
US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 7: Comment Forms Received through the Website Page 1 of 35 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Rebecca and Duane Brown: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to John Stuart: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We will consider your request to move the alignment to avoid impacts to 
your property.  We may not be able to accommodate all of these requests, 
because alignments often represent a trade-off of impacts to properties on 
either side.  We will evaluate your request, as well as others of a similar 
nature, during the final design phase of the project. 
 
You will be compensated fairly for the portion of your property that will 
be acquired for the construction of the Churchtown Road overpass. 
 
As a result of refinements in engineering, no individual property is 
anticipated to be taken from residents of Chesapeake Meadow. 
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Response to Dwayne and Jeannette Burns: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Chuck Ott: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
1) The rationale and justification for the selection of Green North as DelDOT’s 
recommended preferred alternative are well-documented in the DEIS (Chapter 
V).  The recommendation was based on a balanced overview which included a 
comparison of the impacts to the natural environment (wetlands and waters of the 
US, potential bog turtle habitat and forests), social and economic impacts 
(property acquisition, relocations, community and community facilities), cultural 
resources (physical, noise and visual effects) and the feasibility and restraints of 
the engineering design (ability to meet project purpose and need, design 
complexity, construction costs) of various elements of the roadway.   When 
compared to the Green South Alternative, the differences in environmental 
impacts were that the Green North has lower wetlands, forest and stream impacts 
and has less potential to disrupt the habitats of wetland dependent wildlife.  Green 
North also has a single, shorter and more perpendicular crossing of Scott Run 
than Green South.  In addition, the Green South Alternative included a second 
crossing of Scott Run.  For these reasons, DNREC did not support the Green 
South Alternative.   The Green North Alternative represents, in the opinion of the 
resource and regulatory agencies, the best solution to the existing need. 
 
2a) During final design, the elevation of the roadway in this location will be 
evaluated further in a effort to keep the profile as low as reasonably possible.  A 
visual earthen berm is proposed between the community and new US 301 to 
minimize visual and noise impacts.  
 
2b) During the final design phase, DelDOT will evaluate the practicality of 
constructing the berm prior to construction of the roadway or as a part of the 
initial phase in the sequence of construction. 
 
2c) DelDOT will continue to evaluate the feasibility of extending the berm during 
final design. The berm is currently not proposed where the roadway will be 
below-grade. 
 
2d) DelDOT  is currently in the design phase of planned improvements in this 
area (Jamison Corner Road reconstruction, Route 412A realignment, Lorewood 
Grove Road reconstruction) that are included in the Capital Transportation Plan 
(refer to DEIS, Chapter I, Section C.5.g.).   
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Response to Kirk Beshore: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The toll-free ramps between SR 1 and US 13, south of the C&D Canal, will 
continue to be available to the traveling public. 
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Response to Bill and Fran Resto: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The rationale and justification for the selection of Green North as DelDOT’s 
recommended preferred alternative are well-documented in the DEIS (Chapter 
V).  The recommendation was based on a balanced overview which included a 
comparison of the impacts to the natural environment (wetlands and waters of the 
US, potential bog turtle habitat and forests), social and economic impacts 
(property acquisition, relocations, community and community facilities), cultural 
resources (physical, noise and visual effects) and the feasibility and restraints of 
the engineering design (ability to meet project purpose and need, design 
complexity, construction costs) of various elements of the roadway.   When 
compared to the Green South Alternative, the differences in environmental 
impacts were that the Green North has lower wetlands, forest and stream impacts 
and has less potential to disrupt the habitats of wetland dependent wildlife.  Green 
North also has a single, shorter and more perpendicular crossing of Scott Run 
than Green South.  In addition, the Green South Alternative included a second 
crossing of Scott Run.  For these reasons, DNREC did not support the Green 
South Alternative.   The Green North Alternative represents, in the opinion of the 
resource and regulatory agencies, the best solution to the existing need. 
 
During final design, the elevation of the roadway in this location will be 
evaluated further in a effort to keep the profile as low as reasonably possible.  A 
visual earthen berm is proposed between the community and new US 301 to 
minimize visual and noise impacts.  
 
During the final design phase, DelDOT will evaluate the practicality of 
constructing the berm prior to construction of the roadway or as a part of the 
initial phase in the sequence of construction. 
 
DelDOT will continue to evaluate the feasibility of extending the berm during 
final design. The berm is currently not proposed where the roadway will be 
below-grade. 
 
DelDOT  is currently in the design phase of planned improvements in this area 
(Jamison Corner Road reconstruction, Route 412A realignment, Lorewood Grove 
Road reconstruction) that are included in the Capital Transportation Plan (refer to 
DEIS, Chapter I, Section C.5.g.).   
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Response to Donald Fischer: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
1) DelDOT is working with DNREC to develop concepts for wildlife passages 
that will be constructed as part of the roadway project. The roadway will have 
safety fencing on either side to prevent larger animals (such as deer) from 
entering the highway right-of-way.   DelDOT is also working with the resource 
agencies to develop mitigation for wetlands and other wildlife habitat areas that 
will be impacted. 
 
2)  We are aware of the attraction of local services to the traveling public.  
Drivers wishing to continue to stop in Middletown for services will be able to exit 
the new US 301 either at the Levels Road interchange or at the interchange at 
Armstrong Corner Road/existing US 301. 
 
3)  DelDOT is considering the collection of tolls through Open Road Tolling 
(ORT), where collection is accomplished by reading an in-vehicle transponder 
(EZ-Pass) or by photographing license plates.   
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Response to Irene Pulgini: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Andye Daley: 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Please see also the response to public hearing testimony 
from Andye Daley on January 8, 2007. 
 
Response to comment 1 on page 1 of 4: 
 Noise analysis for the US 301 project follows the national requirements of the FHWA and 
the DelDOT Noise Policy, and use the Design Noise Level of 67dBA (Activity Category 
B) for sensitive receptors such as those in the project area, as listed below.   (The 
handout/Noise Analysis Display from the January 8 and 9, 2007 Public Hearing, which 
were handed to all attendees at the Hearing, provided information regarding FHWA and 
DelDOT noise policies.) 
 
The FHWA Design Noise Levels are as follows (refer to DEIS, page III-65, Table III-31): 
• Activity Category A: Design Noise Level 57 dBA Leq(h) (exterior) Land on which 

serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an important public need, 
and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to continue to 
serve its intended purpose. 

• Activity Category B: Design Noise Level 67 dBA Leq(h) (exterior) Residences, motels, 
hotels, schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, picnic areas, recreation areas, 
playgrounds, active sports areas, and parks. 

• Activity Category C: Design Noise Level 72 dBA Leq(h) (exterior) Developed lands, 
properties or activities not included in categories A and B above. 

• Activity Category D: (no level assigned) Undeveloped lands. 
• Activity Category E: Design Noise Level 52 dBA Leq(h) (interior) Residences, motels, 

hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries, hospitals and auditoriums. 
 
DelDOT considers noise mitigation when either of the following conditions is satisfied:  
• predicted design-year noise levels exceed existing noise levels by 10 dBA or greater, 

regardless of overall noise level or  
• predicted design-year noise levels approach or exceed the FHWA’s Noise Abatement 

Criteria Design Noise Levels listed above; i.e. FHWA and DelDOT consider a noise 
impact to occur for Category B when the design-year noise level would be 66 dBA or 
greater. 

 
In the noise analysis, Chesapeake Meadow was identified as a noise-sensitive land use 
(NSA) under Activity Category B of the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC).  
Existing noise levels were measured at 47 dBA for both primary Chesapeake Meadow 
receptors CM-1 (208 Deerfield Court) and CM-3 (26 Meadow Lane).   Existing noise 
levels at the property lines along Fox Den Court/Churchtown Road (102 Fox Den Court) 
were projected at 50 dBA.  Current community noise levels are influenced mainly by local 
activity.  Design year noise level predictions for 2030 show an increase from 5 to 13 dBA 
above existing noise levels in the west portion of Chesapeake Meadow.  Receptor CM-3 is 
 
(continued on next page) 
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in the rear yards of the properties on the west side of the community, and shows the 
greatest predicted noise increases.  These increases are measured and predicted without 
accounting for the proposed visual earth berm. 
 
These noise levels were assessed according to FHWA NAC.  Year 2030 noise levels along 
the west row of residences, within Chesapeake Meadow, would exceed federal guidelines 
at eleven properties.   Year 2030 noise levels along the south row of residences (Fox Den 
Court), within Chesapeake Meadow, would not exceed federal guidelines, with the 
anticipated increase of 4dBA over existing noise levels, and no increase when compared to 
year 2030 No-Build. 
 
Noise mitigation options were analyzed, but none was found to be cost-effective, as 
defined under DelDOT’s noise policy (approved by FHWA). Although the criteria for the 
construction of a noise barrier or berm in this location are not met, DelDOT has committed 
to constructing a visual screening earth berm (11 feet high by 1,600 feet long) between the 
community and the Spur Road (including not only the affected residences along Meadow 
Lane, but extending to the southern end of the community).  The length of the berm is 
limited on the south by Tidewater Utilities and on the north by Back Creek. The presence 
of this visual berm would also be beneficial to the community with regard to noise, 
reducing noise increases to only 1 dBA at the Deerfield Drive location and 5 dBA at 
Meadow Lane on the north.     
 
The relationship between decibel increases and the actual volume of noise is a complicated 
one.  The ability of the human ear to perceive a change in noise is limited.  A 3 dBA 
increase is generally “barely perceptible” and a 5 dBA increase is considered 
“recognizable” or “noticeable”.   Also, while a 10 dBA increase is a 10-fold increase in 
power, it is only a perceived doubling of the volume to the human ear. 
 
Response to comment 2 on page 1 of 4 
The proposed berm would be 11 feet high in this location; continuous safety fencing will 
also be installed on both sides of the Spur Road to prevent pedestrian access to the 
highway.  
 
Response to comment 3 on page 1 of 4 
With the Green Alternative plus the Spur Road, the average number of daily vehicles 
projected to use Choptank Road north of Churchtown Road would be 5,400, approximately 
57% less in 2030 than with the No Spur Road condition (14,500).  Additionally, the 
average daily traffic on existing US 301/SR 896 is projected to be 1/4 less with the Green 
plus Spur Alternative (27,900) than with the No Spur Road condition (37,200).   
 
Throughout the US 301 Project Development effort, the project team has been aware of the 
potential effects of toll diversions on local communities and has worked to mitigate these 
potential effects.  Two different working groups, which included members from DelDOT, 
 
(continued on next page) 
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community leaders, law enforcement, local elected officials, and other technical staff 
(including representatives from the Maryland State Highway Administration), were 
established during the process.  These working groups were primarily focused on the issue 
of heavy truck diversions, and developed a series of recommendations to help manage 
these diversions through a combination of truck restrictions on local roads and targeted 
enforcement efforts.   
 
The working groups also examined the potential for passenger cars to divert around the toll 
facilities.  Based on the toll rates assumed in our analyses, these types of diversions were 
not projected to be significant, with the exception of the area of Warwick Road (near the 
MD/DE state line).  Additional measures are being considered for this area to address the 
potential for traffic diversions.  These efforts are detailed in the FEIS, Chapter III.G.4.c 
and Chapter IV.C. 
 
With regard to traffic using SR 15 (Choptank Road/Bethel Church Road) to avoid the US 
301 tolls, it is in the best interests of DelDOT to entice traffic to use the toll facility; more 
traffic on the toll road will result in more revenue and a more financially sound project. To 
that end, DelDOT will work to establish a tolling structure and toll rates which attempt to 
minimize diversions to alternate routes (including Choptank Road), while optimizing the 
revenues from the new toll facility.  Clearly, it would not be in the best interests of 
DelDOT to include design features on this new facility that discouraged its use and 
reduced the potential toll revenues.  
 
Response to comment 4 on page 1 of 4 
The recommended Spur Road includes a “Y” type interchange south of Summit Bridge, 
which has been developed in accordance with current DelDOT design standards.  The 
interchange has been analyzed and is projected to operate at a satisfactory level of service 
in design year 2030.  Daily traffic on Summit Bridge, in Design Year 2030, is projected to 
be 59,500 vehicles per day with new US 301 and the Spur Road, while the projected 
volume on the Summit Bridge is 53,900 vehicles per day with new US 301, but without the 
Spur Road, a difference of less than 10%.  Traffic projections show that regardless of the 
alternative, including the Middletown Corridor Coalition’s suggested Green North without 
the preferred Spur Road, there is a consistently high traffic demand to use Summit Bridge. 
 
The volume of traffic projected to use the Summit Bridge daily in 2030 with the Green 
Alternative with the Spur Road is 59,500; under the No Spur Road condition the volume is 
53,900 and under the No-Build, 65,000.  Therefore, the Green Alternative with the Spur 
Road is projected to provide some relief to traffic on Summit Bridge in 2030.  While both 
of these projections represent a significant increase over existing daily volume of 26,300, 
the level of service (LOS) on Summit Bridge is projected to be LOS D during peak hours 
with the Green with the Spur Road, which is still considered acceptable. 
 
(continued on next page) 
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The ability to provide capacity improvements north of Summit Bridge was designed into 
the dualization of US 301/SR 896 that was completed in the 1990s.  Should capacity be 
needed north of the bridge, it can be built within the existing right-of-way from the bridge 
to US 40 and with the acquisition of right-of-way between US 40 and I-95.  In that 
scenario, the Summit Bridge would indeed be the bottleneck. 
 
Response to comment 5 on page 2 of 4: 
 
The purpose of the Spur Road is to better manage traffic from existing US 301 and the 
Westown area destined for Glasgow, Newark and points north (approximately 1/3 of the 
traffic currently on existing US 301 near the Maryland line).  The Spur would reduce 
traffic on local roads such as existing US 301 and Choptank Road, thus reducing 
congestion and improving safety. 
 
Surveys of current traffic show that 65% of northbound US 301 traffic is going northeast 
(SR 1), 35% of northbound US 301 traffic is going north (SR 896), and 95% of the long 
distance or inter-state trucks are going northeast (SR 1).   
 
Traffic projections (2030) support the need for a new 4-lane US 301 and 2-lane Spur Road.  
Northbound traffic projected to use the Spur Road includes 57% from the new Levels 
Road interchange (southern Middletown area, including Westown), 39% comes from MD, 
and 4% is from other locations 
 
The Spur Road significantly reduces traffic on Choptank Road (by 57% - 14,500 to 6,200 
vehicles per day) and on existing US 301 (by 25% - 37,200 to 27,900)) compared to non-
spur options, in year 2030.  The Spur Road draws traffic away from two undivided roads 
(Choptank Road and US 301) and places it on a divided roadway (Spur) – divided 
roadways typically have lower accident rates.  And, the Spur Road provides additional 
opportunities in addressing the sharp curve and traffic signal at the base of the Summit 
Bridge.  The Spur Road will also provide another north-south route that could carry traffic 
in the event of a major incident (closure of SR 1 or US 301, or evacuation). 
 
The Project Team presented a Spur Road option that provided local access via intersections 
with major local cross roads (Old School House Road and Churchtown Road).  However, 
comments were received from the public and New Castle County opposing this option, due 
to concerns that the additional local access would accelerate proposed development in the 
area or result in new development in areas to the west of the Spur Road that are not 
projected for development.   
 
