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As shown in Table III-42, barrier mitigation of projected noise impacts for the Purple
Alternative is feasible for all NSAs with the exception of NSAs 14 (S. Boyds Corner, near U.S.
13) and 17. Extraneous traffic noise from other nearby roadways would render mitigation
ineffective at these locations. Barrier mitigation is not reasonable for any NSA due to costs per
benefited residence exceeding $20K. Berm mitigation is not feasible for NSAs 3, 7, 8 and 14
(Grandview Farms/Asbury Chase I & II) due to lack of right-of-way. Berm mitigation is not cost
effective for NSAs 6, 9 and 11 where berms are feasible.

Table 111-42:

Purple Alternative Abatement Cost Analysis

Number Barrier Barrier Insertion Cost per
. /Berm /Berm Loss Barrier Benefited p
NSA/Community of . . Benefited Comment
Impacts Height Length (first row) | /Berm Cost | Residences Residence
(ft) (ft) (dBA)
Barrier Analysis
3 | Summit Bridge Farms 12 10 1,900 5 $475,000 12 $39,583 Barrier along N side only
6 | Chesapeake Meadow 1 1 2,190 6 $602,250 9 $66,917 | 2 northernmost impacts
cannot be benefited
4 flag-lot props being
7 | Mid Farms 4 8 2,410 8 $482,000 4 $120,500 developed on Old School
House
1868/1888/1902 & 2010
7 | Midland Farms West 4 13 3,880 8 $1,261,000 4 $315,250 (historic, not MF)
Choptank Rd.
3 Armstrong Corner Rd
8 | Midland Farms East 6 13 2,950 5 $958,750 6 $159,792 & 3 Bohemia Mill Rd.
impacts.
9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $800,000 15 $53,333
11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $363,750 3 $121,250 | Cannotprovide -5dBA
to 4 impacts
14 Grande View Farms/ 35 9 7.890 5 $1.775.250 38 $46,717 Baljrler along GV/AC
Asbury Chase perimeter
14 $ of Boyds Corner, 3 SR896 traffic negates US301 noise mitigation Mitigation not feasible
near US13
17 g‘s}ngSlS’ near 7 SR1 & US13 traffic negates noise mitigation Mitigation not feasible
Totals | $6,718,000 91
Berm Analysis
3 | Summit Bridge Farms 12 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
6 | Chesapeake Meadow 1 1 2,190 6 $281,050 9 §31,208 | 2 northernmost impacts
can not be benefited
7 | Mid Farms 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
7 | Midland Farms West 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
8 | Midland Farms East 6 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $521,481 15 $34,765
11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $223,639 3 §74,546 | Cannotprovide -SdBA
to 4 impacts
14 Grande View Farms/ 35 No room for berm between US13 / SR896 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
Asbury Chase
14 S of Boyds Corner, 3 SR896 traffic negates US301 noise mitigation Mitigation not feasible
near US13
17 g‘s}ngSlS’ near 7 SR1 & US13 traffic negates noise mitigation Mitigation not feasible
Totals | $1,026,170 27
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As shown in Table I11-43, barrier mitigation of projected noise impacts with the Brown North
Alternative is feasible for NSAs 1, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11, but is not reasonable due to all costs
exceeding $20K per benefited residence. Berm mitigation is not feasible for NSAs 7 and 8 due
to lack of right-of-way, and is not cost effective for the NSAs 1, 6, 9 and 11 where berms are
feasible.

Table I11I-43: Brown Alternative North Option Abatement Cost Analysis

Number Barrier Barrier Insertion Cost per
. /Berm /Berm Loss Barrier Benefited P
NSA/Community of . X Benefited Comment
Impacts Height Length (first row) | /Berm Cost | Residences Residence
(ft) (ft) (dBA)

Barrier Analysis

I | Lea Eara Farms 16 20 2,890 5 $1,445,000 4 s361,250 | Canonly benefit4
residences
2 benefits = non-

6 | Chesapeake Meadow 15 15 2,160 8 $810,000 15 $54,000 impacted, 2 impacts can
not be benefited
4 flag-lot props being

7 | Mid Farms 4 14 2,610 8 $913,500 4 $228,375 developed on Old School
House
1868/1888/1902

. Choptank Rd and 2010

7 | Midland Farms West 4 15 3,940 8 $1,477,500 4 $369,375 Choptank Rd (historic,
not Midland Farms).

