Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
This section has been added since publication of the Draft SEIS.

INTRODUCTION
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) have
provided written responses to all substantive comments provided by individuals, agencies, elected
officials, localities, and other representatives during the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) public comment period (August 5, 2016 through September 19, 2016).
Comments received from the public via comment forms, oral testimony, emails, and mail have been
grouped into common themes and summarized for the purposes of providing detailed responses. All
themes have been listed alphabetically, numbered consecutively, and include the number of times each
comment theme was mentioned. Table H-1 provides the public with an organized index to use in locating
responses to individual comments.
Comments and responses received from the agencies and other stakeholders have been organized into
two groups: (1) agency and elected officials and (2) localities and other representatives from the public.
Responses to these comments are provided after the public comment responses. Copies of the comments
are provided on the left-hand side of the page, with corresponding responses on the right-hand side.
Comments from agencies, elected officials, localities, other representatives from the public have been
ordered by submittal date and comments submitted on the same date have been listed alphabetically, as
shown in the Table of Contents for each of these sections (Page H-39 and H-181, respectively).
Table H-1: Public Comments Index
2016 HRCS Draft SEIS Public Comments
Commenter Name
(Alphabetical order by last name)
Jessi Ackaway
Rhea Adams
William Agee
Amy
Anonymous
Andrew Auerbach
George Bangs
Margrit Banta
Melissa Barnes
David R. Basco
Brian Bassler
Barry Bishop
Bruce Bishop
Carol Bland
Dean Brassington
Richard Broad
Janine Brown
Judith E. Brown
Robert Brown

Comment Theme(s)
28
27, 37, 52
49
32, 71
3, 6, 14, 15, 23, 27, 28, 34, 37, 38, 41, 46, 49, 50, 51, 52, 55,
57, 66, 67, 68, 70, 71, 74, 76, 77, 78, 80
76
78
76
28, 67, 71
3, 65
3
76
70, 71
1
76
14, 76
17, 76
71, 76
61
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2016 HRCS Draft SEIS Public Comments
Commenter Name
(Alphabetical order by last name)
Wilson Brown
Bill Bryan
Bill Bunch
Janet Burdette
Kathryn Bush
Michelle Cabral
Lou Call
Jeff Caswell
B. Cheney
Chr
John Clark
Joshua Clark
Joyce and Charles Clemens
Clay Cochrane
Lorna Cochrane
Bruce Cohen
Rick Cole
Colin
Jacqueline Columbia
Dave Conlon
Meredith Coldren
Michele Colson
Tim Craig
Scott Cravey
Joseph Curtis
Carl Curzio
Mike Cutter
Sheila D
Joseph DaBiero
Bill Dailey
Dave
Juliana M. Davenport
Ryan Davidson
Dane Davis
Jill Davis
Elaine Dawson
Nolan Dazevedo
Deborah
Robert F. Deegan
Fred Deerfield
Michael Desplaines
Dianna

Comment Theme(s)
68, 76
51, 63
76
7, 8, 9, 13, 19
57
50, 81
76
9, 18, 23, 28
76
57
63
76
27, 76
54, 76
28, 37, 76
71, 78
13, 22, 62
28, 37
7, 20, 50
23, 57, 76
71
57
27, 71
76
73, 80
27, 41
28, 37
13
76
2
71, 76
76
41
6
18, 41
23
44, 76
27, 51
57, 76
37
76
57
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2016 HRCS Draft SEIS Public Comments
Commenter Name
(Alphabetical order by last name)
Heather DiRocco
Anne Doyle
Thelma Drake
Jenn Duvall
Richard Dyer
William Edler
Helen C. Eggleston
Mike Eggleston
Edward C Ellis
Ed and Pam Elzarian
Emily
Paul Evans
H. Frank Feagan
Cathy Ford
Brian Fowler
Charles Flynn
Dr. C Flynn
Lauren T. Furey
Bill Garrett
Carole Garrison
Harold L. Gaskill
Mark A. Geduldig-Yatrofsky
Dihann Geier
Susan George
W Gerhardt
Bill Gilbert
Dennis S. Gillard
Nanci Glassman
Joseph Gordon
Joseph Grames
Marie Gray
Mary Greblunas
R. W. Gresham
Ted Grissom
Scott Guirlinger
Chris Guvernator
Todd Gwaltney
Brian Hakey
Judy Hancock
John G. Harbeck
Wallace J. Harding

Comment Theme(s)
76
37
28
13, 50, 75
37, 76
73
76
15, 74, 76
33, 54, 76, 78
10, 13, 64
23
76
5, 70
76
39, 57, 58, 70, 71. More detailed responses are provided on
Page H-54 (Response to comments from the City of Norfolk)
76
37
46, 71
27, 29, 66
17, 18, 67, 68
73
66, 71, 76
28, 42
28
23, 27, 76
71
76
37
50
71, 76
76
13, 22
17, 28
45
15, 76
76
76
48
76
63
76
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2016 HRCS Draft SEIS Public Comments
Commenter Name
(Alphabetical order by last name)
Happy Harold
William E. Harrell
Megan Hebert
G. Alan Hemingway
Mark Henzel
Stephen E. Heretick
Patrick Hester
Arthur Hitch
Daria Hohman
John Holkdzkom
Bryant Holland
Diane Horowitz
Beverly Hornstein
Susan Hudson
Kay & Jim Hughes
H. Blount Hunter
Caleb Hurst
Corey Imes
Lance Irons
Jose M. de Iturriaga
Raahema Jackson
Ellis W. James
Brenda Johnson
James Jones
Wendell C Jones Jr
Amy Jordan
Thomas Jordan
Sarah Kain
Jack Kavanaugh
Lawrence Keefe
Ellen O. Keeter
Thomas Kent
Robert P. Kerr
Stephen Klute
Howard Keith Knight
Douglas E. Knack
Nicole Knudson
Dave Koubsky
Rick Kowalczyk
Mary LaFontaine
Erle M Latimer
Robert Latimer