 
(continued on following pages) 
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DelDOT considers the cost of the Spur Road appropriate to provide a through route for through traffic 
(especially truck traffic) that will separate this traffic from local vehicular traffic and increase safety on 
local roadways, thus benefiting local residents. The Spur Road will also serve southern Middletown, as 
well as decrease the need for future improvements to Choptank Road and existing US 301. 
 
Response to comment 6 on page 2 of 5: 
In the process that was used for the US 301 Project Development effort, alternatives evolve over time.  
Alternatives are proposed and eliminated (like the Blue Alternatives) and alternatives change (the 
addition of the spur to the Purple and Green Alternatives), based on continued analysis and public and 
agency input.   
 
The public was informed of the Range of Alternatives, the Retained Alternatives, the Recommended 
Preferred Alternative and the Preferred Alternative.  The Green Alternative (including a north and south 
option) has been under consideration from the beginning of the process and the Green + Spur option has 
been under consideration since December 2005 when the Retained Alternatives were announced.  The 
addition of the Spur Road presented to the public at the December 2005 public workshops, was presented 
in considerable detail at the February 2006 “Issues” workshop, including its Purpose and Need, benefits, 
etc., and again at the April 2006 public workshops.  The Green North + Spur was the Recommended 
Preferred Alternative announced by DelDOT in November 2006, as noted in the DEIS, and was presented 
as such at the January 2007 Combined Location-Design Public Hearings. Additionally, after every 
workshop/hearing, the Project Team mailed extensive documentation to community leaders including 
those from Chesapeake Meadow.  DelDOT has been aware of the community’s “no spur” position as a 
result of the comments and petitions received during the workshops’ comment periods, including those 
from residents in Chesapeake Meadow and others. 
 
The Spur Road was added because:  
(1) it balances the available capacities of the Summit Bridge, SR 1 bridge and St. Georges Bridge 
crossings of the C&D Canal;  
(2) its addition provided flexibility in addressing the sharp curve and signal at the base of Summit Bridge 
at the intersection of SR 896, US 301, and SR 15; and  
(3) it will accommodate the 35% of through traffic that was identified in the Origin & Destination Survey,  
and confirmed by traffic projections, as desiring to access points directly north, while the US 301 
mainline will accommodate the 65% of through traffic wishing to access I-95 and points to the northeast.   
 
Response to comment 7 on page 2 of 4: 
This comment suggests improving US 301 from Armstrong Corner Road to Mount Pleasant and 
eliminating the Spur Road.  However, traffic analysis suggests the need to widen existing US 301 from 
Peterson Road to Mount Pleasant, should the Spur Road be deleted.  Improvements would include adding 
one additional lane in each direction plus a continuous left turn lane and a raised median or  
 
(continued on next page) 
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additional left turn lane as necessary.  Widening would occur primarily along the west side 
of the roadway, and would require approximately 55 feet of additional right-of-way 
(ROW) along the west side of the corridor.  On the east side, approximately 20 feet of 
additional ROW would be required. In locations of existing Section 4(f) historic resources 
(RG Hayes House, CRS Number N05153; Armstrong-Walker House, CRS N05146, and 
Mt. Pleasant Farm, CRS N05242), the roadway would be shifted to avoid impact to these 
properties.   These shifts would require additional ROW from the opposite sides of the 
roadway.  DelDOT has considered this option and believes it is not the most prudent 
approach.  While the total cost of this option is approximately $67-$83 million, less than 
the estimated preferred Spur Road cost of approximately $105-$120 million , it does NOT 
fully meet the project purpose and need: 
o Results in more traffic on local roads (e.g. Choptank Road and existing US 301, 

among others) 
o Results in higher accident rates/actual accidents, because of more traffic on lower 

type roads, signalized/unsignalized intersections and numerous access points 
o Results in mixing through truck traffic with local traffic from north of Armstrong 

Corner Road to Summit Bridge (reference two recent accidents near DE/MD line – 4 
fatalities – (both involved 18-wheelers) and the most recent accident/fatality at US 
310/SR 896 and Old Summit Bridge Road.. 

o Results in reduced traffic at the toll plaza just north of the state line – less toll 
revenues to fund new US 301 and the Spur Road and results in diversion of truck 
traffic to local roads in DE and MD. 

o Results in significant property impacts along existing US 301, as noted below, due to 
the need to widen existing US 301 from Peterson Road to Mount Pleasant. Partial 
Impacts to Businesses: Burger King, Summit Plaza, Middletown Chevy, Nu-Car 
Connection, Middletown Medical Professional Bldg, Ciamaricone’s Landscaping, Tri 
State Materials, Cooper Wilbert Vault Company, Mr. Mulch, Guardian Fence 
Company, Rollins Metal Works, Keenan Auto Body Shop , 301 Cycle, Shops of Mt. 
Pleasant 

 Total Takes of Businesses: Ringold Chapel AME, Logullo’s Country Market, M. 
Madic, Inc., KO’s Cleaning 

 Partial Impacts to Homes: 3 plus impacts to Middletown Village and Springmill 
 Total Takes of Homes:  9 
 Plus impacts to additional vacant or farmed residential/commercial properties 
The Recommended Spur Road does not require any residential or business relocations. 
 
DelDOT will continue to consider the feasibility of adding a greenway trail adjacent to the 
east side of the Spur Road.  Changes to the typical section of the Spur Road, such as an 
adjustment of the width of the median or reduced clearances could be evaluated to provide 
some additional outside width and include the proposed trail within the right-of-way 
without additional property acquisition. 
 
(continued on following pages) 
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Response to comment 8 on page 2 of 4: 
DelDOT would like to note the following with respect to the proposed Spur Road in the vicinity of the 
Chesapeake Meadow community.  An 11’x 1,600’ long earth berm is proposed between the Spur Road 
and Chesapeake Meadow.  Approximately 150-175 feet of additional open space would remain between 
the bottom of the earth berm (community side) and the nearest property line at Chesapeake Meadow.   
This additional open space results from the proposed US 301 Spur Road being shifted to the west as it 
passes Chesapeake Meadow, such that the proposed travel lanes actually fall outside of the DelDOT-
owned right-of-way.  This was done to ensure ample room for an earth berm, as well as to shift the 
roadway as far from Chesapeake Meadow as reasonably possible.  The strip of property directly to the 
west of Chesapeake Meadow, owned by DelDOT, is approximately 2,200 feet in length and varies in 
width from 250 on the south end to 350 feet on the north end.  As a result of this westerly shift, DelDOT 
needs to acquire an additional strip of property adjacent to the DelDOT-owned parcel approximately 
2,220 feet long and 200 feet wide.  
 
Suggestions have been received from impacted property owners on both sides of the Spur Road, 
requesting DelDOT look at moving the alignment to avoid their specific property.  The requests from 
those in Chesapeake Meadow to move the corridor further to the west have been countered by the owners 
of the farms west of the proposed Spur Road, whose desire is to have the road moved further to the east 
and closer to the vicinity of Chesapeake Meadow.  Clearly, both sides cannot be accommodated, and the 
roadway has already been shifted further from the Chesapeake Meadow community to provide the 
distance needed to construct a visual berm for the community.  For those on both sides of the roadway, 
additional shifts in the alignment are not being considered at this time.  However, we will review the 
alignment in this location during final design and evaluate the potential to shift the alignment and/or 
narrow the proposed cross-section, which could potentially lower impacts on both sides. 
 
Responses to comments regarding the Churchtown Road overpass 
 
Response to comment 1 on page 3 of 4: 
Under the current design and based upon the level of information available at this time, Churchtown Road 
would not be closed during construction of new Churchtown Road over the Spur Road.   The new 
Churchtown Road overpass would be located just to the north of the existing roadway, with retaining 
walls to allow existing Churchtown Road to remain open in both directions during construction.  There 
however most likely will be intermittent lane closures to allow for construction adjacent to the existing 
roadway as is typical with any roadway construction.  Access to Tidewater Utilities will be maintained 
and they will not be acquired for the project. 
 
During construction of the overpass, it may be necessary to close one lane of Churchtown Road while a 
section of retaining wall is constructed along the south edge of new Churchtown Road.  During this 
period, the contractors would use flaggers so that continuous access could be maintained.  It is currently 
anticipated that traffic will be maintained continuously on Churchtown Road during construction and will 
not be diverted as noted in the MCC comment above. 
 
(continued on next page) 
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Finally, the highest elevation on the Churchtown Road overpass will be approximately 
elevation 77.  The elevation of the backyards of 102 and 104 Fox Den Court are 
approximately elevation 55 and 53.5, respectively.  As a result, the overpass structure will 
be approximately 22 feet above the elevation of the backyard of 102 Fox Den Court and 
located approximately 1,200 feet from the overpass high point.  The overpass structure will 
be approximately 23.5 feet above the elevation of the backyard of 104 Fox Den Court and 
located approximately 1,000 feet from the overpass high point.  Adjacent to 102 Fox Den 
Court, new Churchtown Road will remain at the existing location and elevation.  Adjacent 
to 104 Fox Den Court, new Churchtown Road will be located approximately 6 feet closer 
and approximately 2 feet higher than existing Churchtown Road. 
 
Based on the level of information we have at this time, no homes will be taken for the 
Churchtown Road improvements.  Along the north side of Churchtown Road, currently 
anticipated impacts involve only the community’s common area.  We currently anticipate 
being able to avoid any individual residential property takings.  On the south side of 
Churchtown Road, we have significantly reduced the impact on 838, 842, 852 and 858 
Churchtown Road.  However, temporary construction easement along these parcels will 
likely be needed.  In addition, some property from 852 and 858 Churchtown Road will 
need to be acquired to tie existing Churchtown Road into New Churchtown Road.  Access 
to all four properties will be continuously maintained.   
 
The Project Team has also relocated the previously proposed stormwater management 
pond from the 858 Churchtown Road property to DelDOT property located on the north 
side of Churchtown Road.  Finally, the alignment of New Churchtown Road, east of the 
Spur Road, has been shifted slightly to the north, to minimize impacts on the wetlands to 
the south of Churchtown Road and the Zapata property. 
 
Response to comment 2 on page 3 of 4: 
The current design does not impact the Chesapeake Meadow stormwater drainage ponds. 
 
Response to comment 3 on page 3 of 4: 
A landscaping plan will be prepared during the project’s final design to mitigate the 
removal of the existing berm and trees adjacent to the new US 301. 
 
Potential partial property acquisitions are noted in the DEIS, as are potential relocations; 
however, only potential relocations are specifically identified.   Specifically, as a result of 
their attendance at a meeting of the Chesapeake Meadow community on the US 301 
Project Development effort, the property owners at 102 Fox Den Court were provided 
information on the potential impact on their property.  The overpass will not result in a 
taking of any property from 100 Fox Den Court.  The property owners at 104 Fox Den 
Court have not been notified of the potential taking of slightly more than 0.1 acre from 
their property.   The potential takings of community open space do not impact the  
 
(continued on following pages) 
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community stormwater management ponds located there.  Many of these partial property acquisitions 
noted in the DEIS have been reduced or eliminated.  As noted previously, design and minimization 
efforts since the DEIS have eliminated any individual property acquisitions along Fox Den Court, and 
reduced partial property impacts on the south side of Churchtown Road. 
 
The entryway will not be affected by the overpass since the modifications to Churchtown Road will begin 
west of the entrance. 
 
Response to comment 4 on page 3 of 4: 
 
102 Fox Den Court is located at the extreme southern end of Chesapeake Meadow, and would not be 
impacted by traffic noise from the Spur Road, i.e. the Spur Road does not result in a projected increase of 
10dBA or a noise level that approaches 67dBA.  The primary traffic noise influence to 102 Fox Den 
Court is Churchtown Road, which it borders, and not the Spur Road, since the distance to the Spur road 
ranges from approximately 850 feet at its western-most point to 1,200 feet at the east property line.  With 
no southern exposure to the Spur Road, due to a raised Churchtown Road, 102 Fox Den is only minimally 
affected by traffic noise from the Spur Road.  Thus, although noise levels were modeled accounting for 
all contributing traffic noise sources to the property, including the Spur Road, Churchtown Road was 
found to be the most relevant noise source.   
 
The current daily volume of traffic on Churchtown Road is approximately 2,700 vehicles per day (vpd). 
Under the Green North and No-Spur Road scenario, noise levels are predicted to increase from 50 dBA 
(existing, modeled) to 54 dBA.  Under Green North + Spur Road, daily traffic volumes on Churchtown 
Road are  less (3,700 vpd) than Green North and No-Spur (4,200 vpd), but design-year noise levels are 
predicted to be the same at 54 dBA.  The noise contribution from Churchtown Road being raised is 
actually reduced slightly as a result of the property’s exposure to east-bound traffic on Churchtown Road 
being slightly reduced.  At the same time, the Spur Road results in a minor increase in the design-year 
noise level, which results in the overall noise level at 102 Fox Den Court being the same, with or without 
the Spur Road. 
 
Response to comment 5 on page 3 of 4: 
See the response to comment 1 on page 3 of 4. 
 
Response to comment 6 on page 3 of 4: 
The Project Team has met with Tidewater Utilities, who have generally concurred in the latest concept 
for the Churchtown Road overpass of the Spur Road, including the suggested method for providing 
access to Tidewater’s facility and operations.  Access will be provided, for the most part, along existing 
Churchtown Road, which will curve to the north and pass under the Churchtown Road overpass bridge.   
 
(continued on next page) 

 
(continued from previous page) 
 
Response to comment 7 on page 3 of 4: 
Neither DelDOT nor FHWA can be responsible for any decrease in property values 
because of the proximity of a roadway project, and there is no compensation available for 
such changes in property values.  On the other hand, there is equally no compensation for 
FHWA or DelDOT for potential increases in property values that may occur because of a 
highway project. 
 
Response to comment 8 on page 3 of 4: 
It is anticipated that none of the construction will be close enough to homes in Chesapeake 
Meadow to cause a vibration that would cause a problem such as described in the 
comment.   
 
Response to summary statement on page 3 of 4: 
A refined Preferred Alternative is presented in the Final EIS, and commitments regarding 
minimization and mitigation of impacts will be memorialized in the Record of Decision 
which is anticipated to be signed following the availability of the FEIS and a subsequent 
review period.  Final engineering and design of the roadway will be guided by those 
commitments, as will construction.  During the final design process, DelDOT will meet 
with those directly and indirectly affected to secure their input. 
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Response to John Cooper 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
1) DelDOT appreciates your concerns about property values and the quality of 
life issues associated with the construction of the roadway.  DelDOT will 
continue to pursue various mitigation efforts to lessen the visual impact of the 
roadway on adjacent communities, such as lowering the roadway elevation below 
grade where soils and drainage allow, visual screening berms and landscaping.  
Future changes in property values along the new US 301 corridor cannot be 
predicted nor can the values associated with such changes be determined, because 
other factors along with the highway will influence those changes.  It is 
impossible to determine to what extent each factor influences changes in property 
values.  Compensation for a decrease in property value is not provided.  DelDOT 
will design the new US 301 to avoid or minimize the effects of the new highway 
on property values to the best extent possible; however, the market value of 
properties that would be adjacent to the new US 301 in the future cannot be 
estimated, nor can that change in value be mitigated.  
 
