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1)) HISTORY OF PROJECT PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

An earlier study performed in the 1950s by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
resulted in the siting and subsequent construction of the existing Summit Bridge over the
Chesapeake & Delaware (C&D) Canal. In the mid-1960s, recognition of the regional
significance of the US 301 corridor led DelDOT to investigate opportunities to improve mobility
in the corridor. In spite of these earlier efforts, the solution to improving mobility in southern
New Castle County, Delaware, remains elusive today. Since that time, the Middletown area of
southern New Castle County has been transformed from a rural and largely agricultural area to
primarily a suburban residential area. Residents include commuters employed in Newark,
Wilmington, Philadelphia, and throughout the 1-95 corridor in Delaware, northern Maryland,
southern Pennsylvania, and southern New Jersey. The area southwest of Middletown, a
productive agricultural area, is currently evolving into the Westown community with job growth
expanding, and a full range of commercial and professional employers supporting the influx of

new residents.

In recent years, two studies were initiated to address transportation needs in southern
New Castle County and in the US 301 corridor. In the early 1990s, the U.S. Route 301 Corridor
Study — Draft Environmental Impact Statement (1993 DEIS) was prepared. The 1993 DEIS
evaluated the need, location, and design features of transportation alternatives to improve traffic
service and operation in the US 301 corridor between the Maryland/Delaware state line and 1-95.
While the 1993 DEIS compared the environmental impacts of a variety of alternatives, it focused
primarily on assessing alternative highway corridors in a relatively narrow study area,
encompassing the US 301/SR 896 corridor, and did not address the overall transportation needs

in southern New Castle County.

In December 1994, following completion of the 1993 DEIS, DelDOT made two
announcements concerning the US 301 corridor. First, to bring some closure to the 1993 DEIS
process, DelDOT announced that if the implementation of a new north-south limited access
highway was to be advanced on any of the alignments studied in the 1993 DEIS, the corridor for
those improvements would be the Ridge Route (or Ridge Alignment) to the west of Middletown,
south of the C&D Canal, and the existing SR 896 corridor, north of the Canal. The Ridge

Alignment generally follows the ridgeline or drainage divide between the Delaware River
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watershed and the Chesapeake Bay watershed. Secondly, DelDOT announced that the area
would be the subject of a Major Investment Study (MIS) that would assemble a package of land
use measures, transportation uses, and design standards for both transportation and land use
activities, transportation demand reduction strategies, financing and network management. The
MIS was clearly designed to look at the needs for southern New Castle County without focusing
on only the US 301 corridor.

The Greater Route 301 Major Investment Study (January 2000) recommended that, in
addition to a full range of transit, pedestrian, and bicycle transportation demand management and
local roadway improvements, a major increase in roadway capacity was required to meet the
transportation needs of southern New Castle County. The MIS recommended alternatives for
further study to address mobility in the US 301 corridor that differed substantially from the
Preferred Alternative that emerged from the 1993 DEIS. More specifically, the MIS
recommended that capacity improvements for the US 301 corridor be developed from the
Maryland/Delaware state line to SR 1 south of the C&D Canal, rather than in the SR 896
corridor north of the Canal, as proposed in the 1993 DEIS. The MIS recommended that two

build alternatives be retained for detailed study and evaluated in a new Draft EIS.

Efforts to implement the transit, pedestrian, and bicycle transportation demand
management and local road improvement recommendations from the MIS are in various stages
of implementation and are discussed in Section I (pages 1-11 to 1-13) of the Final EIS. The
current US 301 project development effort focused on addressing the mobility and safety needs
of this rapidly developing area. These needs were described in the 1993 DEIS and in the 2000
MIS, and have become even more significant, since the completion of the MIS. The Purpose and
Need of the current study builds upon and updates the previous Purpose and Need discussions
presented in the 1993 DEIS and the 2000 MIS.

Throughout the US 301 project’s long history, virtually every interested party and
Resource Agency representative [Resource Agencies include Federal agencies — US
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and State of Delaware agencies — Department of Natural Resources
and Environmental Control (DNREC), Department of Agriculture (DDA), Office of State
Planning (OSP), and State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)] has agreed on one point: there
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is a real need for separating through traffic, especially the high percentage of heavy truck traffic,
from local traffic and thus reducing congestion and improving safety on the local roads in the
project area. In the decade between 1990 and 2000, the population in the study area grew by 59
percent. The population is expected to increase by an additional 62 percent by 2025 [see Section
111 (page 111-6) in the Final EIS]. Within the study area, drivers use existing US 301 and local
roads that are not designed for the long distance trips and heavy truck traffic that dominate the
existing US 301 traffic. The mix of long distance trips, especially involving a significant volume
of trucks, in combination with the increased traffic from the extraordinary development
occurring in the Middletown area, has led to congestion and significant safety problems along
existing US 301, especially at many key intersections. Since January 2000, 18 people have died
in crashes on existing US 301 south of the C&D Canal, including five on the dualized section
between Boyds Corner Road and Summit Bridge. These fatalities have occurred at a rate of one
every 4% months. The fatal crash rate of 2.4 crashes per 100 million vehicle-miles-traveled
(MVMT) on existing US 301, south of the C&D Canal, exceeds the Delaware statewide fatal
crash rate of 1.5 per 100 MVMT by over 50 percent. In the seven-year period between January
2000 and December 2006, nearly 250 crashes (a rate of over three per month) have occurred on
existing US 301 south of the C&D Canal, resulting in injuries to motorists, pedestrians and
bicyclists. The existing congestion in the study area is expected to worsen considerably by 2030.
The current and future needs are discussed in detail in Section I (pages I-1 to 1-15) of the Final
EIS.