Comment Theme(s)
50, 76
71, 76
46
76
48, 76
76
37
76
12, 13, 21
49, 57, 76
40
17, 76
76
76
76
76
27, 28, 37, 57, 76
28, 76
71, 76
38
28
76
13, 71, 76
4
28
38, 47, 71
7, 38, 47, 73
17, 70, 76
70
71
76
14, 17, 43, 44, 76
17, 76
76
55, 74, 76
37
76
10
73, 76
72
71, 76
71, 76
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2016 HRCS Draft SEIS Public Comments
Commenter Name
(Alphabetical order by last name)
P. Lawton
G. Leroy
Troi Lewis
LH
Jeffrey Li
C Linda Lundquist
Benjamin Manning
Randy J. Marcus
Peter Marshall
John Maser
Greg Matthew
Melinda J. Matthews
Travers Mayhew
Karen Mayne
Ann McCarthy
Darrin McCloskey
Amy McCullough
Michael J. McGowan
Melinda Mericle
Deborah Miller
Gina Montour
Raymond Murphy
Ric Murtland
Norman Musico
David Nance
Kenny Newton
Dale Noble
Jonathan Nye
Peter Oberle
Christopher O’Brien
Jim Owens
Al Palmer
Frank Papcin
Keith Parnell
Graham Parsons
Michael Parson
Patrick
Ken Paulson
Kathy Payton
Christopher T. Penny
Ivan Perez
Bob Perrine

Comment Theme(s)
73
3, 27, 46
71, 76
76
57, 76
18, 76
73, 76
13
70, 76
27, 76
59
50, 57
76
76
27
71, 76
23, 46
38, 76
28, 70
73
1, 13
37, 63
37
75
73
37
35
4, 6, 44, 55, 71,74, 76
57, 71, 76
52
28, 39
46, 49, 11
27, 57, 76
73
58
45
28, 76
76
13, 62
28, 76
9, 16, 36, 71
27, 76

APPENDIX H-5

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
2016 HRCS Draft SEIS Public Comments
Commenter Name
(Alphabetical order by last name)
Kristi Perron
Brenda Pogge
Jim Porter
Vernon Lee Porter, Jr.
Lois L. Pickering
Dr. Paul J. Pontier
Pam Pouchot
William Puckett
Jose A Rafols
Taylor Ramseyer
Carlton R. Ransom
J. Raymond
Residents of Commodore Park, Granby
Shores, and surrounding neighborhoods
(17)
Candace Reid
Joe Rieger
Roger Richardson
Slim Robertson
Jackie Rochelle
Charita Rogers
Rosetta
Barbara Ross
Brian Rowland
David Russell
Ryan
Mary Saburn
Frank Satchell
Betty Beryl Schenk
Frederick M. (Fred) Schmidt
Alfred Schneider
Al Schweizer
Kimberly A Schweizer
Diane Seidel
Joel Silva
Diana and Gerry Smelt
James A. Smith
Jim Smith
Meredith Smith
Corinna Somma
Angelo Stango
Jeremy R. Starkey
Matt Steele

Comment Theme(s)
76
76
45, 63, 71
10, 13, 78
13, 70
38, 71, 76
6, 17, 44, 55, 57
76
50
37
76
57, 76
76

76
8, 10, 71, 76
63
24
76
26
30
25
46, 69, 71
14, 52
25, 28, 37, 71
69, 76
44, 71
18, 39, 76
57
63, 78
37
76
76
57
71, 76
3
76
57, 59, 71
76
28, 44, 56, 60, 76
76
28, 42
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2016 HRCS Draft SEIS Public Comments
Commenter Name
(Alphabetical order by last name)
Stanley Stein
Mark Stewart
Harold Stockton
Chris Stone
Nichelle Stone
Scott Stratton
Tricia Stubbs
Matthew Sullivan
Darrell Sutton
Andrey Swystun
Sylvia
Dean Theodosakis
Jerrel Thomas
Martin Thomas, Jr
Jim & Lin Tomlinson
Tom Townsend
Daniel Tubbs
Charles S Tubman
Melynda L Tucci
Bob Tuleya
Darryl Vaughan
Waller
Robert Ward
John Warner
Michelle Washington
Alan Webb
Barbara Weisner
Walter Whitaker
David White
Dale Winzer
John Wilkinson
Will
Travis Willer
Herbert Williams
James Williford
Chris Wilson
Kate Wilson
Andy Winch
Warren Winkler
Gerard E. Woodbury
Terry Woods
Matthew Wright

Comment Theme(s)
70
63, 79
76
27, 66
17, 76
63
71
70, 76
9, 23
14, 37
12
1
37, 76
71, 76
76
46
27
71, 76
37
46, 70, 76
45, 53, 71
50, 52, 76
15, 27, 76
14, 43, 65
17, 76
45
76
76
76
38, 76
27, 50
76
73
76
28, 37
71, 76
28, 71
27, 31
71, 74
76
27, 38, 70, 76
27, 73
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2016 HRCS Draft SEIS Public Comments
Commenter Name
(Alphabetical order by last name)
Carlisle Wroton
Pam Yarber
Victor Yurkovic
1.

Comment Theme(s)
38
57, 76
76

Acknowledgement of congestion problem in Hampton Roads.

Number of Comments: 3
Response: The purpose of the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS) is to relieve congestion at the I-64
Hampton Roads Bridge-Tunnel (HRBT) in a manner that improves accessibility, transit, emergency
evacuation, and military and goods movement along the primary transportation corridors in the Hampton
Roads region, including the I-64, I-664, I-564, and VA 164 corridors. Traffic capacity is currently inadequate
at peak travel times on all of the Study Area Corridors leading to reduced speeds and long, unpredictable
travel times and congestion. The goals of the study include relieving congestion and increasing capacity in
order to achieve greater regional accessibility, as outlined in the Study’s Purpose and Need.
2.

