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The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the preparation of an environmental analysis for federal actions
or undertakings using federal funds.

What is NEPA?

Recommended Preferred Alternative

YELLOW PURPLE with SPUR

NORTH SOUTH NORTH SOUTH

Armstrong Corner Road

Option 2A

Spur

Option 3B

Armstrong Corner Road

Option 2A

Spur

Option 3B

19.4 16.9 17.5 15.9 17.5 17.3

870.5 901.9 895.9 894.3 897.4 876.3

Potential Wetland/Waters of the US Impacts Potential Wetland/Waters of the US Impacts

Total Area of Potential ACOE Wetlands¹ (acres) 50.5 24.9 23.9 18.5 26.2 28.3 Total Area of Potential ACOE Wetlands¹ (acres)

High Quality 8.6 7.6 11.5 9.9 9.0 9.6 High Quality

Palustrian Forested 1.4 3.7 5.6 5.4 4.5 4.0 Palustrian Forested

Palustrian Emergent 3.0 2.9 4.4 2.7 2.9 2.9 Palustrian Emergent

Palustrian Shrub-Scrub 0 0 0 0 0 0 Palustrian Shrub-Scrub

Palustrian Mixed 4.2 1.0 1.6 1.8 1.5 2.7 Palustrian Mixed

Medium Quality 30.6 13.2 4.2 7.3 13.2 13.6 Medium Quality

Palustrian Forested 18 3.9 1.9 5.0 4.1 3.8 Palustrian Forested

Palustrian Emergent 1.5 7.6 0.8 0.8 7.6 7.6 Palustrian Emergent

Palustrian Shrub-Scrub 0 0 0 0 0 0 Palustrian Shrub-Scrub

Palustrian Mixed 10.7 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.5 2.2 Palustrian Mixed

Low Quality 11.2 4.2 8.2 1.3 4.0 5.1 Low Quality

Palustrian Forested 0.5 1.3 0.9 0.7 1.3 1.3 Palustrian Forested

Palustrian Emergent 5.6 2.8 7.3 0.6 2.7 3.8 Palustrian Emergent

Palustrian Shrub-Scrub 0 0 0 0 0 0 Palustrian Shrub-Scrub

Palustrian Mixed 5.2 0 0 0 0 0 Palustrian Mixed

Other Wetlands Other Wetlands

Type and/or quality undeterminded to date 0 0 0 0 0 0 Type and/or quality undeterminded to date

Number of Wetlands Impacted 33 45 39 35 43 40 Number of Wetlands Impacted

Number of Wetland Crossings 4 9 10 8 8 8 Number of Wetland Crossings

Number of Wetlands with Complete Fragmentation 7 6 3 4 6 7 Number of Wetlands with Complete Fragmentation

Waters of the US (non-wetland)
2 20,708 16,257 15,158 14,278 15,515 16,326 Waters of the US (non-wetland)

2

Streams (linear feet) 215 260 921 1,895 327 521 Streams (linear feet)

Ditches (linear feet) 20,492 15,997 14,237 12,383 15,188 15,805 Ditches (linear feet)

Open Waters (ponds, SWM) (acres) 3.4 3.2 3.2 5.8 3.2 3.2 Open Waters (ponds, SWM) (acres)

DNREC Sub-Aqueous Lands (linear feet) 7,167 6,461 7,885 8,232 8,162 8,481 DNREC Sub-Aqueous Lands (linear feet)

0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4

Recharge Areas (acres) 614 563 494 486 486 501 Recharge Areas (acres)

Tax Ditches (linear feet) 81 1,511 0 192 1,511 1,511 Tax Ditches (linear feet)

Tax Ditch Watershed area (acres) 12 67 28 56 67 67 Tax Ditch Watershed area (acres)

Area of Hydric Soils (acres) 158 147 119 115 146 145 Area of Hydric Soils (acres)

Potential Floodplain Impacts - FEMA Potential Floodplain Impacts - FEMA

Area of 100-Year Floodplain (acres) 1.5 1.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 Area of 100-Year Floodplain (acres)

Potential Agricultural Impacts Potential Agricultural Impacts

Agricultural Districts - Ten-Year (number) 1 1 1 1 1 1 Agricultural Districts - Ten-Year (number)

Area (acres) 14.1 32.6 32.6 32.6 32.6 32.6 Area (acres)

Number of Agricultural Districts within 3 miles of Alternative 9 7 6 6 6 6 Number of Agricultural Districts within 3 miles of Alternative

Agricultural Preservation Easements - Permanent (number) 0 1 1 1 1 1 Agricultural Preservation Easements - Permanent (number)

