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S-1 PROJECT SUMMARY
S-1.1 INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Title 42, United States [U.S.] Code,
4321-4370f), as amended; regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (40 Code of
Federal Regulations 1500-1508); and U.S. Department of the Treasury (Treasury) Directive 75-
02, the Bureau of Engraving and Printing (BEP), in cooperation with the National Park Service,
U.S. Department of Agriculture Agricultural Resource Service, and Federal Highway
Administration, has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential
environmental effects associated with the implementation of traffic, utility, and construction-
related improvement measures associated with the proposed BEP replacement currency production
facility (CPF) in Beltsville, Maryland. These traffic, utility, and construction-related measures
were developed to address recommendations from the construction and operation of the
replacement CPF, which was analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Construction and Operation of a CPF within the National Capital Region (NCR) (Treasury 2021a).
This EA will be tiered from BEP’s 2021 EIS, and the analyses included in the EIS will be
incorporated into this EA by reference.

S-1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement the traffic, utility, and construction-related
improvements as outlined in the Final EIS for the Construction and Operation of a CPF in the NCR
and as determined by design changes that have come about after the BEP 2021 EIS Record of
Decision signature. BEP 2021 EIS identified seven traffic intersections that currently have a failing
level of service (LOS) and would continue to fail during and after the construction of the
replacement CPF. These failing intersections would require various roadway improvements to
minimize delays and reduce queue lengths.

The Proposed Action is needed to ensure the traffic LOS at each identified failing intersection
meets the applicable thresholds with the increase in traffic anticipated from the construction and
operation of BEP’s replacement CPF in Beltsville. It is also necessary to ensure that utility systems
in place are sufficient to support BEP’s replacement CPF at the chosen site and to support
construction-related laydown areas identified in the most recent CPF design.

S-1.3 OVERVIEW OF THE ALTERNATIVES

This EA analyzes the No Action Alternative's environmental impacts and two action alternatives
for traffic, utility, and construction-related improvements. Under both action alternatives, the
following improvements would be completed:

e Improvements at the seven intersections identified as needing improvement in BEP’s 2021
EIS: Edmonston Road at Sunnyside Avenue, Edmonston Road at Beaver Dam Road,
Edmonston Road at Powder Mill Road, Powder Mill Road at Animal Husbandry Road,
Powder Mill Road at Springfield Road, Powder Mill Road at Baltimore-Washington
Parkway northbound ramps, and Powder Mill Road at Baltimore-Washington Parkway
southbound ramps. Improvements may include, but are not limited to, lane widening,
addition of turn lanes, addition of new signage, and addition of traffic control devices.

e Additional traffic improvements to Poultry Road, Sheep Road, and Animal Husbandry
Road.
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e Construction of a new entrance road for the CPF site; part of the entrance road’s footprint
is included in the scope of BEP’s 2021 EIS.

e Construction of an approximately 1,500-foot-long gravel access road southeast of the CPF
site to provide access to two wells at Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC).

¢ Installation of new roadway signage along Powder Mill Road and Edmonston Road.

e Removal of rumble strips on Powder Mill Road from Edmonston Road to Baltimore-
Washington Parkway.

e Installation of new aboveground Potomac Electric Power Company electric lines on
existing poles along both sides of Odell Road from its intersection with Edmonston Road
to the CPF site. Some existing poles are in degraded condition and may require full
replacement.

e Installation of new aboveground lines to provide Verizon service, running on existing poles
from the intersection of Odell Road and Edmonston Road to the CPF site, and from
Ellington Drive, south of Muirkirk Road, to Odell Road and west to the CPF site. Some
existing poles are in degraded condition and may require full replacement.

o Installation of a new Washington Gas connection south of Odell Road and east of Poultry
Road and the new CPF.

e Temporary use of the 7.5-acre laydown area south of the CPF site for parking and storage
during construction.

e C(Clearance of the bioswale maintenance access west of the CPF site to access and maintain
a planned bioswale.

Alternative 1 includes the construction of a new sanitary sewer line running north from the CPF
site and tying into the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) sanitary sewer system
north of Odell Road.

Under Alternative 2, the new sanitary sewer line would run southwest from the main CPF site and
tie into the WSSC sanitary sewer system west of the Edmonston Road and Powder Mill Road
intersection.

Under both action alternatives, wastewater would be treated at the Blue Plains Advanced
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), the WWTP used by BEP’s existing facilities in the
Washington, DC, area. BEP would pre-treat all industrial wastewater to WSSC standards in-house
prior to discharge into the WSSC system.

The Preferred Alternative is Alternative 1, as it is the most environmentally preferable of the action
alternatives while still meeting project objectives. The limits of disturbance for the proposed
sanitary sewer line under Alternative 1 are smaller than under Alternative 2 and minimize impacts
to wetlands and surface waters. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in
negligible or less than significant impacts to most resource areas. The Preferred Alternative would
result in short-term benefits to socioeconomics and long-term benefits to noise levels, protection
of children, transportation, utilities, and health and public safety. There would be no short-term
impacts to land use or the protection of children and no long-term impacts to air quality or
socioeconomics.

While Alternative 2 would have a larger footprint of impact due to the sanitary sewer alignment,
impacts to most resource areas under Alternative 2 are still negligible or less than significant.
Compared to negligible impacts under Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would result in short-term, less
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112 than significant impacts to climate change and greenhouse gas emissions due to increased
113 emissions associated with the larger project footprint.

114 The No Action Alternative would result in no impact to most resource areas. However, there would
115  benegligible or less than significant impacts to the protection of children's health and public safety
116  and Environmental Justice (EJ). There would be significant impacts to transportation conditions.
117 Under the No Action Alternative, six of the seven intersections proposed for improvement would
118  remain at a failing LOS and existing unsafe conditions at some of the intersections proposed for
119  improvement would remain. These traffic and safety concerns would disproportionately affect EJ
120 communities that reside in the vicinity.

121
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Title 42, United States [U.S.]
Code [USC], 4321-4370f), as amended; regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508); and U.S. Department of the Treasury
(Treasury) Directive (TD) 75-02, the Bureau of Engraving and Printing (BEP), in cooperation with
the National Park Service (NPS), U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Agricultural Resource
Service (ARS), and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), has prepared an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential environmental effects associated with the implementation
of traffic, utility, and construction-related improvement measures associated with the proposed
BEP replacement currency production facility (CPF) in Beltsville, Maryland (MD).

These traffic, utility, and construction-related measures were developed to address
recommendations expected to arise from the construction and operation of the replacement CPF,
which was analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Construction and
Operation of a CPF within the National Capital Region (NCR). The EIS was completed in June
2021, and the Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in October 2021 (Treasury 2021a, Treasury
2021b). The final EIS and ROD can be found on the project website at
https://www.nab.usace.army.mil/BEP/.

As stated in 40 CFR 1501.11, it is appropriate to tier an EA from a previously completed EIS when
the EIS analyzes a specific action at an early stage, such as site selection, and the tiered EA
analyzes subsequent actions at a later stage. In accordance with this regulation, this EA will be
tiered from BEP’s 2021 EIS, and the analyses included in the EIS will be incorporated in this EA
by reference (hereafter referred to as BEP 2021 EIS).

The proposed replacement CPF is located on the 105-acre parcel of the Henry A. Wallace
Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC) campus that was transferred from the USDA to
the Treasury as authorized by the Agricultural Improvement Act of 2018 (Public Law 115-334 §
7602; 132 Stat. 4490, 4825-26). This parcel is approximately 10 miles northeast of Washington,
DC, in Prince George’s County, MD. The areas for traffic, utility, and construction-related
measures are located within a 1.5-mile radius around the replacement CPF. The BEP 2021 EIS
determined several of these traffic and utility measures as necessary to ensure that impacts of the
replacement CPF are less than significant (Treasury 2021a). Additional locations for traffic, utility,
and construction-related measures in the project vicinity have been proposed after the BEP 2021
EIS, including improvements to Sheep Road, Poultry Road, Animal Husbandry Road, and adjacent
to Odell Road, as well as construction-related measures adjacent to the replacement CPF site.
Appendix A, Figure 1-1 shows the project location.

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to meet the traffic, utility, and construction-related
improvements as outlined in the Final EIS for the Construction and Operation of a CPF in the NCR
and as determined by design changes that have come about after the BEP 2021 EIS ROD signature.

The BEP 2021 EIS identified seven traffic intersections that currently have a failing level of service
(LOS) and, without improvement, would continue to have a failing LOS during and after the
construction of the replacement CPF. A Transportation Impact Study (TIS) of 15 intersections in
the vicinity of the replacement CPF site was completed in coordination with the Maryland-

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
Supplemental Environmental Assessment 1-1 April 2024



397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
406
407

408

409
410
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
418

419
420
421

422
423

424

Draft: Environmental Assessment Beltsville, MD

National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC), the City of Greenbelt, Maryland
State Highway Administration (SHA), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Baltimore
District, National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC), and NPS. The TIS used an intersection
capacity analysis and an intersection queuing analysis to determine which intersections were
“passing” and which were “failing” (BEP 2020). These failing intersections would require various
roadway improvements to minimize delays and reduce queue lengths. The Proposed Action is
needed to ensure the traffic LOS at each identified failing intersection meets the applicable
thresholds with the increase in traffic anticipated from the operation of BEP’s replacement CPF in
Beltsville. It is also necessary to ensure that utility systems in place are sufficient to support BEP’s
replacement CPF at the chosen site on BARC and to support construction-related laydown areas
identified in the most recent CPF design.

1.3 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

Under the guidance provided in NEPA and TD 75-02, an EIS or an EA must be prepared for most
major Federal actions that may significantly affect the quality of the environment. Actions
determined to be exempt by law, emergencies, or categorically excluded do not require the
preparation of an EA or EIS. If an action is not likely to significantly affect the environment, or if
the significance is unknown, an EA is prepared. An EA provides sufficient evidence and analysis
for determining whether to prepare an EIS. An evaluation of the environmental consequences of
the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative includes direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects, as well as qualitative and quantitative (where possible) assessment of the level of
significance of these effects. The EA results in either a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
or a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS.

A list of regulations applicable to this EA can be found in Table 1-1. This list may not be all-
inclusive. Other regulations and guidance that may be applicable are listed in BEP’s 2021 EIS and
are incorporated by reference.

Although the FHWA is a cooperating agency, the project does not use CFR Title 23 funds;
therefore, Section 4(f) does not apply to this undertaking.

Table 1-1. List of Applicable Regulations

Federal Regulations
CEQ — 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508

23 CFR 771: U.S. FHWA and U.S.
Department of Transportation
(USDOT), Part 771 —
Environmental Impact and Related
Procedures

National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969

Energy Independence and Security

Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972/

Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1963

Act (EISA) of 2007

Section 401 and Section 404

Farmland Protection Policy Act

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection

Coastal Zone Management Act

(FPPA) of 1984

Act (BGEPA) of 1940

(CZMA) of 1972

Endangered Species Act (ESA) of

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

1973 / Section 7

of 1918

of 1934

Noise Control Act of 1972

Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) Standards:
Occupational Noise Exposure (29
CFR Part 1910.95)

National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966 / Section 106

Federal Antiquities Act of 1906

Archaeological Resources

Protection Act of 1979

Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
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https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/COMPS-10352/pdf/COMPS-10352.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/COMPS-10352/pdf/COMPS-10352.pdf
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-40/chapter-V/subchapter-A
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-23/chapter-I/subchapter-H/part-771
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/PLAW-110publ140/pdf/PLAW-110publ140.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/PLAW-110publ140/pdf/PLAW-110publ140.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2018-title33/pdf/USCODE-2018-title33-chap26.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/clean-air-act-overview/clean-air-act-text
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-2017-title7-vol6/xml/CFR-2017-title7-vol6-part658.xml
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-2017-title7-vol6/xml/CFR-2017-title7-vol6-part658.xml
https://www.fws.gov/law/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act
https://www.fws.gov/law/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act
https://coast.noaa.gov/data/czm/media/CZMA_10_11_06.pdf
https://coast.noaa.gov/data/czm/media/CZMA_10_11_06.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/endangered-species-act-accessible_7.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/endangered-species-act-accessible_7.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2020-title16/pdf/USCODE-2020-title16-chap7-subchapII-sec703.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2020-title16/pdf/USCODE-2020-title16-chap7-subchapII-sec703.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/COMPS-3003/pdf/COMPS-3003.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/COMPS-3003/pdf/COMPS-3003.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/COMPS-888/pdf/COMPS-888.pdf
https://www.osha.gov/laws-regs/regulations/standardnumber/1910/1910.95#:%7E:text=The%20employer%20shall%20train%20each,employee%20participation%20in%20the%20program.
https://www.osha.gov/laws-regs/regulations/standardnumber/1910/1910.95#:%7E:text=The%20employer%20shall%20train%20each,employee%20participation%20in%20the%20program.
https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/2018-06/nhpa.pdf
https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/2018-06/nhpa.pdf
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-43/subtitle-A/part-3
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid%3AUSC-prelim-title16-chapter1B&saved=%7CZ3JhbnVsZWlkOlVTQy1wcmVsaW0tdGl0bGUxNi1jaGFwdGVyMUItZnJvbnQ%3D%7C%7C%7C0%7Cfalse%7Cprelim&edition=prelim
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid%3AUSC-prelim-title16-chapter1B&saved=%7CZ3JhbnVsZWlkOlVTQy1wcmVsaW0tdGl0bGUxNi1jaGFwdGVyMUItZnJvbnQ%3D%7C%7C%7C0%7Cfalse%7Cprelim&edition=prelim
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/archeology/archeological-and-historic-preservation-act.htm
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/archeology/archeological-and-historic-preservation-act.htm
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Federal Regulations (Continued)

Native American Graves Protection

American Indian Religious

and Repatriation Act of 1990

Freedom Act of 1978

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) Identification
and Listing of Hazardous Waste (40
CFR Part 261)

OSHA Standards: Toxic and
Hazardous Substances - Hazard
Communication (29 CFR Part
1910.1200)

Procedures for Abatement of
Highway Traffic Noise and
Construction Noise (23 CFR 772)

Executive Orders (EO) & Director’s Orders (DO)

EO 12372: Intergovernmental
Review of Federal Programs

EO 13175: Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments

EO 12898: Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations

EO 14096: Revitalizing Our
Nation’s Commitment to

Environmental Justice for All

EO 11988: Floodplain Management

EO 13690: Establishing a Federal

Flood Risk Management Standard
and a Process for Further Soliciting

and Considering Stakeholder Input

EO 13508: Chesapeake Bay
Protection and Restoration

EO 11990: Protection of Wetlands

EO 13186: Responsibilities of

Federal Agencies to Protect
Migratory Birds

EO 13045: Protection of Children TD 75-02 NPS DO#12: Conservation
from Environmental Health Risks Planning, Environmental Impact
and Safety Risks Analysis, and Decision-making
NPS DO#28: Cultural Resource
Management

State Regulations

Maryland Stormwater Management

Maryland Forest Conservation Act

Maryland Department of the

Act of 2007

of 1991

Environment: Title 26 — Code of
Maryland Regulations

Maryland Nongame and
Endangered Species Act of 1975

2011 Maryland Standards and
Specifications for Soil Erosion and

Maryland Nontidal Wetlands
Protection Act of 1991 (Article 4,

Sediment Control

Sections 5901 to 5911)

Maryland Sustainable Growth and

Maryland State Highway

Agricultural Preservation Act of
2012

Administration: Title 11, Subtitle 4
— Code of Maryland Regulations

Maryland Environmental Policy
Act of 1973

Maryland State Highway

Administration Highway Noise
Abatement Planning and
Engineering Guidelines, 2020

Local Regulations

Prince George’s County Noise
Ordinance

Prince George’s County Zoning
Ordinance

Prince George’s Countywide
Master Plan of Transportation,
2009

Prince George’s County 2035
Approved General Plan

Prince George’s County Priority
Preservation Area Functional
Master Plan, 2012

National Capital Planning

Commission’s Comprehensive Plan
for the National Capital, 2021
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https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid%3AUSC-prelim-title25-chapter32&saved=%7CZ3JhbnVsZWlkOlVTQy1wcmVsaW0tdGl0bGUyNS1jaGFwdGVyMzItZnJvbnQ%3D%7C%7C%7C0%7Cfalse%7Cprelim&edition=prelim
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid%3AUSC-prelim-title25-chapter32&saved=%7CZ3JhbnVsZWlkOlVTQy1wcmVsaW0tdGl0bGUyNS1jaGFwdGVyMzItZnJvbnQ%3D%7C%7C%7C0%7Cfalse%7Cprelim&edition=prelim
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title42-section1996&num=0&edition=prelim
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title42-section1996&num=0&edition=prelim
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title42-section6901&num=0&edition=prelim
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title42-section6901&num=0&edition=prelim
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-40/chapter-I/subchapter-I/part-261?toc=1
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-40/chapter-I/subchapter-I/part-261?toc=1
https://www.osha.gov/laws-regs/regulations/standardnumber/1910/1910.1200
https://www.osha.gov/laws-regs/regulations/standardnumber/1910/1910.1200
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-23/chapter-I/subchapter-H/part-772
https://www.fws.gov/policy/library/rgeo12372.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/policy/library/rgeo12372.pdf
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2000/11/09/00-29003/consultation-and-coordination-with-indian-tribal-governments
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2000/11/09/00-29003/consultation-and-coordination-with-indian-tribal-governments
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2000/11/09/00-29003/consultation-and-coordination-with-indian-tribal-governments
https://www.archives.gov/files/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf
https://www.archives.gov/files/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf
https://www.archives.gov/files/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf
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1.4 SCOPING AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Scoping is an early and open process for developing the breadth of issues to be addressed in the
EA and identifying significant concerns related to a Proposed Action. To help determine the scope
of issues to be addressed in this EA, agency consultation was completed. Agency scoping included
a 30-day comment period from November 9, 2023, through December 9, 2023. Consultation was
initiated with the following agencies for the proposed project: USACE, USEPA, USDA ARS,
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), NPS, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), FHWA, SHA, Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE), Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), Prince George’s
County, M-NCPPC, and NCPC. Consultation was also initiated with Native American tribal
governments; copies of correspondence are in Appendix B. Responses from agencies and tribal
governments, if applicable, can be found in Appendix B. The agency consultation and
coordination efforts and public participation efforts are detailed in Section 5, Consultation and
Coordination.

1.5 IMPACT TOPICS ANALYZED IN THIS EA

Impact topics are resources of concern that would be affected, either beneficially or adversely, by
the range of alternatives presented in this EA. The following resources are evaluated in Section 4
of this EA: land use; topography and soils; noise; air quality; climate change and greenhouse gas;
water resources; biological resources; cultural resources; aesthetics and visual resources;
socioeconomics, environmental justice (EJ), and protection of children; transportation; utilities;
hazardous and toxic materials and waste (HTMW); and health and public safety. The impact topics
analyzed in this EA are listed below, along with the reasons why they were retained for analysis.

1.5.1 LAND USE

Both action alternatives, as described in Section 0, would result in minor changes to land use,
including minimal conversion of undeveloped areas within existing road buffers to pavement and
temporary use of undeveloped and agricultural land for construction measures. Easements from
government organizations and/or private property owners may also be required to complete the
proposed improvements. As such, impacts to land use are analyzed in this EA.

1.5.2 TOPOGRAPHY AND SOIL RESOURCES

Construction activities under both action alternatives would require soil disturbance, including
excavation, grading, and placement of fill material. Road grades established under the Proposed
Action would be developed in consideration of pedestrian and vehicle sight lines. The limits of
disturbance (LOD) for traffic improvements include the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, which
NPS owns. According to the NPS Management Policies, the NPS “will actively seek to understand
and preserve soil resources of parks, and to prevent, to the extent possible, the unnatural erosion,
physical removal or contamination of the soil or its contamination of other resources” (NPS 2006).
The project’s LOD also includes prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance designated
under the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA). Based on these considerations, impacts to soils
and topography are analyzed in this EA.

1.5.3 NOISE

Construction of proposed improvements under both action alternatives, as described in Section 0,
would temporarily increase noise levels in the vicinity due to heavy equipment and machinery
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operation. Noise-sensitive uses, such as residences, are in the project vicinity. As such, impacts to
noise are analyzed in this EA.

1.5.4 AIR QUALITY

Both action alternatives would result in construction-related emissions and fugitive dust from
construction activities. Prince George’s County, where the project is located, is in marginal non-
attainment for 2015 8-hour ozone (O3) and maintenance for 2008 8-hour Oz and 1971 carbon
monoxide (CO). The General Conformity Rule requires that all federal actions in non-attainment
or maintenance areas be reviewed to ensure the action would not interfere with State
Implementation Plan (SIPs) for National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). As such, air
quality impacts associated with the Clean Air Act (CAA) criteria pollutants are analyzed in this
EA.

1.5.5 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS

Construction activities can contribute to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in various ways, thereby
impacting global warming and climate change. Both action alternatives would generate GHGs
through processes such as material production, transportation, energy consumption during
construction, land use change, and waste generation. No significant thresholds for GHG emissions
and climate change have been established.

1.5.6 WATER RESOURCES

Water resources within or adjacent to the Project Area include several streams and wetlands
adjacent to Edmonston, Powder Mill, and Odell Roads. The CWA Section 404 permits and Section
401 Water Quality Certifications would be required for any impacts to jurisdictional wetlands or
surface waters. Section 404 of the CWA requires authorization from the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the USACE, for the discharge of dredged or fill material into all waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands. Section 401 is the state's part of the CWA, and no agency can proceed with a
discharge into a water of the U.S. without a Section 401 Water Quality Certification. A portion of
the Project Area also falls within the Federal Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA) 100-year
regulated floodplain. The Project Area is also located within the Maryland Coastal Zone. While
federally owned property is statutorily excluded from the coastal zone, federal actions that have
the potential to affect coastal zone resources must be consistent, to the maximum extent
practicable, with the state's enforceable coastal zone policies. Based on these considerations,
impacts to water resources are analyzed in detail in this EA.

1.5.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Construction activities and associated tree removal under both action alternatives have the
potential to affect both terrestrial and aquatic vegetation and wildlife in the Project Area, including
federally protected species, such as the endangered northern long-eared bat (NLEB) (Myotis
septentrionalis) and monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), a candidate species, as well as
migratory birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The tricolored bat
(Perimyotis subflavus) is also proposed for listing in this region; however, it is unknown if and
when the species will be listed. Because federally protected species are potentially present within
the Project Area, coordination with USFWS is required. As such, impacts to biological resources
are analyzed in detail in this EA.
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1.5.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES

There are a total of 16 archaeological resources and no known paleontological sites within the
Project Area. The architectural resources within the Project Area include two historic districts—
the BARC Historic District and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway Historic District. The
architectural Area of Potential Effect (APE) for visual effects under both alternatives includes both
historic districts. Two cultural landscapes are identified within the Project Area, including the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway and BARC. Based on these considerations, impacts to
archaeological resources, architectural resources, and cultural landscapes are analyzed in detail in
this EA.

1.5.9 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual resources can be defined as the natural and manufactured features that constitute the
aesthetic qualities of an area. The overall visual landscape contains a mixture of built environment
and open space, including natural areas. The Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway is also located
within the Project Area. Construction activity under both action alternatives could temporarily
change the visual landscape due to the presence of equipment and machinery. Therefore, impacts
to aesthetics and visual resources are analyzed in this EA.

1.5.10 SOCIOECONOMICS

Socioeconomic impacts could occur under both action alternatives during the construction of the
transportation improvements. Construction would require spending on labor, materials, and
equipment, which could have beneficial impacts on the local economy. Based on these
considerations, impacts to socioeconomics are analyzed in this EA.

1.5.11 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order (EO) 14096 (Apr. 21, 2023) Revitalizing Our Nation's Commitment to
Environmental Justice for All builds upon EO 12898 (Feb. 11, 1994) Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations to complement and
deepen ongoing EJ work within the Federal government. EO 14096 offers agencies specific
guidance on how to consider EJ while fulfilling their statutory mandates, including under NEPA.

EJ is defined in EO 14096 as the just treatment and meaningful involvement of all people,
regardless of income, race, color, national origin, Tribal affiliation, or disability, in agency
decision-making and other Federal activities that affect human health and the environment so that
people are fully protected from disproportionate and adverse human health and environmental
effects, the cumulative impacts of environmental and other burdens, and the legacy of racism or
other structural or systemic barriers. All people should have equitable access to a healthy,
sustainable, and resilient environment in which to live, play, work, learn, grow, worship, and
engage in cultural and subsistence practices.

The range of communities in the U.S. with EJ concerns, include communities in urban and rural
areas; within the boundaries of Tribal Nations and U.S. Territories; with a significant proportion
of people who have low incomes or are otherwise adversely affected by persistent poverty or
inequality; with a significant proportion of people of color, including individuals who are Black,
Latino, Indigenous and Native American, Asian American, Native Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander;
and geographically dispersed and mobile populations, such as migrant farmworkers.
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EO 14096 asserts that communities with EJ concerns continue to experience disproportionate and
adverse human health or environmental burdens. The order directs agencies to consider measures
to address and prevent disproportionate and adverse human health and environmental impacts of
Federal actions, including the cumulative impacts of pollution and other burdens like climate
change on these communities.

EO 14091 Further Advancing Racial Equity and Support for Underserved Communities Through
the Federal Government (Feb. 16, 2023) calls on Federal agencies to conduct proactive
engagement with members of underserved communities to inform design of regulatory agendas
and plans. EO 14096 calls on Federal agencies to remove barriers to the meaningful involvement
of the public in decision-making that affects or has the potential to affect human health and the
environment, including for communities with EJ concerns.

The Project Area is situated within five Census Block Groups (BGs) contained within four Census
Tracts (CTs). Based on Federal and state screening tools, all are identified as communities with EJ
concerns. Therefore, EJ impacts are analyzed in this EA.

1.5.12 PROTECTION OF CHILDREN

No children are present within the Project Area, and within CT 8074.08 the percent of population
under 18 years is about 2 percent lower than the average portion of children found in Prince
George’s County and Maryland; however, the 2022 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year
estimates predict this number will slightly increase over time (U.S. Census Bureau [USCB] 2022).
Implementation of the Proposed Action would adhere to all regulations for establishing and
maintaining a safe perimeter around ongoing construction sites to prohibit access by children or
other members of the public. Consistent with EO 13045, Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, this EA addresses the protection of children.

1.5.13 TRANSPORTATION

Section 3.10.2 of BEP’s 2021 EIS identified seven intersections for mitigation to improve traffic
LOS during the operation of the CPF (Treasury 2021a). Currently, the LOS is failing at six of the
seven intersections and would not be improved under the No Action Alternative. Under either
action alternative analyzed in this EA, the mitigation measures to improve the LOS (roadway
widening, lane additions, new signaling, new pavements) would be constructed but could result in
temporary, localized disruptions and delays to vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle traffic. Although
these disruptions and delays would end once construction is completed, impacts to transportation
are analyzed in detail in this EA.