Block views from bridges to help reduce congestion.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Congestion on the HRBT and I-64 approaches is caused by several factors. The current tunnel
is geometrically deficient. Insufficient tunnel height results in truck turnarounds, and lack of shoulders in
the tunnel results in a “perceived bottleneck” causing drivers to lower speeds. The current capacity of I64 is also insufficient for the number of vehicles that the interstate carries, leading to congestion at the
HRBT. Visual barriers are not currently part of the proposed improvements; details such as these may be
considered during the detailed design phase after a Record of Decision (ROD) is issued.
3.

Bridge only crossing (no tunnel).

Number of Comments: 5
Response: Due to the high volume of commercial and naval ship traffic in the Study Area, each of the
major water crossings evaluated in the SEIS has been designed with a combination bridge-tunnel. Two
designated shipping lanes pass through the harbor and are federally maintained by the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE): the Newport News Channel and the Norfolk Harbor Reach Channel. The Virginia
Maritime Association provided feedback in July 2015 indicating that the new tunnels should be designed
to be at least 55 feet in depth. The bridge-tunnel design in the SEIS allows each harbor to maintain a
channel that can accommodate the large container ships that pass through the Panama Canal, referred
to as “Super Post Panamax” ships. Tunneling the entire length of the crossings is cost prohibitive;
therefore, the combination bridge-tunnel design is used.
33 USC 408 (commonly referred to as “Section 408”) allows for alteration or use of a USACE civil works
project if the activity will not be detrimental to the public interest and will not impair the usefulness of
the project. Section 408 is discussed in detail in Section 3.8.1.2 of the Final SEIS. A high bridge option
would pose greater permanent Section 408 issues than a bridge-tunnel that matched current
configurations. Such an option may not be preferable or permittable due to greater impacts to
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hydrodynamic characteristics and visual impact to nearby communities and historic properties than a
tunnel alignment. A high bridge would introduce a height restriction over the shipping channel that does
not exist today. VDOT and FHWA have committed that improvements proposed in the HRCS SEIS to the
I-64 corridor would be largely confined to existing right-of-way. To meet this commitment, the Build
Alternatives in the HRCS SEIS consist of a six-lane facility along I-64. Furthermore, a high bridge would
require 500-foot to 800-foot tall towers that would be potential obstructions to aviation (HRBT High
Bridge Technical Memorandum, July 2012, appended to HRBT Alternatives Technical Report, November
2012).
4.

Build one individual project at a time.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: Given the magnitude and scope of the alternatives considered, the Draft SEIS introduced and
solicited public comment on the concept of Operationally Independent Sections (OIS). An OIS is a portion
of an alternative that could be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if other portions
of the alternative are not advanced. Environmental impacts have been quantified by roadway alignment
segment in the Draft SEIS and are presented in detail in Appendix A of the document. Since publication
of the Draft SEIS, the Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) identified Alternative A as the Preferred
Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA, and the federal Cooperating Agencies for
the study (the USACE, the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), the US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration(NOAA), the US Navy, and
the US Coast Guard (USCG)), as well as unanimous support by the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning
Organization (HRTPO) and the Hampton Roads Transportation Accountability Commission (HRTAC),
informed CTB's decision.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet all elements of the study Purpose
and Need as well as other alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better than Alternative A and B, the
cost of those two alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other transportation-related
funding priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would
also result in substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not be the Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), per direction from the USACE. Finally,
Alternative B would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor
relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities,
the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found
Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited
environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the Craney Island Dredged Material Management Area (CIDMMA) and US Navy
facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits. Future plans for
CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not
clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue to study these other
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corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of
separate feasibility and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) studies.
5.

Build segments 11 and 12 at-grade.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Segments 11 and 12, the I-664 connector and the proposed interchange north of Craney Island,
were part of Alternatives C and D in the Draft SEIS. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified
Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA, and the
Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and
the USCG), as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside
$4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO Long-Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only
issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for construction in the
region’s LRTP. Therefore, Segments 11 and 12 are no longer being advanced as part of the HRCS SEIS.
6.

Build stacked lanes rather than constructing wider right-of-way.

Number of Comments: 4
Response: The NEPA study evaluates all reasonable alternatives and presents the worst-case impact for
the area within the determined “Limit of Disturbance” or LOD. The LOD is designed to take into
consideration potential future modifications to the alignment, including, but not limited to future
stormwater management facilities and the potential to operate managed lanes. The LOD represents a
worst-case scenario in terms of potential impacts. The impacts provided in the SEIS are preliminary
estimates based on the current planning-level engineering which is appropriate for the NEPA analysis.
Additional efforts will be made to refine and reduce these impacts during the final design and permitting
process after a ROD is issued. Design-level considerations would be made within the budget constraints.
7.

Concern about noise impacts.

Number of Comments: 3
Response: The noise assessment has been performed pursuant to 23 CFR 772: Procedures for Abatement
of Highway Noise and Construction Noise and the VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis Guidance
Manual (Version 7, July 2015). Construction of noise barriers would be considered where noise impacts
are anticipated. Noise barriers were evaluated for each alternative in the HRCS Noise Analysis Technical
Report (2016). Proposed noise barriers for the refined Preferred Alternative are shown in Appendix B of
the Final SEIS. The HRCS Noise Analysis Technical Report identified several areas for which noise
abatement is presently considered to be warranted in accordance with VDOT noise abatement policy. The
noise analysis is a planning-level (preliminary) study that represents traffic noise impact evaluations and
noise abatement assessments for preliminary design configurations. Traffic projections are preliminary
and would be reevaluated during the final design noise analysis, accounting for final lane configuration
and managed lanes that may be part of the design. A more detailed review will be completed during final
design of the Preferred Alternative after the issuance of a ROD. If noise barriers are determined to be
feasible and reasonable in final design, those benefited by the barriers would be given an opportunity to
decide whether they are in favor of construction of the barrier(s), per VDOT’s Guidance Manual, Section
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7.3.10.1 Viewpoints of the Benefited Receptors, Section 12.3 Affected Receptors/Community, and Section
12.4 Voting Procedures.
8.