2) The Spur Road is designed as a limited-access roadway; the only local access 
to be provided will be at the proposed Bethel Church Road Extended interchange 
(directional ramps), providing access to and from the north only.  Access rights to 
the Spur Road will be acquired as part of the right-of-way acquisition process and 
a denial of access will be imposed along the entire length of the Spur Road.  
DelDOT is designing the Spur Road as a through route for through traffic, 
especially truck traffic, in order to separate this traffic from local and vehicular 
traffic and increase safety on local roadways.  To require all truck traffic to 
continue to use the local roadways would not meet the purpose and need of the 
project with respect to increasing safety throughout the corridor and separating 
local from through traffic, especially truck traffic. 
 
3)  We respect your opinion regarding the curve and signal at the base of Summit 
Bridge; however, the accident statistics do not support your comment.  During the 
6 ½ year study period evaluated in the DEIS, a total of 85 crashes have occurred 
at this location. 
 
 (continued on next page) 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4)  We understand home sellers in Delaware are required by law to provide a 
disclosure form noting impacts to the sale property that the sellers are aware of.  
The US 301 project is not adjacent to nor will it impact properties in Back Creek.    
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Response to Donald Bauer 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The rationale and justification for the selection of Green North as DelDOT’s 
recommended preferred alternative are well-documented in the DEIS (Chapter 
V).  The recommendation was based on a balanced overview which included a 
comparison of the impacts to the natural environment (wetlands and waters of the 
US, potential bog turtle habitat and forests), social and economic impacts 
(property acquisition, relocations, community and community facilities), cultural 
resources (physical, noise and visual effects) and the feasibility and restraints of 
the engineering design (ability to meet project purpose and need, design 
complexity, construction costs) of various elements of the roadway.   When 
compared to the Green South Alternative, the differences in environmental 
impacts were that the Green North has lower wetlands, forest and stream impacts 
and has less potential to disrupt the habitats of wetland dependent wildlife.  Green 
North also has a single, shorter and more perpendicular crossing of Scott Run 
than Green South.  In addition, the Green South Alternative has a second crossing 
of Scott Run.  For these reasons, DNREC did not support the Green South 
Alternative.   The Green North Alternative represents, in the opinion of the 
resource and regulatory agencies, the best solution to the existing need. 
 
 
 
DelDOT is aware of the proximity of the St. Georges Technical School and the 
Appoquinimink High School to the proposed roadway alignments. 
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Response to Susan Tokash 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We appreciate your preference for the Yellow Alternative and the reasons you 
have for preferring it over the Green North Alternative.  The reasons for 
DelDOT’s recommendation of Green North as the preferred alternative, and the 
reasons why the other alternatives were not recommended, are documented in 
Chapter V of the DEIS, in the public workshops and public hearings displays and 
handouts, and in Chapter II of the FEIS.   
 
 
In addition, we have worked with several farmers in the Ratledge Road area to 
minimize impacts to their farms and the farming community. 
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Response to Patrick Daley 
 
Thank you for your comment.   
 
 
Please also see the comment form and response to Andye Daley on pages 9 to 15 
of this section. 
 
DelDOT would be willing to investigate the desire for and feasibility of such a 
facility with adjacent communities, property owners and stakeholders.  A 
potential greenway could be located on the Spur side of the berm.  However, it 
would seem that locating the greenway on the non-road side of the berm would be 
more appropriate.  A suggested greenway is not included as part of the Preferred 
Alternative.   
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Response to Allen Rubinow 
 
Thank you for your comment.   
 
 
 
While we appreciate your concern, please note that Bunker Hill Road, the two-
lane local road, will be elevated over the new US 301.  One of the objectives of 
the design for the Spur Road is to provide local road overpasses wherever 
possible, thus decreasing the impact of the overpass (likely less traffic and slower 
speeds than on the Spur Road, therefore, less noise and visual impact, less 
required right-of-way to construct the relatively smaller overpass).  Allowing the 
Spur Road to overpass local roads would cause a greater impact to nearby 
communities. 
 
DelDOT did consider a southern route (developed as the Blue Alternative) during 
the project planning process.  That alternative was not retained for detailed study 
as a result of strong opposition from the southern communities (Townsend and 
the surrounding area) and from the resource agencies.  The alternative also did 
not address the traffic problems effectively.   
 
We appreciate your preference for the Blue Alternative and the reasons you have 
for preferring it over the Green North Alternative.  The reasons for DelDOT’s 
recommendation of Green North as the preferred alternative, and the reasons why 
the other alternatives were not recommended, are documented in Chapter V of the 
DEIS, in the public workshops and public hearings displays and handouts, and in 
Chapter II of the FEIS.  The reasons for not retaining the Blue Alternative are 
also detailed in US 301 Project Development: Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Evaluation (DelDOT, November 2005), which received concurrence from the 
agencies.  This document is available for review upon request. 
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Response to Susan Laskos 
 
Thank you for your comment.   
 
 
 
DelDOT did consider a southern route (developed as the Blue Alternative) during 
the project planning process.  That alternative was not retained for detailed study 
as a result of strong opposition from the southern communities (Townsend and 
the surrounding area) and from the resource agencies.  
 
We appreciate your preference for the Blue Alternative and the reasons you have 
for preferring it over the Green North Alternative.  The reasons for DelDOT’s 
recommendation of Green North as the preferred alternative, and the reasons why 
the other alternatives were not recommended, are documented in Chapter V of the 
DEIS, in the public workshops and public hearings displays and handouts, and in 
Chapter II of the FEIS.  The reasons for not retaining the Blue Alternative are 
also detailed in US 301 Project Development: Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Evaluation (DelDOT, November 2005), which received concurrence from the 
agencies.  This document is available for review upon request. 
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Response to George and Carolyn Schafer 
 
Thank you for your comment.   
 
Regarding the Armstrong Corner Road area:  Initially, the alignment in this area 
did cross north of the Middletown Baptist Church through an area of high quality 
wetlands and forest and close to the Post & Rail Farms community.  This 
alignment was revised to the south at the request of the Army Corps of Engineers 
to minimize impacts to wetlands.   
 
The alignment in the Ratledge Road area has been shifted onto the old DP&L 
alignment to preserve working farms in the area and avoid impacts to high quality 
wetlands. 
 
DelDOT received the map proposing Option 4B, with signatures as noted, during 
the Public Hearing.  [Option 4B is a hand-drawn alignment that would traverse 
the distance between Boyds Corner Road and Jamison Corner Road 
approximately 1,500 feet east of the alignment presented in the DEIS (shown on 
this map as Option 1)].  DelDOT is committed to working with the environmental 
resource agencies, the Army Corps of Engineers and the farmers, owners and 
neighbors in the Ratledge Road community to develop an alignment for this 
portion of the Green North Alternative that will minimize, to the greatest extent 
possible, impacts to active farmlands and minimize impacts to the wetland area.   
 
To this end, representatives from the Ratledge Road/Jamison Corner 
neighborhood, Corps of Engineers, FHWA, DelDOT, DNREC, the Delaware 
News Journal and the Project Team met in the field on January 30, 2007, to 
review the existing environment in the vicinity of the proposed options.  Follow 
up meetings have been held to discuss ongoing concerns and design an alignment 
that would preserve the affected farm properties and homes while minimizing 
impacts to wetlands in the area.   
 
As a result of the community’s concerns and ongoing consultation, DelDOT is 
proposing the Option 4B Modified alignment as the preferred alignment of new 
US 301 in this area.  Option 4B Modified essentially is aligned on the DP&L 
corridor from south of the Cedar Lane School complex to the boundary of the 
Whitehall properties, where it then curves to the east toward Jamison Corner 
Road.  DelDOT is also proposing a minimization and mitigation package that will 
compensate for the increased impacts this alignment will cause to wetlands and 
forest, in coordination with the resource agencies.  The option and commitments 
in the mitigation package are included in the FEIS and ROD. 
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Response to Matt Cracco 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The need for the Spur Road has been demonstrated by the traffic projections, 
which indicate more than twice as much traffic (14,500 vehicles per day (vpd) 
versus 6,200 vpd) on SR 15 (Choptank Road, north of Churchtown Road) and 
more than 30% more traffic (37,200 vpd versus 27,900 vpd) on US 301/SR 896 
without the Spur Road.  The option to improve US 301/SR 896 from the 
Armstrong Corner Road Interchange to Summit Bridge and using this improved 
facility as the “spur” was evaluated very briefly by the project team during the 
alternatives development process but was not presented at a public workshop.  
This option was not presented because of its inability to reduce traffic congestion, 
improve safety and manage truck traffic when compared to the Spur Road on the 
ridge alignment.  This alternative was evaluated in greater detail as a result of 
continuing coordination efforts with the Middletown Corridor Coalition.  
However, the additional effort has led to the same conclusion, i.e., the Green 
North plus the Spur Road is still preferred over the Green North Alternative 
without the Spur and with improvements to existing US 301.   
 
Although some of the improvements you mention have merit, they are outside of 
the scope of the US 301 Project.  Some of the suggestions may be evaluated for 
other future roadway projects. 
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Response to Mark Wiggins, Sr. 
 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
DelDOT is currently constructing improvements to Choptank Road; the 
improvements are designed to improve safety and to maintain Choptank Road as 
a local roadway and not add capacity.  The new US 301 could not be constructed 
on the Choptank Road alignment because of the much greater impacts to 
properties, including two that are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places, that would occur with the construction of a four-lane, divided, 
limited-access roadway.  The spur alignment passes adjacent to the Woodin 
property, and an interchange in the Middletown area has been discussed as part of 
the US 301 improvements for many years. 
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Response to George Keegan and Heather Chelpaty 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The new interchange south of Summit Bridge will eliminate the traffic signal 
currently located on the sharp curve south of the Summit Bridge.  Access to 
SR 896 from Lea Eara Farms will be provided via Old Summit Bridge Road.  
Access to SR 15 from Lea Eara Farms will be provided via Old Summit Bridge 
Road to SR 896 to Churchtown Road to SR 15. 
 
On northbound US 13, the existing on ramp (median turning lane to cross 
southbound US 13 and access SR 1) to SR 1 northbound will be shifted 
approximately 1,000 feet to the south, and the left turn lane from US 13 to SR 1 
will be extended and physically separated from US 13 to ensure safety of queued 
vehicles.  The crossover ramp would continue under the new flyover ramp from 
northbound US 301 to SR 1, and merge into northbound SR 1 before new US 301 
merges onto northbound US 301.  
 
The noise receptors you identify are labeled PF-1, PF-2, and PF-3 (shown on 
Figure III-10 in Chapter III), and are listed in order of increased distance from 
SR 1 and US 301.  The analysis showed that noise levels would be no greater than 
existing or No-Build levels at PF-2; therefore, no audible difference in noise level 
will be perceptible at distances comparable to PF-2, which is approximately 1,500 
feet from SR 1 and 1,200 feet from US 13.     
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Response to Nicole Rhoades 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The construction of the Spur Road will facilitate the passage of through traffic 
between the state line/Westown area and SR 896/Summit Bridge for travelers 
wishing to access points north and west of the Summit Bridge and for traffic 
north and west of Summit Bridge traveling south to the Westown area and 
Maryland.  The current reconstruction of Choptank Road (in progress) will not 
add capacity to this roadway; however, without the Spur Road, traffic on 
Choptank Road north of Churchtown Road will nearly triple (14,500 vehicles per 
day (vpd) versus 6,200 vpd with the Spur Road in 2030 versus 5,400 vpd 
existing).  Old Schoolhouse Road will remain a local road ending at Choptank 
Road; there are no plans to extend this road beyond its current alignment, only to 
raise it to overpasds the Spur Road.  Additional traffic is not anticipated as a 
direct impact of the overpass. 
 
While the impacts of the Old Schoolhouse Road overpass of the Spur Road are 
not inconsequential, they could be minimized by the construction of steeper 
slopes for the overpass approaches.  Impacts to wildlife will be minimized by 
restricting their access to the Spur Road by fencing.  Noise impacts will be 
minimized by the provision of visual earth berms proposed between the Spur 
Road and a number of adjacent communities to minimize the visual impacts.  
Stormwater runoff will be treated for both quantity and quality in stormwater 
management facilities currently designed (in concept) as ponds.  Air quality will, 
according to projections, not exceed national standards.   
 
 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 7: Comment Forms Received through the Website Page 33 of 35 

 

 
 
Response to Mark Wiggins, Sr.: 
 
 
 
 
The Department appreciates your presentation of the benefits and lower impacts 
this “futuristic” roadway design would have, but the idea is not viable.  DelDOT 
would not consider a totally elevated highway because of the much greater visual 
impacts that this would bring to the surrounding communities, significantly 
higher costs, and the greater impacts associated with providing access to and from 
an elevated roadway. 
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Response to Melissa DelRosso 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
 
The need for the Spur Road has been demonstrated by the traffic projections, 
which indicate more than twice as much traffic (14,500 vehicles per day (vpd) 
versus 6,200 vpd) on SR 15 (Choptank Road, north of Churchtown Road) and 
more than 30% more traffic (37,200 vpd versus 27,900 vpd) on US 301/SR 896 
without the Spur Road.  The option to improve US 301/SR 896 from the 
Armstrong Corner Road Interchange to Summit Bridge and using this improved 
facility as the “spur” was evaluated very briefly by the project team during the 
alternatives development process but was not presented at a public workshop.  
This option was not presented because of its inability to reduce traffic congestion, 
improve safety and manage truck traffic when compared to the Spur Road on the 
ridge alignment.  This alternative was evaluated in greater detail as a result of 
continuing coordination efforts with the Middletown Corridor Coalition.  
However, the additional effort has led to the same conclusion, i.e., the Green 
North plus the Spur Road is still preferred over the Green North Alternative 
without the Spur but with improvements to existing US 301.   
 
 
DelDOT will consider the potential to add a recreational trail adjacent to the Spur 
Road during the final design process; however, that could increase the width of 
the limit of disturbance for the roadway and increase the impacts to property and 
resources. 
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Response to Kathy Olinger 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We will accommodate your request should the preferred alternative 
alignment change and impact your property.   
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Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
During final design, the elevation of the roadway in this location will be evaluated 
further in a effort to keep the profile as low as reasonably possible.  A visual earthen 
berm is proposed between the community and new US 301 to minimize visual and 
noise impacts.  
 
During the final design phase, DelDOT will evaluate the practicality of constructing 
the berm prior to construction of the roadway or as a part of the initial phase in the 
sequence of construction. 
 
