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Thomas Russell 
 
 
 
NOTE: 
Pages 2-40 of the “Public Hearing in re: US 301 Project Development” text 
has not been reproduced in this section, as it contains only the spoken 
introduction to the project and no oral testimony.  The full text of this portion 
of the hearing transcript is included in Appendix I. 
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Response to Charles Weymouth: 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
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. 
 
Although some of the improvements you mention merit review, they are 
outside of the scope of the US 301 Project.  Your suggestions will be forwarded 
to others who could evaluate their feasibility. 
 
 
(continued on next page) 
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The US 301 project will be funded by a variety of sources, including toll 
collection, federal funds, and other traditional sources of transportation 
funding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(continued on next page) 
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DelDOT and the Corps are continuing to coordinate with the other agencies 
involved in this project to complete the best possible solution for the US 301 
roadway. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Andye Daley: 
 
(Please see also response to Andye Daley email comment form, Section J. 
Pages 9 ff) 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
Response to comment 1, beginning on line 22: 
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.) 
 
(continued on next page) 
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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 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. 
 
 
 (continued on next page) 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
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. 
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Response to comment 2, beginning on line 1: 
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, beginning on line 9 
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, 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.  
 
 (continued on next page) 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
Response to comment 4, beginning on line 15 of previous page: 
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. 
 
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, beginning on previous page, line 24: 
The purpose of the Spur Road is to better manage traffic from destined for Glasgow, 
Newark and points north (approximately 1/3 of the traffic currently on existing US 301 
near the Maryland line) that is continuing on US 301 from Maryland and from south of 
Middletown (and the Westown area).  The Spur would reduce traffic on local roads such 
as existing US 301 and Choptank Road, thus reducing congestion and improving safety. 
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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.   
 
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, beginning on line 7: 
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.   
 
(continued on next page) 
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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, beginning on line 15 of previous page: 
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: 
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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. 
 
Response to comment 8, beginning on line 18: 
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. 
 
Response to comment 9, beginning on line 24: 
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 
 
(continued on next page) 
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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. 
 
Response to comment 10, beginning on line 6: 
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.   
 
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 
 
(continued on next page) 
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to 102 Fox Den Court, new Churchtown Road will remain at the same 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 the 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 11, beginning on line 15 of previous page: 
The current design does not impact the Chesapeake Meadow stormwater drainage 
ponds. 
 
Response to comment 12, beginning on line 23 of previous page: 
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 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. 
 
 
(continued on next page) 
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The entryway will not be affected by the overpass since the modifications to 
Churchtown Road will begin west of the entrance. 
 
Response to comment 13, beginning on line 8: 
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. 
 
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.   
 
 
 
 
 (continued on next page) 
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Response to comment 14, beginning on line 16 of previous page: 
See the response to comment 10 
 
Response to comment 15, beginning on line 5: 
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.   
 
Response to comment 16, beginning on line 10: 
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 17, beginning on line 12: 
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.   
 
Summary response: 
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 Pastor Lasko: 
 
Thank you for your statement 
 
 
(see next page) 
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Thank you for your comments.  We are pleased to have been able to work with 
the church community to develop an option that would minimize impacts to the 
community. 
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Response to Wanda James: 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
(begins on next page) 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
 
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.  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. 
 
 
(continued on next page) 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 Thomas Russell: 
 
Thank you for your statement.   
 
DelDOT did consider and evaluate, during this planning study, the potential to 
widen the Summit Bridge to accommodate additional traffic desiring a direct 
route from US 301 to I-95 and points north and west (Red Alternative, not 
retained for detailed evaluation).  The construction of an additional Canal 
crossing is outside of the scope of this study.  
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Response to Steven Augusiewicz: 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Jerry Emerson 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
 
(continued) 
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Response to Jerry Emerson (continued) 
 
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. 
 