8 | Midland Farms East 3 15 1,800 5 $675,000 3 $225,000 | 3 Bohemia Mill Rd
impacts.

9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $800,000 15 $53,333

11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $363,750 3 $121,250 | ©annotprovide -3dBA to
4 impacts

Totals | $6,484,750 48

Berm Analysis

1 | Lea Fara Farms 16 20 2,890 5 $1,156,000 4 $289,000 | Can only benefit 4
residences
2 benefits = non-

6 | Chesapeake Meadow 15 15 2,160 8 $498,000 15 $33,200 impacted, 2 impacts can
not be benefited

7 | Mid Farms 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible

7 | Midland Farms West 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible

8 | Midland Farms East 3 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible

9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $521,481 15 $34,765

11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $223,639 3 $74,546 | Cannotprovide -5dBA to
4 impacts

Totals | $2,399,120 37
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As shown in Table I1I-44, barrier mitigation of projected noise impacts with the Brown South
Alternative is feasible for NSAs 3, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11, but is not reasonable due to all costs
exceeding $20K per benefited residence. Berm mitigation is not feasible for NSAs 7 and 8 due
to lack of right-of-way, and is not cost effective for the NSAs 3, 6, 9 and 11 where berms are

feasible.

Table 111-44:

Brown Alternative South Option Abatement Cost Analysis

Number Barrier Barrier Insertion Cost per
. /Berm /Berm Loss Barrier Benefited P Comment
NSA/Community of . . Benefited
Impacts Height Length (first row) | /Berm Cost | Residences Residence
(ft) (ft) (dBA)
Barrier Analysis
3 | Summit Bridge Farms 18 12 3,700 5 $1,110,000 18 $61,667 lv‘;l?k’“h wall plus 15" SE
6 | Chesapeake Meadow 11 14 2,470 6 $864,500 9 $96,056 | 2 impacts can not be
benefited
4 flag-lot props being
7 | Mid Farms 4 14 2,610 8 $913,500 4 $228,375 developed on Old School
House
1868/1888/1902
. Choptank Rd and 2010
7 | Midland Farms West 4 15 3,940 8 $1,477,500 4 $369,375 Choptank Rd (historic,
not Midland Farms).
8 | Midland Farms East 3 15 1,800 5 $675.,000 3 $225,000 | 3 Bohemia Mill Rd
impacts.
9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $800,000 15 $53,333
11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $363,750 3 $121,250 | Gannotprovide -5dBA to
4 impacts
Totals | $6,204,250 56
Berm Analysis
3 | Summit Bridge Farms 18 15 1,800 5 $415,000 6 $69,167 Er‘flr;n feasible on SE side
6 | Chesapeake Meadow 1 14 1,893 6 $382,807 9 $42,534 | 2 impacts cannot be
benefited
7 | Mid Farms 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
7 | Midland Farms West 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
8 | Midland Farms East 3 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $521,481 15 $34,765
11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $223,639 3 $74,546 | Cannot provide -5dBA to
4 impacts
Totals | $1,542,927 33
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As shown in Table I1I-45, barrier mitigation of projected noise impacts with the Green North
Alternative is feasible for NSAs 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11, but is not reasonable due to all costs
exceeding $20K per benefited residence. Berm mitigation is not feasible for NSAs 3, 7 and 8
due to lack of right-of-way, and is not cost effective for the NSAs 5, 6, 9 and 11 where berms are

feasible.