1.5.14 UTILITIES

Both action alternatives include the construction of a new sanitary sewer line to convey wastewater
from the replacement CPF site that will tie into the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
(WSSC) sanitary sewer system, as well as the installation of new aboveground Potomac Electric
Power Company (PEPCO) electric lines and aboveground Verizon service lines to provide service
to the replacement CPF site. Both lines would be installed on existing poles. Some existing poles
are in degraded condition and may require full replacement. Construction activities for intersection
improvements near underground utilities could result in temporary service disruptions. As such,
impacts to utilities are analyzed in detail in this EA.
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1.5.15 HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC MATERIALS AND WASTE

Prior to ground disturbance, new utility corridors would need to be surveyed for potential HTMW,
including contaminants such as asbestos; petroleum, oil, and lubricant waste; aboveground and
underground storage tanks; military waste such as unexploded ordnance; radon, a naturally
occurring hazard; and polychlorinated biphenyls , persistent synthetic compounds which may be
present due to former land uses in the vicinity of the Proposed Action locations. As such, impacts
from HTMW are analyzed in this EA.

1.5.16 HEALTH AND PUBLIC SAFETY

Due to safety concerns from construction, changes in traffic patterns, and integrity of BARC water
pipes in the vicinity of intersections, impacts to health and public safety are analyzed in this EA.
During construction, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations and the
SHA Work Zone Safety and Mobility Policy would be followed to maintain safe and efficient
travel through and around work zones for construction staff, motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians,
including Americans with Disabilities Act access (SHA 2006). The No Action Alternative also
presents safety concerns due to the increased volume of traffic and the fact that several
unsignalized intersections are considered unsafe.

1.6 IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS
1.6.1 AIRSPACE

Neither action alternative involves aviation assets, and neither would construct or operate any
elements that would affect air space. Further, there would be no change in existing air space
restrictions. Based on these considerations, airspace impacts were dismissed from further analysis
in this EA.

1.6.2 GEOLOGY

Potential impacts to geology typically include alterations to subsurface features that would affect
seismic hazards, susceptibility to landslides, or radon migration. Neither action alternative
proposes excavation to a sufficient depth where geologic resources would be affected. Therefore,
impacts to geology were dismissed from further analysis in this EA.
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2. ALTERNATIVES

Pursuant to the requirements of NEPA and the regulations for implementing NEPA promulgated
by the CEQ (40 CFR 1500-1508) and TD 75-02, this section describes the Proposed Action and
presents alternatives to the Proposed Action, including the No Action Alternative.

2.1 ACTION ALTERNATIVES
2.1.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PROPOSED ACTION AND PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

The Proposed Action is to implement roadway improvements and/or realignments at the seven
intersections identified in the BEP’s 2021 EIS as well as additional locations adjacent to the CPF
site, to construct an entrance road for the new CPF site and an access road for the two existing
USDA wells in the vicinity of the CPF site, and to provide utility access to the CPF site, which
includes new alignments for electric, telecommunications, and gas lines, as well as construction of
anew sanitary sewer line from the replacement CPF that ties into the WSSC sanitary sewer system.

Based on the results of the TIS and BEP’s 2021 EIS, intersections to be redeveloped include:

e Edmonston Road at Sunnyside Avenue, maintained by SHA and Prince George’s County
(currently has failing LOS);

e Edmonston Road at Beaver Dam Road, maintained by SHA and Prince George’s County
(currently has failing LOS);

e Edmonston Road at Powder Mill Road, maintained by USDA, SHA, and Prince George’s
County (currently has failing LOS);

e Powder Mill Road at Animal Husbandry Road, maintained by USDA;

e Powder Mill Road at Springfield Road, maintained by USDA and Prince George’s County
(currently has failing LOS);

e Powder Mill Road at Baltimore-Washington Parkway northbound ramps, maintained by
USDA and NPS and located on land managed by NPS (currently has failing LOS); and

e Powder Mill at Baltimore-Washington Parkway southbound ramps, maintained by USDA
and NPS and located on land managed by NPS (currently has failing LOS) (BEP 2020).

One of the intersection redevelopments—Powder Mill Road at Animal Husbandry Road—was
included in the Proposed Action of BEP’s 2021 EIS; however, based on the updated design, the
footprint for improvements at this intersection has changed. Therefore, the area not previously
surveyed and analyzed in BEP’s 2021 EIS is analyzed in this EA. The intersection improvements
could include, but are not limited to, lane widening, addition of turn lanes, addition of new signage,
and addition of traffic control devices. A southbound left turn lane would be added along
Edmonston Road as well as a two-lane approach along Beaver Dam Road, to include one left and
one right turn lane. All work on SHA roadways would conform to the latest approved SHA
specifications, including Standard Specifications for Construction and Materials, Book of
Standards for Highway and Incidental Structures, and Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices.

In addition to the intersections identified in BEP’s 2021 EIS, the following traffic improvements
are also proposed:

e Removal of a portion of Poultry Road to accommodate the CPF facility parking lot and
repaving of the remaining portion to improve the entrance to the parking lot of BARC
Building 229.

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
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e Regrading and repaving a portion of Sheep Road by its intersection with Powder Mill Road.

Construction of a new entrance road for the CPF site; part of the entrance road’s footprint

is included in the scope of BEP’s 2021 EIS.

e Minor improvements to Animal Husbandry Road associated with the new CPF entrance
road.

e Construction of a new gravel road to access two existing USDA wells southeast of the CPF
site.

e Installation of additional roadway signage along Powder Mill Road and Edmonston Road.

Removal of rumble strips along Powder Mill Road from Edmonston Road to Baltimore-

Washington Parkway, located on land managed by USDA.

The proposed utility improvements to provide service to the CPF site are as follows.

e Installation of new aboveground PEPCO electric lines on existing poles along both sides
of Odell Road from its intersection with Edmonston Road to the CPF site. Some existing
poles are in degraded condition and may require full replacement.

e Installation of new aboveground lines to provide Verizon service running on existing poles
from the intersection of Odell Road and Edmonston Road to the CPF site, and from
Ellington Drive, south of Muirkirk Road, to Odell Road and west to the CPF site. Some
existing poles are in degraded condition and may require full replacement.

e Installation of a new Washington Gas connection south of Odell Road and east of Poultry
Road and the new CPF.

e Construction of a new sanitary sewer line running north from the CPF site and tying into
the WSSC sanitary sewer system north of Odell Road and south of Ammendale Way.
Wastewater would be treated at the Blue Plains Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP), the WWTP used by BEP’s existing facilities in the Washington, DC, area. BEP
would pre-treat all industrial wastewater to WSSC standards in-house prior to discharge
into the WSSC system.

A 7.5-acre staging, or laydown, area south of the replacement CPF site would be temporarily used
for parking and storage during construction. A bioswale maintenance access would be cleared west
of the CPF site to access and maintain a planned bioswale.

Appendix A, Figure 2-1 shows the LOD for the traffic measures, the locations of the new CPF
entrance road and well access road, the proposed utility alignments, the bioswale maintenance
access, and the locations of the temporary laydown area.

Under Alternative 1, the NPS and USDA would allow the roadway and/or utility improvements to
occur on their properties, as determined through consultation between BEP and these agencies.
The roadways and intersections would continue to remain the property of the entities that currently
own those properties. Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative.

2.1.2 ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 is to implement roadway improvements at the seven intersections listed in Section
2.1.1, along with the additional roadway improvements adjacent to the CPF site, construction of
an entrance road for the new CPF site, and a well access road in the vicinity of the CPF site, and
provision of utility access to the CPF site, which includes new alignments for electric,
telecommunications, and gas lines. Temporary use of the laydown area and clearance of the
bioswale maintenance access would also occur. Under this alternative, the new sanitary sewer line
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would run southwest from the main CPF site and tie into the WSSC sanitary sewer system west of
the Edmonston Road and Powder Mill Road intersection. As under Alternative 1, wastewater
would be treated at the Blue Plains Advanced WWTP, and BEP would pre-treat all industrial
wastewater to WSSC standards in-house prior to discharge into the WSSC system.

Appendix A, Figure 2-2 shows the LOD for the traffic measures, the locations of the new CPF
entrance road and well access road, the proposed utility alignments, the bioswale maintenance
access, and the location of the temporary laydown area for Alternative 2. Appendix A, Figure
2-3 shows the alignment alternatives for the new sanitary sewer line. As described under
Alternative 1, NPS and USDA would allow the roadway and utility improvements to occur on
their properties under Alternative 2, as determined through consultation between BEP and these
agencies.

2.1.3 ELEMENTS COMMON TO THE ACTION ALTERNATIVES

The elements listed below would be included with the implementation of either Action Alternative.
These elements have been included to address specific elements of the purpose and need and
design considerations as developed during the scoping process. Their intent is to ensure the traffic
LOS at each of the identified failing intersections meets the applicable thresholds with the increase
in traffic anticipated from the construction and operation of the replacement CPF and to ensure
utility systems in place are sufficient to support the facility. The elements common to both Action
Alternatives include the following.

e Improvements at the seven intersections identified as needing improvement in the BEP’s
2021 EIS, as listed in Section 2.1.1—improvements may include, but are not limited to,
lane widening, addition of turn lanes, addition of new signage, and addition of traffic
control devices.

e Additional traffic improvements to Poultry Road, Sheep Road, and Animal Husbandry
Road.

e Construction of a new entrance road for the CPF site; part of the entrance road’s footprint
is included in the scope of BEP’s 2021 EIS.

e Construction of a gravel well access road southeast of the CPF site.

e Installation of new roadway signage along Powder Mill Road and Edmonston Road.

e Removal of rumble strips on Powder Mill Road from Edmonston Road to Baltimore-
Washington Parkway.

e Installation of new aboveground PEPCO electric lines on existing poles along both sides
of Odell Road from its intersection with Edmonston Road to the CPF site. Some existing
poles are in degraded condition and may require full replacement.

e Installation of new aboveground lines to provide Verizon service, running on existing poles
from the intersection of Odell Road and Edmonston Road to the CPF site, and from
Ellington Drive, south of Muirkirk Road, to Odell Road and west to the CPF site. Some
existing poles are in degraded condition and may require full replacement.

e Installation of a new Washington Gas connection south of Odell Road and east of Poultry
Road and the new CPF.

e Temporary use of the 7.5-acre laydown area south of the CPF site for parking and storage
during construction.

e C(Clearance of the bioswale maintenance access west of the CPF site to access and maintain
a planned bioswale.

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
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The only difference between Alternatives 1 and 2 is the alignment of the proposed sanitary sewer
line. Under Alternative 1, the line would run north from the CPF site and tie into the WSSC sanitary
sewer system north of Odell Road. Under Alternative 2, the line would run southwest from the
main CPF site and tie into the WSSC sanitary sewer system west of the intersection of Edmonston
Road and Powder Mill Road. However, under both alternatives, wastewater would be treated at
the Blue Plains Advanced WWTP. BEP would pre-treat all industrial wastewater to WSSC
standards in-house prior to discharge into the WSSC system.

2.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, roadway and utility improvements would not be implemented.
Six intersections surrounding the Project Area would remain at a failing LOS. The current sanitary
sewer, electric, gas, and telecommunications service lines would not adequately support the new
CPF.

2.3 MITIGATION MEASURES OF THE ACTION ALTERNATIVES

Mitigation measures of the action alternatives relevant to each impact topic are summarized in
Appendix C, Table C-1.

2.4 ALTERNATIVES SCREENED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS

As part of BEP’s June 2020 TIS, 15 intersections were examined for existing conditions and
potential impacts that could result from the construction and operation of BEP’s replacement CPF.
Eight intersections were determined not to warrant improvement based on their current and
expected LOS.

Those intersections considered for improvements but screened from further analysis include
Edmonston Road at I-95 southbound off-ramp; Edmonston Road at 1-95 northbound off-ramp;
Edmonston Road at Crescent Road; Edmonston Road at Ivy Lane; Edmonston Road at
Cherrywood Lane; Edmonston Road at Odell Road; Powder Mill Road at Research Road; and
Powder Mill Road at Soil Conservation Road (BEP 2020).

Alternatives for sanitary sewer service that included construction of a force main to convey
wastewater from the CPF site to the BARC WWTP south of Beaver Dam Road were also
considered but dismissed. During the design progression for the CPF, BEP was notified by MDE
that BARC's WWTP has been in non-compliance since 2019, and that MDE would not approve
the CPF connection to the BARC WWTP if BARC is in non-compliance. In lieu of BARC's
WWTP non-compliance status and public concern for local water quality, BEP decided to
approach WSSC to explore options for a WSSC connection for sanitary sewer service for the CPF.

2.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE

The environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative developed and analyzed during the
NEPA process “that causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment and best
protects, preserves, and enhances historical, cultural, and natural resources” (40 CFR 46.30).

The No Action Alternative is the environmentally preferable alternative, as there would be no
impacts to historical, cultural, or natural resources. However, this alternative would not allow
roadway and utility improvements needed to mitigate traffic and utility impacts from the operation
of the new CPF. Construction of the new CPF is a critical mission for the U.S. Government, and
without adequate utility service, it could not be built. The seven intersections identified in BEP’s
2021 EIS would remain at a failing or not improved LOS, which could contribute to increased
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traffic volume, congestion, and safety concerns since several unsigned intersections are currently

considered unsafe.

2.6 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Alternative 1 is the Preferred Alternative, as it is the most environmentally preferable of the action
alternatives while still meeting project objectives. The LOD for the proposed sanitary sewer line
under Alternative 1 is smaller than under Alternative 2 and minimizes impacts to wetlands and

surface waters.

2.7 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

A summary of the environmental consequences of each alternative is presented in Table 2-1. See

Section 4 for detailed explanations of the impacts presented.

Table 2-1. Summary of Impacts

Impacted Resource Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No Action
Alternative
Land Use Short-term Impact None None None
Long-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Cumulative Impact  |Less than significant |Less than significant |None
Topography and Soils |Short-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |None
Long-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Cumulative Impact  |Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Noise Short-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Long-term Impact Beneficial Beneficial None
Cumulative Impact  |Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Air Quality Short-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Long-term Impact None None None
Cumulative Impact  |Less than significant |Less than significant |None
Climate Change and |Short-term Impact Negligible Less than significant |None
Greenhouse Gas Long-term Impact Negligible Negligible None
Cumulative Impact  |Negligible Less than significant |None
Water Resources Short-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Long-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Cumulative Impact  |Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Biological Resources |Short-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Long-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Cumulative Impact  |Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Cultural Resources Short-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Long-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Cumulative Impact  |Less than significant |Less than significant |None
Aesthetics and Visual |Short-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant |[None
Resources Long-term Impact Negligible Negligible None
Cumulative Impact  |Less than significant |Less than significant |None
Socioeconomics Short-term Impact Beneficial Beneficial None
Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
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Impacted Resource Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No Action
Alternative
Long-term Impact None None None
Cumulative Impact  |Beneficial Beneficial None
Environmental Justice |Short-term Impact Negligible Negligible Less than significant
Long-term Impact Negligible Negligible Less than significant
Cumulative Impact  |Negligible Negligible Less than significant
Protection of Children |Short-term Impact None None Negligible
Long-term Impact Beneficial Beneficial Negligible
Cumulative Impact  |Beneficial Beneficial Less than significant

Transportation Short-term Impact Less than significant |Less than significant [Significant
Long-term Impact Beneficial Beneficial Significant
Cumulative Impact  |Beneficial Beneficial Significant
Utilities Short-term Impact Negligible Negligible None
Long-term Impact Beneficial Beneficial None
Cumulative Impact  [Negligible Negligible None
HTMW Short-term Impact Negligible Negligible None
Long-term Impact Negligible Negligible None
Cumulative Impact  |Negligible Negligible None
Health and Public Short-term Impact Negligible Negligible None
Safety Long-term Impact Beneficial Beneficial Less than significant

Cumulative Impact

Less than significant,
Beneficial

Less than significant,
Beneficial

Less than significant
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3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section discusses the existing conditions within the boundary of analysis for each impact
topic. The discussion establishes a baseline for project-related impacts presented in Section 4,
Environmental Consequences.

3.1 LAND USE

The region of influence (ROI) for this analysis includes the Project Area and all areas within one
mile of the Project Area. These areas may be influenced, directly or indirectly, by activities
associated with the project due to proximity. Areas beyond one mile from the Project Area would
not experience impacts that could meaningfully affect land use.

The Project Area is in Prince George’s County and the NCR planning district along MD 295,
Powder Mill Road, Edmonston Road, and Odell Road at BARC. Agriculture and forested land are
the predominant land uses within the Project Area and vicinity. Other prevalent land uses in the
ROI include institutional, industrial, and medium-density residential (State of Maryland 2010). A
portion of the Project Area also falls within the park boundary of the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway, managed by NPS. Refer to Appendix A, Figure 3-1 for a map of land uses within the
Project Area and ROI. Table 3-1 shows the acreage of each land use within the ROI.

Table 3-1. Land Uses in the ROI

Land Use Acres Percent of ROI

Low Density Residential 315.5 2.2

Medium Density Residential 1,702.1 11.7

High Density Residential 394.0 2.7
Commercial 347.4 2.4
Industrial 1,435.8 9.8
Institutional 1,419.6 9.7

Other Developed Lands 171.6 1.2
Agriculture 2,590.8 17.8

Forest 5,997.4 41.1

Water 62.1 0.4

Barren Land 6.9 Less than 0.1
Transportation 150.3 1.0

Total 14,593.5 100

Source: State of Maryland 2010

Prince George’s County consists of five major base zoning types: Rural and Agricultural,
Residential, Nonresidential, Transit-Oriented/Activity Center, and Other. Overlay and Planned
Development zones may apply in addition to or in lieu of base zones. Please refer to Prince
George’s County Visual Guide to Zoning Categories for further information on these zoning
categories (M-NCPPC and Prince George’s County Planning Department 2023a). Most of the land
within or adjacent to the Project Area is zoned under the Reserved Open Space zoning
classification within the Residential base zoning type. Other zoning classifications in the
immediate vicinity include “Residential, Single-Family-Attached (RSF-A)” and “Industrial,
Heavy” north of Powder Mill Road and west of Edmonston Drive, and RSF-A and “Rural,
Residential” north of Odell Road and along Ellington Drive (M-NCPPC and Prince George’s
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County Planning Department 2023b). Refer to Appendix A, Figure 3-2 for a map of all zoning
classifications within the Project Area and ROI.

Plan Prince George’s 2035 Approved General Plan contains comprehensive regulations for
guiding future development within Prince George’s County. It designates a portion of the Project
Area near the US-1 corridor as an Employment Area and an Innovation Corridor. In general, the
plan recommends supporting business growth in this area, concentrating new business
development near transit and improving transit access and connectivity (M-NCPPC and Prince
George’s County Planning Department 2014). The Prince George’s County Resource
Conservation Plan (RCP) designates BARC as a Special Conservation Area (SCA). SCAs contain
unique environmental features that should be carefully considered when land development
proposals are reviewed in the vicinity to ensure that their ecological functions are protected or
restored and that critical ecological connections are established and maintained
(M-NCPPC and Prince George’s County Planning Department 2017). The Project Area also
includes BARC land designated as a Priority Preservation Area (PPA) to preserve agricultural land
use (M-NCPPC and Prince George’s County Planning Department 2017, State of Maryland
2014a). Appendix A, Figure 3-3 shows the PPA within the Project Area. Other master plans
relevant to the Project Area can be found at https://www.mncppc.org/3370/Active-Community-
Development-Plans.

A portion of the Project Area falls within a Maryland Priority Funding Area (PFA) (State of
Maryland 2014b). PFAs are existing communities and places designated by local governments that
indicate where state investment is desired to support future growth. PFAs include every municipal
boundary as they existed in 1997, areas inside the Washington and Baltimore beltways, and areas
designated as enterprise zones, neighborhood revitalization areas, heritage areas, and existing
industrial land (Maryland Department of Planning 2019). Appendix A, Figure 3-4 shows PFAs
within the Project Area. Refer to Appendix A, Figure 3-5 for a map of property ownership within
the Project Area.

3.2 TOPOGRAPHY AND SOILS

The ROI for topographic and soil resources is the Project Area, as the project would have no
potential to affect these resources beyond the boundaries of the Project Area.

3.2.1 TOPOGRAPHY

The proposed Project Area is flat with comparatively little grade change. There are modest slopes
on the western half of BARC that slightly increase to the east. There are visible hillocks as Powder
Mill and Odell roads meander toward Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Elevation in the Project
Area increases from southwest to northeast, ranging from approximately 75 feet above mean sea
level (amsl) within the Edmonston Road LOD for traffic improvements to over 200 feet amsl
within the Verizon service line alignment on Ellington Drive (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS]
2023a; USGS 2023b). Appendix A, Figure 3-6 contains a topographic map of the Project Area.

3.2.2 SoILS

Appendix A, Figure 3-7 shows the soil types underlying the Project Area. On-site soils have a
medium to high susceptibility to compaction, and approximately one-third of the soils have a
moderate to high potential for erosion (>0.35 K-factor). The Project Area common to both action
alternatives contains approximately 14 acres of prime farmland and 2 acres of farmland of
statewide importance. Prime farmland, as defined by the USDA, is land that has the best

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
Supplemental Environmental Assessment 3-2 April 2024


https://www.mncppc.org/3370/Active-Community-Development-Plans
https://www.mncppc.org/3370/Active-Community-Development-Plans

873
874
875
876
877
878
879
880
881
882
883
884
885

886

887
888
889

890
891
892
893
894
895
896

897
898
899
900
901
902
903

904
905
906
907
908
909
910

Draft: Environmental Assessment Beltsville, MD

combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and
oilseed crops and is also available for these uses. Farmland of statewide importance does not meet
criteria for prime or unique farmland but is considered to be of statewide importance for the
production of food, feed, fiber, forage, and oil seed crops. Criteria for defining and delineating this
land are determined by the appropriate State agency or agencies (7 CFR 657). Prime and important
farmland, including farmland that is unique, of statewide importance, or of local importance, is
protected by the FPPA, which assures that to the extent possible, federal programs are administered
to be compatible with state, local units of government, and private programs and policies to protect
farmland. The proposed sanitary sewer alignment under Alternative 2 contains an additional 5
acres of prime farmland and 1 acre of farmland of statewide importance; no prime farmland or
farmland of statewide importance is located within the sanitary sewer alignment under Alternative
1 (USDA NRCS 2023). Appendix A, Figures 3-8 and 3-9 show areas of prime farmland and
farmland of statewide importance underlying the Project Area.

3.3 NOISE

The noise ROI includes the Project Area and areas within 1,500 feet of the Project Area. Beyond
1,500 feet, noise generated during construction of the proposed traffic and utility improvements
would be expected to attenuate to ambient levels and would not be noticeable.

Noise is an undesirable sound that interferes with normal activities or otherwise diminishes the
quality of the environment. It may be intermittent or continuous, steady, or impulsive, stationary,
or transient. Sound varies by intensity and frequency and the human ear responds differently to
different frequencies. Sound pressure level is described in decibels (dB) and is used to quantify
sound intensity. Hertz is used to quantify sound frequency. “A-weighted” decibels (dBA)
approximate the perception of sound by humans and describe steady noise levels, though few
noises are constant.

There are three noise regulations that apply to the Proposed Action: the Noise Control Act of 1972
(42 USC 4901); OSHA Standards: Occupational Noise Exposure (29 CFR 1910.95); and the
Prince George’s County Noise Ordinance (Prince George’s County Code, Subtitle 19, Division 2)
(Prince George’s County 2023). Collectively, these regulations restrict construction activities to
daytime hours with a maximum noise limit of 75 dBA without a noise suppression plan and 85
dBA with an approved noise suppression plan, as required by Prince George’s County. Operational
noise is similarly restricted.

A change of a few dBA in noise level is barely perceptible to most people; however, a 10-dBA
change is considered a substantial change, and these thresholds are used to estimate a person’s
likelihood of perceiving a change in noise levels (Table 3-2 and Table 3-3). Construction noise
can result in high noise levels during daytime periods and within several hundred feet of the
construction activity. The zone of high construction noise typically extends to distances of 400 to
800 feet from the operating equipment. Locations more than 1,000 feet from construction sites
experience little disturbance from noise.
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Table 3-2. Common Noise Levels and Human Response

Sound Level Outdoor Example Indoor Example Effect
(dBA)
30 Rustling leaves Soft whisper 15 feet away Very quiet
40 Quiet residential area Library Quiet
55 Rainfall or light auto traffic | Refrigerator Ambient
100 feet away
60 Normal conversation Air conditioning unit 20 Intrusive
feet away
70 Freeway traffic Noisy restaurant or TV Telephone use difficult
audio
80 Downtown of a large city Alarm clock 2 feet away or | Annoying
ringing telephone
90 Heavy truck Garbage disposal Very annoying; hearing
damage possible after 8
hours
100 Garbage truck, motorcycle Subway train Very annoying
110 Pile drivers Power saw at 3 feet away Strained vocal effort
120 Jet takeoff 200 feet away or | Rock concert Maximum vocal effort
automobile horn 3 feet
away
140 Carrier deck jet operation - Painfully loud

Source: USEPA 1981

Table 3-3. Typical Noise Levels of Construction Equipment (Noise Level in dBA at 50 Feet)

Construction Vehicle Type dBA
Bulldozer 93-101
Grader 87-94
Truck 90
Roller 91-104
Backhoe 64-93
Jackhammer 102-111
Concrete Mixer 74-88
Welding Generator 101
Paver 86-88

Source: USEPA 1971, OSHA 2003

The traffic and utility mitigation sites are semi-rural/suburban. While there are some homes and
business along the western side of Edmonston Road, south of Beaverdam Road in Rosedale Park,
north of Odell Road, and along Ellington Drive, as well as various offices and laboratories in the
vicinity of the Powder Mill Road/Animal Husbandry Road intersection and the well access road,
these areas are not developed. The eastern side of Edmonston Road is primarily open fields on
BARC, and the land surrounding the Baltimore-Washington Parkway intersection with Powder
Mill Road is forested. No ambient noise measurements have been conducted at these sites.

Existing sources of noise include vehicle traffic, including noise rumble strips on Powder Mill
Road that have generated complaints from BARC employees and the community; farm equipment
at BARC; traffic on the Baltimore Washington Parkway, Edmonston Road, and Odell Road; and
other noises typically generated in a semi-rural/suburban area (Treasury 2021a). A noise study
conducted in June 2020 found current ambient noise along Odell Road to be between 48 and 50
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dBA, primarily influenced by light traffic (Cerami 2020). Wildlife noise sources are present but
are also not discernable from ambient levels.

Appendix A, Figure 3-10 shows noise-sensitive receptors within the ROI. Sensitive receptors
include land uses that are sensitive to noise impacts, such as schools, residences, libraries,
hospitals, and other care facilities. The nearest sensitive receptors are the residences along Odell
Road, which sit 30 to 50 feet from the road; the residences along Edmonston Road, which sit
roughly 40 feet from the western edge of the road; and the residences on both sides of Ellington
Drive, which sit between 25 and 100 feet from road. Under Alternative 1, some residences to the
south of Ammendale Way sit 30 feet north of the WSSC sanitary sewer alignment.

3.4 AIR QUALITY

The CEQ NEPA regulations require evaluation of the degree to which the Proposed Action affects
public health (40 CFR 1508.27). Children, the elderly, and people with illnesses are especially
sensitive to the effects of air pollutants; therefore, hospitals, schools, convalescent facilities, and
residential areas are sensitive receptors for air quality impacts.