 
 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Section 2. Private Testimony – January 8, 2007 Page 4 of 26 

This page intentionally left blank 
 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Section 2. Private Testimony – January 8, 2007 Page 5 of 26 

This page intentionally left blank 
 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Section 2. Private Testimony – January 8, 2007 Page 6 of 26 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Wayne Usilton: 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
Generally, right-of-way acquisition is anticipated to begin in fiscal year 2008, 
following receipt of the Record of Decision (ROD) and the announcement of 
the Selected Alternative.  In the case of hardship or protective buying, early 
acquisition will be accomplished following application and review of the 
request by the Department on a case-by-case basis. 
 
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 Brown was 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. 
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Response to Wayne Usilton (continued): 
 
Sections of the Preferred Alternative do go through wetlands.  However, 
wetlands and streams are protected by federal law under the Clean Water Act 
of 1972.  The Corps of Engineers (ACOE) has regulatory jurisdiction over 
wetlands and streams under the Clean Water Act, and is directed to protect 
waters and wetlands.  DelDOT must obtain a permit for the project from the 
ACOE; their regulations only allow permitting for the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative.  Their permit review process includes a 
rigorous review of efforts to first avoid wetlands; second to minimize the 
impact on wetlands; and finally, after making every effort to avoid and 
minimize wetland impacts, provide an acceptable mitigation package to replace 
and compensate for unavoidable impacts. 
 
In cooperation with all of the agencies that have been involved in the US 301 
Project Development process, the design team endeavored to avoid impacts to 
wetlands (and other environmental resources) wherever possible.  Whenever 
wetlands are impacted, mitigation (usually replacement) is required and 
provided  
 
Although no bog turtles were found during the field investigation during the 
summer of June 2006, some of the areas are still considered potentially 
occupied and are protected under the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973.  
A biological assessment of potential bog turtle habitat and the potential impacts 
of the project is scheduled for completion by the end of April 2007.  The 
proposed Green North alignment will cross over potential bog turtle habitat 
areas on structure. 
 
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 completion in 2013, based on the FY2008 – 
FY 2013 Capital Transportation Program. This completion schedule is 
dependant on the availability of state and federal funding.  The new interchange 
was designed to relieve existing congestion and accommodate future traffic 
volumes. The potential diversion of US 301 traffic to SR 1 was considered 
during the design of the new interchange improvements.  Additional capacity 
on I-95 from SR 1 to SR 141 is currently under construction as well. 
 
(continued on next page) 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
 
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-Build 
condition the volume is 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. 
 
 
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 will evaluate your request, as well as others of a similar 
nature, during the next phase of design.  
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Response to Paula Marsilii: 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
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Response to Paula Marsilii (continued): 
 
 
Generally, right-of-way acquisition is anticipated to begin in fiscal year 2008, 
following the receipt of the Record of Decision (ROD) and the announcement 
of the Selected Alternative.  In the case of hardship or protective buying, early 
acquisition will be accomplished following application and review of the 
request by the Department on a case-by-case basis. 
 
DelDOT’s Real Estate group will be working with you and all displaced 
property owners to achieve a fair and equitable settlement for the purchase of 
your property and to provide relocation assistance to you. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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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(continued from previous page) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DelDOT is reviewing the impacts to your neighbors’ properties and the 
potential to minimize the impacts of the new road.  Unfortunately, the Smith 
property does not meet the criteria for noise abatement.  A visual screening 
berm, which would provide a measure of noise impact relief, was not 
considered for your property because of right-of-way constraints, highway 
elevation and/or cost constraints. 
 
Changes in drainage designs/stormwater management that will be detailed 
during final design may affect the property beyond that which is currently 
envisioned.  DelDOT will continue to coordinate with the Smiths during the 
final design process. 
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Response to Karen Wood: 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
 
 
Studies on the reduction of noise from the materials used for roadway 
construction have shown that the decrease in noise levels generally is within a 
range that is not discernable by the human ear.  In addition, over time and use, 
such approaches as raised concrete aggregate pavement or open graded asphalt 
pavement wear and voids fill and the initial benefit diminishes. The use of 
screening, either living or constructed, is both less expensive and more 
effective in addressing noise and will be implemented with the selected 
alternative.  
 
