Caroline County

Senator Walter M. Baker

153 Main Street

Elkton, Maryland 21921

Talbot County

Senator Richard F. Colburn

4713 Egypt Road
Cambridge, Maryland 21613
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F. Historic Preservation Organizations

Chairman

Talbot County Historical Trust
P.O. Box 1481

Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. Thoma Stohlman
Chairman

Talbot County Historic Preservation Commission
The Courthouse
Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. J.O.K. Walsk

c/o Caroline County Historical Society
P.O. Box 514

Denton, Maryland 21629

National Trust for Historic Preservation
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

. Others

Mr. H. Paul Friesema

Institute for Policy Research
Northwestern University

2040 Sheridan Road
Evanston, Illinois 60208-4100
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Abba Lichtenstein, P.E., Dr. Eng. (hc) Consulting Engineér
26 Trafalgar Road (201) 567-73&
Tenafly, N.J. 07670 ‘ Fax (201) 567-374F

TRANSMISSION

Date: March 14, 1998
RE: Dover Bridge
To:Ms. Michelle Hoffman, Manager
Firm:Maryland State Highway Administration
Mail Stop C301 Baltimore, MD 21202

Dear Ms. Hoffman:

Enclosed please find the Feasibility Report on subject project, in its final form. I
revised some areas and reworked others, in line with your latest comments and
out tel/con of Friday 3/13. However all the typing embellishments have not been
attended to and I am hoping that that you can have the manuscript re-typed in
Baltimore if it has to be done. I can hire a typist here but that would cost in .tijrne

and money. Good luck with your Enviromental Document!

VW yours,
Abba LichtenStein
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Abba Lichtenstein, P.E., Dr. Eng. (hc)

Consulting Engineer

26 Trafalgar Road
Tenafly, N.J. 07670

(201) 567-7381
Fax (201) 567-3741

March 16, 1998
FEASIBILITY REPORT

TO: Michelle Hoffman, Project Manager
FROM: Abba Lichtenstein, PE
COPY: Brian Martin; Jill Dowling

SUBJECT: Dover Bridge over the'Choptank River
INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

The Dover Bridge is a swing span truss structure along MD Route 331 and
provides an important east-west link in a three county area of Southemn
Maryland: Talbot, Caroline and Dorchester counties. It also accommodates
marine traffic along the Choptank River. In 1897, the bridge experienced
mechanical and electrical problems causing delays to the highway users and
especially to vehicles traveling to the Memorial Hospital of Easton. The
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) State Highway Administration
(SHA) has commenced a study into the various parameters affecting the
performance and operation of the Dover Bridge, in which study contemplates
several alternates from “do nothing” to total replacement by a fixed high level
structure on new alignments, on either side of the present location. Included in
the SHA's study is also an altemate entitled the “Modification Alternate” which
envisions the rehabilitation of the existing bridge to improve its operation and
serviceability, consistent with the Secretary of interior's Standards and

Guidelines for historic structures. It is the intent of this report to address the
Modification Alternate only.

STEPS UNDERTAKEN BY LICHTENSTEIN
On February 20, 1998, a meeting was held at the Easton Shop of the SHA,

where | was introduced to the history and recent problems related to the Dover
Bridge. | was given a set of the original (1932) construction plans and several
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sheets with studies of improving or replacing the present structure. Ms. Hoffman
(Project Planning Division) and Mr. Brian Martin (Bridge Design Division) of the
SHA explained the various political and technical features of the present
situation: Ms. Jill Dowling, historian for the SHA, reviewed the historical and
environmental issues and Mr. Joe Dement of the Wilson T. Ballard Company
brought us up to date on the engineering aspects and studies. After a short but
most rewarding trip to the site and an interview with the bridge tender, we
observed the mechanical and electrical elements of the bridge and returned to
Baltimore. There | was given additional documents on the 1996 load rating and
a 1997 Hardesty & Hanover report on the swing span equipment. Subsequently
I received a set of Electrical Shop drawings and design drawings by Greiner on

the swing span improvements, which had been recently complete (or almost
completed).