The ROI for air quality is based on BEP’s 2021 EIS (Treasury 2021a). The BEP 2021 EIS
considered a primary ROI and a localized ROI. The primary ROI encompasses Prince George’s
County and Anne Arundel County. For purposes of assessing the Proposed Action’s regulatory
compliance with the NAAQS under the CAA, the ROI is within the “National Capital Interstate”
Air Quality Control Region, which the CAA defines as a contiguous geographic area having
uniform air quality conditions. National Capital Interstate Air Quality Control Region includes all
of Washington, DC, Montgomery and Prince Georges Counties, MD, and four counties in Virginia
(40 CFR 81.12). As of October 31, 2023, the USEPA identifies Prince Georges County as being
in moderate non-attainment for 8-hour O3 (2015) and Anne Arundel County as being in non-
attainment for 8-hour O3 (2008 and 2015) and sulfur dioxide (2010) (USEPA 2023c).

The localized ROI is defined as an area having a 1,500-foot buffer around each intersection and
sanitary sewer alignment proposed for improvement under the Proposed Action. This EA considers
the potential air quality impacts associated with construction activities (e.g., fugitive construction
dust) on sensitive populations within each localized ROI. Populations who are particularly
sensitive to the effects of air pollution include, but are not limited to, asthmatics, children, and the
elderly, as well as specific facilities, such as long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers,
convalescent centers, retirement homes, schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers.

There are no sensitive receptors located in the ROIs at the intersections of Powder Mill Road and
Poultry Road and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway intersections. Therefore, emissions from
constructing the intersection improvements will not have a direct adverse impact.

The ROI at the Beaver Dam Road/Edmonston Road and Sunnyside Avenue/Edmonston Road
intersections together encompass approximately 23 residences located along Rosedale Lane east
of the intersections and four residences west of Edmonston Road.

The ROI at the Edmonston Road/Powder Mill Road intersection encompasses approximately 54
residences. These are located along Cody Court, Indian Creek Street, Lime Tree Way, Moonlight
Court, Twain Court, Figtree Court, and portions of Hockberry Way north of the intersection and
west of Edmonston Road.

The other ROIs for other roadway and utility improvements within BARC and along Powder Mill
Road and Sheep Road do not encompass any sensitive receptors.
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Specific to Alternative 1, the utility infrastructure upgrade ROI for extending the sanitary sewer
line north of Odell Road encompasses residences along Odell Road, Ammendale Way, Sequoia
Lane, and the Vansville Elementary School.

Specific to Alternative 2, the utility infrastructure upgrade ROI for extending the sanitary sewer
line southwest to Powder Mill Road and west of Edmonston Road encompasses the same
residential area as the Edmonston Road/Powder Mill Road intersection.

3.5 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS
3.5.1 REGIONAL AND GLOBAL CLIMATE CONTEXT

The climate in Maryland is characterized by warm, humid summers and moderately cold and
sporadically snowy winters. An average of 47.2 inches of annual precipitation is evenly distributed
throughout the year, with February as the driest month (3.3 inches average precipitation) and
September as the wettest month (4.7 inches average precipitation). The average annual temperature
is 56.4 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). July is the warmest month and January is the coldest month, with
average temperatures of 77.1°F and 32.9°F, respectively (National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration 2023).

Comprehensive knowledge of regional climate is a necessary contribution to EAs. Temperature
and precipitation patterns directly impact water availability, vegetation growth, and wildlife
behavior. Climate changes can have cascading effects on ecosystems, agriculture, and
communities. Analyzing these factors is vital for informed decision-making and the development
of sustainable practices to address potential environmental challenges in the region.

Understanding and assessing regional climate contributes valuable insights to global context, and
in turn can provide context to better understand local weather patterns, such as variations in
temperature and precipitation. Insights from studying regional climates contribute to refining
climate models, and projecting changes on a larger scale. As climate change is global, impacts
observed regionally, such as shifts in precipitation patterns, offer indications of broader trends
affecting water resources, agriculture, and ecosystems globally.

3.5.2 PROJECT RELEVANCE TO CLIMATE CHANGE

The relevance of the proposed action to climate change can be determined through numerous
factors, such as GHG emissions, energy consumption, wastes, and water management. The traffic
and utility improvement areas to be considered relevant to climate change are located within an
approximately 1.5-mile radius around the replacement CPF and include seven intersections along
Edmonston Road (MD 201), Powder Mill Road (MD 212), and the on- and off-ramps from the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway (MD 295) at Powder Mill Road (Appendix A, Figure 1-1).
BEP’s 2021 EIS identified these traffic and utility mitigation areas as necessary to ensure that
impacts of the replacement CPF are less than significant (Treasury 2021a). The intersection
improvements could include, but are not limited to, lane widening, addition of turn lanes, addition
of new signage, and addition of traffic control devices.

3.5.3 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

There are no permanent emissions sources currently present at any of the intersections. Within the
primary and intersection ROIs, emissions generated from stationary sources (e.g., permanent fuel-
burning equipment) include boilers at residential homes, businesses, and government-owned
facilities. Motor vehicles are the predominant mobile sources.

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
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The USEPA regulates GHGs through mobile source emission standards and permitting
requirements under the Title V Operating Permits program. These regulations include fuel
efficiency and renewable fuel standards on light-duty, medium-duty, and heavy-duty vehicles. The
atmospheric heating effect from these gases is considered the probable cause of the global warming
observed over the last 50 years (USEPA 2009). The change in climate conditions caused by GHGs
analyzed in this EA is a global effect. Therefore, the analysis and disclosure of localized
incremental emissions changes are unlikely to have a measurable effect on climate change.

3.5.4 VULNERABILITY AND ADAPTATION

To reduce vulnerability and enhance the adaption of communities and ecosystems to air quality
impacts of climate change, strategies can be implemented that include but are not limited to
mitigating GHG emissions from the source by utilizing renewable energy, implementing emission
control measures to reduce GHG production, educating communities about air quality and climate
change issues and consequences and involving communities in decision-making processes, and
incorporating air quality and climate change considerations into the environmental review
processes (USEPA 2023Db).

3.6 WATER RESOURCES

The ROI for water resources consists of surface water features, including wetlands and portions of
a floodplain, and groundwater located within and receiving drainage down-gradient from the
Project Area. The surface water resources include Indian Creek and Beaverdam Creek, both
perennial streams that receive local runoff from the Project Area, and their tributaries; and areas
down-gradient from the Project Area where groundwater is presumed to flow to the southwest.
Beaverdam Creek is designated as a Tier I water by the State of Maryland; see correspondence in
Appendix B from MDE for further information. There are no streams or wetlands identified on
lands managed by NPS.

3.6.1 SURFACE WATERS AND WATER QUALITY

Six streams were identified by USACE Baltimore District biologists within the proposed
boundaries of traffic and utility improvement Project Area (BEP 2023b). Appendix A, Figure 3-
11 shows the locations of streams and wetlands within the Project Area. The identified streams
include the following:

e The first is an intermittent stream (Waters of the U.S. [WUS]-1) that flows south through
Wetland 3, under Powder Mill Road and into Wetland 1. It eventually flows to Indian
Creek.

e The second is an intermittent stream (WUS-2) that drains southwest from Wetland 2 under
Powder Mill Road and into Wetland 1. It eventually flows to Indian Creek.

e The third is an intermittent stream (WUS-3) on the northeast corner of the Edmonston Road
and Powder Mill intersection that flows southwest under the intersection into Wetland 1.
It eventually flows to Indian Creek.

e The fourth is an intermittent stream (WUS-4) on the well access site between Center Road
and Poultry Road that flows west into an off-site 2019 delineated intermittent stream. It
eventually flows to the Anacostia River.

e The fifth is a perennial stream (WUS-5) located in the Sanitary Sewer Alternative 1/0Odell
Road area that flows north into WUS-6.
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e The sixth is a perennial stream (WUS-6) located in the Sanitary Sewer Alternative 1/0Odell
Road area that originates off site and flows east to west, eventually into Indian Creek.

e Indian Creek flows south through Wetland 1 following along Edmonston Road. The creek
is not within the LOD but runs through Wetland 1 and affects the hydrology of the wetland.
It eventually flows to the Anacostia River.

3.6.2 FLOODPLAINS

EO 11988 directs Federal agencies to evaluate the potential effects of proposed actions on
floodplains. Such actions should not be undertaken that directly or indirectly induce growth in the
floodplain unless there is no practicable alternative. Floodplains are not present within the CPF
footprint and were excluded from the EIS, however floodplains are analyzed in this tiered EA
(Treasury 2021a). The western portion of the Edmonston Road traffic improvements footprint, to
the west of Edmonston Road and its intersection with Powder Mill Road, is classified by FEMA
as zone AE (State of Maryland 2017). Appendix A, Figure 3-12 shows the FEMA floodplain
within the Project Area. Flood Zones with an AE designation have a 1-percent annual chance of
flooding or are referred to as the “100-year flood.” The remainder of the Project Area is in areas
of minimal flood risk (Zone X) according to the FEMA floodplain map (State of Maryland 2017).

3.6.3 WETLANDS

Wetlands are defined by the presence of three parameters: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils,
and wetland hydrology. Wetlands contain areas of inundation or saturation by surface or
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support hydric soils and hydrophytic
vegetation. Wetlands are classified into five systems based on the Cowardin Classification for
wetlands and deepwater habitats. The systems include marine, estuarine, riverine, lacustrine, and
palustrine. Then, systems are further separated into subsystems based on water inundation and
vegetative classes (Cowardin, et. al. 1979). Wetlands provide a wide range of functions and values
including flood flow alteration, sediment and nutrient trapping, wildlife habitat, educational and
scientific value, and visual aesthetics.

USACE Baltimore District biologists performed a wetland delineation in October 2023 (BEP
2023b). Seven wetlands were delineated within the LOD, accounting for approximately 13.7 acres
(Appendix A, Figure 3-11). Table 3-4 summarizes information on wetlands within the Project
Area. Appendix D contains further details of the delineation and findings, including data sheets,
figures, and photo documentation.

Table 3-4. Wetlands in the Project Area

Wetland ID Cowardin Classification' Total Acreage

Wetland 1 PFOIE 9.8

Wetland 2 PEM1Ax 0.07
Wetland 3 PFOIE 0.36
Wetland 4 PFOIE 0.04
Wetland 5 PFOIE 3.24

Wetland 6 removed — no longer in Project Area

Wetland 7 PEMIE 0.14
Wetland 8 PEMIE 0.05

Source: BEP 2023b, !Cowardin et al. 1979
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3.6.4 STORMWATER

Surface water runoff from the BARC campus feeds into surface water bodies via natural drainage
patterns. There are four streams located at the traffic improvement footprint along Edmonston
Road. None of the sites associated with this project contain existing stormwater management
systems; however, stormwater management practices may have been implemented during the
recently completed roadway improvements at the Sunnyside Avenue and Edmonston Avenue
intersection. In accordance with the CWA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
requirements, BARC is currently evaluating and pursuing options to reduce impervious surfaces.
BARC is also a Phase II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit holder.

3.6.5 COASTAL ZONE

Maryland’s coastal zone includes all of Prince George’s County, including the Project Area. As a
federally owned property, BARC is statutorily excluded from the state’s coastal zone. However,
in accordance with the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 USC 1451 et seq.), federal
actions that have the potential to affect coastal zone resources must be consistent, to the maximum
extent practicable, with the state’s enforceable coastal zone policies. Because the Proposed Action
would have the potential to affect Maryland’s coastal zone resources, BEP is required to determine
the Proposed Action’s consistency with the enforceable policies of the Maryland Coastal Zone
Management Program (CZMP). The federal consistency determination is in Appendix E.

3.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The ROI for biological resources includes the Project Area and areas within 1,500 feet. Beyond
1,500 feet from the Project Area, potential impacts on biological resources would not be
anticipated.

3.7.1 VEGETATION

The proposed LOD for traffic improvements at Edmonston Road and the WSSC sanitary sewer
alignment under Alternative 2 includes a large, forested wetland system that runs along the western
edge of Edmonston Road (Appendix A, Figure 3-11a). The forested area includes five forest
stands with two cover types: red maple (Acer rubrum)/sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua) and
oak/hickory with differing species of oak and bitternut hickory (Carya cordiformis) being the co-
dominant species (BEP 2023a). Forested habitat, including one delineated forest stand, associated
with streams within the sanitary sewer alignment under Alternative 1 also occurs. Appendix A,
Figure 3-13 shows forest stands delineated within the Project Area by USACE in October 2023;
the completed forest stand delineation report is available in Appendix D. The remaining Project
Areas include pastures and farmland within BARC and mowed areas with ornamental trees.

BARC is a part of the Piedmont Upland region of Maryland, which typically consists of
oak/hickory forest and occupies the foothills west of the coastal plains. It encompasses
approximately 6,582 acres, with a mixture of forest, pasture, farmland, buildings, and wetlands.
The Central Farm is primarily composed of forests and farmland, with scattered buildings and
development present. The forests on the Central Farm are oak/hickory and maple/cherry old
growth or mature stands (Treasury 2021a). The Piedmont region was farmed heavily upon the
colonization of the U.S., and consequently, has few remaining old growth forest stands. BARC,
once plantation land until 1865 and farmland until 1910, was converted to research agricultural
fields. Most forest stands are secondary growth forests that have reached maturity after their
agricultural purpose was served. The East Farm contains the same types of forest, with smaller
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amounts of developed area (Treasury 2021a). The composition of these forests mirror that found
along Edmonston Road, particularly the oak/hickory stands located outside the wetland areas.

3.7.2 WILDLIFE

Wildlife species in the Project Areas are those common to semi-rural/suburban areas in central
Maryland. Wildlife habitat in the Project Areas include forest, open meadows, agricultural fields,
emergent wetlands, and surface water, as well as the transition area (i.e., edge habitat) between
these vegetative communities. Wildlife commonly associated with forested wetlands include
muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), blue heron (Ardea herodias), eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina
carolina), American toad (Anaxyrus americanus), and red bellied water snake (Nerodia
erythrogaster). Wildlife that favors forest edge habitats include white-tailed deer (Odocoileus
virginianus), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), eastern chipmunk (7amias striatus),
eastern cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), and species of birds and
bats (Treasury 2021a).

3.7.3 FEDERAL AND STATE LISTED SPECIES

BEP identified federally listed threatened and endangered species with potential to occur in the
Project Area by using the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) database.
The NLEB (Myotis septentrionalis) and the monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) were identified
as species with the potential to occur within the Project Area. The NLEB is listed as “endangered,”
and the monarch butterfly is a “candidate” species per USFWS IPaC database (Appendix F). BEP
conducted an acoustic survey for the NLEB on and near the CPF Project Site in June 2019;
however, no NLEBs were detected (BEP 2019). Further, no known NLEB hibernacula or
maternity roosts exist in Prince George’s County (Treasury 2021a). The tricolored bat (Perimyotis
subflavus) is proposed for listing in this region; however, it is unknown if and when the species
would be listed, and there is no USFWS guidance for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of
impacts to the tricolored bat at this time. The primary threat to both the NLEB and tricolored bat
species is white-nose syndrome. White-nose syndrome is a fungal infection the bats acquire during
hibernation in caves and mines. The monarch butterfly is currently listed as a “candidate” species
and is not currently listed or proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).
Candidate species are plants and animals for which the USFWS has sufficient information on their
biological status and threats to propose them as endangered or threatened under the ESA but for
which the development of a proposed listing regulation is precluded by other higher-priority listing
activities.

BEP consulted with MDNR to determine the potential presence of state-listed species in the Project
Area (Appendix B). MDNR responded on June 30, 2022, that there are no records for state or
federal listed, candidate, proposed or rare plant or animal species. MDNR stated that remote
analysis suggests that traffic mitigation sites near Poultry Road and Edmonston Road include
forested areas that have Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) bird habitat (Appendix A, Figure
3-14). FIDS need large, forested areas to breed successfully and maintain viable bird populations.
Some FIDS species are declining due to habitat loss and fragmentation in forests.

3.7.4 BALD EAGLES

Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nest on forest edges in large trees, often near farm fields
or bodies of water. In Maryland, the bald eagle mating season begins in mid-December, with a
clutch of one to three eggs laid by March. Hatching typically occurs in April, after which eagles
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remain in the nest for about 12 weeks. Juvenile eagles learn to fly in June, and by August can hunt
and fish on their own. Bald eagles forage over large bodies of water, such as rivers or lakes, as
their diet consists of fish; however, they are also known to forage in nearby terrestrial areas for
small mammals, birds, reptiles, and carrion (MDNR n.d.).

No bald eagle nests exist within the traffic and utility mitigation boundaries. The closest known
bald eagle nest is located approximately 0.6 miles southeast of the project footprint for
improvements to Sheep Road (Maryland Bird Conservation Partnership 2023). Although the bald
eagle was delisted from the ESA in 2007, it remains a federally protected species under the BGEPA
and the MBTA. The BGEPA prohibits any disturbing activities that cause nest abandonment or
decrease an eagle’s productivity by interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering
behavior.

3.7.5 SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES — MIGRATORY BIRDS

Migratory birds use BARC for seasonal feeding grounds, breeding grounds, or for temporary stop-
over during migration (Treasury 2021a). BARC is a popular site among local bird watchers, who
have identified over 200 species of migratory birds on BARC (see eBird for a list of bird sightings
on BARC). Migratory birds are protected under the MBTA of 1918 which prohibits the take
(including killing, capturing, selling, trading, and transport) of protected migratory bird species
without prior authorization by the USFWS.

3.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES

This EA defines cultural resources as buildings, sites, structures, districts, and landscapes that
show evidence of human interaction with the physical environment and date to precontact or
historic periods. The ROI for this analysis is the APE. The archaeological APE is the Project Area.
The architectural history APE has two parts: the Project Area (i.e., where buildings and structures
could be physically affected) and those off-site areas from which the Proposed Action would be
distinctly visible (i.e., off-site areas that could be affected through changes in the viewshed). Please
refer to the ROI for Aesthetics and Visual Resources for the latter in Appendix A, Figure 3-16.

3.8.1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

There are a total of 16 archaeological sites within the Project Area. Three known archaeological
sites along Edmonston Road are partially located within the Project Area. Two of the
archaeological sites contained precontact cultural materials and the other was identified as
multicomponent, having both precontact and historic cultural materials. Eleven of the
archaeological sites are found within the main CPF Project Area. These sites range from historic
or pre-contact artifact scatters to historic refuse debris, historic or pre-contact isolates, and a
standing brick building. One site lies within the Baltimore-Washington Parkway and Powder Mill
Road interchange, on land managed by NPS, and is identified as a multicomponent artifact scatter.
While there is one known paleontological site at BARC, no paleontological sites are known to
exist within the Project Area specifically.

3.8.2 ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES
3.8.2.1 HISTORIC DISTRICTS

There are two historic districts within the Project Area. The BARC Historic district encompasses
6,582 acres across five locations (Farms) around Beltsville, MD. The history of BARC is tied to
New Deal policies and programs, and the research over the past 100 years has contributed to the
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advancement of farming practices throughout the U.S. The Project Area is located on the Central
Farm which contains 42 buildings and structures related to agricultural development of BARC
over the last 100 years. The Baltimore-Washington Parkway Historic District, managed by the
NPS, is a 29-mile highway connecting Baltimore, MD, to Washinton, DC. It was created by a
federal congressional act in 1920s and opened to vehicle traffic in 1954. The Baltimore-
Washington Parkway’s links several communities, parks, monuments, and has 125 contributing
structures. One of the contributing structures, the bridge over Powder Mill Road, is within the
Project Area. Part of the Project Area lies within the BARC Historic District and the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway Historic District; the roadway and utility improvements are in line with
existing viewsheds of these districts. BARC Historic District was determined eligible for the
NRHP under criteria A and C. It is the main facility for the Department of Agriculture, the national
center for agricultural research, experimentation, and testing and its mission has not changed since
it was established. The Baltimore-Washington Parkway is listed on the NRHP under criteria A and
C. The parkway’s association with urban development of the national capital as a federal center
and is the only fully developed parkway in Maryland. A map of the historic districts is included in
Appendix A, Figure 3-15.

3.8.2.2 CULTURAL LANDSCAPES

A cultural landscape is a historically significant property that shows evidence of human interaction
with the physical environment. The Project Area contains two cultural landscapes. Managed by
the NPS, the Baltimore-Washington Parkway predominantly passes through undeveloped land
which has aided in the preservation of forests and meadows along the parkway despite the
surrounding suburban growth, stimulated in part by the existence of the Parkway. On BARC, the
cultural landscape includes the precontact, historic, and present uses of the land. The landscape
includes the intentionally designed layout of the BARC research areas, buildings, structures, and
agricultural fields, as well as any traditional cultural properties that hold historic or contemporary
significance to groups that consider them essential for the persistence of their traditional culture
(USDA 2021).

3.9 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

The ROI for visual resources is the viewshed from which the Project Area would be notably visible
off-site, including federal and non-federal properties (Appendix A, Figure 3-16). Visual resources
can be defined as the natural and manufactured features that constitute the aesthetic qualities of an
area. Natural visual resources occur in the landscape, typically without human assistance, and
include native or mostly undisturbed landforms, water bodies, vegetation, and animals, both wild
and domesticated. The overall visual landscape is rural-suburban with mixed-use development and
open space. The open space is interspersed with the built environment and includes wooded areas,
open meadows with mature trees, agricultural fields, lawns, roadways, and an interstate. The
buildings include one- and two-story residences, a two-story private organization and one- to five-
story BARC facilities.

Baltimore-Washington Parkway is designated as the Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway (State
of Maryland 2019). Appendix A, Figure 3-17 shows the footprint of the scenic byway within the
Project Area. For more information about Maryland Scenic Byways, please refer to the 2023
Maryland Official Visitor’s Guide (State of Maryland 2023). Prince George’s County’s RCP also
designates Odell, Powder Mill, and Edmonston Roads as Historic Roads, Powder Mill Road as a
Scenic Byway Connector, and Beaver Dam Road as a Scenic Road and Scenic Byway Sidetrack.
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The plan calls for protection of viewsheds from scenic and historic roads (M-NCPPC and Prince
George’s County Planning Department 2017).

As stated in Section 3.8.2.1, part of the Project Area lies within the BARC Historic District and
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway Historic District; the roadway and utility improvements are in
line with existing viewsheds of these districts.

3.10 SOCIOECONOMICS

The socioeconomics ROI is Prince George’s County. The USCB decennial census and ACS
datasets provide information on socioeconomic conditions in the U.S. Decennial census data is
collected every 10 years and samples the entire population, whereas ACS data includes a subset of
the population surveyed every year. BEP examined data from the 2020 Decennial Census and 2022
ACS 5-Year Estimate datasets for the socioeconomic ROI from Prince George’s County and the
state of Maryland to provide a comparative analysis of regional conditions.

3.10.1 POPULATION

Table 3-5 provides information on population and population trends for Prince George’s County
and the state of Maryland. Compared to the state of Maryland, Prince George’s County had a
greater rate of population growth between the 2010 and 2020 decennial census. The percentage of
the population under 18 years in the ROI is comparable to the state.

Table 3-5. Population and Trends in the Socioeconomic ROI

Population and Trends Prince George’s County (ROI) Maryland
2010 Population' 863,420 5,773,552
2022 Population® 967,201 6,177,224
Percent Change in Population from 2010-2020 12 percent (%) 7%
Population Under 18 Years® 22% 22%

Source(s): 'USCB 2010 (Decennial Census, Table P1), ?USCB 2020 (Decennial Census, Table P1), 3USCB 2022 (ACS 5-Year
Estimate, Table B09001)

3.10.2 HOUSING

As shown in Table 3-6, housing values in Prince George’s County are comparable to the state as
a whole. Prince George’s County has a greater proportion of renters and higher median gross rent.

Table 3-6. Housing Characteristics in the Socioeconomic ROI

Housing Characteristic Prince George’s County (ROI) Maryland
Total Housing Units! 341,057 2,318,124
Owner-Occupied Housing Unit Rate' 62.4% 67.5%
Median Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units® $380,500 $380,500
Renter-Occupied Housing Unit Rate! 37.6% 32.5%
Median Gross Monthly Rent® $1,593 $1,485

Source: 'USCB 2018-2022 (ACS 5-Year Estimate, Table B25003), °USCB 2022 (ACS 5-Year Estimate, Table B25077), SUSCB
2018-2022 (ACS 5-Year Estimate, Table B25064)

3.10.3 LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT

Most of the population over 16 years of age is part of the labor force in the county and state. The
industry sectors in Table 3-7 may be prevalent due to a high rate of employers within those
industries which include universities, hospitals, and government facilities. The prevalence of these
industries indicates that there is a substantial professional workforce located in and around the
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ROI. Sectors that primarily contain skilled trades jobs, such as manufacturing and construction, do
not have high incidences of employment across the geographies (i.e., approximately two percent
and nine percent, respectively).

Table 3-7. Labor Force and Employment Characteristics in the Socioeconomic ROI

Labor Force or Employment | Prince George’s County (ROI) Maryland
Characteristic

Approximate Employment Rate | 69.9% 63.2%

Largest Industry Sector for Educational services, healthcare, and | Educational services, healthcare, and

Employment (over 20% of social assistance social assistance

labor force)

Second Largest Industry Sector | Professional, scientific, and Professional, scientific, and

for Employment (15-20% of management, and administrative and | management, and administrative and

labor force) waste management services waste management services

Source: USCB 2022 (ACS 5-Year Estimate, Table DP03)
3.10.4 COMMUNITY SERVICES

Community services include facilities and services that are available to the entire public, such as
schools, social services (programs or services that provide assistance to underprivileged groups),
recreational facilities, hospitals, and emergency response services. Nine schools, one fire station,
one police station, and one recreation center are located within a 1-mile radius of the Project Area
(Appendix A, Figure 3-18). No community or public services are located within the Project Area.

3.11 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The ROI for considering impacts to communities with EJ concerns (“EJ ROI”) was determined
based on three factors: 1) the locations of the proposed intersection improvements; 2) the locations
of those populations considered to be sensitive receptors for air quality, noise, and traffic impacts;
and 3) those areas that may reasonably be considered subject to potential cumulative impacts from
past and present projects of a similar nature in the local area (i.e., road and transportation
improvements). The ROI for considering impacts to communities with EJ concerns was determined
using three factors: 1) the locations of the proposed intersection improvements; 2) the locations of
those populations considered to be sensitive receptors for air quality, noise, and traffic impact
analyses; and 3) the locations of those populations considered to be sensitive receptors for air
quality, noise, and traffic impact analyses.

Based on these factors, five BGs were included in the EJ ROI. BGs are subdivisions of CTs and
generally contain between 600 and 3,000 people. The five EJ ROI BGs are contained within four
CTs. Appendix A, Figure 3-18 depicts the BG boundaries along with the locations of the seven
intersections proposed for improvements. The legend indicates within which CT each BG is
contained.

3.11.1 COMMUNITIES WITH ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE CONCERNS

BEP used three EJ screening tools to determine the presence of populations with EJ concerns and
existing EJ indicators:

e The White House’s CEQ Climate and EJ Screening Tool (CEJST) v 1.0 (CEQ 2022a)
e The MDE EJ Screening Tool v 2.0 Beta (MDE 2023)
e USEPA’s EJ Screening and Mapping Tool (EJScreen) v 2.2 (USEPA 2023a)

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
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The following sections present relevant data from USCB along with each tool’s screening results
and determination. To summarize, none of the four CTs are identified as disadvantaged by CEQ’s
CEJST. All of the CTs are identified as underserved and two are identified as overburdened by the
MDE EJ Screening Tool. USEPA EJScreen identifies all five BGs and four of the CTs as
containing vulnerable populations and indicates that all of the BGs and CTs currently experience
environmental hazards or burdens relevant to this Project.