Area (acres) 0 6.0 9.4 12.4 6.0 6.0 Area (acres)

Number of Agricultural Easements within 3 miles of Alternative 3 3 2 2 2 2 Number of Agricultural Easements within 3 miles of Alternative

Agricultural Suitability (Land Evaluation Site Assessment Model)
3 Agricultural Suitability (Land Evaluation Site Assessment Model)

3

Total LESA Model (score) 192 203 198 202 210 204 Total LESA Model (score)

LESA Model without existing and planned development (score) 212 218 202 209 218 213 LESA Model without existing and planned development (score)

Prime Farmland Soil Area (acres) 203 415 412 424 437 398 Prime Farmland Soil Area (acres)

Ratio of prime farmland to total prime farmland in New Castle County (percent) (74,454 acres total) 0.27 0.56 0.55 0.57 0.59 0.53 Ratio of prime farmland to total prime farmland in New Castle County (percent)

Potential Hazardous Waste Impacts Potential Hazardous Waste Impacts

Number of EPA Sites 0 0 0 0 0 0 Number of EPA Sites

Number of Sites identified as potential sources of contamination 9 9 8 8 6 6 Number of Sites identified as potential sources of contamination

Number of NPDES Locations 0 0 0 0 0 0 Number of NPDES Locations

Potential Natural Resource Impacts Potential Natural Resource Impacts

Natural Areas Inventory (acres) 0.3 0.3 0 0 0 0 Natural Areas Inventory (acres)

State Resource Areas
4 0.8 2.3 2 1 2 2 State Resource Areas

4

Protected (acres) 0.8 2.3 1.9 1.2 2.0 2.0 Protected (acres)

Green Infrastructure (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 Green Infrastructure (acres)

Forestland: 2002 Land Use 36.9 39.9 37.4 51.0 34.1 36.8 Forestland: 2002 Land Use

Deciduous (acres) 21.4 39.2 35.8 46.6 33.4 36.1 Deciduous (acres)

Evergreen (acres) 9.2 0 1.0 3.7 0 0 Evergreen (acres)

Mixed (acres) 6.3 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 Mixed (acres)

State Forest Lands State Forest Lands

State-Owned State Forest Properties (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 State-Owned State Forest Properties (acres)

Conservation Easement Properties (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 Conservation Easement Properties (acres)

42.3 54.9 67.5 57.6 54.6 49.4

Potential Section 4(f) Properties Potential Section 4(f) Properties

Number of Publicly-Owned Parks and Recreation Areas
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 Number of Publicly-Owned Parks and Recreation Areas

6

Acres of Publicly-Owned Parks and Recreation Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 Acres of Publicly-Owned Parks and Recreation Areas

Federally Owned 0 0 0 0 0 0 Federally Owned

State Owned 0 0 0 0 0 0 State Owned

County Owned 0 0 0 0 0 0 County Owned

Municipal Owned 0 0 0 0 0 0 Municipal Owned

Number of Publicly-Owned Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges 0 0 0 0 0 0 Number of Publicly-Owned Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges

Number of Historic Properties
7 4 0 0 0 0 0 Number of Historic Properties

7

Date of Alternative Design Update 09/20/06 09/20/06 09/20/06 09/20/06 09/20/06 09/20/06

Date of Impacts Update 09/26/06 09/26/06 09/26/06 09/26/06 09/26/06 09/26/06

Work in Progress. Impacts DO NOT include portions of the alternatives in Maryland, except wetlands.

Note 2: Includes GPS'd, field delineated streams, ditches, ponds and SWMs. Does not include stream segments within wetlands. Some ditches are also included in the Tax Ditch impacts.

Note 6: From DNREC's Outdoor Recreation Inventory and New Castle County Parks files.

Note 7: Same as total of Historic Properties. Assumes that Archeological Sites are generally exempted from Section 4(f) protection.

Habitat Areas (Rare and Common Species) (acres)
5

Note 4: State Resource Areas include State Parks and Forests. Properties listed include protected and proposed designations.

Note 5: Anticipated impacts to Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species based on coordination to date with DNREC. Detailed evaluation and coordination with DNREC and US Fish and Wildlife Service is continuing.

The data represented in the Potential Rare, Threatened and Endangered (RTE) Species Areas row are not exhaustive.

These data represent known occurrences of RTE Species, not potential habitat for RTE Species. Many habitats that may be impacted by the US 301 project have never been surveyed for RTE’s and;

that these yet to be surveyed areas may well harbor RTE’s that would not be represented in the ratings given to them in the matrix.