DelDOT will continue to evaluate the feasibility of extending the berm during final 
design. The berm is currently not proposed where the roadway will be below-grade. 
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Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Additional response to Mr, Marchio 
 
 
We have considered your concerns regarding the proximity of the new alignment to 
the Cedar Lane Complex.  The project team, together with the US Army Corps of 
Engineers, DNREC, the US EPA and FHWA, has reviewed all of the options for the 
alignment between Armstrong Corner Road and Jamison Corner Road, and has 
recommended alignment Option 4B Modified in this area.  Option 4B Modified will 
eliminate impacts to the school district’s planned expansion property and pass 
approximately 400 feet to the west of the educational property line (closer than the 
alignment shown in the DEIS).  This option will eliminate impacts to long-term family 
owned and operated farms (Wooleyhan and Emerson) while increasing impacts to 
low/medium quality wetlands. 
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Response to Bill Cockerham: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
DelDOT received the map proposing Option 4B, with signatures as noted, during the 
Public Hearing.  [Option 4B is a hand-drawn alignment that would traverse the 
distance between Boyds Corner Road and Jamison Corner Road approximately 1,500 
feet east of the alignment presented in the DEIS (shown on this map as Option 1)].  
DelDOT is committed to working with the environmental resource agencies, the Army 
Corps of Engineers and the farmers, owners and neighbors in the Ratledge Road 
community to develop an alignment for this portion of the Green North Alternative 
that will minimize, to the greatest extent possible, impacts to active farmlands and 
minimize impacts to the wetland area.   
 
To this end, representatives from the Ratledge Road/Jamison Corner neighborhood, 
Corps of Engineers, FHWA, DelDOT, DNREC, the Delaware News Journal and the 
Project Team met in the field on January 30, 2007, to review the existing environment 
in the vicinity of the proposed options.  Follow up meetings have been held to discuss 
ongoing concerns and design an alignment that would preserve the affected farm 
properties and homes while minimizing impacts to wetlands in the area.   
 
As a result of the community’s concerns and ongoing consultation, DelDOT is 
proposing the Option 4B Modified alignment as the preferred alignment of new US 
301 in this area.  Option 4B Modified essentially is aligned on the DP&L corridor from 
south of the Cedar Lane School complex to the boundary of the Whitehall properties, 
where it then curves to the east toward Jamison Corner Road.  DelDOT is also 
proposing a minimization and mitigation package that will compensate for the 
increased impacts this alignment will cause to wetlands and forest, in coordination 
with the resource agencies.  The option and commitments in the mitigation package are 
included in the FEIS and ROD. 
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Response to Robert Funk, Jr. 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Duane, Rebecca, and Megan Brown 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Please also see the response to Andye Daley’s website 
comment form found in Section D.7 of this Chapter, pages 9-15, for more information on this 
topic. 
 
DelDOT continues to consider the Spur Road an integral part of the US 301 Project design.  
One of the objectives of the design for the Spur Road is to provide local road overpasses 
wherever possible, thus decreasing the impact of the overpass (likely less traffic and slower 
speeds than on the Spur Road, therefore, less noise and visual impact, less required right-of-
way to construct the relatively smaller overpass).  Allowing the Spur Road to overpass local 
roads would cause a greater impact to nearby communities. 
 
Regarding the noise impacts along Churchtown Road, the current daily volume of traffic on 
Churchtown Road is approximately 2,700.  The projected 2030 daily volume with the Green 
North Alternative (with Spur) is 3,700, which represents a 33 percent reduction from the 
projected daily volume under the No-Spur Road condition (4,200).  The amount of highway 
noise is based upon the volune of vehicles using the road; therefore, the Green North 
Alternative with Spur Road would provide a lower noise level for future conditions based on 
the projected lower volume using Churchtown Road under the Green North with Spur build 
condition.   
 
Based on the analysis of noise at receptors located in Chesapeake Meadow and Dickerson 
Farms, and the location of your property, you would not experience a noise impact from 
traffic on the Spur Road or on Churchtown Road overpass. 
 
The ability of the human ear to perceive a change in noise is limited.  A 3 dBA increase is 
generally “barely perceptible” and a 5 dBA increase is considered “recognizable” or 
“noticeable”.   Also, while a 10 dBA increase is a 10-fold increase in power, it is only a 
perceived doubling of the volume to the human ear. 
 
DelDOT has committed to constructing a visual screening earthen berm (11 feet high by 
1,600 feet long) between the community and the proposed Spur Road that would also be 
beneficial to the community with regard to noise, reducing noise impacts to only a 1 dBA 
increase at the Deerfield Drive location and a 5 dBA increase at Meadow Drive.   
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Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We anticipate completion of the FEIS in the fall of 2007.  Following FHWA’s 
issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD), engineering design and right-of-way 
acquisition is estimated to take up to four years (2008-2011), with construction 
following, beginning in 2012.  Construction could take from four to 10 years to 
complete depending on funding. 
 
The Red Alternative, which followed the ridge route and SR 896, crossing the C&D 
Canal on the Summit Bridge, was evaluated during the planning process but was not 
retained for detailed evaluation.  Reasons for not retaining the Red Alternative 
included: 
• it does not accommodate the 65% of traffic on US 301 that is destined for points 

to the northeast 
• it would require additional lanes on the Summit Bridge to accommodate 

increased traffic volumes 
• it did not provide direct access to SR 1 
• it would have required major improvements to the SR 896/I-95 interchange and 

tie-in to Old Baltimore Pike 
• it had identified impacts to Section 4(f) resources 
• it would have been the costliest to construct 
• required the most difficult maintenance of traffic and inconvenience to travelers 

during construction.   
The full explanation for nor retaining the Red Alternative are in the DEIS, Section 
II.B.2.a. 
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Response to Eric Spencer 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We anticipate completion of the FEIS in the fall of 2007.  Following FHWA’s 
issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD), engineering design and right-of-way 
acquisition is estimated to take up to four years (2008-2011), with construction 
following, beginning in 2012.  Construction could take from four to 10 years to 
complete depending on funding. 
 
The rationale and justification for the selection of Green North as DelDOT’s 
recommended preferred alternative are well-documented in the DEIS (Chapter V).  
The recommendation was based on a balanced overview which included a comparison 
of the impacts to the natural environment (wetlands and waters of the US, potential 
bog turtle habitat and forests), social and economic impacts (property acquisition, 
relocations, community and community facilities), cultural resources (physical, noise 
and visual effects) and the feasibility and restraints of the engineering design (ability 
to meet project purpose and need, design complexity, construction costs) of various 
elements of the roadway.   When compared to the Green South Alternative, the 
differences in environmental impacts were that the Green North has lower wetlands, 
forest and stream impacts and has less potential to disrupt the habitats of wetland 
dependent wildlife.  Green North also has a single, shorter and more perpendicular 
crossing of Scott Run than Green South.  Green South also has an additional crossing 
of Scott Run.  For these reasons, DNREC did not support the Green South Alternative.   
The Green North Alternative represents, in the opinion of the resource and regulatory 
agencies, the best solution to the existing need. 
 
During final design, the elevation of the roadway in this location will be evaluated 
further in a effort to keep the profile as low as reasonably possible.  A visual earthen 
berm is proposed between the community and new US 301 to minimize visual and 
noise impacts.  
 
During the final design phase, DelDOT will evaluate the practicality of constructing the 
berm prior to construction of the roadway or as a part of the initial phase in the sequence of 
construction. 
 
DelDOT will continue to evaluate the feasibility of extending the berm during final design. The 
berm is currently not proposed where the roadway will be below-grade. 
 
DelDOT  is currently in the design phase of planned improvements in this area (Jamison Corner 
Road reconstruction, Route 412A realignment, Lorewood Grove Road reconstruction) that are 
included in the Capital Transportation Plan (refer to DEIS, Chapter I, Section C.5.g.). 
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Response to Al Evans 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We appreciate your concern regarding the immediate need for the new US 301 to 
accommodate existing traffic. Following the publication of the FEIS and its review, the 
Record of Decision and the Army Corps of Engineers provisional permit in the fall, 
2007, final engineering and corridor preservation/ acquisition will begin and will likely 
take approximately 4 years (2008-2011).  Construction is likely to begin in 2011 and last 
4-5 years under ideal conditions and if full funding is available.  Construction may take 
up to 10 years if limited funding requires phasing the construction. 
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Response to Edith Carroll 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The interchange at Armstrong Corner Road is provided to allow local access to 
Middletown and points north of Middletown.  Based on traffic projections and the fact 
that the spur road will be limited access, the Spur Road only needs to be constructed as a 
two-lane roadway to carry the anticipated traffic.   
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Response to David Klinger: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Nan & Ray Eddy: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
 
 
The elevation of the visual earth berm will be further evaluated during final design.  
However, as the new US 301 mainline passes the northwest corner of the Springmill 
development, it will begin its elevation to overpass Armstrong Corner Road to the 
north of Springmill.  Typically, at this distance, the effectiveness of an earth berm in 
reducing noise from the roadway is minimal (a reduction of approximately 3 dBA is 
anticipated).  
 
 In addition, the air quality analysis showed that neither the 1-hour nor the 8-hour 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards will be violated in any location (including 
this one). 
 
 
 
 
 (continued on next page) 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
 
We appreciate your concern and your request to move the alignment to avoid impacts 
to your property.  We may not be able to accommodate all of these requests, because 
alignments often represent a trade-off of impacts to properties on either side.  We did 
evaluate several options in the vicinity of Armstrong Corner Road, and feel that the 
preferred option (ACR Area Option 2A) best represents an accommodation of all 
interests.  We will continue to evaluate minimization of impacts during the design 
phase of the project. 
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Response to Delaware Nature Society 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We appreciate your concerns about the impacts of the project on our natural resources, 
specifically water and water quality, forests, agricultural lands, RTE species and the 
State Resource Areas.  Similar concerns about impacts and the mitigation of wetlands, 
streams, and forest impacts have been expressed by the environmental resource 
agencies reviewing the project and are noted in the environmental documentation.   
 
A full environmental mitigation package including wetlands recreation, riparian buffer 
enhancement, reforestation and stormwater management is detailed in the FEIS.  
Additional commitments will include the protection of wetlands within the project 
area, protection of bog turtle habitat, minimization of impacts within the State 
Resource Area of Scott Run, and realignment of the alternative to save active farms 
north of Boyds Corner Road. Refer to FEIS, Chapter III.F. 
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Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We appreciate your concern regarding the immediate need for the new US 301. 
Following the publication of the FEIS and its review, the Record of Decision and the 
Army Corps of Engineers provisional permit in the fall, 2007, final engineering and 
corridor preservation/ acquisition will begin and will likely take approximately 4 years 
(2008-2011).  Construction is likely to begin in 2011 and last 4-5 years under ideal 
conditions and if full funding is available.  Construction may take up to 10 years if 
limited funding requires phasing the construction. 
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Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Don Snyder: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The reconstruction and widening project for Choptank Road is under way at this time; 
the roadway will remain two lanes wide with planned bicycle lanes and traffic circles.  
The option to improve existing US 301/SR 896 from the Armstrong Corner Road 
interchange to Summit Bridge and using this improved facility as the ”spur” was 
evaluated by the project team during the alternatives development process but it was 
not presented at a public workshop.  This option was not presented because under this 
option, the projected daily traffic on Choptank Road in 2030 (14,500 vehicles per day 
(vpd) north of Churchtown Road) was projected to be nearly triple the existing daily 
volume on this roadway, and did not represent as significant a reduction from the 
projected No-Build conditions as would be provided by the Green Alternative with the 
Spur Road (6,200 vpd north of Churchtown Road).  Additionally, this option did not 
provide as much relief in the projected 2030 daily traffic on existing US 301/SR 896 
(37,200 vpd, north of Boyds Corner Road) compared to the No-Build Alternative as 
did the Green Alternative with the Spur (27,900 vpd).  By maintaining a significant 
amount of traffic on the local road system, the “Green Alternative without Spur” 
option also would not have the same traffic congestion relief and safety benefits as 
expected from the Green Alternative with the Spur Road. 
 
Improvements are programmed to relieve congestion at the I-95/SR 1 interchange, 
which include the construction of direct ramps between I-95 and SR 1 in both 
directions, separating through traffic from local traffic.  These improvements are 
scheduled for construction beginning in the fall 2009, with completion anticipated by 
the end of 2012, well in advance of the projected completion of US 301 (2015/2016). 
The new interchange was designed to relieve existing congestion and accommodate 
future traffic volumes. The connection of US 301 to SR 1 was considered in 
developing the design concept for the new interchange improvements.  An additional 
lane (5th lane in each direction) is currently under construction on I-95 from SR 1 to 
SR 141.  
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Response to Kenneth Warner 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
Following the publication of the FEIS and its review, the Record of Decision and the 
Army Corps of Engineers provisional permit in the fall, 2007, final engineering and 
corridor preservation/ acquisition will begin and will likely take approximately 4 years 
(2008-2011).  Construction is likely to begin in 2011 and last 4-5 years under ideal 
conditions and if full funding is available.  Construction may take up to 10 years if 
limited funding requires phasing the construction. 
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Response: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The need for the Spur Road has been demonstrated by the traffic projections, which 
indicate more than twice as much traffic (14,500 vehicles per day (vpd) versus 6,200 
vpd) on SR 15 (Choptank Road, north of Churchtown Road) and more than 30% more 
traffic (37,200 vpd versus 27,900 vpd) on US 301/SR 896 without the Spur Road.  The 
option to improve US 301/SR 896 from the Armstrong Corner Road Interchange to 
Summit Bridge and using this improved facility as the “spur” was evaluated very 
briefly by the project team during the alternatives development process but was not 
presented at a public workshop.  This option was not presented because of its inability 
to reduce traffic congestion, improve safety and manage truck traffic when compared 
to the Spur Road on the ridge alignment.  This alternative was evaluated in greater 
detail as a result of continuing coordination efforts with the Middletown Corridor 
Coalition.  However, the additional effort has led to the same conclusion, i.e., the 
Green North plus the Spur Road is still preferred over the Green North Alternative 
without the Spur but with improvements to existing US 301.   
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Response to Juan & Cheryl Zapata:  
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We will consider your request to move the alignment to avoid impacts to your 
property.  We may not be able to accommodate all of these requests, because 
alignments often represent a trade-off of impacts to properties on either side.  We will 
evaluate your request, as well as others of a similar nature, and your suggestions 
during the final design phase of the project. 
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Response to Tidewater Utilities: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
During a meeting on April 16, 2007 between DelDOT and Tidewater Utilities, 
DelDOT presented an improvement concept for the Spur Road and Churchtown 
overpass that minimized impacts and retained access to the Tidewater Utilities 
facilities on Churchtown Road.  This concept will be incorporated into the final design 
of the roadway. 
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Response to Jim Gasparovic: 
 
Thank you for your comment 
 
The FEIS addresses the preferred alternative and describes the efforts taken during 
refined engineering in order to minimize the effects raised.  Efforts to minimize the 
effects include lowering the roadway where possible; visual screening berms; and 
appropriate landscaping (to be included during final design).  The roadway is 
designed, however, to remove through traffic, especially truck traffic, from local roads, 
and while it might be perceived as serving transients better than local residents and 
commuters, it will in fact benefit local traffic by both reducing traffic volumes and the 
percentage of trucks on the local roads, thereby reducing congestion and improving 
safety. 
 
As to location, alternative locations have been discussed throughout the project 
development process, beginning with the 1993 DEIS.  
 
The reasons for not selecting the Blue Alternatives (shortest routes) are documented in 
the DEIS, Chapter II, Section B.  The Blue Alternative did not fully meet the project 
purpose and need; it was objected to by state and federal environmental resource and 
regulatory agencies; and it was strongly opposed by the public.  On the other hand, the 
Green North Alternative (Preferred) fully meets project purpose and need and has been 
generally supported by the public and the state and federal environmental resource and 
regulatory agencies. 
 