3.11.2 CENSUS DATA

Table 3-8—Table 3-14 present demographic and socioeconomic data for the EJ ROI on race and
ethnicity, disability, educational attainment, income, and poverty status. The data was obtained
from the USCB decennial census, the USCB 2018-2022 ACS 5-year estimate, or USEPA’s
EJScreen which uses USCB data. The EJScreen Community Reports for each of the four CTs, the
five BGs, and the total EJ ROI are included in Appendix G.

Table 3-8. Race and Ethnicity in the EJ ROI Block Groups

CT CT CT CT CT
8074.08 | 8074.04 | 8074.08 | 8002.06 | 8004.11
BG 3 BG 2 BG 1 BG 2 BG1
Population of One Race
White 7% 17% 38% 9% 14%
Black 70% 20% 34% 80% 69%
American Indian 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Asian 9% 19% 12% 0% 10%
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Other Race 2% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Hispanic (of any race) 11% 43% 10% 7% 11%
Population of Two or More Races 1% 1% 7% 2% 0%

Source: USCB 2017-2021, ACS 5-Year Estimate (retrieved from EJScreen Community Reports 2023)

The USCB 2018-2022 ACS 5-Year Estimate indicated that 0.2% of CT 8004.11 is American
Indian and Alaska Native. Twenty-three percent of that total identified as South American Indian.
The remaining population was not specified. None of the 1.1% identified as American Indian and
Alaska Native in CT 8002.06 specified a Tribe. See Appendix H for individual reporting of tribal
affiliation data from USCB Table B02017 at the census tract level.

Table 3-9. People of Color in the EJ ROI Block Groups Compared to State and U.S.

CT BG People of Color Percentile in Maryland Percentile in U.S.
8074.08 3 93% g4t 90t
8074.04 2 83% 76" g5t
8074.08 1 49% 6214 731
8002.06 2 83% 76" g5t
8004.11 1 86% 78t 86

Source: EJScreen Community Reports 2023
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Table 3-9. Persons with Disabilities in the EJ ROI Block Groups Compared to State and

U.S.
CT BG Persons with Percentile in Percentile in U.S.
Disabilities Maryland
8074.08 3 11.1% 52nd 40t
8074.04 2 7.8% 25t 17%
8074.08 1 11.1% 52nd 40t
8002.06 2 12.3% 61 48t
8004.11 1 12.2% 61 48t

Source: EJScreen Community Reports 2023 (NOTE: This data is derived from Census ACS data at the tract level. BG values are
calculated by multiplying the tract value by the block population weight.)

Table 3-10. Educational Attainment in the EJ ROI

Population 25 years and older CT CT CT CT
8074.08 | 8074.04 | 8002.06 | 8004.11
Less than 9™ grade 5.0% 15.4% 1.8% 5.1%
High school graduate (includes equivalency) 11.5% 27.9% 14.5% 17.2%
Some college, no degree 15.9% 18.9% 11.7% 18.0%
Associate’s degree 6.1% 6.9% 10.9% 4.0%
Bachelor's degree 34.5% 17.8% 58.9% 26.1%
Graduate or professional degree 25.1% 9.5% 24.8% 26.2%

Source: USCB 2018-2022 (ACS 5-Year Estimate, Table S1501)

Table 3-11. Less Than High School Education in the EJ ROI Block Groups Compared to

State and U.S.
T B Less Than Hieh School E . Percentile in Percentile in
C G ess Than High School Education Maryland US.
8074.08 3 9% 62nd 55t
8074.04 2 15% 79t 71
8074.08 1 9% 631 560
8002.06 2 9% 61 54t
8004.11 1 4% 31st 28t
Source: EJScreen 2023
Table 3-12. Income Characteristics of the EJ ROI
Household Income in the Past 12 Months CT CT CT CT
(in 2022 Inflation-adjusted Dollars) 8074.08 | 8074.04 | 8002.06 | 8004.11
Less than $10,000 3.9% 3.5% 7.0% 3.2%
$10,000 to $14,999 5.7% 0.0% 1.2% 0.7%
$15,000 to $24,999 3.6% 5.9% 10.9% 0.6%
$25,000 to $34,999 2.8% 4.0% 3.4% 6.3%
$35,000 to $49,999 9.5% 2.1% 8.0% 8.8%
$50,000 to $74,999 16.0% 16.4% 11.0% 7.6%
$75,000 to $99,999 6.3% 21.7% 12.9% 10.7%
$100,000 to $149,999 28.3% 26.2% 21.6% 21.3%
$150,000 to $199,999 10.5% 12.4% 10.0% 9.7%
$200,000 or more 13.3% 7.8% 14.0% 31.0%
Source: USCB 2018-2022 (ACS 5-Year Estimates, Table S1901)
Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
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Table 3-13. Low Income Population in the EJ ROI Block Groups Compared to State and
U.S.

CT BG Less Than High School Education Percentile in Percentile in
Maryland U.S.
8074.08 3 9% 29t 16t
8074.04 2 20% 55t 38t
8074.08 1 31% 731 57t
8002.06 2 34% 77" 62"
8004.11 1 22% 58t 40"

Source: EJScreen 2023
Table 3-14. Poverty Status of the EJ ROI in the Past 12 Months

Percent Living Below the Poverty Level CT CT CT CT
8074.08 | 8074.04 | 8002.06 | 8004.11

Under 18 years old 12.6% 10.1% 8.7% 3.6%

18-64 years old 12.4% 8.6% 11.6% 6.0%

Source: USCB 2018-2022 (ACS 5-Year Estimates, Table S1701)
3.11.3 CEJST

EO 14008 Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad (Jan. 27, 2021) directed the
development of CEJST as a geospatial mapping tool to identify disadvantaged communities.
CEJST identifies communities that have been marginalized by society, overburdened by pollution,
and underserved by infrastructure and other basic services.

CEJST wuses publicly available, nationally consistent datasets to identify disadvantaged
communities (CEQ 2022b). The datasets are indicators of burdens that disadvantaged communities
face. These burdens are related to climate change, the environment, health, and economic
opportunity. Communities are considered disadvantaged if they are in CTs that meet the threshold
for at least one of the tool’s categories of burden, or if they are on lands within the boundaries of
Federally Recognized Tribes.

CEJST does not identify any of the four CTs in the EJ ROI as disadvantaged.
3.11.4 MD DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT EJ SCREENING TOOL 2.0 BETA

MDE developed the MDE EJ Screening Tool 2.0 Beta to allow users to identify potential
underserved or overburdened communities in order to enhance agency compliance oversight,
monitoring, investment, and to enhance meaningful engagement in areas with permitting activities.
The tool enables users to better understand the nature and number of environmental stressors,
sensitive populations, and potential disparities in communities. A summary is provided below, and
Appendix G contains the MDE EJ Screening Tool report.

3.11.4.1 UNDERSERVED COMMUNITIES

MD State law defines “underserved communities” as “any Census Tract in which, according to
the most recent USCB decennial census: 1) at least 25% of the residents qualify as low-income;
2) or at least 50% of the residents identify as nonwhite; 3) or at least 15% of the residents have
limited English proficiency.”

The MDE EJ Screening Tool identifies all four of the CTs in the ROI as underserved (Table 3-15).
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Table 3-15. MDE EJ Screening Tool Data on Underserved Communities in the EJ ROI

CT Total Percent Low-Income| Percent Minority | Percent Limited |Underserved
Population (bold indicates (bold indicates English
exceeds 25%) exceeds 50%) Proficiency
(bold indicates
exceeds 15%)
8074.08 5,804 15.33 62.59 1.22 TRUE
8074.04 5,575 25.12 79.82 9.75 TRUE
8002.06 3,908 22.54 82.65 4.57 TRUE
8004.11 3,958 15.2 81.18 2 TRUE

Source: MDE EJ Screening Tool 2023 (2020 Census)
3.11.4.2 OVERBURDENED COMMUNITIES

MD State law defines “overburdened communities” using census and health data to calculate
pollution burden exposure, pollution burden environmental effects, and sensitive populations.
MDE identifies overburdened communities as any CT in which these indicators are above the 75th
percentile statewide.

The MDE EJ Screening Tool identifies two of the four CTs in the ROI as overburdened (Table
3-16).

Table 3-16. Overburdened Communities in the EJ ROI

CT Overburdened Percentile in MD Overburdened
(bold indicates exceeds 75™)
8074.08 85.44 TRUE
8074.04 95.01 TRUE
8002.06 72.32 FALSE
8004.11 74.44 FALSE

Source: MDE EJ Screening Tool 2023 (2020 Census)
3.11.5 USEPA EJSCREEN

While the MDE EJ Screening Tool uses data from USEPA EJScreen, it does not provide an
analysis at the BG level. Conversely, USEPA EJScreen does not designate BGs as communities
with EJ concerns. However, USEPA EJScreen provides BG level data on vulnerable populations,
existing pollution and sources, and socioeconomic barriers to public participation. The analysis of
these factors below allows BEP determine if impacts of the Proposed Action would potentially be
disproportionate on communities with EJ concerns. The following sections present the USEPA
EJScreen data relevant to the Proposed Action. See Appendix G for the full reports.

3.11.5.1 USEPA EJSCREEN DEMOGRAPHIC INDEX — VULNERABLE POPULATIONS

The Demographic Index in USEPA EJScreen is a combination of percent low-income and percent
people of color. Communities with a high Demographic Index can be considered more vulnerable
to environmental hazards and burdens because they are faced with greater exposure to pollutants
and lack the resources to respond to and cope with these environmental stressors.

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation

Supplemental Environmental Assessment 3-18 April 2024



1411
1412
1413
1414
1415
1416

1417

1418
1419

1420

1421
1422

1423
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1429

1430
1431
1432
1433
1434

1435
1436
1437

1438
1439

Draft: Environmental Assessment Beltsville, MD

The Demographic Index is based on the average of two socioeconomic indicators: percent low-
income and percent people of color. The resulting percentage is then calculated as a percentile
comparing it to the nationwide percentage. This EA uses a Demographic Index threshold of greater
than 60th percentile to indicate a potentially vulnerable population for this Proposed Action. At
the CT level and at the BG level, the EJ ROI would be considered to have vulnerable populations
(Table 3-17Table 3-17 and Table 3-18Table 3-18).

Table 3-17. USEPA EJScreen Demographic Index for the EJ ROI Census Tracts

CT Value Percentile in US
(% people of color + % low-income) / 2 (bold indicates exceeds 60™ percentile)
8074.08 39% 64t
8074.04 52% 76
8002.06 54% 77t
8004.11 50% 74th

Source: USEPA EJScreen v 2.2 Community Reports 2023a (2020 Census)
Table 3-18. USEPA EJScreen Demographic Index for the EJ ROI BGs

CT BG Value Percentile in US
(% people of color + % low-income) / 2 (bold indicates exceeds 50th
percentile)
8074.08 3 51% 75th
8074.04 2 52% 76th
8074.08 1 47% T1st
8002.06 2 63% 85th
8004.11 1 54% 78th

Source: USEPA EJScreen v 2.2 Community Reports 2023a (2020 Census)

3.11.5.2 USEPA EJSCREEN ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE INDEX — EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL
HAZARDS, RISKS, AND BURDENS

USEPA EJScreen also calculates EJ Indices for BGs. The EJ Index is a combination of the
Demographic Index and one of thirteen environmental indicators. USEPA presents the data on
environmental indicators with a caution that they vary widely in what they indicate. The twelve
environmental indicators are based on information developed from direct measurements, proxy
estimates of pollution exposure, and facility location information. They are intended to be used to
develop a better understanding of a community’s potential vulnerability and disproportionate risk
and exposure to inform programs, policies, and activities that may affect these communities.

Four of the environmental indicators are relevant for this Project. The EJ Indices for existing
Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and O3 are relevant to the Air Quality discussion in Section 0, the EJ
Index for Traffic Proximity is relevant to the Transportation discussion in Section 0, and the EJ
Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity is relevant to the Hazardous and Toxic Materials and Waste
discussion in Section 0.

This EA has set an EJ Index threshold of greater than 80" percentile for the relevant EJ Indices to
indicate that a vulnerable population may already be experiencing disproportionate environmental
hazards.

At the CT level, all four of the CTs have a higher level of environmental risk and burden from Os;
one CT may be considered to be exposed to higher levels of air pollution impacts due to traffic
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proximity, and two CTs may be considered to have a higher level of environmental risk and burden
due to their proximity to Hazardous Waste (Table 3-19Table 3-19).

Table 3-19. USEPA EJScreen Relevant EJ Indices for the EJ ROI Census Tracts
EJ Index | CT8074.08 | CT 8074.04 | CT 8002.06 | CT 8004.11

Percentile in U.S.
(bold indicates exceeds 80™ percentile)

PM 2.5 42nd 42nd 42nd 42nd
(0] 87t 85t 89th 89th
Traffic Proximity 54t 91 79t 37t
Hazardous Waste Proximity 83rd 83rd 65t 52nd

Source: USEPA EJScreen v 2.2 Community Reports 2023a (2020 Census)

At the BG level, all five of the BGs may be considered to have a higher level of environmental
risk and burden from O3, two BGs may be considered to be exposed to higher levels of air pollution
impacts due to traffic proximity, and four BGs may be considered to have a higher level of
environmental risk and burden due to their proximity to Hazardous Waste (Table 3-20Table 3-20).

Table 3-20. USEPA EJScreen Relevant EJ Indices for the EJ ROI

EJ Index CT 8074.08 CT 8074.04 CT 8074.08 | CT 8002.06 | CT 8004.11
BG3 BG 2 BG1 BG 2 BG1

Percentile in U.S.
(bold indicates exceeds 80™ percentile)

PM 2.5 69" 69" 66" 75t 70%h
(0] 88t 88t 86" 94th 9(th
Traffic Proximity 77h 90th 72nd 86t 66"
Hazardous Waste g7t 85t 83rd 87t 760
Proximity

Source: USEPA EJScreen v 2.2 Community Reports 2023a (2020 Census)
3.11.5.3 USEPA EJSCREEN SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS

Communities with EJ concerns and other populations often require additional considerations when
an agency seeks public participation in decision-making. For the communities in the EJ ROI,
language translation services can support public engagement efforts. While USEPA EJScreen
indicates that less than 10% of the households within each BG are designated Limited English
Speaking (LES), all of the BGs exceed the 50th percentile statewide (Table 3-21Table 3-21). Of
those households that are LES, Spanish is the primary language spoken at home. Therefore, BEP
has and will continue to provide all public participation print communications in English and
Spanish and will provide translation for live programs when practicable.

Table 3-21. Relevant Socioeconomic Indicators for the EJ ROI

CT BG |LES Households| Percentilein MD | Primary Languages Spoken at Home
8074.08 3 8% 81 English 82% / Spanish 6%
8074.04 2 7% 80t English 37% / Spanish 36%
8074.08 1 4% 731 English 82% / Spanish 6%
8002.06 2 3% 671 English 79% / Spanish 11%
8004.11 1 1% 58t English 65% / Spanish 8%

Source: USEPA EJScreen v 2.2 Community Reports 2023a (2020 Census)
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3.12 PROTECTION OF CHILDREN

As stated in Section 3.1.19, 22 percent of the population of Prince George’s County and of the
population of the state of Maryland are under 18 years of age (USCB 2022).

The ROI for protection of children is the limits of work zones for proposed traffic, utility, and
construction-related measures. Children are not expected to be present within the ROI due to the
presence of safety measures which are typically employed during construction, including barriers
to site entry.

EO 13045 was enacted because children “may suffer disproportionately from environmental health
risks,” due to factors such as their greater exposure per body size and still-developing bodily
systems (Clinton 1997). For these reasons, the protection of children is especially important in
their earliest years. The Project Area is located almost entirely within CT 8074.08, wherein 5.4
percent of the population is under five years old according to the 2020 Decennial Census; this is
slightly lower than the comparable state and county populations (USCB 2020. Federal and state
programs are in place to prevent, identify, and treat childhood lead poisoning, which can cause
hearing and speech problems, brain and nervous system damage, and developmental delays
resulting in long-term diminished intelligence and educational performance (CDC 2023).
Childhood lead poisoning is disproportionately identified in economically disadvantaged
communities, often resulting from exposure to deteriorating lead paint found in aging homes;
however, blood lead levels found in the children of Prince George’s County remain below the
Maryland average (MDE 2020b).

3.13 TRANSPORTATION

Section 3.10 of BEP’s 2021 Final EIS presented detailed background information on existing
traffic volumes, as well as projected changes in traffic volume and levels of service for numerous
transportation routes, intersections, and modes of transit, with and without the proposed BEP CPF
at BARC (BEP 2020; Treasury 2021a). Those analyses and detailed discussions are not repeated
here but have been considered in the following effects analysis associated with constructing the
seven proposed intersection improvements and asphalt resurfacing. Appendix A, Figure 3-20
shows the intersections proposed for improvements.

For this EA, the Project Area for transportation impacts is the intersections proposed for mitigation
and improvements and portions of roadways where subsurface utility extensions may cross
beneath. This Project Area is applicable because the proposed improvements are highly localized,
and construction of the improvements would not induce changes in traffic volume beyond the
immediate boundaries of specific construction zones. The Proposed Action improvements have no
reasonable mechanism to induce changes elsewhere in the larger Project Area analyzed in the Final
EIS.

3.14 UTILITIES

The utilities ROI is the Project Area, as utility improvements to serve the replacement CPF are
within the scope of the project.

3.14.1 WASTEWATER TREATMENT

WSSC provides sanitary sewer service in the project vicinity. Existing WSSC sewer mains are
located north of Odell Road and west of Edmonston Road and run parallel to the roads. These lines
convey sanitary sewer to the Blue Plains Advanced WWTP, which is the WWTP used by BEP’s
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facilities in the Washinton, DC, area. Blue Plains WWTP has a treatment capacity of 384 million
gallons per day and a peak capacity of over 1 billion gallons per day (DC Water n.d.).

Prior to discharge into the WSSC sanitary sewer system, BEP pre-treats in-house all industrial
wastewater to WSSC standards. WSSC also monitors BEP’s stream for compliance with WSSC
standards.

3.14.2 ELECTRICITY

Electricity in the vicinity of the Project Area is provided by PEPCO. There are overhead power
lines along the eastern side of Edmonston Road within the Project Area, south of its intersection
with Powder Mill Road, and along Powder Mill Road from the intersection with Edmonston Road
to the intersection with Dairy Road North. There is an electric substation along Powder Mill Road
about 0.1 miles east of the well access road area. North of the intersection of Edmonston Road and
Powder Mill Road, power lines run along the western side of Edmonston Road. There are also
power lines along both sides of Odell Road and the western side of Ellington Drive within the
Project Area.

3.14.3 OTHER UTILITIES

There are currently water, wastewater, natural gas, and telecommunication lines within the vicinity
of the animal husbandry buildings, and within utility easements along Powder Mill Road,
Edmonston Road, Odell Road, and Ellington Drive within the Project Area. Water lines are
provided by WSSC, natural gas is provided by Washington Gas, and telecommunication lines are
provided by Verizon (Treasury 2021a). These utilities support USDA facilities, and BEP would
coordinate with USDA Utilities Management regarding new utility connections.

3.15 HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC MATERIALS AND WASTE

Hazardous materials defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) include hazardous substances and toxic pollutants listed in the CWA
sections 311 and 307(a), hazardous air pollutants found in section 112 of the CAA, and hazardous
wastes regulated by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). HTMW are ignitable,
corrosive, reactive, and toxic substances which pose a substantial threat to human health or the
environment if improperly released, such as pesticides, petroleum products, and potentially
hazardous construction materials.

The ROI for HTMW includes the traffic and utilities mitigation Project Area plus a 0.25-mile
buffer zone. These areas are in utility corridors located partially within and adjacent to the BARC
campus which are generally in public ownership, some of which may have preexisting HTMW
conditions due to prior land uses. Arsenic concentrations found in soils at the CPF site exceed the
regional screening level; however, these findings correlate with average background levels in the
Central Maryland region (SIA-TPMC 2020b, 27). The BARC campus contains numerous Areas
of Concern (AOCs) which have been added to the CERCLA National Priority List (NPL);
however, Remedial Actions (RAs) are complete for most of these areas (USDA-ARS 2019).

3.16 HEALTH AND PUBLIC SAFETY

The ROI for health and public safety includes the Project Area and all areas within 0.25 mile of
the Project Area, which is consistent with the ROI for HTMW. The ROI includes all areas where
human health and safety could be affected by the project.
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The health of site workers and public safety within the ROI is protected in accordance with EO
12196, Occupational Safety and Health Programs for Federal Workers, and the 1970 OSHA and
subsequent OSHA Standards for Construction and General Industry. These regulations ensure that
programs are in place to enact safety measures protecting health and public safety, such as
Treasury’s Office of Environment, Health, and Safety Environmental Management System.
BARC also maintains Safety and Occupational Health staff, including an Emergency Preparedness
Specialist, to coordinate emergency services and to oversee health and safety measures throughout
the facility. Health and public safety concerns are related to construction site safety and pollution
prevention within the ROI for traffic and utilities mitigation Project Areas.

There are several emergency departments in the vicinity of the Project Areas. The Beltsville Police
Department is located approximately one mile west of Edmonston Road and the Greenbelt Police
Department is located approximately one mile south of the Edmonston Road Project Area. Prince
George’s Fire Station 831—Beltsville is located about 0.5 mile west of Edmonston Road, and
Prince George’s Fire Station 835—Greenbelt is located about 1.5 miles southeast of the
Edmonston Road Project Area. The nearest hospitals are University of Maryland Laurel Medical
Center about 3 miles north of the Odell Road sanitary sewer alignment, Doctor’s Community
Hospital about 3 miles southeast of the Edmonston Road traffic improvements footprint, and
Washington Adventist Hospital about 3.15 miles west of the Edmonston Road traffic
improvements footprint.
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
4.1 INTRODUCTION

This “Environmental Consequences” section analyzes both beneficial and adverse impacts that
would result from implementing the alternatives analyzed in this EA. This chapter also includes
definitions of impact thresholds, methods used to analyze impacts, and methods used for
determining cumulative impacts. As required by the CEQ regulations on implementing NEPA, a
summary of the environmental consequences for each alternative is provided in Table 2-1, which
can be found in Section 2, Alternatives. The resource topics presented in this chapter and the
organization of the topics correspond to the resource discussions contained in Section 3, Affected
Environment.

4.1.1 FRAMEWORK FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

BEP determined the potential environmental effects of the action alternatives as well as the No
Action Alternative on each technical resource area by considering the context and intensity of the
Proposed Action (40 CFR 1508.27). As appropriate, the impact analysis considers both
construction and use of proposed improvements and presumes that the mitigation measures
identified in Appendix C, Table C-1, would be implemented should BEP select one of the action
alternatives for implementation.

BEP consistently used the following categories to classify potential impacts to technical resource
areas:

e None: No adverse impacts would be expected.

e Negligible: Barely perceptible adverse impacts would be expected.

e Less than significant: Measurable or tangible adverse impacts would be expected but
would not exceed the significance thresholds specified for the resource area.

e Significant: Adverse impacts would be obvious, either short-term or long-term, and would
have profound consequences on a technical resource area that would be readily noticed by
an observer. These impacts would include those that exceed a regulatory policy or standard.
They could include impacts that could be mitigated to a less than significant level, as well
as those that cannot. Significance thresholds are provided for each resource area.

e Beneficial: Impacts would improve the condition of the technical resource area in the ROI.

e Short-Term: Impacts would occur over the construction period and cease once
construction is completed.

e Long-Term: Impacts would persist post-construction.

4.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS METHOD

In accordance with the Final Phase 1 Rule for CEQ’s NEPA implementing regulations, dated 20
April 2022, BEP examined the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the
Proposed Action’s ROI and potential cumulative impacts that could result from the Proposed
Action when considered with these other actions.

The ROI for the cumulative impacts analysis is the same as the ROI for the analyzed resource
areas, including the Project Area LODs and immediately adjacent lands. The ROI comprises areas
where the Proposed Action’s effects could interact with other actions and contribute to cumulative
environmental impacts.
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The cumulative impacts analysis considers recent, ongoing, and reasonably near future actions
occurring within the ROI and focuses on those actions that may affect the same resources as the
Proposed Action, potentially contributing to cumulative effects. These actions include
commercial, residential, mixed use, transportation, infrastructure, recreation, and institutional
developments. BEP identified these actions through consultation with the USDA and research of
publicly available information sources, such as local master plans, news articles, and federal, state,
and local agencies’ databases. Table 4-1 provides a summary of ongoing and reasonably
foreseeable future developments considered in this analysis.

4.2 LAND USE

Prince George’s County land use and zoning maps, and applicable master plans were reviewed to
analyze potential impacts to land use under the Proposed Action.

For this analysis, BEP defined a significant adverse impact as one that would result in:

e A new land use that would result in discontinuation of or substantial change in existing
adjacent land uses.

e Induced activities within the ROI, but beyond the Project Area, which are inconsistent with
existing zoning designation(s).

4.2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.2.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Alternative 1 would result in long-term, minor changes to land use within the Project Area.
Minimal conversion of undeveloped land to pavement would occur within traffic improvement
LODs; however, the land within the traffic improvement LODs consists primarily of established
road buffers and is not used for agricultural or other purposes. Within the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway LOD, approximately 0.2 acre of vegetated road buffer would be converted to pavement,
and a 0.69-acre area would be converted to stormwater management. While the land use would
change slightly on land managed by NPS, the overall land use would remain for transportation
purposes and would not represent a change from existing conditions within the Parkway corridor
and would not result in long-term, adverse impacts on land use within NPS-managed lands in the
Project Area.

The LODs for the Washington Gas connection, the sanitary sewer alignment, and a small portion
of the gravel well access road contains undeveloped, forested land which would be developed for
the improvements. Utility easements would be placed on the gas connection and sanitary sewer
alignment. An approximately 0.13-acre utility easement would be placed on private property for
the sanitary sewer alignment. The footprint of the bioswale maintenance access contains
agricultural land that would be cleared to create a maintenance path. Use of the laydown area
would also result in a temporary loss of agricultural land during construction, and this land would
be unusable for planting after use of the laydown area has ceased, but could be used for other
agricultural uses such as animal grazing. While the Project Area contains land designated as SCA
and PPA, the intensity of proposed uses within existing forested and agricultural areas is low, and
the footprint affected is small, resulting in minimal impact on forested and agricultural land use in
the ROI. The proposed improvements would not result in the discontinuation of or any substantial
changes to existing adjacent land uses, would have no effect on zoning designations within the
ROI, and would be consistent with master plans applicable to the Project Area. Therefore, long-
term impacts to land use would be less than significant.
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The new PEPCO electric lines and Verizon service lines would be installed on an existing
powerline easement; any new poles added would follow existing pole routes within the existing
right-of-way, with the purpose of providing stability for power lines. Therefore, no long-term
impacts to land use would occur from installation of the new lines.