Concern about impacts to stormwater runoff.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: At this stage of the project, detailed drainage and hydraulic/hydrological studies have not been
completed. Detailed stormwater management strategies, including the need for and placement of
stormwater facilities, would be determined during the final design and permitting process after a ROD is
issued. Stormwater runoff would be controlled in accordance with all applicable state regulations. The
Virginia Stormwater Management Program, implemented by Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality (VDEQ), includes regulations (9 VAC 25-870) requiring water quality treatment, stream channel
protection and flood control standards for all new construction and redevelopment projects. Each project
must address compliance through the use of the Virginia Runoff Reduction Method, a stormwater
compliance framework. The Virginia Construction General Permit outlines specific measures that
development projects must address, including the development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan. The project would also comply with Executive Order 13508, the Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum
Daily Load requirements, and the Commonwealth of Virginia Watershed Implementation Plan.
Additionally, Sections 107 and 303 of VDOT’s specifications require the use of stormwater management
practices to address issues such as post-development storm flows and downstream channel capacity. The
required permits would be obtained and/or procedures put into place prior to the initiation of project
construction. As part of the permitting process, the required federal and state agencies such as USACE,
VDEQ, and the EPA would be coordinated with regarding water quality issues. Part of this coordination
would involve instituting these agencies’ requirements to avoid and minimize impacts to jurisdictional
areas to the greatest extent practicable, which would include placement of best management practices
outside of Waters of the US. Permits are generally conditioned such that the project must not
permanently restrict or impede the passage of normal or expected high flows, and that the preconstruction course, condition, capacity, and location of open waters must be maintained to the
maximum extent practicable.
9.

Concern about impacts to safety (number of accidents, national security, emergency
response, and construction safety).

Number of Comments: 4
Response: The alternatives have been developed in accordance with applicable standards and safety
guidelines, including:







VDOT Road Design Manual (2008)
VDOT Road and Bridge Standards (2015)
American Association of Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Policy on Geometric
Design of Highways and Streets (2011)
AASHTO Policy on Design Standards Interstate System (2005)
AASHTO Guide for High Occupancy Vehicle Facilities (2004)
FHWA-NHI-10-034 Technical Manual for Design and Construction of Road Tunnels-Civil
Elements (2009)
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ASHRAE: American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers, Inc.
(ventilation of tunnels)

By adhering to the latest design standards, the improvements to the HRCS facilities (roadway, bridges and
tunnel) will improve safety for users. The reduction in congestion will enhance emergency evacuation
capability and decrease response time for emergency services, providing for better security and increased
safety in the region. The proposed new tunnel includes a separate egress passageway which will facilitate
exit from the tunnel in emergency situations.
Detailed construction safety measures will be provided in the Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan which
would be developed during the more detailed design phase after the issuance of a ROD.
10.

Concern about impacts to natural resources.

Number of Comments: 5
Response: As part of the HRCS SEIS, impacts to natural resources were investigated and identified. The
information is provided in detail in the Natural Resources Technical Report and summarized in the Draft
SEIS and the Final SEIS. The natural resources studied include: water resources (tidal waterways,
navigation channels, wetlands, water quality, floodplains, hydrodynamics, dredging and disposal, and
water supply); Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program; wildlife habitat (terrestrial, waterbird nesting,
benthics, essential fish habitat, anadromous fish, submerged aquatic vegetation, and invasive species);
and Threatened and Endangered Species.
VDOT and the FHWA have coordinated with regulatory agencies such as the USACE, and the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) throughout the study to identify, minimize, and mitigate impacts to
natural resources, as described in Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS.
HRTPO and HRTAC unanimously endorsed Alternative A as their Preferred Alternative on October 20,
2016. VDOT subsequently updated their recommendation of a Preferred Alternative to Alternative A on
November 14, 2016, and requested USACE’s concurrence that Alternative A can be considered the
preliminary LEDPA. USACE concurred on VDOT’s recommendation for Alternative A as the Preferred
Alternative on December 2, 2016. USACE based their concurrence on information in the Draft SEIS which
demonstrated that Alternative A sufficiently meets the HRCS Purpose and Need and would have less
environmental impacts than the other build alternatives in the Draft SEIS, including Alternative B. USACE
also found no reason to disagree that Alternative A may be considered the preliminarily LEDPA.
The impacts provided in the SEIS are preliminary estimates based on the current planning-level
engineering which is appropriate for the NEPA analysis. Additional efforts will be made to refine and
reduce these impacts during the final design and permitting process after a ROD is issued.
11.

Concern about dredge material disposal.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: The impacts provided in the SEIS are preliminary estimates based on the current planning-level
engineering which is appropriate for the NEPA analysis. Additional efforts will be made to refine and
reduce these impacts during the final design and permitting process after a ROD is issued.
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While dredged material disposal locations have not yet been identified, the amount of dredged material
will depend on the method of construction. Disposal may include beneficial uses (such as structural fill for
tunnel island expansions, wetlands restoration, beach nourishment, shoreline construction, and habitat
creation), upland Confined Disposal Facilities, and ocean disposal. More information on potential dredge
disposal sites and restrictions related to these locations can be found in Section 2.1.7 of the HRCS Natural
Resources Technical Report. Decisions on dredge disposal would be made during detailed design and
procurement activities, as they may have a bearing on how the project is constructed and how potential
offerors may approach the project.
12.

