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This project involves the provision of an additional lane (5‘“) on the 1-95 (Delaware Turnpike) mainline between the
SR 1 Interchange and the SR 141 Interchange as well as modifications to the I-95/SR 1 Interchange.
Modifications to the 1-95/SR 1 Interchange will construct separated northbound-to-northbound and southbound-to-
southbound directional ramps between 1-95 and SR 1 in order to separate freeway-to-freeway traffic from local
traffic. The need for the project is based on existing and projected traffic congestion on 1-95 from SR 1 to SR 141
and at the SR 1 Interchange and high accident locations in the vicinity of the two interchanges (SR 1 and SR 141).
Existing design deficiencies that prevent efficient vehicular operation through the SR 1 interchange will also be
addressed. The action is proposed to relieve congestion and improve safety and design deficiencies while
considering environmental and community resources in the study area.

The Preferred Alternative includes Turnpike Mainline Alternative 2 Option 2, which provides widening to the north
and south of the existing roadway using mechanically-stabilized earth walls on the outside, and 1-95/SR 1
Interchange Alternative 3, which provides for construction of the southbound-to-southbound ramp (Ramp A) to the
inside of the existing interchange. The Preferred Alternative was selected based on its ability to meet project needs
cost effectively, while providing minimal adverse effects to both the natural and socioeconomic environments in the
project area.

The draft Environmental Assessment noted Alternative 2 as preferred for the 1-95/SR 1 Interchange. However,
upon more detailed study and evaluation, Alternative 3 was determined preferable, due to its reduced natural
environmental impacts, reduced construction time, reduced impacts on the traveling public, improved maintenance
of traffic, provision of desirable 60 mph design speed for Ramp A and improved geometric design. In addition,
further study reduced the estimated difference in construction costs between Alternatives 2 and 3 from $10 million
to $5 million. Although more costly, Alternative 3 is preferred for the reasons noted above and provided in more
detail herein.

Impacts to the natural environment include 1.60 acres of forest impact, 0.26 acre/54 linear feet of impact to tidal
waters of the US, 0.87 acre of non-tidal wetland impact and impacts to 0.93 acre/5,420 linear feet of nontidal waters
of the US (drainage ditches) and 0.11 acre/743 linear feet non-tidal waters of the US (channels). Nineteen and
nine tenths (19.9) acres of the 100-year floodplain are located within the limits of disturbance. Less than ten acres
(9.41 acres) of property acquisition (no displacements) are required. Existing noise impacts will not change
noticeably. There are no impacts to Section 4(f) resources.

The following person(s) may be contacted for additional information concerning this document:

Mr. Darren O’Neill Mr. Robert Kleinburd

Project Manager Realty and Environmental Specialist
Delaware Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration
800 Bay Road 300 South New Street, Room 2101

Dover, Delaware 19901 Dover, Delaware 19904
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