While the Proposed Action would have no direct impacts to the PFA, roadway improvements could
benefit future development in the PFA.

4.2.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Construction of Alternative 1 with ongoing and future developments would result in less than
significant cumulative impacts on nearby land uses from conversion of undeveloped land to higher
intensity uses. However, implementation of Alternative 1 would not result in any incompatible
actions in the ROI that could interact with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions.

4.2.1.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in long-term, less than significant impacts to land
use. Less than significant cumulative impacts would result from the conversion of undeveloped
land to higher intensity uses.

4.2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.2.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts to land use under Alternative 2 would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in
Section 4.1.3.1, except for impacts associated with the sanitary sewer alignment. The sanitary
sewer alignment under Alternative 2 contains agricultural lands and undeveloped, forested lands,
including wetlands, which would be developed to provide sanitary sewer service to the new CPF.
A utility easement would also be placed on the alignment; however, the easement would not
encroach on private property. The footprint of agricultural land and undeveloped, forested land
that would be impacted is greater than under Alternative 1; however, the use intensity of the utility
easement would be low. As under Alternative 1, the proposed improvements would not result in
substantial loss of forested and agricultural lands within SCAs and PPAs, would not result in the
discontinuation of or any substantial changes to existing, adjacent land uses, including agriculture
and forested land use, would have no effect on zoning designations within the ROI, and would be
consistent with master plans applicable to the Project Area. Therefore, long-term impacts to land
use would still be less than significant.
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Table 4-1. Ongoing and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Developments

No. Project Name Project Proponent Status Project Description
1 High-Speed Superconducting USDOT - Federal Railroad Proposed (2021) — | FRA and MDOT are proposing a high-speed ground
Magnetic Levitation System Administration (FRA), Maryland | NEPA process off | transportation line between Baltimore, MD and
Department of Transportation pause (USDOT- Washington, DC, with an intermediate stop at
(MDOT) FRA et al. n.d.) Baltimore Washington International (BWI) Thurgood
Marshall Airport. The MAGLEV system would
include a viaduct or below-ground tunnel, tunnel
portals ranging between 330 feet to 1,600 feet,
Trainset Maintenance Facilities, Maintenance of Way
Facilities, stations, Fresh Air and Emergency Egress
sites, power facilities, operations control center, and
signals and communications. The final alignment
would extend 33 to 36 miles end-to-end, depending on
which Build Alternative is selected. Source: (USDOT-
FRA and MDOT 2021)
2 Cris Place Cris Place, LLC Proposed (2019) — | Construct four commercial buildings on parcels 1 and
Approval Pending | 2, totaling 22.53 acres. Source: (Prince George’s
County Planning Department 2023a)
3 Greenbelt Station NVR MS Cavalier Fairwood, Proposed (2020) — | Construct a trail and boardwalk connection. Source:
LLC Approval Pending | (Prince George’s County Planning Department 2023b)
4 Harmony Gardens at Vansville Potomac Realty Company Proposed (2023) — | Construct 67 attached single-family dwellings on 7.75
Approval Pending | acres. Source: (Prince George’s County Planning
Department 2023c¢)
5 Meier Place Emergency Vehicle | Prince George’s County Proposed (2019) — | Construct a 0.74-acre emergency vehicle access within
Access Department of Public Works and | Approval Pending | the public right-of-way for Meier Place. Source:
Transportation (DPW&T) (Prince George’s County Planning Department 2023d)
6 SPARC Recreation Facility 10801 Rhode Island, LLC Proposed (2023) — | Construct a 19,800 ft? recreation facility on a 3.31-acre
Approval Pending | parcel. Source: (Prince George’s County Planning
Department 2023¢)
7 Tesla Electric Vehicle Charging | Tesla Proposed (2018) — | Install a Tesla electric vehicle charging station at an
Station Approval Pending | existing Wawa gas station. Source: (Prince George’s
County Planning Department 2023f)
8 Wingate Hotel Joyce Engineering Corporation Proposed (2018) — | Construct a 1.44-acre hotel. Source: (Prince George’s
Approval Pending | County Planning Department 2023g)
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No. Project Name Project Proponent Status Project Description
9 MD-212 Pine Street to US-1 SHA Under Implement roadway widening, resurfacing, drainage
Construction- improvements, curb and gutter installations, and new
Substantial bicycle lanes and sidewalks to be completed by 2024
Completion Source: (SHA 2023; NCR Transportation Planning
(2023) Board [TPB] 2023)
10 Montpelier Drive Green Street Prince George’s County DPW&T | Under Install concrete islands and curb returns coupled with a
Improvements Construction significant road diet for traffic calming. Source (Prince
(2023) George’s County DPW&T 2023)
11 Sunnyside Avenue Bridge Prince George’s County DPW&T | Under Replace Sunnyside Avenue Bridge over Indian Creek
Replacement over Indian Creek Construction — and widen the roadway west of the CSX crossing to
Project Closeout Kenilworth Avenue. Source: (Prince George’s County
(2023) DPW&T, 2023; NCR TPB 2023)
12 Route 201 MDOT Proposed (2023) Road improvements are proposed for 4.5 miles of MD
201 from the Beltway to the Intercounty Connector.
This route currently follows parts of Old Baltimore
Pike and Edmonston Road. Improvements include
widening the road to four lanes, constructing an
extension, and potentially including bicycle and
pedestrian access. Proposed completion by 2045.
Source: (NCR TPB 2023)
13 James J. Rowley Training U.S. Secret Service Proposed (2023) Master Plan update for the training center, which will

include completion of the following projects between
FY24 and FY27: construction of a new indoor pistol
range, physical training facility, defense tactical
facility, protective operations facility, training center,
in-service training facility, logistics facility, firing
ranges, and facility maintenance storage yard;
expansion of the PODC driving pad; upgrades to the
main and east gates; construction of a back-up
generator; and updates to the East Village Tactical
Campus, to include renovations, expansions of
existing facilities, and construction of new support
buildings and an airport pad. Proposed improvements
will also include 751 new parking spaces. Source:
(USSS 2023)
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No. Project Name Project Proponent Status Project Description

14 U.S. Food and Drug FDA Approved (2023) | Master Plan for 249-acre property owned by FDA at
Administration (FDA) Muirkirk Muirkirk Road. Improvements will include
Road Campus Master Plan construction of additional office space, laboratory

space, special use spaces, maintenance/storage space,
two new parking garages, and an elevated boardwalk.
Source: (U.S. General Services Administration [GSA]
2023a, GSA 2023b, GSA 2023c¢)

15 1-95/1-495 at Greenbelt Metro SHA Proposed (2023) Construction of a full I-95/1-495 interchange at
Station Interchange Greenbelt Metro Station by 2030. Source: (NCR TPB
Construction 2023)

16 Federal Bureau of Investigation | FBI Proposed (2023) Construction of the new FBI HQ on a 61-acre
(FBI) Headquarters (HQ) - property. Improvements will include construction of a
Greenbelt new main building, visitor center, truck inspection and

remote delivery facility, central utility plant and
associated utility infrastructure, and parking. Source:
(GSA 2023d)
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4.2.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts to land use would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in Section
4.1.3.2.

4.2.2.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in long-term, less than significant impacts to land
use. Less than significant cumulative impacts would result from conversion of undeveloped land
to higher intensity uses.

4.2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.2.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative BEP would not perform any improvements to traffic or utilities;
therefore, there would be no impacts to land use.

4.2.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts to land use.
4.2.3.3 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no long-term or short-term impacts to land use.
Consequently, there would be no cumulative impacts.

4.3 TOPOGRAPHY AND SOILS

USGS topographic maps and NRCS Soil Survey maps were reviewed to analyze potential impacts
to topography and soils under the Proposed Action. For this analysis, BEP defined a significant
adverse impact as one that would result in:

e Substantial soil erosion, sedimentation, and/or compaction.
e A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating of 160 or greater.

4.3.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

4.3.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Topography

Most of the proposed traffic improvements would have no long-term impact on topography as the
existing road grades are already established. Some improvements, including road widening and
addition of turn lanes, removal of a portion of Poultry Road, regrading of Sheep Road, construction
of the entrance road for the CPF site, and construction of the well access road, would involve
excavation, grading, leveling, and similar earthwork which would alter topography in the
immediate vicinity. Long-term changes to topography would be localized to roads and road
buffers, and grades would adhere to SHA and Prince George’s County design standards. Within
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway LOD specifically, there would be an increase of
approximately 0.2 acre of impervious surface for roadway improvements; however, most
improvements would occur on existing paved areas (2.73 acres). Topography may also be altered
for a 0.69-acre stormwater management area. Construction of road and underground utility
improvements and implementation of erosion and sediment control best management practices
(BMPs) may cause minor changes to topography, but topography would be reestablished after
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construction. Construction would not create unsightly or unsafe topographic features. Therefore,
both long-term and short-term impacts to topography would be less than significant.

Soils

Under Alternative 1, existing vegetation would be removed during construction within the LOD,
rendering soils exposed and more susceptible to erosion. Soils in the LOD could also be compacted
from use of heavy equipment during construction. As stated in Section 3.2.2, on-site soils have a
medium to high susceptibility to compaction, and approximately one-third of the soils have a
moderate to high potential for erosion (>0.35 K-factor). Implementation of the Environmental
Protection Measures (EPMs) and Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) as described in
Section 2.3, however, would minimize these potential impacts, resulting in short-term, less than
significant impacts to soils during construction.

Once constructed, Alternative 1 would increase impervious surface within the LOD for the traffic
improvement sites where lane widening, and the addition of turn lanes are implemented. Within
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway LOD, 0.2 acre of roadside vegetation (grass) would be
converted to pavement, resulting in permanent adverse impacts on soils in that location. However,
the soils are previously disturbed from the original roadway construction and are defined as
“highway” soils (Appendix A, Figure 3-7) and the disturbance is within the existing roadway
corridor. Additional impervious surfaces would increase stormwater runoff from the Project Area
and the potential for soil erosion and sedimentation in receiving waterbodies. BEP, however,
would incorporate stormwater management features and practices into the design. BEP would
revegetate all pervious surfaces disturbed during construction of Alternative 1; no exposed soil
would remain on the Project Area. With implementation of these measures, long-term impacts to
soils would be less than significant.

BEP completed a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (USDA Form AD-1006) in
consultation with the NRCS to determine the overall potential impact to FPPA-designated soils. A
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating of 160 or greater would be considered a significant impact.
The Proposed Action received a site assessment score of 102. As this score is below 160, no further
consideration for farmland conversion is required. Appendix I contains a copy of the current
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form.

4.3.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Construction of Alternative 1 considered with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions would result in cumulative disturbance to soils and topography due to earth moving and
grading activities. The primary impacts associated with soil disturbance would result from
increased erosion of exposed soils and compaction from construction vehicles and equipment. Soil
stabilization EPMs and erosion and sediment control BMPs would be required to protect both soil
and water resources during construction. With the appropriate EPMs and BMPs, construction of
Alternative 1, in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, is
expected to result in less than significant cumulative impacts to topography and soils.

Long-term implementation of Alternative 1, along with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, would increase impervious surfaces within the ROI. The additional impervious area
would result in a collective increase in stormwater runoff that would cause soil erosion and
sedimentation. BEP’s incorporation of stormwater management features and practices into the
design, along with revegetation of remaining pervious surfaces, would minimize the Proposed
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Action’s contribution towards adverse cumulative effects, resulting in less than significant
cumulative impacts.

4.3.1.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in both short-term and long-term, less than
significant impacts to topography and soils. Less than significant cumulative impacts would result
from construction-related disturbances to topography and soils and an increase in impervious
surfaces.

4.3.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.3.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts to topography and soils would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in Section
4.1.6.1, except for impacts associated with construction of the sanitary sewer line. The footprint
of disturbance to topography and soils would be greater under Alternative 2 due to the longer
length of the proposed sanitary sewer line. These disturbances would be short-term and would
cease once construction is completed. As under Alternative 1, BMPs, EPMs, and RCMs would be
implemented. Therefore, both short-term and long-term impacts to topography and soils would
still be less than significant.

BEP completed a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (USDA Form AD-1006) in
consultation with the NRCS to determine the overall potential impact to FPPA-designated soils.
Alternative 2 received a site assessment score of 108. As this score is below 160, no further
consideration for farmland conversion is required. Appendix I contains a copy of the current
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form.

4.3.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts to topography and soils would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described
in Section 4.1.6.2.

4.3.2.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in both short-term and long-term, less than
significant impacts to topography and soils. Less than significant cumulative impacts would result
from construction-related disturbances to topography and soils and an increase in impervious
surfaces.

4.3.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.3.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative BEP would not perform any improvements to traffic or utilities;
therefore, there would be no impacts to topography or soils.

4.3.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts to topography or soils.
4.3.3.3 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no long-term or short-term impacts to topography
or soils. Consequently, there would be no cumulative impacts.
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4.4 NOISE
For this analysis, BEP assumed that a significant impact would occur if noise levels would:

e Violate applicable noise regulations.

e Exceed 85 dBA for noise-sensitive receptors during construction activities with
implementation of a noise-suppression plan prepared by BEP or its construction
contractors.

e Affect noise-sensitive receptors at levels above Prince George’s County noise ordinance
limits identified in Section 3.3 during use of proposed improvements.

4.4.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.4.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

While the ROI under Alternative 1 includes areas that are largely already subject to traffic noise
and noise from farm equipment, construction of traffic and utility improvements would
temporarily increase noise levels due use of construction equipment and machinery and an increase
in traffic from heavy trucks and construction workers’ privately owned vehicles traveling to and
from the Project Areas where construction for roadway and utility improvements are proposed.
This increase in noise levels would cease upon completion of construction of traffic and utility
improvements. To minimize noise impacts to residents, construction would primarily be conducted
during standard daylight working hours and on weekdays. Additionally, a noise suppression plan
would be prepared by BEP or its construction contractors to identify ways to minimize noise
impacts to surrounding residents and businesses. With implementation of these impact-reduction
measures and others listed in Section 0, short-term noise impacts would be less than significant.

Removal of rumble strips on Powder Mill Road would reduce noise levels and noise complaints
from BARC employees and the community. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have a long-term,
beneficial impact on noise levels.

4.4.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Construction activities from Alternative 1 with ongoing and future developments would cause less
than significant adverse cumulative impacts on noise in the ROI. The use of heavy equipment at
construction sites would increase local noise levels, as would the commute of heavy trucks and
construction worker vehicles. In addition, construction of other transportation improvement
projects, along with Alternative 1, would result in traffic congestion which would cause nearby
landowners/users to experience temporarily increased noise levels. However, noise impacts across
the ROI would be consistent with previous development, temporary, and phased. In addition, noise
levels would follow the Noise Control Act of 1972 and Prince George’s County Noise Ordinance,
and construction workers would comply with OSHA safety requirements regarding noise safety.

4.4.1.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 1 would have short-term, less than significant impacts and long-
term, beneficial impacts to noise levels with the removal of the rumble strips. Less than significant
cumulative impacts would result from increased noise levels associated with construction; these
impacts would be temporary and cease once construction has been completed.
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4.4.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.4.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts to the noise environment would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in Section
4.1.9.1, except for noise associated with construction of the new sanitary sewer line. The sanitary
sewer alignment under Alternative 2 is further removed from sensitive receptors than the alignment
under Alternative 1; as such, the residences north of Odell Road would not be as affected by
construction noise. Short-term noise impacts would still be less than significant.

4.4.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts to noise levels would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in
Section 4.1.9.2.

4.4.2.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 2 would have short-term, less than significant impacts and long-
term, beneficial impacts to noise levels. Less than significant cumulative impacts would result
from increased noise levels associated with construction; these impacts would be temporary and
cease once construction has been completed.

4.4.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.4.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative BEP would not perform any improvements to traffic or utilities;
therefore, there would be no impacts to noise.

4.4.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts to noise.
4.4.3.3 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no long-term or short-term impacts to noise.
Consequently, there would be no cumulative impacts.

4.5 AIRQUALITY

This section identifies and discloses potential air quality impacts from criteria pollutant and GHG
emissions associated with all three alternatives.

Because this is a federal Proposed Action in a marginal (2008 8-hour O3) and moderate (2015 8-
hour Os3) non-attainment area, estimated criteria pollutant emissions were calculated and compared
to the applicable de minimis levels specified in Maryland’s federally enforceable SIP: 25 tons per
year (tpy) for volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). Although the
conformity analysis is required only for non-attainment or maintenance area pollutants (i.e., O3 in
Prince George’s County), emissions for other criteria pollutants were compared to the 100 tpy de
minimis thresholds. A formal CAA General Conformity Analysis would need to be prepared if the
Proposed Action would result in an increase of 25 tons per year or more of NOx or VOCs (O3
precursors).

Significant air quality impacts would occur if implementation of an action alternative would
directly or indirectly:

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
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e Expose people to localized (as opposed to regional) air pollutant concentrations that violate
state or federal ambient air quality standards;

e (ause a net increase in pollutant or pollutant precursor emissions that exceeds relevant
emission significance thresholds (such as CAA conformity de minimis levels or the
numerical values of major source thresholds for nonattainment pollutants); or,

e Conflict with adopted air quality management plan policies or programs.

The environmental impact methodology for air quality impacts presented in this EA is derived
from the U.S. Air Force (USAF) Manual 32-7002, Environmental Compliance and Pollution
Prevention (February 2020). Emissions were estimated using the USAF’s Air Conformity
Applicability Model ([ACAM]; version 5.021a), which models emissions based on the inputs and
estimates air emissions for each specific criteria and precursor pollutant, as defined in the NAAQS.
The calculated emissions are then compared against the applicable threshold based on the
attainment status of the ROL. If the annual net increase in emissions from the Proposed Action are
below the applicable thresholds, then the Proposed Action and alternatives are not considered
significant and would not be subject to further conformity determination. ACAM modeling inputs
for the Proposed Action included land clearing, grading, and paving for intersection and roadway
improvements, and trenching to install the subsurface piping for sanitary sewerage and natural gas.
Assumptions of the model, methods, and detailed summary results are provided in Appendix J of
this EA.

4.5.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.5.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the Proposed Action, short-term emissions would be generated from fugitive dust from
grading/site preparation, the equipment used to construct the mitigation elements at each
intersection, workers commuting to and from the work sites, the delivery of aggregate (e.g., asphalt
and stone), asphalt curing, and to create trenches in subsurface soil where utility piping would be
installed and then backfilled with the original soil or clean fill. Detailed inputs and emissions
factors are presented in Appendix J.

Fugitive Dust

The Proposed Action would temporarily expose soil that previously was covered with asphalt or
vegetation. Construction activities often generate fugitive dust when soils become exposed and
subjected to mechanical or natural disturbance. The amount of fugitive dust, also referred to as
total suspended particles, can be estimated from the area of ground surface exposed, the type and
intensity of activity, soil type and conditions, wind speed, and dust control measures used.

To limit fugitive dust emissions, construction BMPs would be used by the construction contractor.
The BMPs would include spraying exposed soils with water to suppress dust, keeping loose soil
off roadways by removing loose soil from mobile construction equipment, halting construction
activities during high wind events (>50 mph), and covering soil stockpiles with tarps.

Fugitive dust would not be generated once soil is covered with asphalt, vegetation, or stone, and
construction is complete. Therefore, there would be no long-term fugitive dust impact from
construction.

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
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Off-Road Construction Equipment

Construction of the intersection and roadway improvements, as well as trenching, would require
off-road construction equipment, such as excavators, graders, trenchers, compactors, pavers, and
rollers. This equipment would be used to remove existing asphalt and soil, install new base
materials, new asphalt, create trenches, and backfill and compact soil. This equipment uses diesel-
fueled internal combustion engines, which emit criteria pollutants when in use. This off-road
equipment is not designed for routine travel on roadways and therefore is delivered on a trailer bed
for use at a designated work site.

To limit emissions from off-road construction equipment, the contractor would utilize Tier 4-type
engines, prohibit excessive idling, adhere to equipment maintenance programs, use particulate
filters, and use ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel when possible.

Once construction at a given work area is complete, the off-road equipment would be removed,
and emissions would stop. Therefore, there would be no long-term impact on air quality from oft-
road construction equipment.

On-Road Heavy-Duty Construction Vehicles

Construction of the action alternatives would utilize on-road heavy-duty vehicles, such as semi-
trucks with multi-axle trailers, which can transport off-road construction equipment and materials,
such as asphalt and aggregate and other materials and supplies to each work area. On-road heavy
duty construction/haul trucks use diesel-fueled internal combustion engines, which emit criteria
pollutants when in use.

To limit emissions from on-road heavy duty vehicles, the contractor would utilize Tier 4-type
engines, prohibit excessive idling, adhere to equipment maintenance programs, use particulate
filters, and use ULSD fuel when possible. Additionally, off-road construction equipment would
only be mobilized at the start and end of construction at a given site, such that the travel distance
of on-road heavy duty equipment delivery vehicles is limited.

Once construction at a given work area is complete, on-road heavy duty vehicles would no longer
travel to that area and emissions would stop. Therefore, there would be no long-term impact on air
quality from on-road heavy duty construction vehicles.

Construction Workers’ Vehicle Emissions

Gasoline-fueled passenger vehicles used by construction workers to travel to and from each
construction area would generate criteria pollutants. During the construction phase, construction
workers may temporarily reside in local area lodging, even if they originate from outside of the
National Capital Region. The emissions estimates for construction workers’ vehicles assume that
workers would have a 20-mile round trip to and from local area lodging and each construction site.

To limit emissions from passenger vehicles, the contractor would promote carpooling and prohibit
engine idling once at the work site.

Once construction at a given work area is complete, construction workers’ passenger vehicles
would no longer travel to that area and emissions would stop. Therefore, there would be no long-
term impact on air quality from passenger vehicles.
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Asphalt Curing

Emissions of VOCs would be generated during the asphalt curing process at intersections and
roadways where new asphalt paving occurs. Approximately 12.5 acres of roadways would require
new asphalt. The VOC emissions would be temporary and dissipate following up to 24 hours of
curing.

Operational Impacts

Once the construction activities are completed, Alternative 1 would not generate emissions and
there would be no long-term adverse impacts on air quality. Transportation models prepared for
USACE as part of the TIS (BEP 2020) concluded that traffic flow would be improved at the
mitigated intersections, reducing vehicle queuing times and the associated emissions, benefiting
air quality as compared to existing conditions.

4.5.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Incremental impacts from emissions of criteria pollutants during the Proposed Action construction
period (Alternative 1 or 2), when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, have been considered. No significant impacts were identified. The addition of the
Proposed Action emissions to emissions from other projects would not change the attainment
status of any criteria pollutant in Prince George’s County or elsewhere in Maryland. Additionally,
Proposed Action emissions generated at an ROI would not persist at that ROI and would be
distributed to the atmosphere throughout the region.

4.5.1.3 CONCLUSION

NOx, PMio, and PM> 5 are the criteria pollutants of greatest concern with respect to the Proposed
Action. NOy emissions are generated by construction equipment and employee vehicle engines
and would contribute to regional O3 concentrations. PM emissions result from excavation, grading,
and vehicle and equipment exhaust. Total emissions associated with construction of the Proposed
Action under Alternative 1 were estimated using ACAM (Table 4-2). Based on these estimates,
none of the estimated emissions associated with constructing the Proposed Action under
Alternative 1 are above the conformity threshold values established at 40 CFR Part 93.153(b) and
would not interfere with MD SIPs for NAAQS. Therefore, the requirements of the General
Conformity Rule are not applicable.
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Table 4-2. Emissions for All Construction Activities under Alternative 1

Pollutant Action Emissions | Action Emissions GENERAL CONFORMITY
(ton/yr) (ton/yr)
De minimis Exceedance (Yes or
threshold (ton/yr) No)
Year 2027 2028 [40 CFR
93.153(b)(1,2)]
vocC 0.028 0.659 25 No
NO«x 0.193 5.044 25 No
Cco 0.302 7.142 100 No
Sulfur Oxide (SOx) 0.001 0.012 100 No
PMio 2.7 67.185 100 No
PM:zs 0.007 0.181 100 No

4.5.2 ALTERNATIVE 2

The same approach for estimating emissions under Alternative 1 was used for Alternative 2. As a
result, the air quality analysis methodology is the same for both alternatives; the only difference is
the number of criteria pollutants emitted by each alternative. The difference in construction
between alternatives is limited to the alignment for the proposed sanitary sewerage system. Under
Alternative 2, new subsurface sanitary sewerage piping would extend southwest from the CPF to
Powder Mill Road and terminate near Indian Creek. A comparison of Alternatives 1 and 2 sanitary
sewer construction differences is presented in Table 4-3. There are no other differences between
Alternatives 1 and 2.

Table 4-3. Differences in Sanitary Sewerage Construction Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Action Location of sanitary sewerage trenching and Length | Estimated construction
Alternative piping (linear period (months)
feet)
Alternative 1 |From CPF, cross Odell Road and extend north, 800 1
terminate south of Ammendale Way
Alternative 2 |From CPF, extend southwest across BARC, cross 4,900 3
Powder Mill Road, terminate near Indian Creek

4.5.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Emissions would be slightly higher for Alternative 2, in comparison with Alternative 1, due to the
longer distance for trenching and a longer construction period. Temporary air quality impacts to
the ROI encompassing the residences near the intersection of Powder Mill Road and Edmonston
Road would occur during the trenching and pipe installation at this intersection. The Alternative 2
emissions estimates are presented in Table 4-4.
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Table 4-4. Emissions for All Construction Activities under Alternative 2

Pollutant Action Emissions | Action Emissions GENERAL CONFORMITY
(ton/yr) (ton/yr)
De minimis Exceedance (Yes or
threshold (ton/yr) No)
[40 CFR
Year 2027 2028 Sl
voC 0.028 0.66 25 No
NOx 0.193 5.063 25 No
CcO 0.302 7.155 100 No
SO« 0.001 0.012 100 No
PMio 2.7 69.143 100 No
PM:s 0.007 0.181 100 No

4.5.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts to air quality and sensitive receptors would be the same as under Alternative
1, as described in Section 4.1.12.2.

4.5.2.3 CONCLUSION

Total emissions associated with construction of the Proposed Action under Alternative 2 were
estimated for each phase of construction (Table 4-2). Based on these estimates, none of the
estimated emissions associated with constructing the Proposed Action under Alternative 2 are
above the conformity threshold values established at 40 CFR Part 93.153(b) or above MD SIP
thresholds. Therefore, the requirements of the General Conformity Rule are not applicable.

4.5.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.5.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed intersection and other roadway improvements and
sanitary sewerage extensions would not be constructed. Emissions from vehicles would continue
to be generated within the primary ROI and each intersection ROI. Therefore, there would be no
new impacts on air quality under the No Action Alternative.

4.5.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, cumulative impacts to air quality would continue to be generated
from past, present, and proposed future projects. The No Action alternative would not contribute
to these cumulative impacts.

4.5.3.3 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative, the ambient air quality environment and GHG emissions would
remain unchanged.

4.6 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS

This section identifies and discloses potential air quality impacts from GHG emissions associated
with the Proposed Action, Alternative 2, and the No Action Alternative.
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The emissions of carbon dioxide (CO») equivalent (COze) were estimated using ACAM for each
alternative. CO2e means the number of metric tons of CO2 emissions with the same global warming
potential as one metric ton of another GHG and is calculated using Equation A-1 in 40 CFR Part
98 (USEPA 2023d). Detailed inputs and emissions factors used to estimate GHG emissions are
presented in Appendix J.