On Friday, February 27, 1998, at my request to clarify the extent of Greiner's
assignment, Brian Martin arranged a meeting with the Greiner engineers who
had designed the improvements to the mechanical and electrical systems.
These were being implemented by a contractor:; however, the installation of
some of the auxiliary and emergency equipment is still in progress.

On Monday morning of March 2, 1998, Ms. Hoffman called for a progress
meeting in Baltimore to discuss my findings contained in a Memorandum to her,
dated 2/25/98. Also discussed were the results of my subsequent review of the

structural plans, rating calculations, repair plans, and discussions with several
SHA engineers.

In the afternoon, | visited the Dover Bridge and interviewed at length the tender
on procedures, timing and traffic matters. | also traveled along the approaches
and took some additional measurements. It was extremely stormy and | decided
to forgo an actual swing span opening for the sake of traffic safety.

FINDINGS

1. The Dover Bridge is only 65 years old. It appears to have been well
maintained and its live load rating is high. The superstructure was designed
for a double live load of AASHO H-20; the structural steel fumished was
ASTM A-7-29 quality.

2. Itis an important historic structure, one of three remaining swing spans in
Maryland, and was found to be eligible for the Natural Register of Historic

Places. Ample documentation is available in the SHA files to justify this
determination.

3. There are three basic issues which must be solved if the Modification

Alternate will be acceptable to the SHA and the public, as follows: a) reliable
and safe operation of the swing span; b) the safe utilization to the roadway
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lanes on the bridge; c) providing pedestrian and bicycle facilities across the
span.

. The reliable operation of the swing span is dependent on the installation of
proper mechanical and electrical equipment and ensuring their continuous
smooth performances by frequent and knowledgeable maintenance.
Auxiliary equipment must be provided during unusual events and a substitute
power source should be on hand in case of emergencies. | believe that the
SHA has already fumished and contracted for the installation of this
equipment. As to the main motor, which activates all the span machinery,
except the wedges, it is the original 25 HP motor reconditioned. If the
walkways are to be added to the bridge, the capacity of the motor should be
checked against the increased loads.

. The bridge tender (operator) is also an integral part of a trouble-free safe
operation of the swing span. | interviewed the present operator at length. He
is competent and works for a company called the Chesapeake Pilot Training
Company of Chestertown, MD which is under contract to the SHA. His
regular routine prescribed by the SHA is to make three phone calls to the
local county police and emergency departments prior to opening the bridge.
The boat waits until the tender gets an all-clear signal; then the safety gates
drop, the wedges get pulled and the swinging motion begins. He has a radio,
a camera/monitor and a cellular phone so that a smooth operation is assured.
In addition, he is instructed to perform one complete opening daily and record
it in his log. A single opening lasts about 6 to 8 minutes depending on the
vessel type and weather conditions.

. The information obtained from the SHA indicates that there are approximately
175 openings per year, mostly in the summer. The most openings in a singe
day in 1997 were eight.

. MD Route 331 is a two lane highway. The bridge width is 24’ between curbs,
which provides two traffic lanes to match the approaches. The rails and
curbs along the trusses appear to offer some leeway which could be utilized
in widening the roadway a modest amount, say 12 to 18 inches.

. Itis essential to minimize the possibility of a head-on collision on the bridge
by including the truck drivers to stay within their prescribed lanes. To help
achieve this psychological perception, it is suggested that the entrance and
exit portals (only 2 portals total) be altered by removing the outside down
sloping leg bracket. The intermediate cross frames, which are of much
simpler construction, will need similar revision.

. There is sufficient room in the middle of the roadway lanes as they continue
from the approaches. It is possible to erect a light open barrier (say short
rubber flex-posts delineators) between the stripes to accentuate the
separation of opposing traffic directions. While this detail may not appeal to
the maintenance personnel, it should be viewed as a trade-off for extra
assurance of minimized opportunity for collisions.

10. The approach from Easton just before the tender's house has an undesirable

feature, especially if it is used to re-enter Route 331 just before the first span.



There is a second similar lane about 2000 feet away from the bridge, along
the old road servicing the pre 1932 bridge, and this lane can be improved
when the near lane is abandoned.