The habitats represented encompass both upland and wetland terrestrial habitats

Habitat Areas (Wildlife & Plant) (acres)
5

Date of Alternative Design Update

Note 3: The Land Evaluation Site Assessment (LESA) Model is a State and Federally approved land analysis system; this 300 point-based rating system identifies farm parcels that are most suitable for long-term agricultural practices.

The Land Evaluation (LE) factor is determined by using a land use dependent soil productivity index, the Site Assessment (SA) factor is derived from non-soil factors many of which are non-agricultural.

A higher LESA score indicates high agricultural suitability for a particular parcel.

The LESA score for each parcel impacted by each alternative was calculated, that LESA score was multiplied by amount of land within the parcel impacted by each alternative to obtain the acre-weighted total score for the specific segment of land

impacted.

The same math was applied to each parcel affected; the acre-weighted total score for each segment of a parcel affected was then added and divided by the number of acres impacted by each alternative. The result was the acre-weighted score for

each corresponding alternative

Note 1: Total Potential ACOE Wetlands equals total of high, medium, low and other quality wetlands.

ACOE and DNREC Tidal Wetlands should not be added together.

Wetlands are based on field delineations, updated on February 10, 2006.

Field delineations were done using Global Positioning System (GPS) and verified by ACOE. Field delineations extend length of alternative, including Maryland.

Some impacts may include a small percentage of 2002 Land Use data (instead of field delineations) where the alternative has been revised to extend beyond the fieldwork area.

The number of wetlands impacted is the number of unique wetland features within the limit of disturbance (LOD) for the alternative.

The number of crossings is the number of unique wetland features spanned by structures included in the alternative.

Delaware's Tidal Wetlands were identified using DNREC's delineation maps.
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Total Length of Alternative (miles)

Total Area of Limit of Construction (acres)

Area of DNREC State of Delaware Tidal Wetlands¹ (acres)

Total Length of Alternative (miles)

Date of Impacts Update

Total Area of Limit of Construction (acres)

Area of DNREC State of Delaware Tidal Wetlands¹ (acres)
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NEPA requires the federal government to use all practicable means to create and maintain conditions under which man
and nature can exist in productive harmony. NEPA requires federal agencies to incorporate environmental
considerations in their planning and decision-making through a systematic interdisciplinary approach. Specifically, all
federal agencies are to prepare detailed statements (Environmental Impact Statements) assessing the environmental
impact of and alternatives to major federal actions significantly affecting the environment. NEPA-related hearings or
public meetings are required. The lead agencies must also consider all comments from the public and other parties
received during the formal comment period. NEPA requires federal agencies to lend appropriate support to initiatives
and programs designed to anticipate and prevent a decline in the quality of the environment.

NEPA Requirements:

An Environmental Impact Statement is an assessment of the environmental impacts of various alternatives to a
project. An EIS is required by the federal government under NEPA for certain federal actions that could have a
significant impact on the natural, socioeconomic, or cultural environment.

An EIS is a full disclosure document that details the process through which a transportation project was developed and
includes the following important sections:

What is an EIS?

Purpose and Need
Defining purpose and need is the first step in the NEPA process. It provides an explanation for why a project is being pursued.

The design and details for each build alternative and the no-build are described.

Alternatives (Including No-Build)

The affected environment includes description of potential areas that would be impacted as a result of the project; this includes
the socioeconomic, natural, and cultural environment.

Affected Environment

How each alternative would impact the socioeconomic, natural and cultural environment is described.

Environmental Consequences

All formal comments made during the public comment period (held after the DEIS is submitted) are included along with agency
comments made in response to each public comment. A description of all agency coordination occurring throughout is also
included.

Comments and Coordination

The EIS Process
The EIS process is completed in the following steps:

The NOI is published in the Federal Register by the lead Federal agency and signals the initiation of the process. The NOI for the
US 301 EIS was issued on February 3, 2005 in the Federal Register.

Scoping is an open process involving the public and other Federal, state and local agencies, commences immediately to identify
the major and important issues for consideration during the study.

Public involvement and agency coordination continues throughout the entire process.

The draft EIS (DEIS) provides a detailed description of the proposal, purpose and need, reasonable alternatives, affected
environment and environmental effects.

Notice of Intent (NOI) Draft EIS Final EIS Record of Decision (ROD)→ → →

Following a formal comment period the final EIS (FEIS) is issued. The FEIS addresses the comments on the DEIS and identifies
the selected alternative.

Once the FEIS is published, a minimum 30-day waiting period is required before a Record of Decision (ROD) can be issued. A ROD
notifies the public of the alternative that the agency has selected to proceed with and the reasons for that decision.