A significance threshold has not been established for GHG emissions and climate change. The
change in climate conditions is a global effect. The GHG emissions from the Proposed Action
would not have a significant impact on climate change vulnerability because the Proposed Action
would have a negligible contribution on the overall quantity of GHGs emitted locally, regionally,
nationally, and globally. However, this section includes an estimate of GHG emissions.
Additionally, an estimate of the social cost of carbon (the cost associated with emitting GHG) is
also provided. The detailed calculations to estimate the social cost of carbon are presented in
Appendix J.

4.6.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.6.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Emissions from on-road heavy and light-duty diesel-fueled trucks associated with the delivery and
distribution of construction materials (e.g., asphalt and stone), construction workers’ passenger
vehicles, and construction of roadway improvements were included in this analysis. As previously
stated, a significant threshold has not been established for GHG emissions and climate change, as
these changes in climate conditions are considered a global effect. Table 4-2 includes a summary
of the estimated emissions of GHGs due to implementation of the Proposed Action under
Alternative 1.

The estimated social cost of carbon was compared against existing state, national, and global
estimates for the same time period. This comparison helps stakeholders evaluate the relative
contribution and costs associated with Alternative 1. Implementing Alternative 1 would generate
1,315 tons of COze, estimated to cost $114,400. The total social cost of carbon for Alternative 1 is
less than 0.0007% of the state, 0.000007% U.S., and 0.00000092% of global costs over the same
time period. These estimates indicate that the social cost of carbon under Alternative 1 represents
a negligible percentage across different areas over the same time period.

4.6.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

While GHG emissions would be produced during construction, it is anticipated that the Proposed
Action under Alternative 1 would cause a negligible impact to GHG emissions over long-term and
short-term periods. This is because the additional GHGs represents a negligible contribution to the
overall GHG emissions generated regionally, statewide, nationally, and globally. In addition,
mitigation efforts can be implemented to reduce nominal contributions to GHG.

4.6.1.3 CONCLUSION

Emissions from the Proposed Action under Alternative 1 within the primary and intersection ROIs
would increase more than the No Action Alternative, but the emissions would be dispersed by
normal weather patterns (wind, precipitation) and, in conjunction with mitigation efforts, would
result in negligible impacts.

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
Supplemental Environmental Assessment 4-17 April 2024



2089
2090

2091
2092
2093

2094
2095
2096
2097
2098
2099
2100

2101

2102
2103
2104

2105
2106
2107
2108
2109
2110
2111

2112

2113
2114
2115

2116
2117

2118
2119
2120
2121
2122

2123

2124
2125

2126

2127
2128

Draft: Environmental Assessment Beltsville, MD

4.6.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.6.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Table 4-4 presents a summary of the estimated emissions of GHGs due to implementation of the
Proposed Action under Alternative 2. Less than significant thresholds for GHG emissions and climate
change have been estimated.

The estimated social cost of carbon was compared against existing state, national, and global
estimates for the same time period. This comparison helps stakeholders evaluate the relative
contribution and costs associated with Alternative 2. Implementing Alternative 2 would generate
1,324 tons of COze, estimated to cost $114,620. The total social cost of carbon for Alternative 2 is
less than 0.0007% of the state, 0.000007% U.S., and 0.00000092% of global costs over the same
time period. These estimates indicate that the social cost of carbon under Alternative 2 represents
a negligible percentage across different areas over the same time period.

4.6.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Emissions of VOCs would be generated during the asphalt curing process (specific to the
intersection mitigation elements). There are approximately 12.45 acres of roadway for the
improved intersections which would require new asphalt.

While GHG emissions would be produced during construction creating short term impacts these
impacts under Alternative 2 are less than significant. It is anticipated that the Proposed Action
under Alternative 2 would not cause a perceivable lasting impact to GHG emissions because the
additional GHGs represents a negligible contribution to the overall GHG emissions generated
regionally, statewide, nationally, and globally long-term. Mitigation efforts to reduce short-term
GHGs can be implemented by maintaining equipment in good working order, limiting engine
idling, and using emission control technology on construction equipment.

4.6.2.3 CONCLUSION

Emissions from the Proposed Action under Alternative 2 within the primary and intersection ROIs
would increase in the short-term but not add to regional and global GHG emissions creating less
than significant impacts.

4.6.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.6.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed intersection and other roadway improvements and
sanitary sewerage extensions would not be constructed. Current stationary and mobile emissions
sources generating GHGs, such as industry, residences, and personal and commercial vehicles
traveling within the primary ROI and each intersection ROI, would continue to operate. Therefore,
the No Action Alternative would have no impact on GHG emissions.

4.6.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, cumulative impacts to GHG emissions would continue to be
generated from past, present, and proposed future projects.

4.6.3.3 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative, the current GHG emission sources and volumes would remain
unchanged.
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4.7 WATER RESOURCES
For this analysis, BEP defined a significant adverse impact as one that would:

e Permanently alter, dam, divert, or redirect more than 200 linear feet of a jurisdictional
stream segment; or alter hydrological connections to WUS. The 200 linear feet of potential
disturbance is based on WUS mitigation thresholds for CWA Section 404/401 permitting
(e.g., the Maryland State Programmatic General Permit [MDSPGP-5]) (USACE 2016).

e Adversely change the volume, rate, or quality of stormwater discharged from the Project
Area, and/or increase erosion and sedimentation on and off site, such that BEP would
degrade the quality of nearby surface waters, exceed applicable pollutant Total Maximum
Daily Loads, and/or violate requirements of Section 438 of the EISA.

e Release concentrations of contaminants exceeding applicable Maximum Contaminant
Levels to aquifers underlying the Project Area or inhibit groundwater recharge such that a
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local water table occurs.

¢ Not be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with one or more enforceable policies
of the Maryland CZMA.

4.7.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.7.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS
Surface Waters and Water Quality

As stated in Section 3.6.1, six streams were identified by USACE Baltimore District biologists
within the proposed boundaries of traffic and utility improvement Project Area. Alternative 1
would result in up to 0.2 acre of impact to streams WUS-T1, T2, T3, and T4 near the Edmonston
Road traffic improvements footprint. These streams are tributaries to Indian Creek, which could
potentially experience indirect impacts due to impacts to the tributaries. Alternative 1 could also
impact up to 0.04 acre of streams WUS-T5 and T6 for installation of the new sanitary sewer line.
If impacts were to occur, they would be mitigated according to 404(b)(1) guidelines. Therefore,
impacts to surface waters would be less than significant.

Floodplains

Alternative 1 would result in a minor expansion of the existing roadway along Edmonston Road
and this would have less than significant impacts to the adjacent 100-year floodplain, as some of
the existing floodplain area would be converted to pavement.

Wetlands

A wetland delineation was performed by USACE Baltimore District biologists in October 2023
(BEP 2023b). The USACE team placed numbered flags along the limits of eleven wetlands and
six WUS within the Project Area.

The proposed traffic and utility improvements specified in Alternative 1 would likely impact
Wetlands 1, 3, 4-b, and 8. Approximately 4% (0.37 acre) of Wetland 1, 17% (0.06 acre) of Wetland
3, 24% (0.005 acre) of Wetland 4-b, and 42% (0.06 acre) of Wetland 8 would be impacted. In total,
Alternative 1 would result in approximately 0.5 acre of wetlands within the Project Area, or 3%
of all wetlands on site (approximately 13.7 acres total). All these impacts would be completely
mitigated according to 404(b)(1) guidelines and State 401 Water Quality Certification, as outlined
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in Section 1.4.6, resulting in no net loss of wetland quantity or quality. For that reason, the impact
is considered less than significant.

Stormwater

Surface water runoff from the BARC campus feeds into surface water bodies via natural drainage
patterns. Alternative 1 would have negligible impacts to stormwater.

Both action alternatives would increase total impervious area in the ROI, thereby increasing the
amount of stormwater runoff in the immediate vicinity of traffic and utilities mitigation projects.
This could have a less than significant impact on some portions of the Project Area, particularly
near the proposed CPF entry road and adjacent to Edmonston Road, due to underlying hydrologic
conditions at these sites. Potential impacts would be minimized using green infrastructure and low-
impact development features established in Section 438 of the EISA, such as those planned for the
adjacent BEP project, including “rainwater harvesting, pervious paving, and micro-bioretention”
as a part of the proposed CPF plan to retain and reuse 100-percent of stormwater on-site (M-
NCPPC 2023). Runoff resulting from the proposed CPF entry road, which would supplant part of
one wetland and potentially impact another, would be included in onsite stormwater management.
In addition, 0.69 acre of stormwater management improvements are proposed within the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway LOD.

Portions of Edmonston Road lie within the FEMA-designated 100-year flood zone, which could
affect stormwater conditions in several adjacent traffic mitigation areas; see the Floodplains
section above for more information. Elsewhere in the Project Area, effects on stormwater would
be negligible. Aboveground utilities are not expected to impact stormwater conditions in the ROI.

Any potential discharges within the Tier II watershed of Beaverdam Creek would undergo a Tier
IT Antidegradation Review by MDE if required. Satisfaction of this review is required to obtain
applicable state permits. Refer to correspondence by MDE in Appendix B.

Coastal Zone

Maryland’s coastal zone includes all of Prince George’s County, including the Project Area. The
project would have no impact on the Anacostia River or Chesapeake Bay. The federal consistency
determination is in Appendix E.

4.7.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Incremental impacts to water resources from Alternative 1, when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, have been considered. No significant effects were identified.
The impacts that Alternative 1 would have on water resources would primarily be to wetlands.
These impacts would be fully mitigated in accordance with MDE and USACE requirements and
would result in no net loss of wetlands, including function. Therefore, the Proposed Action would
have a less than significant contribution to cumulative impacts.

4.7.1.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in less than significant impacts to water resources.
Construction of Alternative 1 with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would result
in less than significant cumulative impacts to water resources.
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4.7.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.7.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Alternative 2 has the same footprint as Alternative 1 for the traffic improvements. The only
difference between the two is the sanitary sewer alignment. The sanitary sewer alignment under
Alternative 2 would have the potential for additional wetland and stream impact beyond those
already discussed for Alternative 1, specifically a larger footprint of impact to Wetland 1.
Alternative 2 would impact approximately 11% (1.04 acres) of Wetland 1. In total, Alternative 2
would impact approximately 8% (1.2 acres) of wetlands in the Project Area. While Alternative 2
would have a slightly larger impact to streams WUS-1 and WUS-2 (an additional 0.012-acre total)
near Edmonston and Powder Mill Roads compared to Alternative 1, there would be no impact to
WUS-5 and WUS-6. Therefore, impacts to water resources under Alternative 2 would still be less
than significant.

4.7.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Incremental impacts to water resources from Alternative 2, when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, have been considered. No significant effects were identified.
The impacts that Alternative 2 would have to water resources would primarily be to wetlands.
These impacts would be fully mitigated in accordance with MDE and USACE requirements and
would result in no net loss of wetlands, including function. There would be less than significant
contribution to cumulative impacts.

4.7.2.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in short-term, less than significant impacts and long-
term, negligible impacts to aesthetics and visual resources. Construction of Alternative 2 with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would result in less than significant cumulative
impacts to aesthetics and visual resources.

4.7.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.7.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

The No Action Alternative would have no impacts on water resources beyond those considered in
BEP’s 2021 EIS.

4.7.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The No Action Alternative would have no cumulative impacts on water resources beyond those
considered in BEP’s 2021 EIS.

4.7.3.3 CONCLUSION

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on water resources beyond those considered in
BEP’s 2021 EIS.

4.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
For this analysis, BEP defined a significant adverse impact as one that would:

e Substantially reduce regionally or locally important habitat.
e Substantially diminish a regionally or locally important plant or animal species.
e Adversely affect recovery of a federal or state listed species.
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4.8.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

4.8.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Vegetation

Under Alternative 1, it is likely there would be impacts to vegetation in forested habitat associated
with the wetland system along Edmonston Road and within the sanitary sewer alignment north of
Odell Road. Up to 1.7 acres of forested habitat could be impacted; however, impacts from the
project would mostly be limited to grasses, sedges, and other herbaceous species because the limit
of disturbance contains only a small portion of forested habitat. Mitigation would be in compliance
with the Maryland Forest Conservation Act, and a Forest Conservation Plan would be developed
if required. Approximately 0.07 acre of trees on private property would be removed for the sanitary
sewer alignment under Alternative 1. Within the Baltimore-Washington Parkway LOD,
approximately 0.3 acre of trees would be removed, or an estimated 22 trees. While this would
result in a long-term adverse impact on vegetation within the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, the
corridor is heavily forested and the removal of approximately 22 trees would not noticeably alter
the vegetated setting or noticeable reduce available habitat for suburban species. BEP would
continue to work with NPS to incorporate native landscape design in and around stormwater
facilities on NPS land. Approximately 0.52 acres of trees on BARC property would be removed
for the construction of the well access road. Up to 3.03 acres of trees along Edmonston Road may
be removed to accommodate the roadway improvements within that LOD.

Wildlife

Wildlife species in the Project Areas are common to semi-rural/suburban areas in central
Maryland. There would not be a substantial loss of habitat, therefore the impacts to wildlife would
be negligible.

Federal- and State-Listed Species

In a letter dated January 23, 2024, the USFWS provided coordination regarding federally listed
species (Appendix B). It stated:

“This proposed project is within the range of the northern long-eared bat, a federally listed
endangered species. This project as proposed is 'not likely to adversely affect’ the northern long-
eared bat because tree removal is minimal (3.92 acres of trees will be removed) and no maternity
roosts or hibernacula are present within the project area.

There is a proposed rule to list the tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus) as an endangered species.
A final listing determination will be made in fiscal year 2024. If forest clearing has not occurred
prior to the final listing decision for this species, re-initiation of consultation with the Service
should occur.

The monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) is a candidate species and not yet listed or proposed for
listing. There are no Section 7 requirements for candidate species. Except for occasional transient
individuals, no other federally proposed or listed threatened or endangered species are known to
exist within the project area. Should project plans change, or if additional information on the
distribution of listed or proposed species becomes available, this determination may be
reconsidered.” As such, there would be no anticipated impact to federally listed species. Any tree
clearing would occur outside the active season for both the NLEB and tricolored bat (refer to
measures in Appendix C).
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As stated in Section 3.1.14, MDNR has concurred there are no state listed species in the Project
Area. Impacts to FIDS habitat would be in compliance with the Maryland Forest Conservation Act
as described under the analysis for impacts to vegetation. .

Bald Eagles

No bald eagle nests exist within the traffic and utility mitigation boundaries. Alternative 1 would
have no impact on bald eagles.

Special Status Species — Migratory Birds

As stated in Section 0, migratory birds use BARC for seasonal feeding grounds, breeding grounds,
or for temporary stop-over during migration. It is possible that there could be short-term less than
significant impacts to Special Status Species. This would end when construction is over.
Alternative 1 would include removal of canopy trees. These trees would be mitigated in a sufficient
manner to result in a less than significant impact to Special Status Species.

4.8.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Incremental impacts to biological resources from Alternative 1, when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, have been considered. No significant effects were
identified. The impacts that Alternative 1 would have on biological resources would primarily be
to vegetation, forests, and Special Status Species. These would be less than significant and fully
mitigated. Impacts to forest stands would be mitigated in coordination with the Maryland Forest
Conservation Act, and Special Status Species would be mitigated in accordance with Section 7 of
ESA. There would be a less than significant contribution to cumulative impacts.

4.8.1.3 CONCLUSION

The impacts from Alternative 1 to biological resources would be less than significant.
4.8.2 ALTERNATIVE 2

4.8.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Alternative 2 has the same footprint as Alternative 1 for the traffic improvements. The only
difference between the two is the sanitary sewer alignment. The sewer alignment under Alternative
2 would have the potential for additional impacts to vegetation and Special Status Species beyond
those already discussed for Alternative 1. Impacts to forested habitat would be less than under
Alternative 1, at approximately 1.0 acre. These impacts would be less than significant but would
require additional mitigation actions to be considered overall negligible. Additionally, there would
be no removal of trees on private property. As under Alternative 1, BEP is also working with NPS
to incorporate native landscape design in and around stormwater facilities on NPS land.

4.8.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Incremental impacts to biological resources from Alternative 2, when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, have been considered. No significant effects were
identified. The impacts that Alternative 2 would have on biological resources would primarily be
to vegetation, forests, and Special Status Species. These would be less than significant and fully
mitigated. Impacts to forest stands would be mitigated in coordination with the Maryland Forest
Conservation Act, and Special Status Species would be mitigated in accordance with Section 7 of
ESA. There would be a less than significant contribution to cumulative impacts.
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4.8.2.3 CONCLUSION

The impacts from Alternative 2 to biological resources would be less than significant.
4.8.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

4.8.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

The No Action Alternative would have no impacts on biological resources beyond those
considered in BEP’s 2021 EIS.

4.8.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The No Action Alternative would have no cumulative impacts on biological resources beyond
those considered in BEP’s 2021 EIS.

4.8.3.3 CONCLUSION

The No Action Alternative would have no impacts on biological resources beyond those
considered in BEP’s 2021 EIS.

4.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES
For this analysis, BEP defined significant adverse impact on cultural resources as one that would:

e result in negative impacts to cultural resources that are listed or are eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP);

e ccase all activities related to historic and cultural resources interpretive programs that are
sponsored by state and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, historic preservation groups
or re-enactment groups; and

e permanently alter visual character or “sense of place” in the ROI (please see aesthetics and
visual resources section).

4.9.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.9.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Archaeological Resources

Impacts on the archaeological resources include removal of soils and installation of utilities,
constructing new roads to the new CPF, expanding Edmonston Road, and adding turning lanes at
the Edmonston Road — Beaverdam Road Intersection. There is one archaeological resource in the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway Project Area which would be avoided during construction efforts
and therefore no impacts within that Project Area are expected. Based on the outcomes of the
Phase I Traffic Mitigation and the Phase I Utility Mitigation archaeological surveys, the Proposed
Action would not have significant impacts on archaeological resources. The Phase I Traffic
Mitigation and the Phase I Utility Mitigation archaeological surveys did not find any
archaeological features that would warrant listing on the NRHP, and no further investigations were
recommended (Knight-Iske 2022, Knight-Iske 2023). The Maryland State Historic Preservation
Officer concurred with this finding via correspondence dated 23 August 2022 and 22 December
2023. Furthermore, BEP has determined that the Proposed Action would have no adverse effect
on historic properties, and USDA and NPS have concurred with this determination as well (see
Appendix B).
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Architectural Resources

Under the Proposed Action, there would be short-term, less than significant adverse impacts to
architectural resources. While the Project Areas lie within the BARC Historic District and/or the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway Historic District, the roadway and utility improvements are in line
with existing viewsheds of these districts. Impacts to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway
northbound ramps and southbound ramps at Powder Mill Road may include, but are not limited
to, lane widening, addition of turn lanes, addition of new signage, and addition of traffic control
devices. While there would be minor impacts to the viewshed of these districts during construction
due to the presence of construction equipment and lay down areas, these visual impacts would
cease upon completion of construction. Similarly, the improvements proposed in this location are
consistent with the existing setting and feeling of the Parkway. While there would be minimal
vegetation removal of up to 0.3 acres or approximately 22 trees, the Parkway would retain its
vegetated setting. There is one bridge over Powder Mill Road that would not be affected during
construction. The alignment of the road to the bridge and on the bridge would stay the same. The
improvements would not impact the Historic District’s listing on the NRHP. As a result, BEP has
determined that the Proposed Action would have no adverse effect on historic properties, and
USDA and NPS have concurred with this determination (see Appendix B).

Cultural Landscapes

Under the Proposed Action, there would be short-term, adverse impacts to the cultural landscapes.
The Project Area mostly lies on BARC and a smaller portion of the Project Area includes a small
portion of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Short-term impacts would include restricted access
to the Project Area, minor alterations to the landscape as described above, and increased noise
during the Proposed Action, however these impacts would be less than significant. BEP has
determined that the Proposed Action would have no adverse effect on historic properties, including
cultural landscapes, and USDA and NPS have concurred with this determination as well (see
Appendix B).

4.9.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

With the completion of archaeological surveys within the Project Area, Alternative 1 would have
negligible to minor impacts to cultural resources. Past, present, and foreseeable future projects
have resulted in minor cumulative impacts on cultural resources from earth disturbance activities,
changes to the viewshed, removal of structures, and changes to the landscape within the Project
Area. Alternative 1 would contribute to a small increment of the cumulative impacts and would be
less than significant in the context of the existing resources present within the area.

4.9.1.3 CONCLUSION

The Proposed Action includes installation of new utility lines; removal of soils, trees, and
structures; lane widening, new turn lanes; signage; and traffic control devices. When considered
in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, the Proposed
Action would have less-than-significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources. As there are no
significant archaeological resources, architectural resources, or cultural landscapes within the
Project Areas, this project would not be expected to have any impacts to cultural resources;
however, other actions within the ROI may still contribute to cumulative, less than significant,
adverse impacts to cultural resources. As a result, the Baltimore-Washington Parkway Historic
District and the BARC Historic District would retain integrity in terms of location, setting, and
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materials, and association due to the small areas being impacted by the Proposed Action. The
Baltimore-Washington Parkway Historic District and the BARC Historic District would maintain
their eligibility for listing on the National Register under the Proposed Action.

In the event of an unanticipated discovery of an archaeological resource, including paleontological
resources (e.g., dinosaur bones), during construction, ground-disturbing activities in the vicinity
of the resource would be suspended, and a cultural resources specialist meeting the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR 61) would determine if an
Unanticipated Discovery Plan should be developed and implemented. BEP would also consult
with the MHT and other interested parties, including federally recognized Tribes, regarding the
inadvertently discovered resource(s) and comply with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) and other applicable regulations.

4.9.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.9.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Anticipated impacts to archaeological resources, architectural resources, and cultural landscape
would be the same for Alternative 2 as for Alternative 1, as described in Section 4.1.24.1.

4.9.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts to archaeological resources, architectural resources, and cultural landscape
would be the same for Alternative 2 as for Alternative 1, as described in Section 4.1.24.2.

4.9.2.3 CONCLUSION

Impacts to archaeological resources, architectural resources, and cultural landscape would be the
same for Alternative 2 as for Alterative 1.

4.9.2.4 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative BEP would not perform any improvements to traffic or utilities;
therefore, there would be no impacts to archaeological resources, architectural resources, or
cultural landscapes.

4.9.2.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts to archaeological
resources, architectural resources, or cultural landscapes.

4.9.2.6 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative BEP would not perform any mitigation efforts to traffic or
utilities; therefore, there would be no impacts to archaeological resources, architectural resources,
or cultural landscapes.

4.10 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

For this analysis, BEP defined a significant adverse impact on aesthetics and visual resources as
one that would:

¢ introduce discordant elements or remove important (i.e., visually appealing) elements in a
previously cohesive and valued landscape,

e Obstruct historically or aesthetically valued vistas, or

e permanently alter visual character or “sense of place” in the ROL.
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4.10.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.10.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

During construction of Alternative 1 there would be short-term, less than significant adverse
impacts to aesthetics and visual resources due to the presence of construction equipment at work
sites and the construction laydown area. As stated in Section 4.1.24, construction would also result
in short-term, adverse impacts to aesthetics and visual resources of cultural landscapes at BARC
and Baltimore-Washington Parkway due to minor alterations to the landscape, including up to 0.3
acres of vegetation removal. However, once the construction of traffic and utility improvements is
complete, impacts to aesthetics and visual resources should cease. Additionally, as construction
activities would occur primarily during normal business hours during the day, lighting levels in
the ROI would not change from the status quo.

The traffic improvements included as part of Alternative 1 would be similar in aesthetics to the
existing roadways within the ROI. As these would be additions to existing roads, the viewsheds,
even along the designated scenic and historic roads and within the BARC Historic District, would
be in line with existing conditions. Within the Baltimore-Washington Parkway LOD,
approximately 0.3 acre of trees would be removed, slightly altering the existing vegetation
conditions, but not changing the overall vegetated feeling at the intersection with Powder Mill
Road. The PEPCO electric lines and Verizon service lines would be installed within an existing
powerline easement; additional poles installed along Odell Road would be for the purpose of
supporting existing lines and would have minimal impacts to views. New sanitary sewer and gas
lines would be located underground and would have no effect on aesthetics or viewsheds post-
construction. As such, there would be negligible long-term impacts to aesthetics and visual
resources.

4.10.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Construction activities from Alternative 1 along with ongoing and future developments would
cause less than significant adverse cumulative impacts on aesthetics and visual resources in the
ROI due to the presence of active construction sites. However, these impacts would be temporary
and would cease once construction has been completed. Once completed, the Proposed Action,
along with other developments in the vicinity, would be visible to residences and businesses along
roadways in the ROI and result in a permanent change to the existing viewshed. Cumulative
impacts to aesthetics and visual resources, however, would be less than significant, as ongoing,
and reasonably foreseeable future developments would be consistent with the existing rural-
suburban visual landscape.

4.10.1.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in short-term, less than significant impacts and long-
term, negligible impacts to aesthetics and visual resources. Construction of Alternative 1 with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would result in less than significant cumulative
impacts to aesthetics and visual resources.

4.10.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.10.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described
in Section 4.1.26.1.
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4.10.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be the same as under Alternative 1,
as described in Section 4.1.26.2.

4.10.2.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in short-term, less than significant impacts and long-
term, negligible impacts to aesthetics and visual resources. Construction of Alternative 2 with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would result in less than significant cumulative
impacts to aesthetics and visual resources.

4.10.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.10.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative BEP would not perform any improvements to traffic or utilities;
therefore, there would be no impacts to aesthetics and visual resources.

4.10.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts to aesthetics or visual
resources.

4.10.3.3 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no long-term or short-term impacts to aesthetics
or visual resources. Consequently, there would be no cumulative impacts.

4.11 SOCIOECONOMICS

For this analysis, BEP assumed that a significant impact would occur if current demographic or
economic conditions were changed in a way that would be notable and harmful for surrounding
communities and residents.

4.11.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.11.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Alternative 1 would result in short-term beneficial socioeconomic impacts. Construction of the
roadway improvements would require purchasing materials and supplies from local or regional
vendors. Should the construction contractor employ workers from outside the region, workers may
also spend money locally for food and lodging. This spending would be considered beneficial on
the local economy. In the context of the greater DC-Baltimore region, however, this beneficial
impact would be small and potentially immeasurable. Local employment and additional spending
associated with construction would be temporary and would cease upon completion of
improvements. Therefore, beneficial impacts to socioeconomics would be short-term. There would
be no long-term impacts to socioeconomics, as the temporary increase in construction-related
spending and employment would not alter socioeconomic conditions or labor force characteristics
of the ROI. There would be no impacts on overall population, housing, household income, or
community services.