Table I11-45:

Green Alternative North Option Abatement Cost Analysis

Number Barrier Barrier Insertion Cost per
. /Berm /Berm Loss Barrier Benefited p
NSA/Community of . X Benefited Comment
Impacts Height Length (first row) | /Berm Cost | Residences Residence
P (ft) (f6) (dBA)
Barrier Analysis
3 | Summit Bridge Farms 12 10 1,900 5 $475,000 12 $39,583 Barrier along N side only
5 | Ratledge Road 14 10 2,280 5 $570,000 6 $95,000
6 | Chesapeake Meadow 1 1 2,190 6 $602,250 9 $66,917 | 2 northernmost impacts
can not be benefited
4 flag-lot props being
7 | Mid Farms 4 8 2,410 8 $482,000 4 $120,500 developed on Old School
House
1868/1888/1902
. Choptank Rd and 2010
7 | Midland Farms West 4 13 3,880 8 $1,261,000 4 $315,250 Choptank Rd (historic,
not Midland Farms).
3 Armstrong Corner Rd &
8 | Midland Farms East 6 13 2,950 5 $958,750 6 $159,792 3 Bohemia Mill Rd.
impacts.
9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $800,000 15 $53,333
11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $363,750 3 $121,250 | Cannotprovide -SdBA to
4 impacts
Totals | $5,512,750 58 $95,047
Berm Analysis
3 | Summit Bridge Farms 12 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
5 | Ratledge Road 14 10 2,280 5 $244,889 6 $40,815
6 | Chesapeake Meadow 1 1 2,190 6 $281,050 9 $31228 | 2 northernmost impacts
can not be benefited
7 | Mid Farms 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
7 | Midland Farms West 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
8 | Midland Farms East 6 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible
9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $521,481 15 $34,765
11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $223,639 3 $74,546 | Cannot provide -5dBA to
4 impacts
Totals | $1,542,927 33
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As shown in Table I1I-46, barrier mitigation of projected noise impacts with the Green South
Alternative is feasible for NSAs 3, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11, but is not reasonable due to all costs
exceeding $20K per benefited residence. Berm mitigation is not feasible for NSAs 3, 7 and 8
due to lack of right-of-way, and is not cost effective for the NSAs 6, 9 and 11 where berms are

feasible.

Table I11-46:

Green Alternative South Option Abatement Cost Analysis

Number Barrier Barrier Insertion Cost per
. /Berm /Berm Loss Barrier Benefited p
NSA/Community of . . Benefited Comment
Impacts Height Length (first row) | /Berm Cost | Residences Residence
(ft) (ft) (dBA)

Barrier Analysis

3 | Summit Bridge Farms 12 10 1,900 5 $475,000 12 $39,583 Barrier along N side only

6 | Chesapeake Meadow 1 1 2,190 6 $602,250 9 $66,017 | 2 northernmost impacts
can not be benefited
4 flag-lot props being

7 | Mid Farms 4 8 2,410 8 $482,000 4 $120,500 developed on Old School
House
1868/1888/1902

. Choptank Rd and 2010

7 | Midland Farms West 4 13 3,880 8 $1,261,000 4 $315,250 Choptank Rd (historic,
not Midland Farms).
3 Armstrong Corner Rd &

8 | Midland Farms East 6 13 2,950 5 $958,750 6 $159,792 3 Bohemia Mill Rd.
impacts.

9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $800,000 15 $53,333

11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $363,750 3 $121,250 | Cannot provide -5dBA to
4 impacts

Totals | $4,942,750 53

Berm Analysis

3 | Summit Bridge Farms 12 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible

6 | Chesapeake Meadow 1 1 2,190 6 $281,050 9 $31,208 | 2 northernmost impacts
can not be benefited

7 | Mid Farms 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible

7 | Midland Farms West 4 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible

8 | Midland Farms East 6 No room for berm between US301 and 1st-Row impacted properties Mitigation not feasible

9 | Middletown Village 15 16 2,000 6 $521,481 15 $34,765

11 | Southridge 7 15 970 5 $223,639 3 $74,546 | Cannotprovide -5dBA to
4 impacts

Totals [ $1,026,170 27
c. Impact Assessment/Abatement Conclusions

For the Preferred Alternative, many of the noise impacts have been avoided with the construction
of visual screening earth berms to be included in the design for many of the communities
adjacent to the proposed roadway. Table III-47 provides a summary of the noise impact
reduction that will occur with the visual screening berms in place.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSEQUENCES
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Table I1I-47:  Summary of Noise Impact Reduction from Visual Screening Berms

Number of Noise Impacts
Community Preferred Alternative Aesthetic Berm Description
without Berms with Visual Berms

Airmont 0 0 6'x 1670' aesthetic berm
Boyds Corner @ US 301 2 2 None - aesthetic berm not feasible
Chesapeake Meadow 1 0 11'x 1600' berm reduces all increases to

8 dBA or less.