Other roadway construction elements that may generate noise, such as rumble 
strips, may be installed for safety purposes and in conjunction with the project 
toll facilities, should traditional toll collection facilities be provided.   
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Response to Karen Wood (continued): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DelDOT prefers the Green North Alternative, and this alignment will not affect 
your property or the Augustine Creek Natural Area. 
 
 
 
 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Section 2. Private Testimony – January 8, 2007 Page 15 of 26 

(this page intentionally left blank) 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Section 2. Private Testimony – January 8, 2007 Page 16 of 26 

 
(continued from previous) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Karen Wood (continued): 
 
 
 
 
Following the completion of the FEIS, receipt of the Record of Decision 
(ROD) from FHWA and the announcement of a Selected Alternative for the 
project, the DelDOT will proceed with right-of-way acquisition and final 
engineering, which will likely take up to four years.  Construction is likely to 
begin in 2011, and last 4-5 years under ideal conditions and with full funding.  
Construction may take up to 10 years if limited funding requires phasing of 
construction. 
 
DelDOT will continue to interact with property owners and developers 
throughout the balance of the planning process to acquire the needed right-of-
way. 
 
The preferred roadway material is concrete, based upon its durability and long 
life.  Although concrete is the material of choice, concrete roadways may not 
be feasible throughout the length of the project due to increasing costs of this 
material.  Other materials, such as asphalt, may be used.  Although studies have 
shown that asphalt roadways do not generate as much noise as concrete, the use 
of asphalt paving is not considered when evaluating noise abatement. 
 
Other roadway construction elements, such as rumble strips, are installed for 
safety purposes and in conjunction with toll facilities, should traditional toll 
collection facilities be provided.   
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Response to Gene Alderson: 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
DelDOT will evaluate the feasibility of extending the berm during design 
engineering. The berm is currently not proposed where the roadway will be 
below-grade.   
 
Landscaping will be determined during final design.  It is anticipated that the 
visual earth berms will be landscaped. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Arnold Cohen: 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
The improvements you suggest are outside the scope of the US 301 project. 
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Response to Martha Denison: 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
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 Martha Denison (continued): 
 
 
DelDOT is providing a limited-access roadway for the US 301 project to 
provide increased safety by taking many of the through trucks off of local roads 
through developments.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By routing much of the through traffic from US 301 to SR 1, DelDOT has 
eliminated the need for improvements to the I-95/SR 896 interchange.  The 
I-95/SR 1 interchange improvements should be constructed before the new US 
301 is completed. 
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Response to Stephen Powell: 
 
Please see the response to Andye Daley, Public Testimony -  January 8, 2007 
 
Thank you for your statement. 
 
Response to comment 1, beginning on line 12: 
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 interstate 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 
signalized intersections with major local cross roads (Bethel Church Road, Old 
Schoolhouse 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.   
 
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 and 
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. 
 
(continued on next page) 
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(continued from previous page) 
Response to comment 2, beginning on line 20 of previous page: 
The current design does not impact the Chesapeake Meadow stormwater drainage 
ponds. 
 
Response to comment 3, line 2: 
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 same 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 the existing 
Churchtown Road. 
 
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 community 
stormwater management ponds located there.  Many of the partial property acquisitions 
noted in the DEIS that were required for the overpass have been reduced or eliminated.  
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. 
 
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 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  
 
(continued on next page) 
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(continued from previous page) 
 
need to be acquired to tie existing Churchtown Road into New Churchtown Road.  
Access to all four properties will be continuously maintained.   
 
Response to comment 4, beginning on line 7, previous page 
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.   
 
Response to comment 5, beginning on line 12, previous page: 
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,  
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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. 
 
Response to comment 6, beginning on line 7: 
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.   
 
Response to comment 7, beginning on line 18: 
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 comment above.   
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(Continued from previous page) 
 
Response to comment 8, beginning on line 9: 
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. 
 
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. 
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Response to Pastor Edward Lasko: 
 
Thank you for your comment; we acknowledge the receipt of this petition (reproduced 
herein). 
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Response to Pam Sowden: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Helen Tyler: 
 
Thank you for your comment.   
 
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 Julia: 
 
Thank you for your comment.   
 