Typically, a new signal is put on “Flashing Yellow” for approximately two weeks 
before activation.  When activated, a Variable Message Sign (VMS) will be active for 
approximately two weeks to one month to warn drivers of a new signal.  The new 
traffic signal at Marl Pit/Armstrong Corner Road and US 301 did have these warnings 
posted to alert drivers. 
 
 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 8. Written Comments Received During the Comment Period Page 36 of 54 

This page intentionally left blank 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 8. Written Comments Received During the Comment Period Page 37 of 54 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Ronald and Virginia Steele: 
 
Thank you for your comment 
 
We will consider your request to move the alignment to avoid impacts to your 
property.  We may not be able to accommodate all of these requests, because 
alignments often represent a trade-off of impacts to properties on either side.  We will 
evaluate your request, as well as others of a similar nature, during the final design 
phase of the project. 
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Response to Delaware Institute for Planning & Design: 
 
Thank you for your comment 
 
We appreciate your preference for the Brown Alternative and the reasons you have for 
preferring it over the Green North Alternative.  The reasons for DelDOT’s 
recommendation of Green North as the preferred alternative, and the reasons why the 
other alternatives were not recommended, are documented in Chapter V of the DEIS, 
in the public workshops and public hearings displays and handouts, and in Chapter II 
of the FEIS.   
 
DelDOT’s reasons for not preferring the Brown Alternatives include: 
• Major impact to Summit Airport 
• Greatest impact to communities at the base of Summit Bridge due to the proposed 

3-level interchange 
• Greatest impacts to high quality wetlands 
• Considerable opposition from those expressing an opinion at public workshops and 

community meetings 
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Response to Theresa Carbone:  
Thank you for your comment.  Please see the responses to Andye Daley’s comment form in 
Section D.7. of this Chapter for more information on this issue. 
 
This comment suggests improving US 301 from Armstrong Corner Road to Mount Pleasant and 
eliminating the Spur Road.  However, traffic analysis suggests the need to widen existing US 
301 from Peterson Road to Mount Pleasant, should the Spur Road be deleted.  Improvements 
would include adding one additional lane in each direction plus a continuous left turn lane and a 
raised median or additional left turn lane as necessary.  Widening would occur primarily along 
the west side of the roadway, and would require approximately 55 feet of additional right-of-
way (ROW) along the west side of the corridor.  On the east side, approximately 20 feet of 
additional ROW would be required. In locations of existing Section 4(f) historic resources (RG 
Hayes House, CRS Number N05153; Armstrong-Walker House, CRS N05146, and Mt. Pleasant 
Farm, CRS N05242), the roadway would be shifted to avoid impact to these properties.   These 
shifts would require additional ROW from the opposite sides of the roadway.  DelDOT has 
considered this option and believes it is not the most prudent approach.  While the total cost of 
this option is approximately  $67-$83 million, less than the estimated preferred Spur Road cost 
of approximately $105-$120 million , it does NOT fully meet the project purpose and need: 
o Results in more traffic on local roads (e.g. Choptank Road and existing US 301, among 

others) 
o Results in higher accident rates/actual accidents, because of more traffic on lower type 

roads, signalized/unsignalized intersections and numerous access points 
o Results in mixing through truck traffic with local traffic from north of Armstrong Corner 

Road to Summit Bridge (reference two recent accidents near DE/MD line – 4 fatalities – 
(both involved 18-wheelers) and the most recent accident/fatality at US 310/SR 896 and 
Old Summit Bridge Road.. 

o Results in reduced traffic at the toll plaza just north of the state line – less toll revenues to 
fund new US 301 and the Spur Road and results in diversion of truck traffic to local roads 
in DE and MD. 

o Results in significant property impacts along existing US 301, as noted below, due to the 
need to widen existing US 301 from Peterson Road to Mount Pleasant.  

 Partial Impacts to Businesses: Burger King, Summit Plaza, Middletown Chevy, Nu-Car 
Connection, Middletown Medical Professional Bldg, Ciamaricone’s Landscaping, Tri State 
Materials, Cooper Wilbert Vault Company, Mr. Mulch, Guardian Fence Company, Rollins 
Metal Works, Keenan Auto Body Shop , 301 Cycle, Shops of Mt. Pleasant 

 Total Takes of Businesses: Ringold Chapel AME, Logullo’s Country Market, M. Madic, 
Inc., KO’s Cleaning 

 Partial Impacts to Homes: 3 plus impacts to Middletown Village and Springmill 
 Total Takes of Homes:  9 
 Plus impacts to additional vacant or farmed residential/commercial properties 
The Recommended Spur Road does not require taking any residential or business relocations. 
 
DelDOT will continue to consider the feasibility of adding a greenway trail adjacent to the east 
side of the Spur Road.  Changes to the typical section of the Spur Road, such as an adjustment of 
the width of the median or reduced clearances could be evaluated to provide some additional 
outside width and include the proposed trail within the right-of-way without additional property 
acquisition. 
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Response to Donna Price: 
 
Thank you for your comment 
 
Your suggestion to construct a toll booth on existing US 301 was initially entertained; 
however, the multitude of bypass options to avoid that toll collection on a roadway that 
has no limitations of access was not considered a practical option.  
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Response to Mark Wiggins, Sr.: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
DelDOT would not consider a totally elevated highway because of the much greater 
visual impact that this would bring to the surrounding communities, significantly 
higher costs, and the greater impacts associated with providing access to and from an 
elevated highway.   
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Response to Daniel Rhoades: 
 
Thank you for your comment 
 
We will consider your request to move the alignment to avoid impacts to your 
property.  We may not be able to accommodate all of these requests, because 
alignments often represent a trade-off of impacts to properties on either side.  We will 
evaluate your request, as well as others of a similar nature, during the final design 
phase of the project. 
 
 
The need for the Spur Road has been demonstrated by the traffic projections, which 
indicate more than twice as much traffic (14,500 vehicles per day (vpd) versus 6,200 
vpd) on SR 15 (Choptank Road, north of Churchtown Road) and more than 30% more 
traffic (37,200 vpd versus 27,900 vpd) on US 301/SR 896 without the Spur Road.  The 
option to improve US 301/SR 896 from the Armstrong Corner Road Interchange to 
Summit Bridge and using this improved facility as the “spur” was evaluated briefly by 
the project team during the alternatives development process but was not presented at a 
public workshop.  This option was not presented because of its inability to reduce 
traffic congestion, improve safety and manage truck traffic when compared to the Spur 
Road on the ridge alignment.  This alternative was evaluated in greater detail as a 
result of continuing coordination efforts with the Middletown Corridor Coalition.  
However, the additional effort has led to the same conclusion, i.e., the Green North 
plus the Spur Road is still preferred over the Green North Alternative without the Spur 
but with improvements to existing US 301. 
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Response to Gerald & Patricia Steskal: 
 
Thank you for your comment and for presenting a copy of the petition.  Your petition 
along with all public input, has been considered during the project development 
process.  
 
The need for the Spur Road has been demonstrated by the traffic projections, which 
indicate more than twice as much traffic (14,500 vehicles per day (vpd) versus 6,200 
vpd) on SR 15 (Choptank Road, north of Churchtown Road) and more than 30% more 
traffic (37,200 vpd versus 27,900 vpd) on US 301/SR 896 without the Spur Road.  The 
option to improve US 301/SR 896 from the Armstrong Corner Road Interchange to 
Summit Bridge and using this improved facility as the “spur” was evaluated briefly by 
the project team during the alternatives development process but was not presented at a 
public workshop.  This option was not presented because of its inability to reduce 
traffic congestion, improve safety and manage truck traffic when compared to the Spur 
Road on the ridge alignment.  This alternative was evaluated in greater detail as a 
result of continuing coordination efforts with the Middletown Corridor Coalition.  
However, the additional effort has led to the same conclusion, i.e., the Green North 
plus the Spur Road is still preferred over the Green North Alternative without the Spur 
but with improvements to existing US 301.   
 
DelDOT has included the construction of an aesthetic screening berm (six feet high 
and 2,200 feet long) that will minimize the visual impacts of the roadway; the 
screening berm will also provide measure of noise reduction.  There are no projected 
noise impacts (by FHWA definition) anticipated for Springmill.  
 
Your suggestion to move the Spur Road north and west of the Middletown Baptist 
Church was looked at inconsiderable detail early in the study process (reference ACR 
Area Option 1 in the DEIS, Section II.D.1.a-d and Section V.A.1.a-d). Because of the 
greater impacts to wetlands and the severance of a large contiguous forested area, 
among other things, this alignment option was dropped.    Finally, as presently 
planned, Armstrong Corner Road will pass over the Spur Road, which will be at grade. 
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Response to Scott Hoober: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
DelDOT has consulted with the farmers and resource agencies to accommodate this 
request.  An extension of Strawberry Lane will be constructed, east of the new US 301, 
to provide a direct connection to existing US 301 as part of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Thomas Dill: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
DelDOT has consulted with the farmers and resource agencies to accommodate this 
request.  An extension of Strawberry Lane will be constructed, east of the new US 301, 
to provide a direct connection to existing US 301 as part of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Tom & Christine Laphan 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
We anticipate completion of the FEIS in the fall of 2007.  Following FHWA’s 
issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD), engineering design and right-of-way 
acquisition is estimated to take up to four years (2008-2011), with construction 
following, beginning in 2012.  Construction could take from four to 10 years to 
complete depending on funding. 
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Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 8. Written Comments Received During the Comment Period Page 52 of 54 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Betty Shepherd: 
 
Thank you for your comment 
 
DelDOT received the map proposing Option 4B, with signatures as noted, during the 
Public Hearing.  [Option 4B is a hand-drawn alignment that would traverse the 
distance between Boyds Corner Road and Jamison Corner Road approximately 1,500 
feet east of the alignment presented in the DEIS (shown on this map as Option 1)].  
DelDOT is committed to working with the environmental resource agencies, the Army 
Corps of Engineers and the farmers, owners and neighbors in the Ratledge Road 
community to develop an alignment for this portion of the Green North Alternative 
that will minimize, to the greatest extent possible, impacts to active farmlands and 
minimize impacts to the wetland area.   
 
To this end, representatives from the Ratledge Road/Jamison Corner neighborhood, 
Corps of Engineers, FHWA, DelDOT, DNREC, the Delaware News Journal and the 
Project Team met in the field on January 30, 2007, to review the existing environment 
in the vicinity of the proposed options.  Follow up meetings have been held to discuss 
ongoing concerns and design an alignment that would preserve the affected farm 
properties and homes while minimizing impacts to wetlands in the area.   
 
As a result of the community’s concerns and ongoing consultation, DelDOT is 
proposing the Option 4B Modified alignment as the preferred alignment of new US 
301 in this area.  Option 4B Modified essentially is aligned on the DP&L corridor 
from south of the Cedar Lane School complex to the boundary of the Whitehall 
properties, where it then curves to the east toward Jamison Corner Road.  DelDOT is 
also proposing a minimization and mitigation package that will compensate for the 
increased impacts this alignment will cause to wetlands and forest, in coordination 
with the resource agencies.  The option and commitments in the mitigation package 
are included in the FEIS and ROD. 
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Response to Jay Sonecha: 
 
Thank you for your comment 
 
DelDOT received the map proposing Option 4B, with signatures as noted, during the 
Public Hearing.  [Option 4B is a hand-drawn alignment that would traverse the 
distance between Boyds Corner Road and Jamison Corner Road approximately 1,500 
feet east of the alignment presented in the DEIS (shown on this map as Option 1)].  
DelDOT is committed to working with the environmental resource agencies, the Army 
Corps of Engineers and the farmers, owners and neighbors in the Ratledge Road 
community to develop an alignment for this portion of the Green North Alternative 
that will minimize, to the greatest extent possible, impacts to active farmlands and 
minimize impacts to the wetland area.   
 
To this end, representatives from the Ratledge Road/Jamison Corner neighborhood, 
Corps of Engineers, FHWA, DelDOT, DNREC, the Delaware News Journal and the 
Project Team met in the field on January 30, 2007, to review the existing environment 
in the vicinity of the proposed options.  Follow up meetings have been held to discuss 
ongoing concerns and design an alignment that would preserve the affected farm 
properties and homes while minimizing impacts to wetlands in the area.   
 
As a result of the community’s concerns and ongoing consultation, DelDOT is 
proposing the Option 4B Modified alignment as the preferred alignment of new US 
301 in this area.  Option 4B Modified essentially is aligned on the DP&L corridor 
from south of the Cedar Lane School complex to the boundary of the Whitehall 
properties, where it then curves to the east toward Jamison Corner Road.  DelDOT is 
also proposing a minimization and mitigation package that will compensate for the 
increased impacts this alignment will cause to wetlands and forest, in coordination 
with the resource agencies.  The option and commitments in the mitigation package 
are included in the FEIS and ROD. 
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Response to Maryland State Highway Administration: 
 
Thank you for your comments on the US 301 Project Development Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and the recommendation of the Green North 
Alternative as DelDOT’s Preferred Alternative. 
 
Each comment is numbered in your letter, corresponding with the responses that 
follow: 
 
Response 1 – DelDOT is also concerned about diversions of traffic due to the 
implementation of a toll facility.  See the discussion in the DEIS Chapter III (pages 
III-171 to III-179) on travel and toll diversions and the discussions of continued 
enforcement of truck restrictions on potential toll diversion routes.  The FEIS details 
the progress on the recommendations of the Toll Diversion Working Group approved 
by the Maryland SHA and DelDOT Secretary. 
 
Response 2 – More detail is available in the DEIS Appendix B, Alternatives Cut 
Sheets, on each alternative’s sheet 1 and, with respect to toll diversion, on Figure III-
23 on Page III-174.  The engineering figures in the FEIS also provide some 
additional detail regarding the LOD in Maryland.   
 
Response 3 – I-95 is properly identified as the “John F. Kennedy Memorial 
Highway” in the FEIS. 
 
Response 4 – The paragraph, as corrected in the FEIS, states that the Yellow 
Alternative has the least impacts to Prime Farmland Soils and the greatest impacts to 
hydric soils.   
 
Response 5 – (See next page for comment) A statement to that effect is included in 
the FEIS. 
 
Response 6 – (See next page for comment) The border is located properly in the 
figures in the FEIS. 
 
Response 7 – (See next page for comment) The correct spelling of Odessa is used 
throughout the FEIS. 
 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 
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(Continued from Page 1) 
 
Response 8 – The correct value is 25%, which represents the percentage of vehicles 
falling within FHWA vehicle classes 5 through 13.  This range of vehicles classes is 
used consistently throughout the FEIS document and all recent analyses, including 
the toll diversion studies performed in 2006.  The 20% value noted by SHA 
corresponded to the percentage of vehicles falling within FHWA vehicle classes 6 
through 13.  All references to the truck percentage along SR 896 have been changed 
in the FEIS to show the correct value of 25% trucks. 
 
Response 9 – The FEIS includes a statement that the roadway projects are included 
in the traffic model. 
 