Midland Farms 9 9 None - aesthetic berm not feasible

16' x 2000' berm reduces all noise

Middletown Village 15 0 .
increases

. 10’ x 2,840 berm prevents impacts to all
Southridge 75 14 but 14 residences at southern end
Springmill 0 0 6' x 2200' aesthetic berm
Summit Bridge Farms 12 12 None - berm not feasible on North side
Addltlonal Individual 9 9 None
Residences
TOTAL IMPACTS 133 46

Noise mitigation for the remaining impacted residences/communities was found to not meet
DelDOT’s criteria for cost-effectiveness, which is no more than $20,000 per benefited residence,
or was found to be not feasible due to either lack of right-of-way (if an earthen berm) or traffic
noise influence from nearby or surrounding roadways.

3. Construction Noise

Temporary noise impacts may occur from construction activity. Areas around the construction
zone will experience varied periods and degrees of noise that differ from that of surrounding
ambient community noise levels. Temporary Construction noise impacts are discussed in
Section I11.1.3.

E. Hazardous Materials Sites

1. Existing Conditions

Two environmental databases maintained by DNREC, the Site Investigation and Restoration
Branch Environmental Navigator and the Tank Management Branch Environmental Information
System, were reviewed in order to identify known contaminated sites that are located adjacent to
or within the vicinity of the project area. The DNREC databases include coverage of sites with
contaminant releases that have been listed by EPA under CERCLA and RCRA. The potential
risk of subsurface contamination to the project area was evaluated based upon information
derived from the database review.

Sites identified as sources of contamination consisted of a combination of commercial, railroad

and state-owned properties. Property uses in the vicinity of the project area included gasoline
stations; industrial, commercial, and retail facilities; an airport; auto and farm equipment repair
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shops; and railroad support operations. Leaking underground petroleum storage tanks (LUSTSs)
accounted for most of the documented contamination. DNREC has issued rulings of No Further
Action for most of these sites; however, residual levels of localized petroleum contamination
probably remain. Sites identified as potential sources of contamination to the project area are
identified in Table I111-48 and Table I111-49 and shown on Figure II11-11.

Table I11-48:

DNREC LUST Sites with Documented or Sus

ected Contamination

Site . Potential Type of Contaminant of
Map # Site of Concern Property Use Contamination Concern
King General Store, Formerly Shore Stop
1 #260, 4296 DuPont Highway, Townsend, Gas Station Soil Petroleum
DE 19734
Shore Stop #227, 4235 South DuPont . .
2 Parkway, Townsend, DE 19734 Gas Station Soil Petroleum
4 Bell Atlantic Cell Site, 3925 South DuPont Cell Tower Soil Petrol
Highway, Townsend, DE 19734 Generator o1 ctroleum
DELDOT ROW, Al’s Place, 3783 . .
6 DuPont Highway, Townsend, DE 19734 Former Gas Station Soil Petroleum
Fieldsboro Amoco, 3622 South DuPont . .
7 Highway, Townsend. DE 19734 Gas Station Soil Petroleum
3 Former Blue Star Texaco — US 301 Former Gasoline Soil Petroleum
South of Strawberry Lane, Middletown Station SIRB File
Valero Gasoline Station — 137 . . .
9 Strawberry Lane, Middletown, 19709 Gasoline Station Soil Petroleum
StarDel, Inc., Former Harris Property . . . Petroleum
101 1330 Warwick Road, Middletown. Gasoline Station Soil SIRB File
Coastal Mart — 1228 Middletown . . .
11 Warwick Road, Middletown Gasoline Station Soil Petroleum
Hoober, Inc., Former Whiteman & Sons Farm Equipment
12 Property — 1130 Middletown Warwick De%llel; Soil Petroleum
Rd, Middletown, DE 19709
301 Truck Plaza—921 Middletown Truck Stop/ .
134 Warwick Rd, Middletown Gasoline Station Soil Petroleum
Shore Stop #235, 400 W. Main Street, . .
13B Middletown, DE 19709 Gas Station Soil Petroleum
Shore Stop #263, 308 W. Main Street, . .
13C Middletown, DE 19709 Gas Station Soil Petroleum
Battery
Johnson Controls Battery Group, Inc. . .
14 700 North Broad Street, Middletown Manufa.c.t uring Soil Petroleum
Facility
15 Southern States — 900 N. Broad Street, Former Fuel Soil Petroleum
Middletown Distributor
Nucar Middletown Chevrolet, Formerly
16 Shallcross Chevrolet — 5221 Summit Auto Dealer Soil Petroleum
Bridge Road, Middletown
17 M?ryDel Farm — 1542 Choptank Road, Farm Soil Petroleum
Middletown
Summit Bridge Shopping Center — 4466 . .
18 Summit Bridee Road, Middletown Shopping Center Soil Petroleum
21 Summit Airport Alrcr?ft Fueling/ Soil Petroleum, Solvents
Maintenance
Huber’s Nursery — 2424 S. DuPont .
22 Highway N., Boyd’s Corner Nursery Soil Petroleum
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSEQUENCES 11-109