We have worked with the community and the resource and regulatory agencies to 
develop an option (4B Modified) that will avoid the Wooleyhan Farm. 
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Response: 
 
 
The elevation of the Purple Alternative is required where it crosses existing US 301 
near Armstrong Corner Road, crossing the Norfolk-Southern railroad, where it crosses 
Boyds Corner Road (two places) and at the ramps to SR 1.  It would be impractical 
from both an engineering standpoint and a maintenance of traffic standpoint to rebuild 
the existing facilities. 
 
The implementation of an alternative, other than the Yellow, will result in some 
decrease in drive-by traffic for businesses along existing US 301 through Middletown, 
resulting in negative effects to existing businesses.  In addition, the No-Build 
Alternative would result in increased congestion which would, in turn, hinder access to 
local businesses.  
 
A limited access highway, regardless of the alternative selected, would alter the 
thinking process by drivers of through traffic regarding the need to access local 
businesses.  However, while some business losses from through traffic must be 
anticipated, the increased ability for local trips to access local businesses coupled with 
the growth in the area is anticipated to actually provide some benefit to local 
businesses.  With the decreased congestion that results from the removal of through 
traffic from the local roadways, it is expected that business impacts from the limited 
access roadway would be negligible and that some businesses will actually be helped 
by the improved local access and reduced congestion.   
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Response to Jim Young: 
 
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 Jack Holaman: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Grey Matthews: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Catherine L. and J. Michael Short: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Benj. Pleasanton: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 3.  Comments received at the Public Hearing January 8, 2007 Page 16 of 44 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Ron Czajkowski: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment; a copy of the map was forwarded to you after the 
January 8, 2007 meeting. 
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Typed for readability: 
 
Living in MD and doing most of my shopping in Middletown, my concern is access to 
Local 301 without having to pay a toll. 
 
Hopefully with EZ Pass it would be possible to deduct the toll at the Levels Rd. 
interchange. 
 
 
 
 
Response to Russell Brown: 
 
 
Access to local US 301 will still be available using existing local roads such as 
Warwick Road, Strawberry Lane and the Levels Road access.  



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 3.  Comments received at the Public Hearing January 8, 2007 Page 18 of 44 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response: 
 
 
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 
 
The Green Alternative crosses both Armstrong Corner Road and Boyds Corner Road. 
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Response to Don Wilt: 
 
 
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.   



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 3.  Comments received at the Public Hearing January 8, 2007 Page 20 of 44 

Typed for readability: 
 
“I agree with the green alternative North plans as the preferred rt for the new 301.  It 
seems to have the lease [sic] impact on housing and land and resources.  Go green.” 
 
 
 
 
Response: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Jessica Reagle: 
 
 
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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Responseto Scott Burkley: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Wanda James: 
 
(See also Section D Public Testimony – January 8, 2007) 
 
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.  The Green South Alternative 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. 
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Response to Dana Adlesic: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Jeffrey Smith: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment.   
 
We have worked with the community and the resource and regulatory agencies to 
develop an option (4B Modified) that will avoid the Wooleyhan Farm. 
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Response to Emily Smith: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment.   
 
We have worked with the community and the resource and regulatory agencies to 
develop an option (4B Modified) that will avoid the Wooleyhan Farm. 
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Typed comment for readability: 
 
Is there serious consideration being given to the road surface to reduce the tire noise 
due to expansion strips and rumble strips? 
 
This noise, if there, can carry great distances. 
 
 
 
 
Response to Gregory Gaden: 
 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The preferred roadway material is concrete, based upon its durability and long life.  
Although concrete is the material of choice, concrete roadways may not be feasible 
throughout the length of the project due to increasing costs of this material.  Other 
materials, such as asphalt, may be used.  Although studies have shown that asphalt 
roadways do not generate as much noise as concrete, the use of asphalt paving is not 
considered when evaluating noise abatement. 
 
Other roadway construction elements, such as rumble strips, are installed for safety 
purposes and in conjunction with toll facilities, should traditional toll collection 
facilities be provided.   
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Response to Stephen Powell: 
 
See also the response to Stephen Powell – Private Testimony – January 8, 2007 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Response to comment 1: 
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 in the rear yards of the properties on the west side of the 
 
(continued on next page) 
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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 beyond 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 a 5 dBA increase at meadow Lane. 
 