4.11.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A temporary increase in local spending associated with construction and employment to support
construction of Alternative 1 and ongoing and future developments may result in beneficial
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cumulative impacts on socioeconomic conditions. Construction workforces would generate sales,
taxes, and revenue locally, particularly for construction of larger projects such as the High-Speed
Superconducting Magnetic Levitation System, the new FBI HQ in Greenbelt, and updates to the
James J. Rowley Training Center and FDA Muikirk Road Campus. However, the Proposed
Action’s overall contribution to local spending would represent a very small percentage of the total
spending in the ROI and would be temporary and last only throughout the duration of construction.
Therefore, the Proposed Action’s contribution to cumulative benefits within the ROI would be
short-term and would not substantially alter socioeconomic conditions or labor force
characteristics in the ROI.

4.11.1.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in short-term, beneficial impacts to socioeconomics
during construction. A temporary increase in local construction-related spending and employment
may result during construction of Alternative 1 and ongoing and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, which would have a short-term, cumulative benefit to socioeconomics but would not
substantially alter economic conditions in the ROI.

4.11.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.11.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts to socioeconomics would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in Section
4.1.24.1.

4.11.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts to socioeconomics would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in
Section 4.1.24.2.

4.11.2.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in short-term, beneficial impacts to socioeconomics
during construction. A temporary increase in local construction-related spending and employment
may result during construction of Alternative 2 and ongoing and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, which would have a short-term, cumulative benefit to socioeconomics but would not
substantially alter economic conditions in the ROL

4.11.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.11.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative BEP would not perform any improvements to traffic or utilities;
therefore, there would be no impacts to socioeconomics.

4.11.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts to socioeconomic
resources.

4.11.3.3 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no long-term or short-term impacts to
socioeconomics. Consequently, there would be no cumulative impacts.

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
Supplemental Environmental Assessment 4-29 April 2024



2569

2570
2571
2572
2573
2574
2575

2576
2577
2578
2579

2580
2581
2582

2583

2584
2585
2586
2587
2588
2589
2590
2591

2592
2593
2594
2595
2596

2597
2598
2599
2600
2601
2602
2603
2604
2605
2606
2607

2608
2609
2610

Draft: Environmental Assessment Beltsville, MD

4.12 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

EO 12898 and EO 14096 stipulate that each agency should carry out environmental reviews under
NEPA “consistent with the statute and its implementing regulations and through the exercise of
the agency's expertise and technical judgment.” Mitigation measures outlined or analyzed in an
environmental assessment, environmental impact statement, or record of decision, whenever
feasible, should then address “significant and adverse environmental impacts of the proposed
Federal action” on communities with EJ concerns.

As discussed in Section 1.1.11, EO 14096 calls on Federal agencies to remove barriers to the
meaningful involvement of the public in decision-making and EO 14091 encourages Federal
agencies to conduct proactive engagement with members of underserved communities to inform
the design of regulatory agendas and plans.

The following sections describe the public engagement efforts and the minimization and mitigation
efforts that would help to ensure that there are no disproportionate impacts on the communities
with EJ concerns in the EJ ROL.

Public Engagement

During the scoping process for the EIS, BEP received comments from community members that
identified concerns over impacts to residential communities near the activities related to the
proposed CPF. The substantive comments were addressed in BEP’s 2021 EIS. Please refer to the
BEP 2021 EIS and BEP’s Public Scoping Report for further details on all comments received
during the scoping period. See Appendix L for agencies and individuals contacted since the
publication of BEP’s 2021 EIS, including the Vansville Heights Citizens’ Association in May 2022
and the North Creek Homeowners’ Association in July 2023. Both Associations represent
communities in the EJ ROI with EJ concerns.

Many of the comments during the scoping period for the EIS and after indicate the local
community’s concerns about the impacts on traffic congestion and public safety on the surrounding
roads. These impacts are addressed by this Proposed Action to ensure the traffic LOS at each
identified failing intersection meets the applicable thresholds with the increase in traffic
anticipated from the construction and operation of the replacement CPF.

In compliance with EO 14096 and in recognition of the value of community input, BEP held a
community meeting on January 17, 2024. Flyers announcing the meeting were printed in both
English and Spanish, as Spanish is the primary language spoken in the LES households in the EJ
ROI (Table 3-19). Flyers were mailed to residents who directly border the Project Area along
Edmonston Road, Odell Road, and in Rosedale Park (along Beaverdam Road). Flyers were also
mailed to the Homeowner Associations (HOAs) that border the Project Area (Vansville Heights
Citizens’ Association, North Creek Homeowners' Association, and Indian Creek Village). Flyers
were also posted and/or e-mailed to the Vansville Community Center, Beltsville Library, Beltsville
Academy, Vansville Elementary School, a local Hispanic deli, and places of worship within the
EJ ROIL A flyer was e-mailed to Councilman Dernoga who posted it to social media. See
Appendix M for copies of the flyers.

At the open house, BEP displayed five posters in English and Spanish outlining the components
of the Proposed Action with assigned staff to respond to and record any comments or questions
raised by the attendees. The poster topics were: 1) Project overview; 2) Proposed roadway
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improvements; 3) Proposed utilities mitigation; 4) NEPA process and schedule; 5) Environmental
resource areas reviewed for NEPA.

See Appendix M for copies of the posters, a listing of the individuals and organizations that were
invited to the meeting by phone or flyer, and a matrix of comments received from the attendees
along with BEP’s responses. USACE met with SHA on February 6, 2024, to discuss the Proposed
Action and the issues raised at the community meeting. A determination was made to include a
southbound left turn lane along MD 201/Edmonston Rd. and a two-lane approach along Beaver
Dam Rd. (striped for one left turn lane and one right turn lane within the LOD) in the Proposed
Action. See Section 5.1.1 for details.

Identifyving Disproportionate Impacts

EO 14096 instructs agencies to analyze and minimize or mitigate disproportionate and adverse
human health and environmental effects on communities with EJ concerns. For this EA, BEP
analyzed the potential for the communities with EJ concerns to be disproportionately impacted by
the Proposed Action such as through increased pollution, reduced public safety, increased traffic
congestion or noise, adverse human health effects, or by potential cumulative impacts.

4.12.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.12.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

The impacts from the Proposed Action discussed in this Supplemental EA for each individual
resource would not be disproportionate to the communities with EJ concerns. The mitigation
efforts for any potential impacts to the resources analyzed in this EA would ensure that the
Proposed Action does not create disproportionate environmental burdens or risks to vulnerable,
underserved, or overburdened residents living in the EJ ROL

Minimization and mitigation efforts that would help to ensure the Proposed Action does not
disproportionately impact the communities with EJ concerns in the EJ ROI include:

e SHA-approved measures, such as signage and signaling, would be implemented to alert
passersby and minimize safety risks for passing pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists to the
greatest extent possible (see Section 0).

e Noise suppression plans would be in compliance with the Noise Control Act of 1972 and
Prince George’s County Noise Ordinance and the removal of rumble strips on Powder Mill
Road would reduce noise levels and noise complaints from BARC employees and the
community (see Section 0).

e Construction BMPs would limit fugitive dust and construction equipment emissions.
Construction vehicles would only be mobilized at the start and end of construction at a
given site and worker carpooling would be encouraged. De minimis thresholds for
emissions would not be exceeded in Alternative 1 nor 2 (see Section 0).

e Construction BMPs would protect children from potential contact with environmental
contaminants that could be present in excavated soil or stormwater runoff (see Section 0).

e One-way, alternating traffic would be maintained whenever practicable. If through-traffic
on Powder Mill Road, Odell Road, or Edmonston Road must be halted at any point,
adequate and well-marked detours would be established to fully accommodate local traffic.
All roadwork would be conducted in close consultation with local planning authorities (see
Section 0).
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e Construction would not permanently decrease the LOS at the selected or surrounding
intersections nor prevent access to pedestrian and bicycle networks, public transportation
routes, or community parking areas. Construction workers and vehicles would not travel
during the peak hours of the local ROI (i.e., 7:45 to 8:45 a.m. and 5:00 to 6:00 p.m.) (See
section 0).

e Construction vehicles would follow existing truck restrictions on regional and local
roadways (see Section 0).

e Temporary disruptions to utilities would be coordinated with WSSC, Washington Gas,
PEPCO, Verizon, and USDA Utility Management to minimize the impact of disruptions
(see Section 0).

e Any contaminated excavated soils and hazardous materials would be disposed of in
compliance with the MDE construction general permit (see Section 0).

The communities with EJ concerns would benefit from the improvements to existing traffic and
safety conditions with the implementation of Alternative 1, including the improvements to the
bicycle level of traffic stress to the maximum extent practicable following the MD201/Edmonston
Rd. roadway improvements.

4.12.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The cumulative impact of the Proposed Action and the ongoing and reasonably foreseeable future
developments would be negligible as the improvement of the seven intersections would not occur
on the same streets at the same time as any other projects. The planned mitigations for any impacts
of the construction on the resources analyzed in this EA would also mitigate any disproportionate
cumulative impacts.

4.12.1.3 CONCLUSION

The communities with EJ concerns would benefit from the improvements to existing traffic and
safety conditions with the implementation of Alternative 1 and would not experience
disproportionate environmental impacts from the Proposed Action.

4.12.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.12.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

As under Alternative 1, described in Section 4.1.32.1, the communities with EJ concerns would
benefit from the improvements to existing traffic and safety conditions with the implementation
of Alternative 2 and would not experience disproportionate environmental impacts from the
Proposed Action.

4.12.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The cumulative impact of Alternative 2 and the ongoing and reasonably foreseeable future
developments would be the same as those from Alternative 1, as described in Section 4.1.32.2.

4.12.2.3 CONCLUSION

The communities with EJ concerns would benefit from the improvements to existing traffic and
safety conditions with the implementation of Alternative 2 and would not experience
disproportionate environmental impacts from the Proposed Action.
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4.12.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.12.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

The No Action Alternative is the environmentally preferable alternative, as there would be no
impacts to historical, cultural, or natural resources. However, the No Action Alternative would not
improve the existing failing seven intersections identified in BEP’s 2021 EIS, which could
contribute to increased traffic volume and congestion, as well as safety concerns, since several
unsigned intersections are considered unsafe.

4.12.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The cumulative impacts of the No Action Alternative and the ongoing and reasonably foreseeable
future developments could cause disproportionate impacts on the surrounding communities
because the failing LOS at the intersections would not be corrected, including construction and
operation of the new CPF.

4.12.3.3 CONCLUSION

The No Action Alternative would potentially cause disproportionate adverse impacts to the
communities with EJ concerns as the public comments on the EIS indicated the residents already
experience traffic congestion and safety concerns on these and connecting roads and the failing
LOS at the intersections could result in disproportionate impacts during the ongoing and
reasonably foreseeable future projects, including the construction and operation of the new CPF.

4.13 PROTECTION OF CHILDREN

For this analysis, BEP defined a significant adverse impact as one that would directly or indirectly
result in harm to children within the ROI due to an accident or intentionally destructive act during
construction or operation of the Proposed Action.

4.13.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.13.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts to the protection of children are not expected under Alternative 1 because children are not
expected to enter the ROI. Children may travel through construction zones adjacent to the Project
Area as passengers in vehicles, in which case the existing safety procedures would protect children
along with the public. Engineering controls that reduce air pollutant exposure for onsite workers
would also protect children. Construction BMPs would protect children from potential contact
with environmental contaminants that could be present in excavated soil or stormwater runoff.
Following construction, improvements to traffic flow could have a minor beneficial impact on
children in the area.

4.13.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

When considered alongside the effects of other current and future local developments, the traffic
and utilities mitigation projects could have a beneficial cumulative impact on the protection of
children both inside and outside of the ROI by improving existing unsafe conditions on roadways.

4.13.1.3 CONCLUSION

The protection of children is of national importance, and potential effects to childhood health and
safety were carefully assessed during the process of planning traffic and utilities mitigation
projects for the proposed CPF. Although childhood lead poisoning is a particular concern in the
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region, the proposed mitigation projects would not negatively impact this progress. Following
construction, minor beneficial impacts to the protection of children could occur under Alternative
1.

4.13.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.13.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under Alternative 2, increased excavation area would be required to install the Edmonston Road
sanitary sewer option. Increased construction zones would not negatively impact the protection of
children due to existing safety measures during construction. Impacts to the protection of children
under Alternative 2 would be like those under the Preferred Alternative; the protection of children
could experience minor beneficial impacts under either action alternative.

4.13.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 2 would be like those under Alternative 1, as described in
Section 4.1.35.2.

4.13.2.3 CONCLUSION

Alternative 2 could have a minor beneficial impact on the protection of children in the ROI, as
described for Alternative 1 in Section 4.1.35.2.

4.13.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.13.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts to the protection of children under the No Action Alternative would be negligible. Several
intersections slated for improvement under the action alternatives would achieve failing service
levels with no mitigation, which could have a negative impact on the health and safety of local
children who are passengers in vehicles at these intersections. Therefore, minor negative impacts
to the protection of children could occur under the No Action Alternative.

4.13.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Within the ROI, the protection of children during transit could potentially be affected by the No
Action Alternative when combined with impacts from other current and future projects expected
to occur in the area, as additional traffic brought by the new developments could exacerbate
existing unsafe conditions on roadways. Therefore, failure to improve the intersections identified
in the TIS could result in less than significant cumulative impacts to the protection of children.

4.13.3.3 CONCLUSION

Within the ROI for protection of children, negligible, negative impacts to the protection of children
could occur when children pass through unimproved intersections as passengers in vehicles. When
considered with other current and future projects, the No Action Alternative could result in less
than significant, adverse cumulative impacts.

4.14 TRANSPORTATION

This section identifies the potential effects on transportation within the local Project Area that
could occur under the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. Measures to reduce
potential adverse impacts on transportation are also identified. The following assumptions were
included in this effects analysis:
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Fifteen to 25 workers may be present during construction of an intersection improvement.
The number of workers required would depend on the specific construction activity and
safety requirements.

Construction equipment would be staged at the intersection or roadway area undergoing
improvements; off-road heavy construction equipment, such as graders, loaders, and
excavators, would be mobilized to and from the work site only at the start and finish of
construction at each area.

Roadway improvement permits would be obtained from Maryland Department of
Transportation, MD SHA, Prince George’s County DPW&T, and a cooperative agreement
with NPS for intersections associated with the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. BEP
would implement permit requirements and agreements.

All work on MD SHA roadways would conform to the latest approved SHA's
Specifications entitled "Standard Specifications for Construction and Materials," the
Administration's Book of Standards for Highways and Incidental Structures, and the latest
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).

All work on federal and NPS roadways would conform to the latest approved Standard
Specifications for Construction of Roads and Bridges on Federal Highway Projects 2014,
FP-14, and other applicable federal standards.

Permits would not allow construction activities to impede existing traffic flow during the
construction period. Alternate lanes would be established, where necessary, to ensure safe
and regular traffic flow around the construction zone.

All federal, state, and county construction safety measures would be implemented,
monitored, and maintained by the construction contractor at each construction work area.
No interruptions to existing public transit routes.

No substantive change in regional traffic levels and transportation operations.

Baseline and projected traffic volumes associated with both the proposed BEP CPF and
No Action modeled in the Final EIS remain accurate and complete.

Construction workers would commute to the various intersection upgrade construction
sites during regular daytime hours Monday through Friday. Construction workers would
commute from local home locations or hotels (i.e., generally not more than 40 miles away
from each intersection).

Construction activities would take between 1 and 10 months, and construction would not
necessarily occur at the same time at each intersection but would start between late 2027
and early 2028. Although BEP would wait until substantial completion of the new CPF to
begin roadway improvements, the roadway improvements would be planned to be
completed prior to the new CPF becoming fully operational in 2031 or 2032.
Construction vehicles and vehicles delivering materials would travel on main roads,
avoiding travel directly through residential neighborhoods.

Hauling routes to construction site would be designated and signage would be posted to
direct construction traffic to and away from active construction sites.

BEP assumed that a significant impact would occur if the Proposed Action:

Cause a noticeable, negative change in the regional ROI’s traffic levels and transportation
operations.

Result in LOS degradation for signalized or unsignalized intersections such that they would
be failing.
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Result in failing queue lengths that increase by 150 feet or more compared to the No

Action Alternative in intersections that also have a failing LOS.

e Result in long-term closure or loss of sidewalks, trails, lanes, or other facilities used by
pedestrians or cyclists to access frequently visited locations.

e Interrupt an existing public transit route over the long-term without a convenient
replacement.

e (Cause an abrupt, unplanned change in existing transit ridership levels that would require

the transit authority to alter existing operations.

4.14.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.14.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Construction of the intersection improvements would have a direct, short-term, minor adverse
impact on transportation conditions in the Project Area. The impact would be caused by the
installation and presence of traffic safety measures and construction activities at each intersection.
Although these measures would require vehicles to reduce travel speeds near and while passing
the work zones, these measures are necessary to protect the safety of construction workers and
other vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists. Temporary lane closures may be required to allow
workers safe access to areas requiring improvements, when material deliveries are made, and when
roadways are resurfaced with new pavement. These temporary construction safety measures would
be like other roadwork construction projects that the public is accustomed to in Prince George’s
County, regionally, and throughout the U.S.

The BEP’s 2021 EIS stated, “Construction of the Powder Mill Road modifications included in the
Proposed Action, including a new traffic control device (e.g., stoplight), lane widening, removal
of existing rumble strips, etc., would require temporary closure of all or part of Powder Mill Road
(in the proposed intersection improvement areas). BEP would maintain one-way, alternating traffic
on Powder Mill Road (i.e., by working on one side of the road while the other side is open to one-
way traffic) to the extent practicable. In the event through-traffic must be halted on Powder Mill
Road at any point during construction, BEP would establish adequate and well-marked detours to
fully accommodate local traffic. BEP would plan all roadwork in close consultation with local
planning authorities. Impacts to local traffic from temporary Powder Mill Road closures would
remain at less-than-significant adverse levels” (Treasury 2021a).

Improvements to other intersections along Edmonston Road, Sheep Road, and Baltimore-
Washington Parkway, as well as during installation of sanitary sewerage piping under Odell Road,
would not impede traffic flow unless a temporary measure, such as but not limited to temporarily
halting traffic or adjusting speed limits, or single lane closure, is necessary to ensure safe
conditions for construction workers and passerby at a given intersection work site. Therefore,
construction of the intersection and other roadway improvements would not permanently decrease
the LOS at the intersection or surrounding intersections, nor prevent access to pedestrian and
bicycle networks, public transportation routes, or community parking areas.

In addition to implementing all required federal, state, and local safety requirements, the following
impact minimization measures would be implemented to ensure that direct, negligible adverse
impacts do not increase to minor levels or expand in geographic area.
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e To the extent possible, establish construction activity hours such that construction workers
and construction vehicles would not travel during the peak hours of the local ROI (i.e.,
7:45 to 8:45 a.m. and 5:00 to 6:00 p.m.).

e For road work within BARC, construction vehicles would access work sites from the
Poultry Road entrance along Powder Mill Road, to the extent practicable.

e Consult with local planning authorities regarding all proposed construction activities
within the Powder Mill Road right-of-way.

e Construction vehicles would follow existing truck restrictions on regional and local
roadways, such as the restriction of commercial trucks on portions of the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway. Truck traffic should be routed along Powder Mill Road, Edmonston
Road/Kenilworth Avenue, and the Capital Beltway to minimize its use of collector and
local roads.

e The proposed roadway improvements on MD 201/Edmonston Rd. include subsequent
improvements to reduce the bicycle Level of Traffic Stress to the maximum extent
practicable within the local ROI.

4.14.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Incremental impacts on transportation conditions caused by the Proposed Action, when added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, have been considered. The roadway
improvements would be constructed after the utility upgrades are constructed and prior to the new
CFP becoming fully operational, therefore avoiding overlap with those construction activities and
reducing the potential for cumulative adverse impacts to transportation conditions. The Proposed
Action would mitigate failing intersections identified in the EIS as well as reduce queuing time at
these intersections. The Proposed Action would also mitigate adverse transportation impacts
anticipated to intersections, including Edmonston Road/Sunnyside Avenue, Edmonston
Road/Odell Road, and Powder Mill Road/Baltimore-Washington Parkway, identified in
Transportation Impact Studies completed for proposed projects including Harmony Gardens at
Vansville, James J. Rowley Training Center (U.S. Secret Service [USSS] facility), FDA Muirkirk
Road Campus Master Plan, and the FBI Headquarters at Greenbelt. As a result, the Proposed
Action would have a long-term beneficial impact on transportation conditions along Edmonston
Road, Powder Mill Road, and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway exit ramp for local traffic and
workers commuting to and from the future CPF and other facilities at BARC and in the surrounding
community.

4.14.1.3 CONCLUSION

Under Proposed Action Alternative 1, short-term adverse impacts to transportation conditions
would occur while the roadway improvements are constructed. Impacts would be caused by
temporary lane closures, reduced traffic speeds near construction areas, and modified traffic
signaling near the work areas; these impacts are necessary to ensure a safe work environment for
construction workers and passersby. Impacts would be temporary, localized to roadways
immediately adjacent to the work site, and end once construction is complete. As a result, the
Proposed Action would have a short-term, direct, less-than-significant adverse impact on
transportation conditions at each roadway work site. Following construction, the Proposed Action
would have a long-term beneficial impact on transportation conditions by improving road surfaces
and improving traffic flow at the specified roadways.
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4.14.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.14.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts described under Alternative 1 would be the same for Alternative 2, except that under
Alternative 2, the sanitary sewerage system would not be extended beneath Odell Road. Therefore,
no impacts to Odell Road would occur as a result of sanitary sewer connection work.

4.14.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts described under Alternative 1 would be the same for Alternative 2, as
described in Section 4.1.38.2.

4.14.2.3 CONCLUSION

Under Proposed Action Alternative 2, short-term adverse impacts to transportation conditions
would occur while the roadway improvements are constructed. Impacts would be caused by
temporary lane closures, reduced traffic speeds near construction areas, and modified traffic
signaling near the work areas; these impacts are necessary to ensure a safe work environment for
construction workers and passerby. All these impacts would be temporary, localized to roadways
immediately adjacent to the work site, and end once construction is complete. As a result, the
Proposed Action would have a short-term, direct, less-than-significant adverse impact on
transportation conditions at each roadway work site. Following construction, the Proposed Action
would have a long-term beneficial impact on transportation conditions by improving road surfaces
and improving traffic flow at the specified roadways.

4.14.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.14.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed traffic and utility mitigation would not occur. The
significant adverse impacts identified in the BEP 2021 EIS would not be mitigated, and BEP would
not comply with commitments specified in the Record of Decision. Accordingly, the No Action
Alternative would not meet the purpose and need for mitigation.

4.14.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

When considered cumulatively with other reasonably foreseeable projects, the No Action
Alternative would continue to contribute to the current significant adverse conditions of the
selected intersections, resulting in long-term significant adverse cumulative impacts on
transportation conditions. The need for transportation mitigation at the intersections identified in
BEP’s 2021 EIS would remain.

4.14.3.3 CONCLUSION

The No Action Alternative would have significant adverse impacts to transportation and the need
for transportation mitigation at the intersections identified in BEP’s 2021 EIS would remain.

4.15 UTILITIES

For this analysis, BEP assumed that a significant impact would occur if the Proposed Action
would:

e result in prolonged or repeated service disruptions to utility end users,
e substantially increase utility demand relative to existing and planned regional uses, and

Traffic and Utilities Mitigation
Supplemental Environmental Assessment 4-38 April 2024



2939
2940
2941

2942
2943
2944
2945
2946
2947
2948
2949
2950
2951
2952
2953
2954

2955
2956
2957
2958
2959

2960
2961
2962

2963

2964
2965
2966
2967
2968
2969
2970
2971
2972

2973

2974
2975
2976

Draft: Environmental Assessment Beltsville, MD

e reduce local utility supply to the detriment of local communities.
4.15.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.15.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Construction of Alternative 1 could cause temporary disruptions to utility service in the ROI but
would be expected to cease upon completion of construction. These disruptions to utilities could
impact local communities, and any disruptions would be coordinated with WSSC, Washington
Gas, PEPCO, and Verizon. As utility work progresses, BEP and the utility companies would
coordinate with the USDA Utilities Management Unit to coordinate work for minimal disruption
to BARC utilities. Roadway improvements and construction of the new sanitary sewer and gas
lines could require movement of or around existing utility lines. Underground utility locations
would be verified by Miss Utility prior to the start of any construction activities to avoid
unintentional impacts to utilities. All utilities would also be moved to accommodate the
appropriate clearance distances from utility cables to signal structures and cables in accordance
with the latest requirements of the Maryland High Voltage Act and National Electric Safety Code
Sections 233 and 234 (SHA 2017). With the abovementioned precautions taken, short-term
impacts to utilities would be negligible.

As traffic signals use, on average, a single-phase circuit of 120/240 volts, 60 Hertz and 60-200
ampere service, it is expected that the traffic signals proposed as part of the design would be
accommodated by the current PEPCO electric system. The operation of proposed improvements
would not change usage of other utilities, so existing capacities would be sufficient. Therefore, no
long-term, adverse impact to utilities would occur.

Completion of utility improvements would ensure the new CPF site has adequate utility service to
operate, providing a long-term benefit. BEP has confirmed that utility providers have sufficient
capacity to accommodate the anticipated utility demands of the new CPF (Treasury 2021a).

4.15.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Construction of Alternative 1 with ongoing and future developments would result in negligible
adverse cumulative impacts on utility service. Service disruptions to local communities could
occur while new utility infrastructure is being connected to existing systems. These disruptions
would be minimized to the extent practicable through efficient construction sequencing (e.g.,
keeping existing utilities operational until the new utilities are ready to be connected), and affected
end users would be given advance notice of anticipated disruptions. Further, the amount and types
of development considered in this analysis is not unusual in an urban or suburban environment or
for an ROI of this size and is therefore not anticipated to result in substantial cumulative
degradation of utility services.

4.15.1.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in short-term, negligible impacts and long-term
benefits to utilities. Implementation of Alternative 1 with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions would result in negligible cumulative impacts to utilities.
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4.15.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.15.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts to utilities would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in Section 4.1.41.1.
Under Alternative 1, any disruptions would be coordinated with WSSC, Washington Gas, PEPCO,
and Verizon. As utility work progresses, BEP and the utility companies would coordinate with the
USDA Utilities Management Unit to coordinate work for minimal disruption to BARC utilities.

4.15.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts to utilities would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in Section
4.1.41.2.

4.15.2.3 CONCLUSION

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in short-term, negligible impacts and long-term
benefits to utilities. Implementation of Alternative 1 with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions would result in negligible cumulative impacts to utilities.

4.15.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.15.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative BEP would not perform any improvements to traffic or utilities,
so there would be no changes to wastewater, electric, gas, and telecommunications service outside
of those independently planned by USDA. There would be no impacts to utilities under the No
Action Alternative; however, this alternative would pose issues to the development of BEP’s
planned replacement CPF as the current sanitary sewer, electric, gas, and telecommunications
service lines would not adequately support the new facility.

4.15.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts to utilities.
4.15.3.3 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no long-term or short-term impacts to utilities.
Consequently, there would be no cumulative impacts. However, the No Action Alternative would
pose an issue to the development of the replacement CPF, as current utility service would not
adequately support the facility.