US 301 Project Development =
Final Environmental Impact Statement
November 2007 Jpreject caclepment
Table 111-48:
DNREC LUST Sites with Documented or Suspected Contamination
Site . Potential Type of Contaminant of
Map # Site of Concern Property Use Contamination Concern
Meyer Property — Pole Bridge Rd. East Current DELDOT .
23 of SR 1, Biddles Corner Property Soil Petroleum
DELDOT ROW, Former Harvey Former Gasoline
24 Newton Texaco — DuPont Hwy at Port . Soil Petroleum
Station
Penn Road
25 DELDOT ROW, Former M. Madic, Former Vehicle Soil Petroleum
Inc. — 2085 S. DuPont Parkway Repair Shop
Table 11I-49: DNREC Site Investigation and Restoration Sites
Site . Potential Type of Contaminant of
Map # Site of Concern Property Use Contamination Concern
None Confirmed.
Drake Auto Salvage Yard, 4195 DuPont . .
3 Parkway, Townsend. DE 19734 Auto Salvage Soil (No further action
recommended)
Pine Tree Auto Salvage Yard, 352 Pine .
5 Tree Rd, Townsend, DE 19734 Auto Salvage Soil None Confirmed.
14 | Johnson Controls Battery Group, Inc. Mar]iaf;tguyrin Soil (Nielfligefiz)ion
700 North Broad Street, Middletown o & .
Facility Required)
Petroleum, PAHs,
19 Sea Land Mt. Pleasant Facility — | Former Waste Oil Soil & Toxic Metals —
SR 896 at Norfolk Southern Railroad Recycling Facility Groundwater Former CERCLA,
current SIRB site
20 Mt. Pleasant Railroad Dump — East of Debris Disposal Soil Rail Ties, Tires,
Norfolk Southern Railroad, North of SR 896 Area Trash, Inert Debris
2% DELDOT Borrow Pit— West of Borrow, Debris Soil Recycled
SR 1/US 13, south of Scott Run Disposal Contaminated Soil

2.

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation

Upon review of the DNREC regulatory database, a variety of properties with minor
contamination problems were located in the project area. The proposed build alternatives, except
for the Preferred Alternative and the Green South Alternative, cross several properties where
limited areas of subsurface contamination may be present within the proposed right-of-way.

Table ITI-50 summarizes the results of the database search by alternative.

Alternative will not cross any known hazardous waste site.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSEQUENCES
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Table III-50: Summary of Contaminated Sites by Build Alternative

Alternative Contaminated Sites within Additional Site Investigations
Proposed Right-Of-Way Recommended
No-Build 0 0
Yellow 4 4
Purple 3 3
Brown 1 1
Green 0 0

The Yellow and Purple Alternatives will cross properties with documented releases from
petroleum USTs, including three current or former gasoline stations. The Brown Alternative will
cross a property with documented releases of petroleum and paint solvents in localized areas.
The subsurface contamination on these properties is likely of limited extent, but even minor
levels of contamination will require appropriate management of contaminated materials if
encountered during construction. The Green Alternatives will not cross any documented
hazardous materials sites.