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 (previous page) 
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 3 (previous page)  
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 4 (previous page) 
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).   
 
 
(continued on next page) 
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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, 
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 5 (next page) 
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. 
 
The ability to provide capacity improvements north of Summit Bridge was designed into the  
(continued on next page) 
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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 6 
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.   
 
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. 
 
(continued on next page) 
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Response to proposed solution one: 
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; ArmstrongWalker 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 homes or businesses. 
 
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.
 
Response to proposed solution two: 
DelDOT would like to note the following with respect to the proposed Spur Road in the vicinity 
(continued on next page) 

(continued from previous page) 
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. 
 
With regard to the overpass of Churchtown Road: 
(1)  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 comment above.   
 
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  
 (continued on next page) 
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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. 
 
(2)  The current design does not impact the Chesapeake Meadow stormwater drainage ponds. 
 
(3)  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 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. 
 
 (continued on following page) 
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The entryway will not be affected by the overpass since the modifications to Churchtown Road 
will begin west of the entrance. 
 
 (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. 
 
(5)  See response to number 1  
 
(6)  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.   
 
(7)  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. 
 
(8)  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.   
 
 



US 301 Project Development 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 3.  Comments received at the Public Hearing January 8, 2007 Page 36 of 44 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Susan Squire: 
 
 
Thank you for you comment. 
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Response to Scott Kirchner: 
 
Thank you for your comment.  For additional information, see the previous response to 
Stephen Powell, pages 30 to 36 of this section. 
 
(1) 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.    
 
(2) 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 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 
(continued on next page) 
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eliminated any individual property acquisitions along Fox Den Court, and reduced partial property 
impacts on the south side of Churchtown Road. 
 
(3) 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 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 11 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 
(continued on next page) 
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noise levels, and no increase when compared to year 2030 No-Build. 
 
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. 
 
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.   
 
(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. 
 
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. 
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Response to Christine Burnett: 
 
Pease see the previous responses to Stephen Powell, pages 30 to 36 of this section, and 
Scott Kirchner, pages 37 and 38 of this section. 
 
 
Thank you for your comment.   
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Response to Charles Weymouth: 
 
 
Thank you for submitting the written text of your oral testimony presented on January 
8, 2007 in the public testimony forum.  Responses to your comments are included in 
that section, Section 1, pages 2-4). 
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Response to Horace and Lois Houston: 
 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
(1): Earthen berms of appropriate size are proposed for the communities of Airmont, 
Chesapeake Meadow, Middletown Village, Springmill, and Southridge to provide 
visual screening from the new US 301; these berms will also provide some noise 
attenuation for residents of those communities.  During the roadway design and 
development of the roadway profile, efforts will continue to be made to look at 
depressing the roadway wherever the soils and drainage allow for that to occur. To 
facilitate this, taking local roads over the new US 301 has been a preference in the 
development of the alternatives. 
 
 (2): We acknowledge the potential noise, visual and property impacts of the Spur Road 
on existing homes.  However, traffic studies show that, without the Spur Road, 
increased traffic on US 301/SR 896 between Armstrong Corner Road and Summit 
Bridge would require roadway improvements such as widening the roadway to four 
lanes south of Mount Pleasant.  The studies also show that future traffic volumes on 
Choptank Road would be almost tripled from existing volumes without the Spur Road, 
which could lead to the necessity of further widening of Choptank Road in the future.  
Therefore, if the Spur is not built, there is a potential future impact to homes and 
businesses on Choptank Road and existing US 301/SR 896.  The Spur Road is 
proposed as a limited access, two-lane roadway with a grassed and landscaped median, 
along the lines of a parkway rather than a major highway.   
 
(3): There are no potential impacts to the New Covenant Church with the Green North 
Alternative, which is preferred.  Options are also evaluated in the DEIS that would 
avoid the potential impacts associated with the Yellow and Purple Alternatives.  
 
 

 