Response 10 – The correct title, Consolidated Transportation Plan, is used in the 
FEIS, as is the current status of the US310/MD304 interchange project.   
 
Response 11 – The eight feet shown on the Mainline typical section is a portion of 
the clear zone, which is 30 feet and includes the 10-foot paved shoulder. The figure 
and text have been edited for inclusion in the FEIS. 
 
Response 12 – The Red Alternative was eliminated from further evaluation during 
the early stages of project planning.  In these early stages, the project area was larger, 
extending north of the C&D Canal along the SR 896 corridor to I-95.  Following the 
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Evaluation process, the study of the area north of 
the C&D Canal was not pursued further.  The DEIS focused on the four alternatives 
retained and the impacts associated with them. 
 
Response 13 – The Spur Road includes a 12-foot outside shoulder, ten feet of which 
is paved and two additional feet are unpaved and graded, as shown in Figure II-4.  
The text and figure are revised in the FEIS.  
 
Response 14 – Coordination with the Office of State Planning has been ongoing 
throughout the US 301 project development effort.  The Project Team has also 
coordinated with other agencies including Middletown and New Castle County.   
 
Response 15 – The FEIS is consistent when discussing the preferred alternative. 
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Response 16 - We acknowledge the suggestion.  We believe the study of impacts to 
roadways in Maryland, including US 301 and MD 213 has been addressed in the 
section on Travel Patterns (III.G.4), as part of the detailed US 301 traffic diversion 
study.  That study was undertaken to assess the potential changes in traffic volumes 
on numerous roads in Maryland and Delaware as a result of a new US 301 toll road. 
 
Response 17 – Agreed. The table is updated in the FEIS with a revised title that 
clearly indicates that the data represents the total number of accidents. In addition, 
the table has been expanded to include MD 213 and consolidated the data from Table 
III-61 into Table III-60 to present the safety data more concisely and, hopefully, in a 
more understandable manner. 
 
Response18 – The values in Table III-61 are area-wide accident rates, which are a 
weighted average of the accident rate and traffic volume on each of the key roads in 
the project area. While the accident rates on each facility remain the same between 
existing (2003) and 2030 No-Build, there are shifts in the relative percentage of 
traffic using these roads. Therefore, the 2030 No-Build accident rate for the project 
area is different than the 2003 accident rate for the project area. 
 
Response 19 – When the US 301 DEIS was published in November 2006, the 
Project Team described the intention to develop updated traffic forecasts prior to the 
publication of this FEIS.  However, as of the publication of FEIS, the new version of 
the regional transportation model is still undergoing development, refinement and 
calibration by DelDOT and is not yet available for official use.  Therefore, the latest 
available travel forecasting model for the project remains the state’s “B model”, 
which was used for traffic forecasting for the DEIS. 
 
A comparison was made of the land use assumptions in the current B model (which 
were approved by WILMAPCO in 2003) with more recent land use projections as of 
June 2005,  to assess the magnitude of change that might be expected in the travel 
forecasts by using more recent development assumptions, even if they have not been 
officially adopted in the state’s regional travel demand model.  The comparison 
focused on the traffic analysis zones (TAZs) in the M-O-T Planning District.  Results 
showed that the new 2005 land use assumptions resulted in a net 13% increase in 
housing, but a 2% decrease in the total number of employees.  Generally, this 
indicates the potential for slightly higher overall volumes throughout the project area 
than the current 2030 traffic forecasts developed for this study, indicating an even 
greater need to address and relieve congestion, and better manage truck traffic on US 
301 throughout the project area. 
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Response 20 – To clarify, the US 301 study did not use the MdTA model directly. 
Instead, a new multi-state model was developed for the US 301 study that used some 
of the same regional network framework that was developed for the MdTA model. 
Accordingly, the use of the MdTA model as the basis for the new multi-state model 
is identified in the FEIS.  
 
Response 21 – The text has been changed to reflect the correct direction.   
 
Response 22 - We agree.  The volumes for US 301 at the state line in Table III-62 
(now Table III-64) have been adjusted downward to better reflect existing traffic 
conditions at this location. 
 
Response 23 – (See previous page for comment) The methodology used to develop 
toll diversion estimates between US 301 and I-95 is presented in the FEIS, Chapter 
III.G.4.C, Improved Connectivity for Through Traffic.  All of the toll diversion 
estimates between I-95 and US 301 were based on the multi-state model developed 
for this project, which included a proprietary toll elasticity function that has the 
ability to model toll diversions for autos and trucks separately, and at multiple time 
periods throughout the day.  
 
Response 24 – (See previous page for comment) We acknowledge the correct formal 
name of the bridge, and have included this text in the FEIS.  
 
Response 25 – (See previous page for comment) The FEIS is updated to include the 
estimated truck diversions to MD 213 and MD 330 resulting from the construction of 
an improved, tolled US 301.  A sentence discussing the relative advantages of a new 
US 301 compared to the numerous disincentives that MD 213 and MD 330 present to 
trucks is also added.  Additionally, a reference in the FEIS directs the reader to 
Chapter 4 of the US 301 Draft Travel Analysis Technical Report (November 2006), 
which includes a detailed study of the potential travel diversions to MD 213 and 
other nearby roads.   This technical report is available for review upon request. 
 
Response 26 – A mention of SHA’s independent technical review of the toll 
diversion forecasts has been added to the FEIS.  Additionally, a reference is included 
that directs the reader to Section 4.B.1 of the US 301 Draft Travel Analysis 
Technical Report, dated November 2006, which includes a more detailed discussion 
of SHA’s involvement in the toll diversion study and your independent review of the 
traffic diversion forecasts for this study. 
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Response 27 – The locations of the weigh stations (southbound US 301 at MD 299 
and northbound US 301 north of the state line) and their opening dates (MD – 
opened May 2007; DE – to open early 2009) are included in the FEIS. 
 
Response 28 – We note that the working group recommendations were presented to 
Neil Pedersen and Carolann Wicks and also detail the current status of the 
implementation of the working group’s recommendations in the FEIS. 
 
Response 29 – (See previous page for comment) The FEIS is updated to list all eight 
of the Toll Diversion Working Group’s recommendations, including the 
recommendation for ongoing communication between SHA, DelDOT, Cecil and 
Kent Counties, and the municipalities, regarding the issues raised by the Working 
Group.  All ongoing coordination occurring since the circulation of the DEIS is also 
detailed in the FEIS. 
 
Response 30 – (See previous page for comment) Please see Response 26 on the 
previous page. 
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Response to Delaware State Historic Preservation Office: 
 
Thank you for your comments on the US 301 Project Development Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and the recommendation of the Green Alternative 
North Option as DelDOT’s Preferred Alternative. 
 
Each comment is numbered in your letter, corresponding with the responses that 
follow: 
 
 
Response 1 – Regarding the discrepancy between the numbers of historic properties 
that may be affected, the information in the Summary Table S-1 and Chapter V, 
Sections B and C, is incorrect.  The information presented in the Summary text, Page 
S-13, and in the text on page III-48 and on Table III-23 is correct.  This information 
is updated based on the results of the application of the criteria of adverse effects and 
presented with consistency in the FEIS.   
 
 
 1 
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(Continued from Page 5) 
 
Response 2 – Consultation between SHPO, FHWA and DelDOT will continue 
throughout the remaining stages of the project. 
 
Response 3 – Documentation detailing the ongoing consultation regarding the 
effects of the preferred alternative on historic properties is included in the FEIS.  
Elements of the consultation that are documented include:  
• copies of correspondence with the Delaware Nation and the Stockbridge-

Muncee Community, ACHP, and the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT);  
• a detailed summary of the findings of the application of the criteria of adverse 

effect (FEIS Chapter III) from the report, “  Documentation in Support of a 
Finding of Adverse Effect”;  

• a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that outlines the next steps in the 
consultation that will occur as the project moves forward (An appendix to the 
Adverse Effects report and the FEIS). 

 
Response 4 – As we have moved forward, applied the criteria of adverse effect, and 
determined which properties will be adversely affected, we have invited the 
Delaware Nation and the Stockbridge-Muncee Community councils, ACHP, and 
MHT to participate in the consultation (see Response 3).  Measures to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate adverse effects will continue to be explored in consultation 
with property owners as the project moves forward to final design.  Such 
consultation and the identification of those measures to be taken are identified in the 
MOA. 
 
Response 5 – The MOA (draft will be Appendix H in the FEIS) identifies the steps 
to be taken in the consultation for the identification, evaluation for National Register 
eligibility, and treatment of eligible archaeological sites affected by the proposed 
project.  All areas of disturbance for the project, including mitigation sites, 
stormwater management facilities sites, and temporary construction sites, are 
included. 
 
Response 6 – A discussion of highway lighting proposed for the roadway and its 
effects, including effects on historic properties, is included in the FEIS, Visual and 
Aesthetic Characteristics (III.A.9). 
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Response 7 –Some changes in general air quality always accompany the 
construction and use of a new highway.  The project will be included in the 
WILMAPCO regional air quality conformity analysis following the completion of 
the Record of Decision.  The microscale analysis performed for the project indicated 
a slight rise in CO levels at the receptor located at 1106 Bunker Hill Road for the 
alternatives using the ridge alignment.  The predicted concentrations will not exceed 
the S-NAAQS 1-hour or 8-hour standard for CO at any location and, therefore, are 
not considered an impact (DEIS, III.C). 
 
Response 8 – Predicted changes in noise levels at each historic property affected by 
the Preferred Alternative are evaluated under the criteria of adverse effects for 
audible effects that would diminish the integrity of the property’s setting or feeling, 
as applicable.  Where the audible impacts are adverse, these effects are taken into 
consideration in the mitigation measures included in the MOA.  A discussion of the 
reasons for noise increases/decreases is included for each applicable historic property 
in the FEIS – see also responses to technical comments, response to comment 26. 
 
Response 9 – DelDOT has designed new US 301 (mainline and spur road) as a 
limited access highway, thus, limiting access to areas that are already planned for 
development.  The FEIS also discusses the cumulative effect that the roadway will 
add to those caused by the already planned and approved developments in the project 
area that will likely be completed before roadway construction will begin.  
Development adjacent to the new roadway access points isfor the most part already 
planned and/or approved, and future development approvals  will depend upon 
county and municipal zoning.   
 
Response 10 (see next page for comment) – DelDOT has confirmed its preference 
for the Green North Alternative and considers the Spur Road an integral part of the 
roadway project.  While we appreciate your concern about the Spur Road, only two 
additional historic resources are within the area of potential effect of the Spur Road - 
Choptank (CRS No. N00109) and Governor Benjamin T. Biggs Farm (N05123).  
During the consultation to apply the Criteria of Adverse Effect, it was agreed that 
there is an adverse effect on both resources based upon the change in the viewsheds.  
Mitigation to lessen the effect will be determined in accordance with the stipulations 
in the MOA. 
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Regarding the purpose and need for the Spur Road, benefits include: 

- a significant (57%) reduction of future traffic on Choptank Road and a 25% 
reduction on existing US 301; the Spur Road is anticipated to carry 
approximately 22,500 vehicles per day 

- anticipated improvements to safety as a result of the traffic shift to a divided 
(Spur) roadway 

- improves the sharp curve at the base of Summit Bridge 
- provides a direct route for the 35% of traffic bound for destinations to the north 

and northwest of Summit Bridge 
- provides an additional north-south route for incident management 

Conversely, without the addition of the Spur Road:  
- Choptank Road is projected to carry approximately 8,000 additional vehicles per 

day 
- existing US 301 is projected to carry between 6,600 and 9,300 additional 

vehicles per day 
- a higher (by 20%) accident rate is predicted for existing roadways (US 301, SR 

299, Choptank Road, and SR 896) 
- the roundabout at Churchtown Road/Choptank Road would approach failure in 

the PM peak 
- the US 301/Broad Street signalized intersection would be over capacity 
- there would be significant queues on existing US 301; left turns from 

unsignalized access points would fail, eventually requiring additional signals 
(i.e., at Old Schoolhouse Road) 

- the existing two-lane portion of US 301 would require widening to four lanes 
- the historic properties along existing US 301, between Summit Bridge and 

Armstrong Corner Road, and along Choptank Road, would receive additional 
stress from additional traffic forced to use existing US 301. 

 
Further, as a response to comments received through the Public Hearing process, 
DelDOT has reevaluated the design and alignment of the Spur Road in an effort to 
further minimize impacts on both sides of the limit of disturbance. 
 
Response 11 – We appreciate your concerns regarding the options; DelDOT 
considered input from all sources (SHPO, DNREC, ACOE, DDA, and the public) 
before making its announcement.  We feel that the Preferred Alternative represents 
what we consider the best solution to meet purpose and need while minimizing 
overall environmental impacts.   
 
(continued on page 9) 
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Based upon the application of the Criteria of Adverse Effects (reported in 
Documentation in Support of a Finding of Adverse Effect and Memorandum of 
Agreement (Preliminary Draft August 2007) and summarized in the FEIS), the 
preferred option’s adverse visual and audible effect on the Armstrong-Walker House 
could be minimized/mitigated through landscape screening, fencing and/or, 
potentially, extension of the berm at Springmill; impacts of the other options on 
community resources could not so easily be mitigated. 
 
Response 12 – Regarding the Ratledge Road Options, our recommendation of 
Option 4B Modified is supported by all of the natural resource agencies (ACOE, 
DNREC, DDA) with regard to direct impacts to communities, farmlands, wetlands 
and forestlands.  
 
Option 4B Modified does, in fact, result in an adverse effect to the T.J. Houston 
House (previously, with Option 1, our determination would have been no adverse 
effect).  We are more concerned with the effects of approved development on the 
Lovett Farm and T.J. Houston House properties than those of our proposed roadway, 
expecting that the residential development will surround both of these resources long 
before we begin roadway construction.  The effects of the alternative, while 
considered adverse today, may simply be cumulative in the future.  We will continue 
to consult with your office as the final recommendations and decisions are 
developed. 
 
With regard to areas of higher archaeological potential, the MOA provides for the 
identification, determination of eligibility, and treatment of potentially eligible sites 
within the entire area of disturbance of the project. 
 
Response 13 (see prior page for comment) – As you request, we will continue to 
keep your office informed of our continuing consultation with the Maryland 
Historical Trust.  We have determined that there are no historic properties within the 
area of potential effect in Maryland and have requested their concurrence with this 
finding.  Further, the MHT has been asked if they wish to be a signatory to the MOA. 
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Responses to the State Historic Preservation Office Technical Comments: 
 
Each comment is numbered in your letter, corresponding with the responses that 
follow: 
 
Response 1 – The description of historic resources now reads “(historic buildings 
and structures, potential archaeological sites)” in the FEIS.   
 
Response 2 – A table summarizing the impacts in the FEIS includes your suggested 
changes, as appropriate.  The numbers in the tables and text have been reviewed, as 
have the numbers in Table S-1, so that they agree with the balance of the document.  
The text in Chapter V regarding the alternatives not chosen has also been revised to 
reflect the correct numbers in the FEIS.   
 
Response 3 – The text of this section has been edited in the FEIS to reflect your 
suggestions. 
 