The DEIS was completed and made available to resource agencies and the public on November 17, 2006. Following the
Federal requirements as described under NEPA, the DEIS includes as an evaluation of all the engineering and environmental
analysis performed to date on the project.

The US 301 EIS

Chapter I - describes the project purpose and need.

Chapter II - details each proposed alternative including no-build.

Chapter III - describes the environmental resources and consequences
(including socio-economic environment, cultural resources, and
natural environment).

Chapter IV - includes formal comments and agency coordination.

Chapter V - outlines the recommended preferred alternative.

Impacts for the US 301 project are evaluated in Chapter III of the DEIS. Impacts include analysis of:

Key Findings:

Socioeconomic Resources
The Yellow Alternative would impact the most properties (377 total- including full and partial acquisitions and total relocations for
residences, businesses and other properties). The Brown North Option and Brown South Option would impact the least properties
(100 each). Both Brown Options would impact the Summit Airport and their FAA approved expansion plans. (FAA designated
reliever airport, 85 employees, 100 based aircraft, State Police helicopter operations) - FAA likely to oppose Brown Alternatives

The Yellow Alternative is the only alternative that would impact historic properties. The impacts on architectural resources
(buildings, structures), objects, archaeological sites, cultural landscapes, and districts, as defined by the National Register of
Historic Places are presented in detail on Display Board No. 10.

Cultural Resources

A comparison of the No-Build Alternative to the build alternatives shows that CO concentrations generally remain the same. There
are slight increases or decreases in CO concentrations that can be attributed to shifts in the roadway alignments and altered
traffic patterns on existing and proposed roadways. Air Quality analysis and potential impacts are presented in detail on Display
Board No. 8.

Air Quality

Noise impact analysis in residential areas shows that the Purple Alternative would have the most noise impacts (108). Green
South Option would have the least noise impacts (63). Residential noise impacts are presented in detail on Display Board No. 9.

Noise

Natural Resources

- The Brown South Option would impact the least amount of ACOE wetlands (18.5 acres). The Yellow Alternative
would impact the highest amount of ACOE wetlands (50.5 acres). Potential impacts on Rare, Threatened and Endangered
Species are presented in detail on Display Board No. 11.

- The Yellow Alternative would impact the highest amount of Waters of the US (20,708 linear feet). The Brown
South Option would impact the least amount of Waters of the US (14,276 linear feet).

Wetlands

Waters of the US

- The Brown South Option would impact the most forestland (51.0 acres). The Green North Option would impact the least
amount of forestland (34.1 acres).

Forestland

- The Yellow Alternative impacts the most hydric soils (158 acres). The Brown South Option would impact the leas
hydric soils (115 acres).

Hydric Soils

Effects to the natural and built environment, resource and regulatory agency input, and the results of the extensive public
involvement process were carefully evaluated by DelDOT in order to develop a Preferred Alternative recommendation. Based on all
analysis completed and presented in this Draft Environmental Impact Statement, DelDOT recommends the Green Alternative North
Option as the Preferred Alternative for the US 301 project. This alternative would include Armstrong Corner Road (ACR) Area Option
2A and Summit Interchange (SI) Option 3B. Refer to Display Board #17

This recommendation is for a Preferred Alternative only. Final identification of the Selected Alternative cannot occur until after a
public hearing is conducted, the Final Environmental Impact Statement has been publicly circulated and the Record of Decision is
complete. DelDOT will continue to interact with members of the public and communities, and those directly affected by the
Preferred Alternative, along with the environmental resource and regulatory agencies, to refine the Preferred Alternative design and
develop strategies to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts.

Next Steps in NEPA Process:
DEIS Comment Period: November 17, 2006 through February 3, 2007
The comment period has been extended from the date published in the DEIS (February 1, 2007).

Written and oral comments may be submitted at the public hearing. Written comments may also be submitted on the project
website (www.us301.org) or via mail:

Identify Preferred Alternative

The FEIS will include updated impact calculations for the Preferred Alternative. The FEIS will also include all public comments
received during the comment period and agency responses to the comments.

Prepare FEIS (Final EIS)

US 301 Project Comments
Attn: Mr. Robert Kleinburd
Environmental Program Manager
Federal Highway Administration
300 South New Street
Dover, Delaware 19901

US 301 Project Comments
Attn: Mr. Mark Tudor
Project Director
Delaware Department of Transportation
800 Bay Road
Dover, Delaware 19903

Prepare Record of Decision (ROD)

Alternative Selected for Design

US 301 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

- All of the Alternatives would have impacts to potentially occupied bog turtle habitat. Refer to Display Board #11.

Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species