Concern about impacts to schools.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: No schools or universities would be directly impacted as a result of the implementation of the
project. Willoughby Elementary School is located approximately 120 feet east of I-64 in Norfolk. However,
the proposed widening along I-64 at this location would be to the west; therefore, no changes would occur
adjacent to the school property. Two other school facilities are proximal to I-64: Ocean View Elementary
School is approximately 300 feet from I-64 and Northside Middle School is approximately 530 feet from
I-64. The I-64 corridor exists today and improvements would not cause additional impact to these
facilities.
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the Preferred Alternative has been modified so that none of the
property of Hampton University would be permanently impacted. These modifications include increasing
the side slopes to a ratio of 2:1 and the addition of guardrail along eastbound I-64 just north of the Mallory
Street interchange; reduction of the shoulder width and a retaining wall along eastbound I-64 between
the Settlers Landing Road interchange and the Mallory Street interchange; and locating the proposed
eastbound HRBT approach bridge in the location of existing HRBT approach bridge and shifting the existing
bridge to the east. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be prepared to specify how temporary
access along the Hampton University property would be provided during construction.
13.

Concern about property impacts.

Number of Comments: 13
Response: During the public review of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, there was a clear lack of public and political
support for the level of impacts associated with the 8- and 10-lane build alternatives. Specifically, potential
impacts to Hampton University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the high number of displacements were
key issues identified by the public, elected officials, and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given the
lack of support, VDOT and FHWA agreed that improvements considered along the I-64 corridor in the
HRCS SEIS would be confined largely to existing right of way. This resulted in the Preferred Alternative
consisting of a six-lane facility along I-64 with one bridge-tunnel structure crossing Hampton Roads. The
SEIS provides preliminary impact estimates based on the current planning-level engineering which is
appropriate for the NEPA analysis. The impacts have been calculated using a worst-case scenario, or the
largest potential footprint that may be required to construct the improvements, for the proposed six-lane
facility on I-64. Additional efforts will be made to refine and reduce these impacts during the final design
and permitting process after a ROD is issued.
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Throughout the alternatives development and refinement processes VDOT has worked to reduce impacts
to properties using a variety of techniques including shifting the roadway away from properties, use of
retaining walls to minimize the footprint of the roadway, and utilization of the median for roadway
expansion. VDOT held two rounds of public meetings during the development of the Draft SEIS which
allowed members of the surrounding residential communities to discuss concerns with the project team
and held location public hearings upon release of the Draft SEIS where the public could comment on the
study. The impacts presented in the Draft and Final SEIS as well as the HRCS Right of Way Technical
Memorandum are considered planning level impacts. These impacts are based on the preliminary
engineering that is completed to inform the NEPA document and subsequent identification of a preferred
alternative. Once the FHWA has issued a ROD for the Preferred Alternative, VDOT would advance to
detailed design. At that time final property impacts would be determined.
14.

Connecting to ports is priority.

Number of Comments: 6
Response: One of the stated project needs is to increase access to port facilities (see Purpose and Need
Chapter 1 in Final SEIS). With freight volumes expected to grow as a result of the expansion of the Panama
Canal, trucks will further contribute to and be impacted by roadway congestion. As discussed in Section
2.7 of the Draft SEIS, the Preferred Alternative, Alternative A, would expand interstate capacity along the
I-64 corridor, which would benefit freight traffic in the region. The Preferred Alternative does not provide
a new connection to the port, but it does expand capacity along I-64 which would provide benefits to the
freight movement and access between port facilities and the surrounding region. HRTPO, HRTAC, and CTB
have committed to future study in the region to further address port access and connectivity.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Though
these improvements are not included in the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS SEIS, they remain regional
priorities. HRTPO has set aside funding to continue to study the crossing of the Elizabeth River and
improvements to these other study area corridors which would improve connections to the ports. These
future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
15.

Concern about cost.

Number of Comments: 4
Response: Alternative A, the Preferred Alternative, is the least expensive alternative considered in the
Draft SEIS. In the Draft and Final SEIS the estimated cost to construct Alternative A/the Preferred
Alternative is $3.3 billion. The methodologies used in developing the cost estimates presented in the NEPA
document are provided in detail in Appendix B of the HRCS Alternatives Technical Report and Section 2.6.2
of the Final SEIS.
HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO
LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA will only issue a ROD to complete
the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP. Thus the
Preferred Alternative can be fully implemented within limits of the financial plan.
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16.

Concern about emergency response/assistance.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: The current capacity of I-64 is insufficient for the number of vehicles that the interstate
carries. The Preferred Alternative, Alternative A, would provide two additional lanes (one in each
direction) along I-64 and at the HRBT. By increasing the capacity of the roadway, widening from four to
six lanes, overall roadway congestion would be reduced. By reducing congestion, emergency response
time should improve along I-64. Additionally, shoulders would be upgraded in locations of roadway
widening and where bridges are being replaced. Shoulder widths would allow emergency vehicle access
in congested traffic. In a few locations, shoulder widths would be narrowed to minimize impacts to
adjacent resources such as Hampton University. Emergency operations during and beyond construction
are outside of the scope of a NEPA study. Emergency access during construction would be addressed
during the development of a MOT Plan which would be developed during the more detailed design phase.
17.

Concern about evacuations.

Number of Comments: 10
Response: One of the established needs of the study is to enhance emergency evacuation capability,
particularly at the HRBT (see Section 1.4.6 of the Final SEIS). The Preferred Alternative would provide two
additional lanes along I-64, a designated evacuation route, and at the HRBT. Alternative A would provide
capacity improvements for those regions directed to use the HRBT as a primary evacuation route from
Hampton Roads. As indicated in the Virginia Hurricane Evacuation Study (May 2008), I-64 and the HRBT
are defined as one of the “most critical segments” for evacuation in the region. Whether or not the
evacuation plan requires updating would be determined after construction of the project.
18.