Response 4 – The following text has been included in the FEIS: “One archaeological 
resource (N05191) has been identified; a predictive model identified areas of high, 
medium, low and nil sensitivity to contain archaeological sites.  The model was 
partially tested and refined to further define those areas.  Further investigation for 
archaeological resources will be completed, as detailed in an MOA to be included in 
the FEIS, prior to commencement of any construction activities.  The MOA will also 
detail the disposition of any identified archaeological remains that may be found 
within the area of disturbance of the Selected Alternative.” 
 
Response 5 – The referenced paragraphs have been revised in the FEIS and reflect 
your suggestions. 
 
Response 6 – (See comment on next page.)  The revised paragraph in the FEIS states 
that the Yellow Alternative has the least impacts to Prime Farmland Soils and the 
greatest impacts to hydric soils.   
 
Response 7 – (See comment on next page.)  Your suggestions for wording have been 
considered for the FEIS.  The MOA, which stipulates the completion of the 
identification, determination of eligibility, and treatment of affected archaeological 
sites, is included as an appendix to the FEIS.  The assessment of adverse effects is 
also completed and summarized in the FEIS. 
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Response 8 - The ACHP was notified via a June 18, 2007 letter that the project will 
have an adverse effect on historic properties, as required under Section 106, and was 
invited to participate as a signatory on the MOA.     
 
Response 9 - We are continuing our consultation with the Maryland SHPO 
(Maryland Historical Trust (MHT)).  A letter was forwarded to MHT on April 17, 
2007 requesting their concurrence on a finding of no historic properties affected in 
Maryland, and inviting their participation as a signatory on the MOA.   
 
Response 10 – As noted, the decision to conduct the MIS was DelDOT’s. 
 
Response 11 – Level of Service (LOS) is a commonly used measure of effectiveness 
to describe the quality of travel on a roadway segment or at a junction of two or more 
roads (i.e., intersections or interchanges). LOS is dependant on a number of factors 
including the physical characteristics of the road (number of lanes, type of terrain, 
frequency of access points, ability or lack of ability for vehicles to pass other 
vehicles, etc) and the characteristics of the traffic using the facility (volume, 
percentage of trucks, free flow speed, fluctuation of traffic volumes within the peak 
hour, etc). LOS is not based on the volume to capacity ratio.  This information is 
included in the FEIS. 
 
For the specific example noted, both US 301 southwest of Middletown and SR 896 at 
Jamison Corner Road are two-lane facilities, with similar (but not identical) roadway 
and traffic characteristics. Accordingly, the capacities of both roads are quite similar, 
and with similar projected volumes, also have similar projected LOS.  Conversely, 
US 301 at the Summit Bridge is a four-lane road with a significantly different traffic 
composition (11% trucks on the Summit Bridge compared to 20-30% trucks on US 
301 south of Middletown and SR 896 near Jamison Corner Road). 
 
Response 12 – We have considered your suggestions and comments while 
completing the FEIS.  Archaeological potential is not included in the referenced 
tables, nor is the “degree of effect”.  The tables have been revised to indicate number 
of historic properties with potential adverse effects in two categories: “physical” and 
“audible, visual, atmospheric”.   
 
Table II-4 refers only to the differences in impacts to historic properties of the 
options, regardless of the other impacts of the Yellow Alternative, proper.  The 
impact to Mt. Pleasant Farm is due to the Alternative, not the options, and, therefore, 
is not included in the Table.    
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(Continued from Page 11) 
 
Response 13 – The description of Section B in the FEIS more accurately describes 
the content of Section B. 
 
Response 14 – The decision to include communities within 1,500 feet was arbitrary, 
based on the widespread community interest in the project, the intense level of 
citizen involvement and workshops attendance, the large number of comments 
received at each of the public workshops, and the number of communities with 
which the project team interacted.  The distance for historic properties effects was 
based on actual potential noise and visual effects as determined either through 
modeling or field verification.  In the FEIS, only the communities within 600 feet of 
the Green North Alternative are assessed for impacts of the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Response 15 – Summit Airport was considered as an economic resource (business) 
in the DEIS, not as a community facility.   
 
Response 16 – The identification and evaluation of wetland mitigation sites was not 
included in the DEIS, because it was not completed at the time of circulation.  
Wetland mitigation sites are discussed in the FEIS (including their evaluation for 
potential adverse effects to historic resources and sensitivity to contain 
archaeological sites). 
 
Response 17 – The figure shows sites that are listed or determined eligible at the 
time of circulation; J. Biggs house is not included.  The discussion is not applicable 
to the preferred Green North Alternative, nor is the boundary of the potentially 
eligible resource, as would be shown on the figure, confirmed..  
 
Response 18 – A discussion of the application of the criteria of adverse effect is 
included in the FEIS. 
 
Response 19 –Your suggestion is applied in the wording of this paragraph in the 
FEIS. 
 
Response 20 – Your suggestion is applied in the wording of this paragraph in the 
FEIS. 
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Response 21 – We acknowledge your suggestions concerning the J. Biggs House; 
that resource will not be affected by the Preferred Alternative (see Response 15).  
The discussion of the Brown Alternative and the resources it potentially affects is not 
expanded in the FEIS.   
 
Response 22 – The footnotes to Table III-23 are revised in the FEIS. 
 
Response 23 – Your suggested changes are reflected in the FEIS.  The MOA 
addresses the identification of archaeological sites, the determination of their 
eligibility, and potential mitigation of adverse effects to National Register eligible 
archaeological sites. 
 
Response 24 – Table III-29: The CO analysis incorporates the effect of changes 
/improvements in vehicle emission control system technologies as well as regulations 
and standards that will be in place in 2030 (information provided by DNREC).  The 
result will be “cleaner” vehicles in 2030 compared to 2010, thus having a reducing 
effect on CO concentrations.  The numbers in Table III-30 represent “worst case” 
build scenarios: Purple for the SR 299 intersection (left column) and Yellow for the 
SR 896 intersection (right column.  This is clarified in the FEIS. 
 
Response 25 – We are not aware of any such studies. 
 
Response 26 – The explanation below is included in the FEIS and in the adverse 
effects report.   
 
The Maples (H-25).  With the final Green North Alternative, the property will 
experience a 4 dBA increase in the average daily noise level (from 56 dBA to 
60 dBA). This is greater than the previously reported (in the DEIS) increase of 2 
dBA associated with the preliminary Green North Alternative, due to minor 
variations in the preliminary vs. final version Green North geometrics.  A 4 dBA 
increase would be perceptible on the property. Therefore, the undertaking does have 
the potential to audibly affect The Maples.  Noise levels with the Green North 
Alternative would still less than the predicted No-Build noise level of 65 dBA due to 
the reduction of traffic on Bunker Hill Road. 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
Woodside (H-27).  With the construction of the Preferred Alternative, Woodside 
would experience a reduction of 3 dBA since existing traffic on Choptank Road to 
the west would be diverted onto the proposed Spur road that will be located at a 
further distance to the east. No audible impact on Woodside is anticipated with the 
proposed undertaking.  
 
B.F. Hanson House (H-2).  Based on noise receptor H-2, located towards the front of 
the property, 370 feet from the Preferred Alternative and 1,100 feet north of 
Warwick Road, the Preferred Alternative is expected to slightly decrease existing 
noise levels at the B.F. Hanson House by 2 dBA to 59 dBA. This decrease can be 
attributed to the relocation of the main roadway from 225 feet to 360 feet away from 
the location of the receptor on the property. 
 
Rumsey Farm (H-4).  Since the proposed roadway would take much of the traffic, 
including heavy truck traffic, off existing US 301 and onto the new roadway further 
away from the receptor, the noise increase associated with traffic on improved US 
301 would be negated, yielding future noise levels (52 dBA) that are comparable to 
existing levels (52 dBA). 
 
Armstrong Walker House (H-11).  Noise receptor H-11 indicates an existing average 
daily noise level of 67 dBA, which exceeds the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). 
Therefore, the property is currently experiencing a noise impact. The construction of 
the Preferred Alternative would result in a decrease in the noise level of 1 dBA, to 
66 dBA, due to the reduction of traffic on existing US 301.  The project would have 
no audible effect on the Armstrong-Walker House property, but the resource would 
still be impacted. 
 
Response 27 – Further consultation to mitigate noise effects to historic properties 
will be undertaken; the process and consultation to develop minimization and/or 
mitigation of adverse effects due to noise is summarized in the FEIS and outlined in 
the MOA. 
 
Response 28 – The discussion of mitigation of impacts to water quality includes 
those impacts that may be caused by the project, i.e., sediment control measures, 
stormwater management facilities, riparian buffer restoration, and revegetation of 
cleared land. The referenced text has been edited to read:  “The construction of 
roadways and associated infrastructure will include…”, as no adjacent development 
is associated with this project.   
 
Response 29 – See Response 16.  
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(Continued from Page 13) 
 
 
Response 30 – We have included some discussion regarding the annexation of land 
by municipalities (primarily by Middletown) and the consequent lack of specific 
protections within the municipalities in the FEIS.   
 
Response 31 – A review of the changes in land use patterns shows that the growth 
and development that occurred was as much a result of New Castle County’s 
rezoning as the completion of SR 1.  The rezoning that led to the opening of the land 
for development could have been a secondary effect of the roadway.  
 
Response 32– We regret the omission of DelDOT’s planned weigh station on 
US 301 in the list of programmed improvements.  It is included in the FEIS list. 
 
Response 33 – Your suggested text change is included in the FEIS.  As you suggest, 
the effectiveness of Section 106 historic protection regulations for projects that are 
not federally funded is discussed in SCEA conclusion. 
 
Response 34 – Your suggestion is acknowledged; the relocations of any displaced 
residence or business, whether displaced by a federally funded roadway project or 
simply relocated for business reasons, is not regulated in any way through the 
Federal relocation and assistance program, but by zoning regulations that are in place 
at the time of the proposed displacement.  The selection of the “inappropriate” site 
for the relocation of the trucking company (within the viewshed of an historic 
resource) was unfortunate; however, it may have been considered reasonably 
foreseeable given the appropriate zoning that is available in its new location.  
Appropriate text is included in the FEIS. 
 
Response 35 – See the response to Comment 2 on Table S-1 and the summary; an 
updated summary table of impacts is included in the FEIS. 
 
Response 36 – We acknowledge the omission of a discussion about the potential 
effects to archaeological sites in this paragraph.   
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Response 37 (see prior page for comment) – As the discussion focuses on Section 
4(f) impacts, we do not refer to potential Section 106 effects.  We refer to the Section 
4(f) analysis as a “discussion” in the FEIS.  A more complete discussion of the 
effects of the Green Alternatives is included in the FEIS.   
 
Response 38 – The communities’ objections to the inclusion of the Spur Road are 
discussed in the FEIS. 
 
Response 39 – The effects of the Armstrong Corner Road Options on the 
Armstrong-Walker House and S. Holton Farm were considered, but were not 
regarded as a factor in the preference of one option over another, as, generally, all of 
the options would have somewhat similar non-physical effects on those resources.  
The major decision factors included functionality of local versus arterial connections, 
direct impacts to properties and community facilities (specifically Middletown 
Baptist Church), wetland and forest impacts, design standards, relocation of existing 
US 301.  Also, at the time, the effects had not yet been evaluated under the criteria of 
adverse effect. 
 
Response 40 – Woodside is shown on all mapping as appropriate.   
 
Response 41 – The weigh station is designated as a separate DelDOT project on the 
mapping for the FEIS.  

41 

40 

39 

38 



US 301 Project Development  
Final Environmental Impact Statement  

Section 9: Agency Comments  Page 18 of 37 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental 
Control: 
 
Thank you for your comments on the US 301 Project Development Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the recommendation of the Green 
Alternative North Option as DelDOT’s Preferred Alternative and for your effort, and 
input throughout the project development process.   
 
 
Each comment is numbered in your letter, corresponding with the responses that 
follow: 
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(Continued from Page 1) 
 
 
Response 1 – We acknowledge your preference for the Yellow Alternative from a 
natural resources perspective, lack of support for the Brown North and South 
Alternatives, and preference of the Green North Alternative over the Green South 
Alternative from a natural resources perspective.  We also acknowledge that the 
Purple Alternative is an environmentally preferable route that has community impact 
issues.   We appreciate your position on the Green North Alternative as DelDOT’s 
preferred route.      
 
 
 
Response 2 – The evaluation of the impacts associated with each of the Ratledge 
Road Area Options is focused mainly on the community’s request to save two active 
farms, and the community associated with these farms, that would have been 
impacted by the Green Alternative North Option alignment that was presented in the 
DEIS (Option 1), while engineering an alignment that would produce minimal 
impacts to wetlands, streams and forests in the area.  A matrix comparing the impacts 
of the Ratledge Road Area Options is included in the FEIS discussion of this issue.  
DelDOT prefers Option 4B Modified, as discussed in the FEIS.  The addition of the 
Ratledge Road Area Options has made the comparison between the Green North 
Options and the Purple difficult.  The Green North Options have greater wetlands 
impacts, slightly greater stream impacts and greater forest impacts than the Green 
North Alternative presented in the DEIS. However, the community impacts along the 
Purple Alternative are significant enough that DelDOT continues to prefer a Green 
North (specifically Green North with Option 4B Modified) over the Purple 
alternative.   
 

1 
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(Continued from Page 1) 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 3 – DelDOT remains committed to providing the proposed compensatory 
mitigation package which is detailed in the FEIS and will be memorialized in the 
Record of Decision for the project, and will continue to coordinate with DNREC and 
other agencies during the permitting phase of the project.  The mitigation measures 
included in this package will be in addition to the compensatory wetland mitigation 
measures described in the DEIS. Ensuring the conservation of the habitat and 
functions of the high quality wetlands and forest in this area, DelDOT will place 20 
acres of high quality forested wetland and upland habitat under conservation 
easement through deed restrictions such that the area shall remain in it’s natural state 
in perpetuity.  To mitigate locally for lost functions and values seven acres of low 
quality farmed wetland will be enhanced through the planting of trees, control of 
invasive species, and conserved through deed restrictions.  As mitigation for the 
acreage of wetlands impacted, an additional 15 acres of wetland creation will be 
included in the mitigation site located near the Levels Road interchange.  In addition, 
DelDOT will pursue potential agricultural district in the Boyds Corner 
Road/Ratledge Road area and additional conservation easements in the Scott Run 
area. 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 4 – DelDOT is committed to the limited access route for the new US 301 
as it is described in the DEIS and FEIS. As described, the new US 301 would 
provide access at only 6 locations: Levels Road, existing US 301, Jamison Corner 
Road, at SR 1, Bethel Church Road extended, and US301/SR 896 at the base of 
Summit Bridge.  No additional access points will be considered.   The purchase of 
access rights from adjacent properties to the new roadway will be a part of the right-
of-way acquisition process for the new roadway. 
 
 
 

4 
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(Continued from Page 1) 
 
 
 
Response 5 – A wildlife passage corridor is proposed for the area in the vicinity of 
the southern tributary to Scott Run just north of Boyds Corner Road.  The corridor 
will be approximately 10 feet high by 10 feet wide, and is located adjacent to the 
southern branch of Scott Run.  The corridor should provide connectivity between 
high quality wetlands and forests placed under conservation and the downstream 
portions of Scott Run.  

