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At the request of the Delaware Department of Transportation (DelDOT), Johnson, Mirmiran and 

Thompson (JMT) conducted a study to determine the feasibility of creating a road connection from 

SR 1 southbound (Coastal Highway) to New Road in Lewes, Delaware. The purpose of the new 

roadway connection is to provide a safer and easier way for vehicles, especially vehicles pulling 

boat trailers to access New Road. The scenarios under consideration include keeping the current rail 

line under the SR 1 Nassau overpass in active use as well as eliminating the current rail line, 

leaving the entire underpass available for other transportation uses.  

As part of the planning and coordination efforts for this Study, JMT researched DelDOT’s Capital 

Transportation Program and the Sussex County Master Plan, as well as contacted DelDOT and 

Sussex County staff to identify any planned and proposed projects in the vicinity. The only project 

that would appear to be impacted by the proposed New Road Extension project is DelDOT’s 

Western Parkway project. However, according to DelDOT the Western Parkway project is 

currently not an active project and is currently not scheduled to be pursued further. No other 

planned or proposed projects in the vicinity were identified that would be effected by or would 

affect the New Road Extension  project.  

Other coordination efforts undertaken for this Study involved environmental and historical resource 

agencies and utility providers. Environmental and historical resource agencies including the United 

States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service; the Delaware Natural Heritage 

Program, Division of Fish and Wildlife; and the Delaware State Historic Preservation Office have 

been contacted regarding potential resources. A response was received from the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service stating that there are “no proposed or federally listed endangered or threatened 

species known to exist within the project impact area.” Upon coordination with Delaware Natural 

Heritage & Endangered Species Program, they have requested to review the design plans once they 

become available. JMT is awaiting a response from the remaining agencies. Environmental 

resources (forest, wetlands) appear to be present in the study area and impacts are anticipated. 

Utilities above and below ground (water, sewer, electric, and communications) currently exist 

within the study area. Other utilities may be present that have currently not been identified. Based 

on the information present, no known utilities exist under the SR 1 Nassau Bridge. The roadway 

connecting SR 1 to New Road is anticipated to have impacts to utilities and minor utility relocation 

or service modifications are expected as part of the New Road Extension project. 

  



�

�������������������������������	��� !�
"#�
���	"#$#%#!
��!��
�

�

Location map: 
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The recent relocation of the Lewes Boat Ramp resulted in 

New Road to access the new boat ramp. 

provided via a right turn from Nassau Road and access to SR 1 southbound 

turn from Nassau Road. Access to New Road from SR 1 northbound 

Nassau Road exit via a right side decele

SR 1 southbound is currently provided 

SR 1 northbound traffic can be difficult when traffic is heavy

trailer. Similar safety concerns exist for the left turn from Minos Conaway Road (SR 265)

crosses two lanes of SR 1 southbound 

limit on SR 1 within the project area

providing an exit from the right lane of 

Overpass for a grade separated crossing of SR 1. 
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The recent relocation of the Lewes Boat Ramp resulted in an increase in traffic towing boats 

boat ramp. Access from New Road to SR 1 northbound is currently 

provided via a right turn from Nassau Road and access to SR 1 southbound is provided 

Access to New Road from SR 1 northbound is currently provided at the 

Nassau Road exit via a right side deceleration lane onto Nassau Road. Access to New Road from 

provided by a left turn lane median crossing. Crossing two lanes of 

difficult when traffic is heavy, especially while pulling a boat on a 

Similar safety concerns exist for the left turn from Minos Conaway Road (SR 265)

southbound traffic to access SR 1 northbound. The current poste

within the project area is 50 miles per hour. This Study evaluates the feasibility of 

the right lane of southbound SR 1 and utilizing the existing Nassau Bridge 

for a grade separated crossing of SR 1.   
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towing boats along 

Access from New Road to SR 1 northbound is currently 

is provided via a left 

is currently provided at the 

Access to New Road from 

by a left turn lane median crossing. Crossing two lanes of 

e pulling a boat on a 

Similar safety concerns exist for the left turn from Minos Conaway Road (SR 265), which 

posted speed 

tudy evaluates the feasibility of 

and utilizing the existing Nassau Bridge 



� �
� �

�

�����������	
�	�
������

�������������������������������	��� !�
"#�
���	"#$#%#!
��!��
��
��

�

�� ������
�����
����������������� ������

 

The existing SR 1 Nassau Overpass Bridge, Delaware Bridge No. 725, was constructed in 1966 and 

is a dual structure carrying SR 1 over the Delaware Coast Line Railroad (DCLR) (Georgetown to 

Lewes Running Tracks). The west span carries SR 1 southbound, while the east span carries SR 1 

northbound. Both superstructures consist of three simple rolled steel multi-beam spans of 

approximately 46-foot span lengths. The substructure consists of two multi-column reinforced 

concrete piers on spread footings and two reinforced concrete cantilever stub abutments. The slopes 

adjacent to the stub abutments have reinforced concrete slope paving.  