Concern about sea level rise.

Number of Comments: 7
Response: Sea level rise is the primary potential change discussed in the SEIS. Chapter 3 discussed a 2008
US Department of Transportation Center for Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting study, The
Potential Impacts of Global Sea Level Rise on Transportation Infrastructure, was designed to produce high
level estimates of the net effect of sea level rise and storm surge on the transportation network. The study
evaluated nine scenarios of sea level rise between 6 and 59 centimeters. For each scenario, regularly
inundated areas and at-risk areas for the transportation system were estimated. Based on the analysis,
the majority of the HRCS study area corridors fall outside of the potentially regularly inundated and atrisk areas due to sea level rise and storm surge for all scenarios. However, two portions of the corridors
fall within regularly inundated areas under the higher sea level rise scenarios: I-64 (in Hampton) and the
VA 164 Connector (along the eastern edge of CIDMMA).
The design and cost estimates included in the SEIS meet standards included in AASHTO 2009 Guide
Specifications for Bridges Vulnerable to Coastal Storms and VDOT Structure and Bridge Division standard
practice. A determination as to how these standards would be applied to the Preferred Alternative would
be made during the final design phases, following the issuance of a ROD. Any proposed bridges would
include a vertical clearance above water relative to North American Vertical Datum 88 (NAVD) of 18 feet,
which includes 1 foot of clearance above the 100-year design wave crest elevation (elevation 12 feet
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relative to NAVD 88 plus 1 foot) per, plus an assumed 5 feet for potential sea level rise over the next
century.
19.

Concern about impacts to real estate values along I-664.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: The Preferred Alternative does not include any improvements to I-664. As a result, there would
be no property impacts along I-664 as a result of the Preferred Alternative.
20.

Concern about impacts to visual conditions.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: As documented in Section 3.11 of the Draft and Final SEIS and the HRCS Visual Technical
Memorandum, changes to visual conditions as a result of the project are anticipated to be minor to
moderate. The most pronounced effects to the visual character of the Study Area would include widened
roadways, increased amounts of pavement, and new bridge-tunnel structures parallel to the existing
structures. However, views outside of the roadway corridor and to the periphery would not be affected.
Under the Preferred Alternative the new bridge structures would be located in the existing corridor and
therefore would be consistent with the existing visual character, and would not provide a new visual
barrier to existing viewsheds. More detailed visual impacts would be determined during the final design
phases of the study, after the issuance of a ROD. A future Design Public Hearing would be held to relay
this information to the public.
21.

Concern about impacts to local traffic patterns.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Local traffic patterns would not be permanently altered as a result of the implementation of
the Preferred Alternative. As the project consists of widening existing interstate and crossings, all traffic
movements that currently exist would continue to exist after construction of the project, and no new
traffic movements would be added onto local roadways. Details of how the Preferred Alternative would
impact existing interchanges and underpasses would be determined during final design. There may be
temporary closures and detours during construction; these closures would be minimized to the extent
possible during design, and would be closely coordinated with local communities. One step of the detailed
designs that would follow an anticipated ROD from FHWA is the development of a MOT Plan that would
speak to how traffic would be altered during construction. Currently, there is no timeline in place to
estimate when MOT may be developed.
22.

Concern for businesses / economic conditions.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: Economic conditions, including potential impacts of the alternatives to income, employment
and business, were considered for all retained Build Alternatives in Section 3.2.4 of the Draft SEIS and for
the Preferred Alternative in Section 3.2.4 of the Final SEIS. There would be no direct impact to businesses
under the Preferred Alternative. Indirect impacts to business in the Study Area Corridors would be
minimized through careful planning during the more detailed design phases that would occur after FHWA
issues a ROD. Ongoing coordination with area businesses, particularly those located adjacent to proposed
improvements or detour routes, would occur to prevent or minimize both short- and long-term
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disruptions. More detailed economic impacts and temporary construction impacts would be determined
during the final design phases of the study, after the issuance of a ROD. A future Design Public Hearing
would be held to relay this information to the public.
Sections 2.6.2 through 2.6.5 of the Draft SEIS describe how each Build Alternative meets the project
Purpose and Need elements, which includes increasing regional accessibility; addressing geometric
deficiencies; improving strategic military connectivity; and increasing access to port facilities. By
addressing these project needs, the access to existing businesses, port facilities, and military installations
along these routes would be improved. Overall, business in the Study Area Corridors would benefit from
the improved accessibility and reduced congestion along the improved interstates.
23.

Concern about truck traffic.

Number of Comments: 8
Response: The large port facilities in the region generate substantial truck traffic on area roadways which
includes both long- and short-haul truck traffic. The Preferred Alternative would reduce congestion,
increase accessibility, and address geometric deficiencies along I-64, all of which would improve travel
conditions for all users, including trucks. Analysis provided in Section 5.4 and Appendix L of the HRCS
Traffic and Transportation Technical Report indicates that the distribution of truck trips to and from the
Port over the region’s roadway network would remain relatively unchanged compared to No-Build
conditions under the Preferred Alternative.
24.

Construct two more structures (parallel bridge-tunnels).