The most significant incidence of subsurface contamination within the project area is the Sea
Land site, which is located along the Norfolk Southern right-of-way north of SR 896 and east of
US 301. The abandoned waste oil recycling facility at this site was the subject of an emergency
cleanup by EPA in 1984. Residual contamination by petroleum products, polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), creosote, and toxic metals remains beneath the soil cap. DNREC
continues to require groundwater monitoring for PAHs and nickel in the drinking water aquifer.

Immediately north of the Sea Land site is the Mt. Pleasant Railroad Dump site, where Norfolk
Southern cleaned up a debris dump under DNREC supervision. This site presents no significant
risk of contamination for the proposed construction. A slight risk of contamination may result
from other railroad activities within the Norfolk Southern right-of-way. Railcars are used for the
transportation of many types of hazardous chemical products and waste materials. Soil and
groundwater contamination has been documented along other rail corridors as a result of
hazardous materials spills as well as small, incremental releases of fuel, lubricants, and cargo
products.

The Johnson Controls Battery Group, Inc. property, located between US 301 and Broad Street in
Middletown, was the site of RCRA corrective action administered by EPA and DNREC. In
1984, a rupture in the air pollution control baghouse released an estimated 75 pounds of lead and
arsenic with resulting contamination of the facility roof and surface soils on-site and off-site.

Subsequent remedial efforts included structure cleanup, soil removal, and risk assessment. EPA
issued a Statement of Basis recommending no further action, dated July 2005. Considering the
low level of off-site contamination, the site does not appear to present a significant risk of
contamination to the proposed construction.

Although severe contamination is not anticipated, the proposed construction will need to
accommodate appropriate management and disposal of contaminated soil or groundwater that

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSEQUENCES 1I-113



US 301 Project Development G
Final Environmental Impact Statement
November 2007 Jpreject cedebepment

may be encountered during construction. Only the Sea Land site, which is located within
approximately 500 feet of portions of the Yellow Alternative, contains significant contamination
levels. The documented contamination is unlikely to impact the proposed construction unless the
proposed alignment is moved to cross over or very near the contaminated site.

Additional site investigation efforts are warranted at five sites before property acquisition. The
level of investigation may range from review of regulatory documents to formal Phase I
Environmental Site Assessments or Phase II Site Investigations, depending on site conditions
and the likelihood of property purchase. Changes to the alternative alignments will change the
need for site specific investigations.

The types of contaminants that may be encountered include petroleum contamination in soil and
groundwater, toxic metals, PAHs, and volatile organic compounds (VOCs, typically solvents).
These contaminants may occur both as soil contaminants and as dissolved groundwater
contaminants. If the proposed construction encounters any of these contaminants of concern,
appropriate excavation and disposal of contaminated materials in accordance with all applicable
state and local regulations would be required.

F. Natural Environment

This section discusses natural resources in the project area, including topography; geology; soils;
groundwater; surface water and water quality; waters of the United States, including wetlands;
floodplains; vegetation and wildlife; rare, threatened and endangered species; wild and scenic
rivers; coastal zone management areas; and unique, sensitive and other natural areas. Impacts to
these resources were previously detailed in the DEIS for the four retained alternatives (Yellow,
Purple, Brown and Green) and are summarized herein.

Since the recommendation of the Green North Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was
published in the DEIS, four refinements have been undertaken that have contributed to an
increase in some resource impacts for the Preferred Alternative shown on the plan sheets in
Appendix B. 1t is estimated that these refinements would have brought about a similar increase
in the levels of impacts for all of the build alternatives if they had all been subjected to a similar
level of design refinement.

e Alignment Changes: The design of the Preferred Alternative was refined as a result of
comments received on the DEIS and during the Public Hearings (refer to Chapter IV
Sections A.1.g and D) to include Ratledge Road Area Option 4B Modified and a local
connection between Strawberry Lane and existing US 301.

e Refinements in planning-level engineering included additional alignment modifications,
refined sections based on topography, and refined stormwater management design based on
the identification of existing drainage patterns. This combination of refinements resulted in
the elevation of the roadway being raised in some areas to provide adequate drainage,
resulting in an expanded Limit of Disturbance (LOD). Prior to refined engineering, the LOD
for the Green North Alternative was 897 acres; the Preferred Alternative LOD encompasses
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