The current NEPA study was initiated in early 2005 with a series of listening tour
interviews with elected officials, Resource Agency representatives, business owners, property
owners, farmers, and community organizations in the project area. Early public scoping and
Resource Agency coordination meetings were also conducted.  The current NEPA study has

focused on early and continuous coordination with the public and Resource Agencies.

A comprehensive public involvement plan was implemented that offered all interested
citizens and organizations an active role in the NEPA process. All possible steps were taken to
work with affected public and government agencies. With public (listening tour interviews) and
Resource Agency input, the project’s Purpose and Need Statement was drafted and formally
presented to the public for comments at three rounds of workshops, attended by 2,400 people, in
2005. Public input was also solicited on a potential Range of Alternatives at the June 2005
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public workshops; on the Range of Alternatives at the September 2005 public workshops; on the
recommended Alternatives to be Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) at the December 2005
public workshops; on identified issues and refinements to the ARDS at the February and April
2006 public workshops; and on the Recommended Preferred Alternative and the Draft EIS at the
January 2007 public hearing sessions.

Table 1 summarizes the six rounds of public workshops including dates, purpose,
attendance and the number of comments and petition signatures received. These figures clearly
demonstrate the significant level of public involvement in the US 301 project development

effort. This effort is discussed in greater detail in Section V1 of this ROD.

Table 1: Public Workshops/Public Hearing Summary

Number Summary of Comments
Dates of Workshop Purpose Attending Summary of Petitions*
Jun 20 and 21, 2005 Purpose and Need; | Over 800 Over 450 comments received
Workshop Potential Range of No Petitions Received
Alternatives
Sep 12, 13 and 19, 2005 | Purpose and Need; | Almost 1,100 1,056 comments received
Workshop Range of One petition with 1,867 signatures
Alternatives
Dec 5, 6 and 7, 2005 Purpose and Need; | Over 525 Over 500 comments received
Workshop Recommended Six petitions with a total of 4,824
ARDS signatures
Feb 22 and 23, 2006 ARDS + Issues Almost 400 About 50 comments received
Workshops from Dec 2005 One petition with 32 signatures
Workshop
Apr 10 and 11, 2006 Refined ARDS + Almost 350 152 comments received
Workshop Options Four petitions with a total of 876
signatures
January 8 and 9, 2007 Recommended Over 450 45 oral testimonies
Public Hearings Preferred 120 written comments
Alternative + Draft
EIS

* The petitions in general noted support or opposition for one or more alternatives or requests to avoid
impacts to two community churches.

Additional efforts to maximize public involvement included:

o Communities near each of the four retained alternatives were offered the opportunity to
individually meet with the project team. The project team met with each community that
requested a meeting, several times with a number of those communities. Over sixty

individual community meetings were held.

e The project team employed a comprehensive interactive web site, which was initially

www.us301.org and more recently is www.deldot.gov/information/projects/us301/
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(3 million hits and 109,000 visits through December 2007), a toll-free “hotline” number,
and mailed notices and newsletters to thousands, when appropriate.

e A Project Office that provided residents additional opportunities to talk to project team
members, get additional information, and provide input was opened in Middletown. The
office was opened on July 7, 2005, received over 500 visitors, and closed in February
2007 following the Draft EIS comment period.

The Federal and State Resource Agencies were engaged in an on-going collaborative
review process (30 consultation/coordination meetings/field reviews over a 2 Y% year period) of
identifying and addressing issues. The sustained efforts with the Federal and State
Environmental Resource Agencies led to concurrence in project Purpose and Need, the Range of
Alternatives, and the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study, and a comprehensive evaluation
of all issues involving the community, cultural, and natural environment. This resulted in a
mitigation package that all affected Resource Agencies agreed will compensate for the natural
resource and community impacts of the Selected Alternative.

The US 301 project development effort adhered to the general guidelines of the Mid-
Atlantic Transportation and Environmental Streamlining Process (MATE). The incorporation of
a comprehensive mitigation package, developed through this process, into the Preferred
Alternative was a pivotal factor in the Resource Agencies’ acceptance of the Preferred
Alternative (including interchange and alignment options). Moreover, the extensive public
involvement effort, the resulting input, and the DelDOT, FHWA, and Resource Agency response
to that input were key in securing public support for the project. While there was public support
or opposition for various reasons for the various Build Alternatives, there was a clear public
recognition of project Purpose and Need and very little support for the No-Build Alternative.
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