11.1In observing the traffic flow on Route 331 across the bridge, | estimated that
the 50 mph speed limit was continually exceeded, even in inclement weather.
It may be prudent for the SHA to consider a reduction of the speed limit to
say 40 mph. While this suggestion points to the issue of enforcement, logic
tells me that a lower posted speed limit would have the salutary effect of a
proportionate slow-down at the bndge.

12.MD Route 331 is part of a state bicycle path and a safe crossing area for
cyclists and pedestrians would be desirable. The capacity of the trusses, as
published in the rating calculations, appears adequate top support a
cantilevered sidewalk on each side. The attachment details for the sidewalks
should be unobtrusive and of the reversible type as this is a historic structure
and any visual intrusion should be kept to a minimum. This was discussed
with the Ballard engineers who are developing appropriate details.

13.The center pier is framed by a timber fender system whose width is 40 feet.
Assuming that the superstructure is 29 feet wide, it leaves room for two
sidewalks, each at most 5 feet wide. This means that a baby carnage and

wheel chair can be accommodated, but bicycles will need to be walked
across.

SUMMARY

14.The Modification Alternate for the Dover Bridge improvement project contains
sufficient benefits to deserve further study and consideration.

15.This alternate would retain the historically eligible extant structure in an
unaltered state except for minor revisions to two portals and crossframes and
the reversible attachment of outside light walkways. :

16.The operation of the swing span has been repaired and refurbished to a point
where a smooth reliable operation can be reasonably predicated. To maintain
such a high level of performance, the SHA should arrange for frequent
inspections of the swing span and keep the tenders’ skills current, especially
if a personnel change is indicated.

17.Certain minor improvements can be made to the bridge rails, curb and portals
to force the driver to stay within their lanes.

18.The trusses are of riveted constructions and highly rated for live load so that
they can safely accommodate two sidewalks for pedestrian and bicycle use.

19.The permit process for the Modification Alternate appears to be much shorter
and simpler than the replacement schemes. Preparation of contract plans
would also favor the Modification Alternate.

20.A construction cost estimate is beyond the scope of this assignment. It
should be less than $1,500,000 including sidewalks and considering that the
cost of the new mechanical and electrical equipment has already been |
expended. It may also be of interest to explore the existence of a federal

vl
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program for historic bridges which could be applied to the cost of
rehabilitation.

I trust that you will find this Feasibility Report satisfactory for consideration in the
evaluation process of altemnates for the Dover Bridge project. Should you wish to
discuss any item herein in greater detail, kindly contact me. Thank you.

ABBA LICHTENSTEIN, P.E., Dr. Eng.




U.S. Department of Agriculture 97 L/
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