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Adding more than one additional bridge-tunnel crossing at the HRBT to increase the number
of lanes along I-64 would result in higher environmental impacts, right-of-way impacts, and costs. During
the public review of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, there was a clear lack of public and political support for the
level of impacts associated with the 8- and 10-lane build alternatives. Specifically, potential impacts to
Hampton University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the high number of displacements were key issues
identified by the public, elected officials, and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given the lack of
support, VDOT and FHWA agreed that improvements considered along the I-64 corridor in the HRCS SEIS
would be confined largely to existing right of way. This has resulted in the Preferred Alternative consisting
of a six-lane facility along I-64 with one bridge-tunnel structure crossing Hampton Roads. The SEIS
provides preliminary impact estimates based on the current planning-level engineering which is
appropriate for the NEPA analysis. The impacts have been calculated using a worst-case scenario, or the
largest potential footprint that may be required to construct the improvements, for the proposed six-lane
facility on I-64. The final impacts would be determined during the final design and permitting process after
a ROD is issued.
25.

Direct traffic based on destination / reroute traffic.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: Transportation System Management (TSM) / Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
improvements maximize the efficiency of the current transportation system or reduce the demand for
travel on the system through the implementation of low-cost improvements. Examples of TSM activities
include the addition of turn lanes, optimized signalization at intersections, and Intelligent Transportation
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Systems. Examples of TDM activities include ride sharing, van and carpooling, installation of park and ride
facilities, and encouragement of telecommuting. TSM/TDM improvements, by their nature, are minor and
therefore would not address inadequate capacity, congestion, or geometric deficiencies.
Notwithstanding, the Retained Build Alternatives did not preclude TSM/TDM elements from being
implemented in conjunction with a Build Alternative. While not a standalone alternative, TSM/TDM
improvements could be implemented independently or included as part of a Preferred Alternative.
Currently, electronic variable message signs located around the Hampton Roads region, including on
southbound I-64 north of I-664, indicate travel times to Virginia Beach, the Outer Banks, and other
destinations. VDOT would consider other measures to notify travelers of roadway conditions during final
design.
26.

Extend HOV hours.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: As noted in the response to comment number 25, TSM/TDM elements such as HOV operational
considerations would not address the components of the Purpose and Need. Currently the HOV lanes are
underutilized so extending HOV lanes would not be beneficial. Notwithstanding, the Retained Build
Alternatives did not preclude TSM/TDM elements from being implemented in conjunction with a Build
Alternative. While not a standalone alternative, TSM/TDM improvements could be implemented
independently or included as part of a Preferred Alternative.
27.

Funding mechanism.

Number of Comments: 25
Response: HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in the
HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA will only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP.
The source of this funding is from HRTAC with decisions as to if the facility should be managed/tolled to
come during more detailed design phases.
The final mechanisms for funding Alternative A, and whether or not the crossings would be tolled, has not
yet been determined. High Occupancy/Tolled Lanes, or HOT lanes, are one of the options being
considered. HOT lanes are High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes that also allow lower occupancy vehicles
to gain access to the lanes by paying a toll. HOT lanes optimize the number of people and vehicles that
travel on the lanes, managing demand through a user fee.
To date, neither the final funding strategy nor a managed lane strategy for the Preferred Alternative have
been determined. Should a management strategy, such as HOT or HOV lanes be selected, the final design
would accommodate additional roadway elements related to the specific strategy, such as a four-foot
wide buffer between the general purpose and managed lanes and lane entrances and exits. Tolling and
funding will be addressed following issuance of a ROD. Several managed lane options are under
consideration as part of the study, although the final determination has not yet been made by regional
planning agencies (HRTPO, HRTAC, and CTB).
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28.

General project support.

Number of Comments: 24
Response: Comment noted.
29.

High Rise Bridge needed before third crossing.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: The High Rise Bridge is a separate study that completed the NEPA environmental process
with the issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact from the FHWA on August 22, 2016. Phase 1 of
the High Rise Bridge improvements are fully funded in the 2015-2018 Transportation Improvement
Program and the entire project is funded for construction in the HRTPO LRTP. More information on the
High Rise Bridge Study can be found here:
http://virginiadot.org/projects/hamptonroads/i64_southside__high_rise_bridge_phased_construction.a
sp.
In its action to endorse a preferred alternative for the HRCS SEIS, the HRTPO laid out a timeline in which
all of the region’s priority projects could be completed. The High Rise Bridge can be completed along with
the HRCS improvements (in addition to three other major projects: Bower’s Hill Interchange, Rt
460/58/13, and the Ft Eustis Blvd Interchange). This timeline is included in a presentation available here:
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/102016TPO-Presentation%2017-HRCSSEIS%20Update%20with%20HRTAC.pdf.
30.

How much of the 23607 zip code area will be impacted?

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative
for the HRCS (see response to comment number 76 for additional details). Alternative A does not include
any improvements to I-664, which is where zip code 23607 is located. Therefore, there would be no
environmental impacts or impacts to properties along I-664 related to the implementation of the
preferred alternative from the HRCS SEIS.
31.

Concern about conflicts and contract obligations with the Elizabeth River Crossings
management of the Midtown and Downtown Tunnels

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Such considerations were not taken into account as part of the NEPA study. The cost estimates
provided in the Draft and Final SEIS include a 40% contingency which is meant to account for some
unknown costs. Financial obligations, such as those referenced in the comment, are not specifically
accounted for in the NEPA process. Such considerations would be addressed during more detailed design
phases.
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32.

Incentivize carpooling, telecommuting, etc./Need to think outside the box to solve
problem.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: The magnitude of the structural and capacity deficiencies of the roadway network in the region
require large-scale solutions, such as those presented in the Draft and Final SEIS. As stated in Chapter 1,
the needs for the study include improving transit access, enhancing emergency evacuation, improving
military connectivity, and increasing access to ports. All of which could not be accomplished with
initiatives to carpool and telecommute. Such initiatives are known as Transportation System Management
and TSM/TDM measures. While TSM/TDM can improve the efficiency of current transportation systems
or reduce the demand for travel, they are generally minor by nature and could not address the existing
problems of inadequate capacity and deficient geometry. As described in Section 2.4, TSM/TDM measures
alone would therefore not meet the Purpose and Need of the study. While these options did not meet
the Purpose and Need of the study, they could be implemented as independent actions along the corridor
or elsewhere in the region.
33.