The existing rail track runs perpendicular to the spans of the bridges and is centered under both 

center spans. A horizontal clearance of 40 feet from the northern bridge pier to the southern bridge 

pier is provided under the center span. A horizontal clearance of 15.5 feet from the edge of the rail 

road ties to the bridge piers and a vertical clearance of approximately 24 feet to the bridge low 

chords are provided. The railroad track passes under both SR 1 bridge structures over a length of 

approximately 120 feet. See the existing bridge typical section on the following page. 
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Depending on the selection of the proposed typical section, the existing span lengths and bridge 

openings may not be sufficient to accommodate the desired typical section under the SR 1 Nassau 

Bridge. Therefore, JMT analyzed three potential structural bridge modification alternatives to 

accommodate the potential typical sections: 

 

Alternative A – Modifying the Existing End Spans: 

This alternative proposes providing additional opening widths under the end spans. It 

requires the partial removal of the existing abutment slope paving and the construction of a 

retaining wall in its place. This alternative is a common modification for existing bridges 

with “shoulder” piers and stub abutments. Provided that the retaining wall is properly 

designed and constructed, the existing slope adjacent to the stub abutments can be modified 

with no negative effect on the load capacity or serviceability of the existing structure.  

Several different retaining wall types are feasible for this alternative, depending on the 

desired opening width and the corresponding retaining wall height. Crib walls, soldier pile 

walls, and sheet pile walls have commonly been used for this application. 

Preliminary engineering indicates the proposed modification can be completed at either the 

north or south abutment, or both and it is feasible to provide an opening width of up to 30 

feet. From a structural standpoint, the abutments are very similar and there is no advantage 

to modifying one abutment over the other. No significant construction difficulties are 

anticipated.  

A major benefit of this alternative is the maintenance of SR 1 traffic during construction. 

Traffic staging is not required while modifying the end spans of the SR 1 Nassau Bridge. 

Traffic on the bridge would not be affected by the proposed construction and SR 1 traffic 

would remain uninterrupted during construction. 

The cost for this alternative is moderately expensive. It is more cost effective than 

Alternatives B and C and requires the least amount of maintenance of traffic. Alternative A 

is the recommended bridge modification alternative.   

Alternative B – Modifying the Existing Main Spans:  

This alternative proposes providing a wider center span opening width. It involves 

increasing the length of the existing center span, demolishing the existing piers, and 

building new piers. The existing abutments would be re-used. Relocating the existing piers 

also requires the complete replacement of the superstructure. There is no practical, cost 

effective way to re-use the existing superstructure for the new span configuration.  
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Traffic staging and maintenance of traffic during construction can be done in one of two 

ways. One way is to utilize one half of the bridge width at a time, meaning utilizing half of 

the northbound bridge for northbound traffic and half of the southbound bridge for 

southbound traffic while the other half of each bridge is constructed. A quicker and less 

expensive construction staging option is to divert all traffic to either the northbound or 

southbound bridge and completely reconstruct the remaining bridge in one construction 

stage. 

Alternative B is the most expensive, surpassing the cost to completely replacing the SR 1 

Bridges (Alternative C). This alternative is therefore not recommended.  

Alternative C – Complete Bridge Replacement:  

Alternative C proposes replacing the existing bridge with a single span bridge with a span 

length of approximately 75 feet. The construction and traffic staging for this alternative are 

similar to Alternative B, while the cost is significantly lower. Because the bridge would be 

entirely new, it also has the benefit of a much longer useful service life than Alternative B. 

Alternative C is a better option as compared to Alternative B.  

 

Based on our preliminary analysis of the bridge modification alternatives, Alternative A – 

Modifying the Existing End Spans is recommended. This preference is supported by the lower 

estimated construction cost, lower environmental impacts, and shorter construction duration as 

compared to the other two alternatives. All three alternatives require maintenance of rail road traffic 

during construction. Alternative A also has the added benefit of being the least interruptive to SR 1 

traffic.  
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The Georgetown-Lewes Railroad Running Tracks are owned by the State of Delaware and operated 

by the DCLR for the purposes of moving freight. The Georgetown-Lewes Rail Line begins in 

Georgetown at its’ junction with the Norfolk Southern rail tracks and proceeds northeast for 

approximately 16 miles, basically paralleling US Route 9 between Georgetown and Lewes. The line 

terminates at the SPI Pharma Barcroft plant abutting the Cape Henlopen State Park entrance.  

Currently freight rail operations near the SR 1 Bridge are low speed (less than 10 miles per hour) 

and low frequency (approximately three carloads every two weeks, servicing SPI Pharma Barcroft). 

SPI Pharma Barcroft has indicated that they are not anticipating any major increases in volume or 
































