IOJ‘ Of Land Evatugtion Renunest

I PART | {To be completed by Federal Agency) . January 28 1998
Name Of Proec: . i Frgeral Aaengy Involved
MD 331 - Dover Bridge State Highway Administration
Propocsad La-a Use . County And State
I Roadway (Higaway) ‘ Talbot County, Maryland
PART Hl (To be completed by SCS) Joate Request R.ezce'v_ecjzaf_,sa 8
Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local |mport;—m-F;ﬁ{lahd7 Yes No !ACWS Irrgated | Average Farm Size
I (If no, the FPPA does not apply — do not complete additional parts of this form). B O N/A 250 ac,
Major Crop(s) Farmable Lang In Govt. Jurisdiction Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA
Corn, S"ybf-ﬁn, Sl ave i n Acres: l‘l, He ! % 40 Acres: ’23,“3 % &9
I Name Of Land Evaluation System Used Name Of Local Site Assessment System Date Langd Evaluation Returned By SCS
LESA 2-19-48
ite R
PART Wl (To be completed by Federal Agency) SeANZ gi‘ee;i\;-\ie e s?::€981 S5 S7
I A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 6.42 4.90 4,21 5.08
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 0 0 0 0
C. Total Acres In Site : 6.42 4.90 . 4.21 5.08
I PART IV (To be completed by SCS} Land Evaluation Information ]
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 2.70 i.co 2.2 2.1
8. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland t1.4¢ “2.00 3 LIS
I C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted X-L4i Qo :0Q I 009l
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdicuion With Same Or Higher Relative Valve | 4 & Z 68,1 é 3'7 6 & 7
PART V (To be completed by SCS} Land Evaluation Criterion :
I Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of Oto 100 Points) T2 ]2 ! ] 2 12
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) | Maximum !
site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) ! Points .
1. Area In Nonurban Use P/ e /S5 L /s /s /5
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use i /0 . /10 F/0 /0 /10
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 20 | d ! 0 0 V4
4. Protection Provided-By State And Local Government P20 I Z0 20 20 2.0
I 5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area L AA I ANMA NA P ANVA ANA
6. Distance To Urban Support Services L AJA EAA i AA N A A~
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 0 /0 i 10 L0 Y
l 8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmiand 245 /i ' 0 0 | O
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services ' 2 5 5 5 i _5‘
10. On-Farm Investments Az 20 /0 0 ! 0
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services - 25 0 i 0 74 0
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use /0 0 0 5 0 0
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS . w0 | Fo 0 TO | 60 | €0
I PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency) X 2 5
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Parz V) '; 100 . 72 Y A , 72 7 Z
Total Site A t {From Part VI above or a local a ; i i
I o ey ratoes . 80 | O i 70 cto | 60
TOTAL POINTS (Tozal of above 2 lines) 20 (/52 /42 /32 /32
| 1 Was A Local Sn= Asses;ment Used7
I Site Selected: i Date Of Selection i Yes “  No
Reason For Selection: '
I {See Instructions on reverse sidel Form AD-1006 110-82



STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM

Step I - Federal agencivs ;mvalved :n proposed projects that may :onvert farmland as defined in the Farmlind Protecion
Policy ACt(FPPA Y to nonaericuitural uses, will initially complet2 Paris | and 1 of the form.

Ster 2 — Originator will send copies A B and C rogether with maps :ndicating locatinns o siters), to the S0 Corservation
Service (SCSt local field oifice and r2tain copy D for their files 1Note. SCS has a field offics In most couatics in the U.N, The
tield oifice is usually located 1n the founty seat A list of field office jocations are avadable from the SCS Stat: Conserasonist
In each state).

Step 3 - SCS will. within 43 calendar days after receipt of form. make a determination as to whether the sitefs) of 1t

he pro-
posed project contains prime, dnique. statewide or local important farmland,

Step 4 — In cases where farm!and covered by the FPPA will be converled ty the proposed project. SCS fieid sitices will com-
plete Parts 11. {V and V of the form.

Step 5 — SCS will return copy A and B of the form to the Federai agency involved in the nroigct. (Copy € will e rerained for
SCS records).

Step 6 — The Federal agency invelved in the proposed project will compiete Parts Vi and V11 of the form.

Step ¥ — The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make a Jetermination as to whether the ororosed conver-
sion is consistent with the FPPA anJ the 4gency s intern gt nolicias,

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM

Part I: In completing the “County And State™ quesiions list all the local governments that ar2 respoansible
for local land controls where site(s) are to be evaluated.

Part II1: In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly). inciude the following:

1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being {armed 1fter che conver-
sion, because the conversion would restrict access to them.

2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project iustiiication

(e.g. highways, utilities) that will cause a direct conversion.
Part VI: Do not complete Part VI if a local site assessment s used.

Assign the maximum points for 2ach site assessment criterion as shown in §658.5(b) of CFR. In cuses of
corridor-type projects such as transportation. powerline and flood control. criteria =5 and =6 will not apply
and will be weighed zero. however. criterion #8 wili be weighed a maximum of 23 points. and criterion
=11 a maximum of 23 poinss. -

Individual Federal agencies at the national fevel. may assign relative weights among e 12 site assessment
criteria other than those shown in the FPPA rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned, relative adjust-
ments must be made to maintain the maximum total weight points at 150.

In ruting alternative sites, Federal agencies shall consider cach of the criteria and assign poinis within the
limits established in the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these criteria wili receive the
highest total scores, and sites least stitable. the fowest scorcs.