4.16 HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC MATERIALS AND WASTE
For this analysis, BEP defined a significant adverse impact as one that would result in:

e an increase in the number of hazardous substances used, stored, or requiring disposal by a
site user beyond what is permitted or manageable;

e an increase in the potential for soil, surface water, or groundwater contamination within
the ROI could increase human health or ecological risk;

e an interruption or impediment to any ongoing cleanup efforts; and/or

e an interference with the unrestricted use of properties located outside of the Project Area
due to contamination within the Project Area.
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4.16.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.16.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Prior to the construction of traffic and utilities mitigation features, asbestos-containing materials
(ACM) could be encountered during site preparation; however, adhering to the Asbestos National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants would minimize potential ACM hazards
resulting from the removal of existing utility lines (SIA-TPMC 2020a). Construction BMPs would
minimize the risk of contamination, thereby safeguarding human and environmental health.
Specifically, construction equipment utilizes petroleum, oil, and lubricants; to ensure these
materials are not released to the environment, all equipment would be maintained in good working
order, emergency spill kits would be present at the construction site and workers trained on its use,
and refueling would be performed by experienced workers to ensure fuel spillage does not occur.
Additionally, compliance measures required by the MDE construction general permit would
decrease the likelihood of negative impacts resulting from HTMW (MDE 2020a). Therefore,
short-term impacts to HTMW conditions would be negligible.

Where feasible, the traffic and utilities mitigation Project Area would avoid AOCs with ongoing
RAs, and construction would not interfere with NPL actions or investigations. BEP analyzed areas
associated with the proposed entrance road and Powder Mill Road modifications, determining that
“no [recognized environmental conditions] or other HTMW concerns are anticipated in these
areas,” except for two AOCs located in the buffer zone (Treasury 2021c, p 4).

Long-term, the Proposed Action is not expected to impact HTMW conditions in the Project Area.
4.16.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Alternative 1 could contribute to negligible cumulative impacts on the HTMW condition of the
Project Area due to the temporary increase in HTMW related to construction of the proposed traffic
and utility improvements. However, compared to larger projects proposed in Table 4-1, the
Proposed Action’s potential contribution to construction-related HTMW conditions in the ROl is
very small and would cease upon completion of construction. The use of BMPs and EPMs during
construction would minimize the temporary risk of environmental contamination associated with
increased use and generation of HTMW. Any potential ACM would be managed, and any waste
materials would be properly removed from the site and transported to a licensed landfill for
permanent disposal. When considered along with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, potential impacts to HTMW in the Project Area would be negligible, and the Proposed
Action’s overall contribution to HTMW conditions would be very small and would cease upon
completion of construction.

4.16.1.3 CONCLUSION

During construction, the presence of HTMW would temporarily increase due to typical activities
such as the use of paints and adhesives, petroleum products, and heavy machinery. This could
increase the risk of environmental contamination; however, the risk would be minimized through
construction BMPs and proper permitting. Following construction, the Preferred Alternative
would not impact HTMW within the ROI because construction equipment would have
demobilized from the site. When considered with other ongoing and future developments, the
Proposed Action could contribute to negligible cumulative impacts on HTMW conditions.
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4.16.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.16.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Anticipated impacts resulting from Alternative 2 are like those expected with Alternative 1;
however, the Edmonston Road sanitary sewer alignment option has a greater distance to tie-in with
WSSC services and would require greater excavation to complete. The potential for spills resulting
from construction would increase with this distance. With implementation of BMPs and other risk
management measures, short-term impacts to HTMW conditions under Alternative 2 would be
negligible. Long-term impacts would be the same as under Alternative 1, as described in Section
4.1.44.1.

4.16.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 2 would be the same as Alternative 1, as described in
Section 4.1.44.2.

4.16.2.3 CONCLUSION

During construction, the presence of HTMW would temporarily increase due to typical activities
such as the use of paints and adhesives, petroleum products, and heavy machinery. This could
increase the risk of environmental contamination; however, the risk would be minimized through
construction BMPs and proper permitting. Following construction, Alternative 2 would not impact
HTMW within the ROI because construction equipment would have been demobilized from the
site. When considered with other ongoing and future developments, the Proposed Action could
contribute to negligible cumulative impacts on HTMW conditions.

4.16.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.16.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, BEP would not perform any improvements to traffic or utilities.
As such, no site preparation or construction activities would occur that could introduce HTMW
into the environment. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would have no impact on HTMW
conditions.

4.16.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts to HTMW conditions.
4.16.3.3 CONCLUSION

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no long-term or short-term impacts to HTMW
conditions. Consequently, there would be no cumulative impacts.

4.17 HEALTH AND PUBLIC SAFETY
For this analysis, BEP defined a significant adverse impact as one that would:

e violate applicable federal and/or state safety regulations, and

e directly result in the permanent disability or death of one or more persons within the ROI
due to an accident or intentionally destructive act during construction or operation of the
Proposed Action.
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4.17.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.17.1.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

During the construction of Alternative 1, health and public safety would be ensured through BMPs
and RCMs, such as standard safety practices and measures to prevent environmental
contamination. The health and safety of on-site workers would be maintained through adherence
to OSHA standards, such as the use of appropriate personal protection equipment. Site security
would prevent public access to Project Areas, and within the ROI, construction traffic controls
would maintain safe travel through the adjacent construction zones. EPMs implemented to control
the use and generation of HTMW would also contribute to the protection of health and public
safety during the construction of traffic and utilities improvements. While temporary impacts to
first responders and emergency services could result from traffic pattern changes and potential
traffic delays during construction, MDE requirements prevent obstruction of first responders
during roadway construction projects. Therefore, short-term impacts to health and public safety
could occur but would be negligible.

Following construction, beneficial impacts under both action alternatives would include
improvements to degrading utilities infrastructure and improved safety at the affected
intersections, all of which would have a positive impact on health and public safety in the ROI.
Along with traffic and utilities improvements, benefits include the addition of on-site bicycle and
pedestrian pathways featuring a new pedestrian overlook for an existing wetland meadow
(Wetland 4) which would be preserved near the CPF access road (M-NCPPC 2023).

4.17.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Alternative 1, when considered with ongoing and future developments, could result in cumulative,
adverse impacts on health and public safety during construction, such as temporarily increased
emergency response time and temporary bike lane closures. These temporary impacts would be
less than significant and would cease upon completion of construction. Implementation of EPMs
would minimize the Proposed Action’s contribution to any adverse, cumulative effects.

Traffic and utilities improvement projects could have a long-term beneficial cumulative impact on
public health and safety in the ROI when considered in addition to other current and future
developments proposed in the region. The traffic and utility improvements identified in Alternative
1 would help the surrounding community by improving access for pedestrians and bicyclists,
increasing service levels of existing intersections, and enhancing the integration of current and
future developments in the area. North and west of the CPF Project Site, proposed developments
include single and multiple-family residential units along with commercial and industrial
buildings, all of which would experience improved roadway safety following the completion of
the traffic mitigation projects along Edmonston Road. Improvements to the Edmonston Road/MD
212 intersection could also benefit traffic related to four proposed commercial buildings, which
may be constructed north of Powder Mill Road (Prince George’s County Planning Department
2023h).

To the east of the CPF Project Site, improvements to the northbound and southbound ramps for
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway at Powder Mill Road would improve safe, convenient access
to all developments in the area. Proposed future developments adjacent to the Parkway include the
USSS James J. Rowley Training Center and the FDA Muirkirk Campus, facilities located on
almost a thousand acres combined, which will accommodate thousands of federal employees once
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complete (USSS 2023; GSA 2023a). Improvements to Baltimore-Washington Parkway access will
benefit the surrounding community, enhancing traffic flow and safety once complete. When
considered along with other new, planned, and potential future development projects in the region,
the traffic and utilities mitigation measures analyzed in this EA would improve the cumulative
condition of health and public safety in the ROI.

4.17.1.3 CONCLUSION

During construction, the health and safety of on-site workers and the public would be maintained
through implementation and adherence to safety measures; therefore, short-term impacts to health
and public safety would be negligible. Long-term benefits would result from improvements to
traffic and utility infrastructure and the construction of new amenities for bicyclists and
pedestrians. When considered with ongoing and future developments, the Proposed Action would
result in less than significant, short-term cumulative impacts that would cease upon completion of
construction and would be minimized by implementation of EPMs. Long term, implantation of
Alternative 1 would result in a cumulative benefit to public health and safety through infrastructure
improvements.

4.17.2 ALTERNATIVE 2
4.17.2.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Impacts under Alternative 2 would be like those under Alternative 1, as described in Section
4.1.47.1. Following construction, both action alternatives would have a beneficial impact on health
and public safety. As under Alternative 1, benefits planned in addition to traffic and utility
improvements include the addition of on-site bicycle and pedestrian pathways featuring a new
pedestrian overlook for an existing wetland meadow (Wetland 4) which will be preserved near the
CPF access road (M-NCPPC 2023).

4.17.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Under Alternative 2, cumulative impacts to health and public safety would be like those under
Alternative 1, as described in Section 4.1.47.2. During construction, potential negative impacts
could include temporarily increased emergency response time and temporary bike lane closures.
However, both action alternatives would have a long-term positive impact on health and public
safety when considered along with other current and anticipated future development in the region.

4.17.2.3 CONCLUSION

During construction, the health and safety of on-site workers and the public would be maintained
through implementation and adherence to safety measures; therefore, short-term impacts to health
and public safety would be negligible. Long-term benefits would result from improvements to
traffic and utility infrastructure and the construction of new amenities for bicyclists and
pedestrians. When considered with ongoing and future developments, Alternative 2 would result
in less than significant, short-term cumulative impacts that would cease upon completion of
construction and would be minimized by implementation of EPMs. Long term, implantation of
Alternative 2 would result in a cumulative benefit to public health and safety through infrastructure
improvements.
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4.17.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
4.17.3.1 ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

Under the No Action Alternative, traffic and utilities improvement projects would not take place.
Potential short-term negative impacts to health and human safety would not occur because of
construction, and potential long-term benefits due to the improvement of traffic in the ROI would
also not occur. The No Action Alternative would result in long-term, less than significant, adverse
impacts due to the increased volume of traffic and the fact that several unsignalized intersections
are considered unsafe and would remain so if improvements are not constructed. Pedestrian access
would remain limited due to the lack of crosswalks and walkways in many areas, and bicyclists
would face increased danger on unimproved bike lanes adjacent to the increased traffic.

4.17.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

When considered along with other current and anticipated future development projects in the area,
less than significant adverse cumulative impacts to health and public safety could occur under the
No Action Alternative. Failure to improve traffic and utilities infrastructure in the ROI could have
increasingly negative impacts on motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians, as both residential and
commercial development in the area continues.

4.17.3.3 CONCLUSION

Adverse impacts to health and public safety under the No Action Alternative due to a lack of traffic
improvements would be less than significant. When considered with other current and anticipated
future developments in the area, the No Action Alternative would result in less than significant
adverse cumulative impacts to health and public safety.
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S. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Consultation and coordination with the public as well as federal, state, and local agencies was
conducted to identify issues and/or concerns related to natural and cultural resources in the Project
Area. Section 5 provides a summary of the public involvement and agency consultation that
occurred in the preparation of the EA.

5.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public participation opportunities with respect to this EA and decision-making on the Proposed
Action are guided by TD 75-02. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EA and FONSI was
published in the newspapers of record (listed below), announcing the availability of the Draft EA
for review on [DATE TBD]. The NOA invited the public to review and comment on the Draft EA.
The public and agency review period ended on [DATE TBD]. The NOA and public and agency
comments are provided in Appendix B.

The NOA was published in the Washington Post and Greenbelt News Review. Electronic copies
of the EA and Draft FONSI were made available for review on the BEP project website:
https://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Home/BEP-Replacement-Project/. The Draft EA and Draft
FONSI were also available by BEP upon request, and hard copies were placed in the following
public libraries:

e Prince George’s County Memorial Library System, Beltsville Branch, 4319 Sellman Rd,
Beltsville, MD 20705

e Prince George’s County Memorial Library System, Greenbelt Branch, 11 Crescent Rd,
Greenbelt, MD 20770

e College Park Community Library, 9704 Rhode Island Ave, College Park, MD 20740

Comments received during the 30-day public review period have been reviewed and addressed in
the final EA, as appropriate. A summary of the comments received and responses to comments are
in Appendix K.

5.1.1 PuUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

On January 17, 2024, BEP held an open house public meeting at the Beltsville Library, 4319
Sellman Rd., Beltsville, MD 20705 from 5:30 — 7:30 p.m. Flyers were emailed and/or mailed to
residents in the EJ ROI, HOAs, local organizations, and Councilman Dernoga (who posted it on
social media), and calls were made to local houses of worship. See Appendix L for copies of the
flyers.

At the open house, BEP displayed five posters (in English and Spanish) outlining the components
of the Proposed Action with assigned staff to respond to and record any comments or questions
raised by the attendees. The posters provided details on the following topics:

1. Project overview

Proposed roadway improvements

Proposed utilities mitigation

The NEPA process and schedule

Environmental resource areas reviewed for NEPA

ol
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See Appendix L for copies of the posters, a list of the individuals and organizations that were
invited to the meeting by phone or flyer, and a matrix of comments received from the attendees
and BEP’s responses.

Concerns voiced at the January 17 meeting were raised to SHA. SHA held a follow up meeting on
February 6, 2024, to discuss safety concerns at the intersection of Edmonston Road at Beaver Dam
Road as well as visibility concerns along Powder Mill Road at the crossing over the CSX railroad
tracks. SHA recommended that a southbound left turn lane along Edmonston Road and a two-lane
approach along Beaver Dam Road, to include one left and one right turn lane within the LOD, be
included in the design and construction of the project. In addition, a work order was sent to the
SHA District 3 Construction Team to address the condition of pavement markings on the Powder
Mill Road bridge between Edmonston Road and U.S. 1 and to install edge lines on Powder Mill
Road between Cook Road and U.S. 1 in order to enhance lane markings and provide reference
points for residents when driving at night and during inclement weather.

In addition to the public engagement efforts discussed above, coordination with federal, state, and
local jurisdictions is summarized in Appendix L.

5.2 AGENCY CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
5.2.1 INTERAGENCY CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Scoping is an early and open process for developing the breadth of issues to be addressed in the
EA and identifying significant concerns related to a Proposed Action. Per the requirements of the
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 (42 USC 4231(a)), and EO 12372, Intergovernmental
Review of Federal Programs, Federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction that could be
affected by the Proposed Action were notified during the development of this EA.

As stated in Section 1.4, Scoping and Public Participation, BEP initiated consultation with the
following agencies as part of the scoping process for the proposed project: USACE, USEPA,
USDA ARS, USDA NRCS, NPS, USFWS, FHWA, SHA, MDNR, MDE, MHT, Prince George’s
County, M-NCPPC, and NCPC.

NPS, USDA ARS, and FHWA are cooperating agencies for this NEPA action, and SHA and Prince
George’s County are participating agencies for the NEPA action. The MHT, USDA ARS, M-
NCPPC, and Anacostia Trails Heritage Area are consulting parties on this Section 106 of the
NHPA undertaking.

Appendix B contains the list of agencies consulted during this analysis and copies of
correspondence.

5.2.2 GOVERNMENT TO GOVERNMENT CONSULTATIONS

EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, directs Federal
agencies to coordinate and consult with Native American tribal governments whose interests might
be directly and substantially affected by activities on federally administered lands. Consistent with
that EO, federally recognized tribes that are historically affiliated with the Beltsville geographic
region are invited to consult on all proposed undertakings that have a potential to affect properties
of cultural, historical, or religious significance to the tribes. The tribal consultation process is
distinct from NEPA consultation or the interagency coordination process, and it requires separate
notification of all relevant tribes. The timelines for tribal consultation are also distinct from those
of other consultations.
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The Native American tribal governments that were coordinated or consulted with regarding these
actions are listed in Appendix B.

The Delaware Tribe has requested to be a consulting party on this Section 106 undertaking.
5.2.3 OTHER AGENCY CONSULTATIONS

Per the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA and implementing regulations (36 CFR Part
800); Section 7 of the ESA and implementing regulations; and the MBTA; findings of effect and
request for concurrence were transmitted to MHT and the USFWS, respectively. Because the
Proposed Action is located within Maryland’s Coastal Zone, a consistency determination was
drafted and will be sent to the Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program, administered by the
MDNR, for review. The draft CZMA federal consistency determination is in Appendix E.
Coordination with MDNR was also initiated to assess potential effects to state-listed species.

Concurrence indicating a finding of no effect for the implementation of the traffic, utility, and
construction-related measures was sent by the MHT on April 22, 2024. On November 13, 2023, a
report was generated through the [PaC system, the USFWS online system for searching for species
protected under the ESA, which notes that two protected species have the potential to occur within
the proposed Project Area. The IPaC report is in Appendix F. USFWS has concurred that the
Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect the NLEB, and there are no Section 7
requirements for the monarch butterfly. Reinitiation of consultation with USFWS would be
required for the tricolored bat should it be listed in the future. Correspondence from USFWS
indicating concurrence was received on January 23, 2024. Correspondence from MDNR was
received on December 29, 2023, indicating that forested land in the Project Area may contain FIDS
habitat (see Section 0 for further information) and that part of Beaverdam Creek is designated as
a Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern. Any impacts to Beaverdam Creek or a 100-foot
upland buffer surrounding the creek may need review by MDE for applicable permits. Refer to
correspondence from MDE (Appendix B) for further information on review requirements.

Correspondence regarding the findings, concurrence, and resolution of any adverse impact is
included in Appendix B.
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6. LIST OF PREPARERS

6.1 TREASURY /BEP

Chuck Davis, Facility Program Manager

Craig Booth, Lead Technical Advisor

6.2 USACE BALTIMORE DISTRICT
Juliet Healy, NEPA Project Manager, Ecologist

Marisa Wetmore, Planning Division, Installation Support Branch Section Chief, Biologist

Michael Schuster, Planning Division, Installation Support Branch Chief, Community Planner

Eva Falls, Section 106 Coordinator, Archaeologist

Lauren Joyal, Ecologist

Dan Cockerham, Ecologist

Ariel Poirier, Ecologist

Amani Khalil, Ecologist

Carrie Ozgar, Program Manager

Rebecca Devlin, Project Manager

Stephen Jarosak, Project Manager

Matt Breitenother, Design Manager

Wajeeh Khan, Student Trainee (Physical Science)
6.3 CONSULTANTS: EAS-STELL JV AND MABBETT
Table 6-1. Consultant Contributors to EA

BS, Resource Development

Name Education EA Role Years of
Experience
Byron, Rudi MURP, Environmental Planning | Senior Technical Advisor; 18
BS, Environmental Policy, and Senior QA/QC
Politics
Farmer, Jason MS Biology, conc. in Wetland Water Resources; Biological 24
Ecology Resources
BS, Biology, conc. in Vertebrate
Zoology
Gascoyne, Danielle BS, Environmental Health Program Manager 17
Glucksman, Andrew | MS, Agronomy Air Quality; Transportation 20

Grabelle, Samantha

BA, Multicultural Education
MSW, Community Organizing

EJ

30+ Professional
2 Environmental

Consulting/EJ
Howell, Ann Marie MBA, conc. in Sustainability Climate Change and Greenhouse | 6
and Compliance Gas; GIS Analysis and Graphics
BA, Geoscience, Natural
Resources and Conservation
Knight-Iske, Geri MA, Anthropology Cultural Resources 14
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Name Education EA Role Years of
Experience
Kolluri, Liliana MS, Forest Resources and Project Manager; Land Use; 10
Conservation, conc. in Natural Topography and Soils; Noise;
Resource Policy and Aesthetics and Visual
Administration Resources; Socioeconomics;
BS, Environmental Biology Utilities
Markesteyn, Charla BS, Environmental Management | Protection of Children; HTMW; | 3
in Agriculture and Natural Health and Public Safety
Resources
Oliver, Lisa BA, Anthropology Editor, Cultural Resources 13
Switzer, Jennifer MS, Environmental Engineering | Senior Technical Advisor; 25
MUP, Regional Planning Senior QA/QC
MPH, Public Health
BA, Environmental Studies
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Center and Bureau of Engraving and Printing Traffic Mitigation Undertaking — Phase I
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——. 2020a. Permit Fact Sheet for the General Discharge Permit for Stormwater Associated with
Construction Activity Maryland General Permit No. 20CP0000, National Pollutant Discharge
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20Eagles.

Maryland Department of Planning. 2019. Priority Funding Areas. Updated February 2019.
Retrieved from: https://planning.maryland.gov/Pages/OurProducts/pfaMap.aspx.
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——. 2017. Prince George’s County Resource Conservation Plan. March 2017. Retrieved from:
https://www.mncppcapps.org/planning/publications/BookDetail.cfm?item_id=329&Category
id=1.

——. 2023a. Visual Guide to Zoning Categories. May 2023. Retrieved from:

https://www.mncppcapps.org/planning/publications/PDFs/419/Guide%20t0%20Zoning%20
Categories%202019-Final-updated%20May%6202020.pdf.

 — 2023b. Zoning Py [shapefile]. August 2023. Retrieved from:
https://gisdata.pgplanning.org/opendata/.

Maryland State Highway Administration [SHA]. 2006. Work Zone Safety and Mobility Policy.
Retrieved from: Microsoft Word - Safety&MobilityPolicy.doc (maryland.gov).

——. 2017. Signal Design. Office of Traffic and Safety, Traffic Engineering Design Division,
Traffic Control Devices Design Manual. Retrieved from:
https://www.roads.maryland.gov/OOTS/tcddm_part-3.pdf.

——. 2023. MD212A (Powder Mill Road) from Pine Street to US 1 (Baltimore Avenue).
Retrieved from: https://mdot-sha-md212-pine-st-to-us1-pg1062116-
maryland.hub.arcgis.com/.

National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board [NCR TPB]. 2023. FY2023-2026
Transportation Improvement Program. Retrieved from:
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Countylds=10.
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information, Climate briefly: Statewide Mapping. November 2023. Retrieved from:
https://www.ncei.noaa.gov/access/monitoring/climate-at-a-glance/statewide/mapping.

National Park Service [NPS]. 2006. Management Policies 2006. Retrieved from:
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/policy/upload/MP_2006.pdf.

Occupational Health and Safety Administration [OSHA]. 2003. OSHA’s Approach to Noise
Exposure in Construction. Retrieved from:
https://www.elcosh.org/record/document/1666/d000573.pdf.

Prince George’s County. 2023. Prince George’s County Noise Ordinance. Retrieved from:
https://library.municode.com/md/prince_george's county/codes/code_of ordinances?nodeld
=PTHTI17PULOLAPRGECOMA_SUBTITLE 19PO_DIV2NOCO.

Prince George’s County Department of Public Works and Transportation [DPW&T]. 2023.
Department of Public Works and Transportation Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Active
Projects. Retrieved from:
https://princegeorges.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=c13928ea8a2946a
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8559691.7107%2C4725695.7782%2C102100.

Prince George’s County Planning Department. 2023a. Development Activity Monitoring System
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https://www.mncppcapps.org/planning/DAMSWEB/Case_Detail.cfm?CaseNumber=TCP2-
043-04-01.
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——. 2023b. Development Activity Monitoring System — Greenbelt Station. Retrieved from:
https://www.mncppcapps.org/planning/DAMSWEB/Case_Detail.cfm?CaseNumber=TCP2-
147-04-06.

—— 2023c. Development Activity Monitoring System — Harmony Garden at Vanville. Retrieved
from:
https://www.mncppcapps.org/planning/DAMSWEB/Case_Detail.cfm?CaseNumber=TCP]1-
016-2023.

——. 2023d. Development Activity Monitoring System — Meier Place Emergency Vehicle
Access. Retrieved from:
https://www.mncppcapps.org/planning/DAMSWEB/Case_Detail.cfm?CaseNumber=NRI-
026-2019.

——. 2023e. Development Activity Monitoring System — SPARC Recreation Facility. Retrieved
from:
https://www.mncppcapps.org/planning/DAMSWEB/Case_Detail.cfm?CaseNumber=TCP2-
029-2023.

—— 2023f. Development Activity Monitoring System — Tesla Electric Vehicle Charging Station.
Retrieved from:
https://www.mncppcapps.org/planning/DAMSWEB/Case_Detail.cfm?CaseNumber=ROSP-
4477-01.

——. 2023g. Development Activity Monitoring System — Wingate Hotel. Retrieved from:
https://www.mncppcapps.org/planning/ DAMSWEB/Case Detail.cfm?CaseNumber=NRI-
009-2018.

 — 2023h. Development Cases- Proposed. Retrieved from:
https://mncppc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=bcd2379811{9¢4000a29¢
41b3814112b5.

SIA-TPMC, LLC. 2020a. Environmental Condition of Property Report 104-Acre Parcel of Land
Surrounding Poultry Road Beltsville, MD 20705. Baltimore: USACE and Washington: BEP.
56 pages. Retrieved from:
https://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Portals/63/docs/BEP/Supporting_Documents/BEP_PROJE
CT-Environmental-Condition-of-Property-
Report.pdf?ver=btAA2FbHq304khmmHxq7BQ%3d%3d.

——. 2020b. Phase II Investigation Report 104-Acre Parcel of Land Surrounding Poultry Road
Beltsville, MD 20705. Baltimore: USACE and Washington: BEP. 30 pages. Retrieved from:
https://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Portals/63/docs/BEP/Supporting_Documents/BEP_PROJE
CT-Phase-1I-Environmental-Site-
Assessment.pdf?ver=t_4JIBZ1fOB_QOx6IKiN_Q%3d%3d.

State of Maryland. 2010. Maryland Land Use Land Cover — Land Use Land Cover 2010
[shapefile]. Updated February 2018. Retrieved from:

https://data.imap.maryland.gov/datasets/maryland::maryland-land-use-land-cover-land-use-
land-cover-2010/explore?location=38.800234%2C-77.240600%2C8.70.

——. 2014a. Maryland Agricultural Designations — Priority Preservation Areas [shapefile].
Updated August 2017. Retrieved from: https://data.imap.maryland.gov/datasets/maryland-
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agricultural-designations-priority-preservation-areas/explore?location=39.031667%2C-
76.900637%2C13.96.

——. 2014b. Maryland Priority Funding Areas [shapefile]. Updated September 2019. Retrieved
from: https://data.imap.maryland.gov/datasets/maryland-priority-funding-areas/explore.

——. 2017. Maryland Floodplain — Effective FEMA Floodplain [shapefile]. September 2017.
Retrieved from:
https://data.imap.maryland.gov/datasets/c3d901cca2d841119b368b2d16e76f9¢/explore?locati
on=39.038220%2C-76.890858%2C15.79.

——. 2019. MDOT SHA Scenic Byways [shapefile]. Updated June 2022. Retrieved from:
https://data.imap.maryland.gov/datasets/mdot-sha-scenic-byways-
2/explore?location=39.032355%2C-76.872329%2C13.38.

——. 2023. 2023 Maryland  Official  Visitor’s  Guide.  Retrieved  from:
https://digital.milespartnership.com/publication/?m=44324&i=774866&p=32&ver=html5.

United States Army Corps of Engineers [USACE]. 2016. Department of the Army Programmatic
General Permit, State of  Maryland (MDSPGP-5). Retrieved from:
https://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Portals/63/docs/Regulatory/Permits/MDSPGPS5.pdf?ver=20
16-09-30-095259-630.

United States Census Bureau [USCB]. 2010. Decennial Census, DEC Redistricting Data (PL 94-
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ZONING CATEGORIES

AG Agriculture and Preservation
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