5 
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Response to DNREC Technical Committee Review of … DelDOT’s Preferred 
Alternative (ATTACHMENT 1): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 1 – Thank you for through review and comprehensive positive comments 
on the Alternatives.   To clarify:  The Green and Purple Alternatives include the 
addition of a two-lane spur road (one lane in each direction) that carries traffic to the 
Summit Bridge; the Brown Alternatives’ four-lane mainline provides an interchange 
for traffic wishing to access the Summit Bridge.  None of the Alternatives extends 
past the C&D Canal to the north. 
 
 
Response 2 – Thank you for your summary evaluation and comparison of the four 
retained alternatives; DelDOT respects DNREC’s reasons for preferences among the 
retained alternatives. 

2 

1 
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There are no responses on this page. 
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There are no responses on this page. 
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(continued from prior page) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 3 – DelDOT is committed to providing a compensatory mitigation 
package for the natural environmental impacts associated with the Green North 
Alternative that includes wetland replacement, wetland enhancement, wetland 
conservation, reforestation, riparian buffer restoration, and stream restoration, as 
described fully in the FEIS and will be memorialized in the Record of Decision for 
the project. 
 
Response 4 – DelDOT is committed to the limited access route for the new US 301 
as it is described in the DEIS and FEIS. As described, the new US 301 would 
provide access at only 6 locations: Levels Road, existing US 301, Jamison Corner 
Road, at SR 1, Bethel Church Road extended, and US301/SR 896 at the base of 
Summit Bridge.  No additional access points will be considered.   The purchase of 
access rights from adjacent properties to the new roadway will be a part of the right-
of-way acquisition process for the new roadway. 
 
Response 5 – DelDOT is committed to minimal incursions into floodplains, as 
demonstrated by our design to bridge significant waterways.  In addition, DelDOT 
will be improving waterway habitat connectivity by removing the culverts under 
Hyetts Corner Road at Scott Run and restoring the stream under this roadway 
crossing.    
 
Response 6 - The FEIS includes a summary of the stormwater management efforts 
that are anticipated to be employed for the project – including ponds, drainage swales 
and ditches, and other efforts to protect surface waters and groundwater from 
untreated roadway runoff.  Hydraulic studies have been included in the effort to date 
for the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS, identifying appropriate drainage paths and 
treatments for roadway runoff; the FEIS will include additional detail that was not 
available in the DEIS.  This effort to maximize the protections and minimize the 
impacts will continue during final design. 

3 
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(continued from page 8) 
 
Response 7 – A wildlife passage corridor is proposed for the area in the vicinity of 
the southern tributary to Scott Run just north of Boyds Corner Road.  The corridor 
will be approximately 10 feet high by 10 feet wide, and is located adjacent to the 
southern branch of Scott Run.  The corridor should provide connectivity between 
high quality wetlands and forests placed under conservation and the downstream 
portions of Scott Run.   (See also responses 5 and 9). 
 
Response 8 – DelDOT has created a diverse mitigation package that maximizes 
habitat creation and emphasizes habitat connectivity.  Monitoring and assessment of 
habitat creation will be included for all created areas.  Specific responses to bulleted 
items follow: 
• Upland forest buffers will be included around created wetlands. Riparian buffer 

enhancement has been included as a specific component of the mitigation 
package.  Impacts to stream buffers have been minimized to the greatest extent 
possible at each stream crossing. 

• To the extent possible DelDOT has avoided and minimized forest impacts. 
Forested wetland mitigation in the Levels Road intersection area will create a 
90 acre forest block between two tributaries to Sandy Branch.  Forested 
wetland mitigation and riparian buffer enhancement will create a nearly 
contiguous 80 acre forested block along a tributary to Drawers Creek. In the 
Boyds Corner/Ratledge Road area, enhancement and reforestation opportunities 
will be targeted at increasing the size of contiguous forest blocks.   

• DelDOT’s wetland compensation package goes well beyond the standard 
Section 404 requirements of approximately 54 acres (based on 2:1 replacement 
of shrub and forested wetlands and a 1:1 replacement of emergent wetlands).  
DelDOT will be creating approximately 92 acres of wetland between two sites, 
enhancing seven acres of wetlands, and conserving approximately 20 acres of 
wetlands.  

• DelDOT will avoid negative effects on ground water recharge through wetland 
creation, however these effects can not be eliminated as the interception of 
some ground water will be required to maintain the Levels Road interchange 
mitigation site hydrology.  The wetland will be designed to discharge into both 
the tributaries to Sandy Branch at the upstream end of the mitigation site. 

• DelDOT will continue to consult with DNREC through the wetland and forest 
compensation design process.   

7 
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• DelDOT is committed to monitoring the success of created wetlands and 
reforestation areas.  Specific success criteria and monitoring periods will be 
determined in consultation with DNREC and ACOE and included in the 
Conceptual Mitigation Package as a requirement of the ACOE permit.  At a 
minimum DelDOT anticipates monitoring created wetland vegetation and 
hydrology for five years.  Additional monitoring elements and/or extended 
monitoring periods will likely be included in the Conceptual Mitigation 
Package. 

• DelDOT will explore monitoring and invasive species control measures for 
areas placed under conservation easement.   

• DelDOT recognizes that portions of the project are within the Chesapeake 
Bay Drainage and may be subject to TMDL limits.  DelDOT is committed 
to treating runoff in accordance with DelDOT’s Erosion and Sediment 
Control and Stormwater Management (ES2M) Design Guide and using 
“green technologies” whenever possible.  

• DelDOT will pursue a potential agricultural district in the Boyds Corner 
Road/Ratledge Road Area.  

• The Biological Assessment will be addressed in the FEIS, and concurrence 
from USFWS on the conclusions of the Biological Assessment will be 
obtained. 
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Response to DNREC Technical Committee Review of … Ratledge Road Options 
(ATTACHMENT 2): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

There are no responses on this page. 
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(continued from page 11) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 9– Thank you for the evaluation summary of options in this area.  As 
noted here and discussed earlier, DNREC recognizes that DelDOT must consider all 
impacts in selecting an alternative that minimizes impacts while at the same time 
attempting to balance those impacts.  Option 4B Modified is DelDOT’s Preferred 
Option. 

9 
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(continued from page 12) 
 
Response 10 – DelDOT remains committed to providing the proposed compensatory 
mitigation package and will continue to coordinate with DNREC and other agencies 
during the permitting phase of the project.  The mitigation measures included in this 
package will be in addition to the compensatory wetland mitigation measures 
described in the DEIS. Ensuring the conservation of the habitat and functions of the 
high quality wetlands and forest in this area, DelDOT will place 20 acres of high 
quality forested wetland and upland habitat under conservation easement through 
deed restrictions such that the area shall remain in its natural state in perpetuity.  To 
mitigate locally for lost functions and values, seven acres of low quality farmed 
wetland will be enhanced through the planting of trees, control of invasive species, 
and conserved through deed restrictions.  As mitigation for the acreage of wetlands 
impacted, an additional 15 acres of wetland creation will be included in the 
mitigation site located near the Levels Road interchange.  In addition, DelDOT will 
pursue potential agricultural district in the Boyds Corner Road/Ratledge Road area 
and additional conservation easements in the Scott Run area. 
 
Response 11 (see comment on following page) –The matrix provided below 
clarifies the differences in impacts of the six Ratledge Road Area Options with 
respect to wetlands, streams and ditches, forests, and other natural environmental 
resources.  This matrix will also appear in the FEIS, Chapter II (Alternatives). 
 

         Option 
Resource 1 2 3 4 4A 4B 4B 

Mod 
Wetlands (acres) 27.4 32.2 35.4 31.2 36.1 35.2 34.2 
   High Quality 10.1 14.3 12.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 
   Medium quality 13.3 13.3 13.6 13.1 20.5 19.9 19.4 
   Low quality 4.1 4.6 9.8 9.8 6.6 6.3 5.6 
Number of wetlands 51 53 53 50 53 49 50 
No. wetland crossings 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
No. wetlands fragmented 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Waters of the US, total (lf) 15,679 15,947 15,923 16,207 16,059 16,015 16,019 
   Streams 323 534 340 517 340 415 436 
   Ditches 15,356 15,413 15,583 15,690 15,720 15,600 15,582 
DNREC Tidal wetlands 
(acres) 0. 4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 

Floodplains (acres) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Agricultural districts (No.) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Agricultural Easements 
(No.) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Forestland (acres) 34.21 34.28 42.17 33.24 44.56 40.60 37.98  

10 
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(continued from page 13) 
 
As detailed in Response 10, DelDOT will provide a compensatory mitigation 
package for the greater impacts of Option 4B Modified. 
 
Response 12 

• DelDOT is committed to working with DNREC to identify the appropriate 
protection language to conserve the wetlands and forest in the Ratledge 
Road area and looks forward to designing reforestation and enhancement 
that meets DNREC’s approval.   

• DelDOT is committed to monitoring success and invasive species at 
reforestation sites.    

• DelDOT is committed to pursuing additional conservation of areas in the 
Scott Run Watershed through conservation easement deed restrictions, 
however, DelDOT can not guarantee success as it depends largely on the 
individual property owners willingness to cooperate.  DelDOT may not be 
able to condemn properties through eminent domain in this situation. 

• The wildlife passage corridor will be approximately 10 feet high by 10 feet 
wide, and is located adjacent to the southern tributary of Scott Run, just 
north of Boyds Corner Road.  The corridor will provide safe connectivity 
between high quality wetlands and forests placed under conservation and 
the downstream portions of Scott Run.  

• DelDOT is committed to using “green technologies” in its stormwater 
management design which includes bioswale infiltration systems.  DelDOT 
has avoided siting stormwater management facilities in mature native 
vegetation whenever possible; however, it was not possible to avoid all 
impacts to mature native vegetation.  Stormwater management facilities 
must be located near low points along the roadway and frequently these low 
points occur in areas of mature vegetation near stream corridors and 
wetlands.  To move these low points sufficiently to keep stormwater 
facilities out of mature vegetation would require raising the roadway profile 
significantly, which in turn, would increase the impacts on wetlands and 
adjacent native vegetation due to wider roadway embankments.  Stormwater 
management facilities must be located near low points along the roadway 
and frequently these low points occur in areas of mature vegetation near 
stream corridors and wetlands.  To move these low points sufficiently to 
keep stormwater facilities out of mature vegetation would require raising the 
roadway profile significantly, which in turn, would increase the impacts on 
wetlands and adjacent native vegetation due to wider roadway 
embankments.   

 

11 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
 

• DelDOT, working with DNREC and other regulatory agencies has 
attempted to locate mitigation such that it maximized habitat blocks and 
stream buffer protection.  

• DelDOT recognizes the reforestation problems created by heavy deer 
populations and will employ deer fencing, tree cages, or other measures of 
protection to ensure the success of it reforestation and forested creation 
sites.   

• DelDOT has taken a whole landscape view when planning the Boyds 
Corner/Ratledge Road conservation areas and has attempted to locate these 
areas where they might provide the greatest benefit to the overall habitat.   

• DelDOT is committed to working with DNREC through the mitigation 
design process.   

• DelDOT is committed to pursuing an agricultural district in the Boyds 
Corner/Ratledge Road area, however success in this depends largely on the 
individual property owners.   

 
DelDOT remains committed to providing the proposed compensatory mitigation 
package as detailed in the FEIS and memorialized in the Record of Decision for the 
project, and will continue to coordinate with DNREC and other agencies during the 
permitting phase of the project.  The mitigation measures included in this package 
will be in addition to the compensatory wetland mitigation measures described in the 
DEIS. Ensuring the conservation of the habitat and functions of the high quality 
wetlands and forest in this area, DelDOT will place 20 acres of high quality forested 
wetland and upland habitat under conservation easement through deed restrictions 
such that the area shall remain in it’s natural state in perpetuity.  To mitigate locally 
for lost functions and values 7 acres of low quality farmed wetland will be enhanced 
through the planting of trees, control of invasive species, and conserved through deed 
restrictions.  The mitigation for the acreage of wetlands impacted, an additional 15 
acres of wetland creation will be included in the mitigation site located near the 
Levels Road interchange.  In addition, DelDOT will pursue potential agricultural 
district and additional conservation easements in the Boyds Corner Road/Ratledge 
Road area.  See also Response 3 to DNREC’s letter of February 23, 2007. 
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Response to the US Environmental Protection Agency: 
 
 
Thank you for your comments on the US 301 Project Development Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the recommendation of the Green 
Alternative North Option as DelDOT’s Preferred Alternative. 
 
Each comment is numbered in your letter, corresponding with the responses that 
follow: 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 1 – We understand and accept your rating of EC-2, in accordance with the 
EPA’s EIS evaluation system, and, based on continued consultation, suggest that 
those areas of concern which you identified in the DEIS, including the wetland 
mitigation plan and Ratledge Road Area resolution, have been resolved in the FEIS. 

1 
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(continued from page 16) 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 2 – Item 1 – The FEIS includes a summary of the stormwater management 
efforts that may be employed for the project – including ponds, drainage swales and 
ditches, and other efforts to protect surface and groundwaters from untreated 
roadway runoff.  Hydraulic studies have been included in the design effort for the 
Preferred Alternative in the FEIS, identifying appropriate drainage paths and 
treatments for roadway runoff and including additional detail not available in the 
DEIS.  This effort to maximize the protections and minimize the impacts will 
continue during final design. 
 
 
Item 2 – Possible noise mitigation measures during construction are specified as a 
project commitment in the FEIS, and include time-of-year restrictions, time-of-day 
restrictions and equipment maintenance.  See Chapter III, Section I “Temporary 
Construction Impacts”. 
 
Item 3 –These recommendations will be forwarded to the construction contractors, 
but will not be included as requirements.  Many contractors agree that limiting idling 
time would be practical, and some already use low or ultra-low sulfur fuels.   
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(copied from an email sent to Mark Tudor, DelDOT’s project director) 
 
 
>>> <Bob_Zepp@fws.gov> 3/2/2007 2:45 PM >>> 
 
Mark: 
 
Spoke w/ Erica earlier this week and she suggested that I send you this 
email.   She was inquiring as to the comments I have on the 301 EIS.  
Generally, I don't have or plan to submit comments since from my 
standpoint the process that we used worked well and problems were 
resolved.  There is one exception and that is the mitigation package.    
 
I will (and am) ask Ed to condition any permit he issues to have a condition 
that requires DelDOT to develop a mitigation plan and submit it to the 
agencies for review and comment prior to the start of construction.    
 
Hope this is helpful   
 
BZ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to the US Fish and Wildlife Service: 
 
 
Thank you for your comments on the US 301 Project Development Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the recommendation of the Green 
Alternative North Option as DelDOT’s Preferred Alternative. 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this very important project development process 
and for the appreciation you have expressed about the interactive agency review 
process we employed throughout to distribute information and resolve issues.   
 
We are developing a compensatory mitigation plan for impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative that will include compensation for wetlands and forest impacts; 
protection, enhancement and preservation of existing resources; mitigation of 
stormwater runoff impacts, among other items.  The full mitigation plan will be 
detailed in the FEIS and will be carried out as part of the Section 404 Permit for the 
project. 

 