Part VIi: In computing the “Toral Site Assessment Pointa™ wiiere a State or Loca: $ite dasessinen: s usad
and the total maxiimunt number of Pomts is other than 160, adjust the site assessmen: 20N Lo g Dase ol 1560,
Exampic: il the Siie Assessman? maximum 15 200 points. and a'ternative Site A" is rated 180 puints

Total points assigned Site A= 180 x 160 = 144 points Tor Site = A"

Maximuni points possible 200

3
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Dawvid L Winsiean
Maryland Department of Transportation ZakerF .
State Highway Administration sommsaisy

Plesse Reply To

Ottice of Trettic & Sefety
v 7491 Co lley D
MEMORANDUM Hanover. Maryleng 21076
Fex: (410) 787-5823

TO: Mr. Douglas H. Simmons, Chief
: Regional and Intermodal Planning Division
ATTN:  Ms MichellaHoffnan ~ “y\ud!
fawnr®
FROM: Dianna Miller

Traffic Safety Division
DATE: November 12, 1997

SUBJECT: MD 331 @ Dover Bridge
Over Choptank River
Talbot and Caroline Counties

Thank vou for vour recent memorandum requesting accident information for the subject location.
An accident analysis and a study worksheet are attached characterizing the accident experience by
vear, seventy, collision type, accident rates per |00 million vehicle miles of travel (acc/100mvm)
and comparable statewide average accident rates. Also included for your review, is a summary of
existing conditions observed during a recent field examination of this location.

Please note the traffic volumes used to calculate accident rates were obtained from Mr. C. Rogers
Jorss of the Travel Forecasting Section.

Should you have any questions regarding this material, please contact me at (410) 787-5830.

DLM
Attachments

cc: Mr. Joe Finkle
Ms. Michelle Hoffman
Mr. Howard Johnson
Mr. Robert Kiel
Mr. Richard Lindsey .
Mr. James Thompson
Mr. Gene Simmers

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Stalewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 - Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street « Baltimore, Maryland 21202

1%
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The collision types. accident study rates and comparative statewide average accident rates are
listed in Table II. Rear-end and fixed object collisions occurred at a significantly high rate:

TABLE II
Collision Type Total Accidents Study Rate Statewide Average Rate
Angle 0 0.0 18.2
Rear End 5 92.3# 24 8
Fixed Object 6 110.7* 41.4
Opposite Direction 0 0.0 92
Sideswipe 0 . 0.0 5.5
Left Turn 0 0.0 7.7
Pedestrian 0 0.0 20
Parked Vehicle 0 0.0 2.5
Other Collision Type 0 0.0 8.3

*- Significantly higher than the statewide averag

highways.

Nighttime, wet surface and alcohol-

e accident rate for similar State maintained

related accidents are compared to statewide percentages in

Table IT:
TABLE I
Condition 1994-1996 % of Total Statewide
Accidents Average %
Nighttime 2 18 32
Wet Surface 4 36 28
Alcohol Related 1 9 8




MD 331 - DOVER BRIDGE STUDY

Thank you for your interest in the MD 331 - Dover Bridge Project Planning Study. The
purpose of the study is to identify an alternative that provides a safe and dependable MD 331
crossing of the Choptank River for vehicular traffic while minimizing the disruption to the
environment. As you requested, your name has been added to the mailing list for this study.
The Project Team has prepared a short questionnaire to gather additional boating data for use

in this study. Please take a few short moments to fill out the questionnaire and return it by
January 20th.

1) Do you own a boat? (197)Yes (219)No

2) What kind of boat do you own?*
(149)power boat  (24)sail boat (6)combination (10)other

3) What is the height of your boat (including mast(s), if any)?
4) In what waters do you navigate your boat? (Please check all that apply)*

(163)Choptank River (73)Tuckahoe Creek (81)Other

] Parris N. Glendening
Marylanq Department c_>f 'Trans.portatlon parnis N 27 5/
State Highway Administration David L Winstead .
Secretary
Parker F Williams
Administrator

If you navigate on the Choptank River, where do you navigate?
(Please check all that apply)

(34) North of Denton (82)Between Denton and Dover Bridge
(134)Between Dover Bridge and US 50 (83)South of US 50

5) What marina or boat ramp do you use? *

*For question 2, all responses may not total number of cards received. Some response cards
were only partially completed. ‘Other’ responses were mostly canoes and rowboats.

*For question 4, ‘other’ responses were primarily the Chesapeake Bay.

*For question 5, the results were mixed, with a major number of responses concentrating on:
Choptank, Trappe, Ganey’s Wharf, and ‘own dock ’ ’

Revised
February 24, 1998

- ————————— At St e e .

s —————— (A3t s
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This form is for your use to provide the State Highway Administration with information pertinent
to the Dover Bridge Study. Please remove the form and answer the questions. Be sure to
fold and close this form by stapling or taping prior to mailing.

Your comments are appreciated. All postage will be paid by the Maryland Department of
Transportation. Thank you for your time and assistance. If you have any questions, please
feel free to call Michelle D. Hoffman, the project manager, at (410) 545-8547. or toll-free in

: Maryland at (800) 548-5026.
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Table 2-A
MD 331-Dover Bridge
Summary of Boat Survey Cards
% returned:

———

| Number of cards entered'
Own a boat?

Height
of boat...
Where  HIERREOILENITG TGO
navigate?

—-_ 51 42% —
On L

Choptank... 5. 17%

Table 2-B
MD 331-Dover Bridge
Summary of Boat Survey Cards
Boats that travel Nonh of Dover Bridge on the Choptank River

T T M A N L

Number of cards entered
Height of boat  [TRREE

On Choptank...

Revised
February 24, 1998



Dover Bridge Records
1995 1996 1997
Boats Malfunctions M.I::'y:n:;ce Boats Malfunctions M.l'):'):“:'f.n ‘Bonu Malfunctions M.I:t:‘:;“
Jan 5 1 1 2 0 1 0 3
Feb 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
Mar 10 0 I 1 0 3 0 I
Apr 24 1 0 7 0 I 22 0 3
May 14 0 1 19 0 0 8 0 2
June 17 0 1 19 1 2 37 5 5
July no logs 2 7 39 3 4 25 1 20
Aug 38 4 9 41 2 6 12 1 18
Sept 17 I 6 7 * 0 I 25 3 18
Oct 15 3 5 16 1 2 21 0 10
Nov 23 1 1 15 0 0 8 0 6
Dec 6 0 0 6 0 I 7 0 8

* - No logs 9/1 - 9/23

C:\My Documents\MD 331 - Dover Bndge\logs.doc

W
<
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Annual
Station Latitude / Region Characterized/  Historical Sampling
Name Longitude Location/Depth Sampling Coordination  Stations Frequencyx
: with Other Componeats No. of Depths
Sampled
MET23 39°30'30" ElkR.SEofOldfield Tidal fresh; striped XKI10661 12x2
75°53'54" Pt. at B 15; mid- bass spawning; DNR EPA U10
channel; 12 m, juvenile; sediment
toxicants.
MET3.1 39°21'SI" SassafrasR.nr.Rte.  Tidal Fresh; stripedbass  XJT11970 2
75°52'54" 213 bridge; Sm. spawning; sedimeat EPA U1
toxicants.
MET4.1 39°14°42° ChesterR. at Crumpton Tidal fresh; striped bass CHEQ367 20x2
75°54'30" ar. Rte. 290 bridge; 6 m. spawning; sediment
toxicants.
MET42 38°59'24" Lower ChesterR.Sof Lower estuarine; XGG9sT2 20x4
76°13°00" Eastern Neck Is. at DNR oyster CBI CHO9C
buoy FIG 9: 12 m. spat; sediment toxicants.
MIDDLE EASTERN SHORE:
MEE1.1 38°52'48" Eastern Bay between Embayment; DNR oyster XFF9178 20x4
76°15° 06" Tilghman Pt. and spat; sediment toxicants.  CBI 851N
Parsoas Is., N of.
buoy R4: 13 m.
METS.} 38°48'25" Upper ChoptankR.at  Tidal fresh; plankton; CHO0429 20 x2
75