Increase capacity from Greenbrier to MMMBT.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Increasing capacity from Greenbrier Parkway to the Monitor Merrimac Memorial BridgeTunnel (MMMBT) falls largely within the scope of the High Rise Bridge project. See response to comment
number 29 for additional information.
34.

I-64: lane widths in tunnel.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: The existing tunnel travel lanes are 11.5 feet wide. In the Draft SEIS, the design proposed that
the existing westbound tunnel be restriped to accommodate one travel lane in the center of the tunnel.
This lane would be restriped to meet AASHTO standards, with travel lanes a minimum of 12 feet wide.
The remaining 5.5 feet would be allotted as shoulder. Design modifications since the publication of the
Draft SEIS include locating the proposed eastbound HRBT approach bridge in the location of existing HRBT
approach bridge and shifting the existing bridge to the east. A MOA will be prepared to specify how
temporary access along the Hampton University property would be provided during construction.
These dimensions have been used to inform impacts and cost estimates in the SEIS but are not design
commitments. Design modifications would be determined during the final design and permitting process
after a ROD is issued.
35.

Install traffic signals on timers at ramps.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: This method is known as “ramp metering.” It is a low-cost measure designed to improve the
efficiency of the transportation system. The magnitude of the structural and capacity deficiencies of the
roadway network in the region require large-scale solutions, such as those presented in the Draft and
Final SEIS. See response to comment number 32 for additional information on operational improvements.
As noted in the response to comment number 25, TSM/TDM elements such as ramp metering would not
address inadequate capacity, congestion, or geometric deficiencies. Notwithstanding, the Retained Build
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Alternatives did not preclude TSM/TDM elements from being implemented in conjunction with a Build
Alternative. While not a standalone alternative, TSM/TDM improvements could be implemented
independently or included as part of a Preferred Alternative.
36.

Interest in green initiatives (facilities, infrastructure, renewable energy).

Number of Comments: 1
Response: VDOT is committed to implementing and investing in the latest sustainability initiatives
whenever feasible. Examples include wetland mitigation, stormwater management design, use of solar
energy to power variable message signs, and other techniques. Specific opportunities to use green
infrastructure and determination of final impacts would occur during the final design and permitting
process after a ROD is issued.
37.

Improvements are needed soon.

Number of Comments: 24
Response: After this Final SEIS is published and the Preferred Alternative is properly documented in the
HRTPO LRTP, the Transportation Improvement Program, and the Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program, VDOT can request a ROD from the FHWA to complete the NEPA process. Final design and
construction would follow the issuance of the ROD once project funding has been identified. In its action
to endorse a preferred alternative for the HRCS SEIS, the HRTPO laid out a timeline in which all of the
region’s priority projects could be completed. This timeline is included in a presentation available here:
www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/102016TPO-Presentation%2017-HRCSSEIS%20Update%20with%20HRTAC.pdf
38.

I-64 needs more than 6 lanes.

Number of Comments: 9
Response: The HRBT DEIS (2012) evaluated a range of alternatives within the I-64 HRBT Study Area
Corridor. The build alternatives in the HRBT DEIS included an 8-lane and a 10-lane facility along I-64 During
the public review of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, there was a clear lack of public and political support for the
level of impacts associated with the 8- and 10-lane build alternatives. Specifically, potential impacts to
Hampton University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the high number of displacements were key issues
identified by the public, elected officials, and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given the lack of
support, VDOT and FHWA agreed that improvements considered along the I-64 corridor in the HRCS SEIS
would be confined largely to existing right of way. This resulted in the Preferred Alternative consisting of
a six-lane facility along I-64 with one bridge-tunnel structure crossing Hampton Roads. This has allowed
decision makers to balance the Purpose and Need of the project, environmental impacts, funding
availability, and regional priorities. The SEIS provides preliminary impact estimates based on the current
planning-level engineering which is appropriate for the NEPA analysis. The impacts have been calculated
using a worst-case scenario, or the largest potential footprint that may be required to construct the
improvements, for the proposed six-lane facility on I-64. Additional efforts will be made to refine and
reduce these impacts during the final design and permitting process after a ROD is issued.
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39.

Impact discussion in document insufficient.

Number of Comments: 3
Response: The Draft SEIS provides existing conditions and environmental consequences for each resource
in the Study Area Corridors. The level of analysis and documentation was reviewed and approved by VDOT
and FHWA and approved for public availability on July 25, 2016 indicating that the Draft SEIS meets all
FHWA requirements for an Environmental Impact Statement. Further, the study was prepared in
cooperation with 11 federal and local agencies, including the USACE and the USEPA. The Cooperating
Agencies were consulted with, reviewed, and commented on elements of the Draft SEIS as they were
developed. These agencies, along with the public, were provided the opportunity to comment on the Draft
SEIS during the 45-day public comment period. All comments have been responded to in this Final SEIS.
None of the comments received on the Draft SEIS indicated that the regulatory agencies with purview
over the given resources found the analysis to be insufficient for the purposes of NEPA.
40.

Is the I-564 Connector a tunnel or bridge?

Number of Comments: 1
Response: As proposed in the Draft SEIS, the I-564 Connector would be tunneled beneath the Elizabeth
River in order to provide continued movement of freight and military vessels south via the Elizabeth River.
Structural design parameters guided the design of new structures crossing Hampton Roads and were
based on recommendations by the Port of Virginia and the Virginia Maritime Association for vertical
clearances and channel width for shipping as provided during scoping. Since the publication of the Draft
SEIS Alternative A has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. The I-564 Connector is not part of the
Preferred Alternative.
41.

Meeting materials inadequate / confusing.

Number of Comments: 4
Response: For the Location Public Hearings held in September 2016, VDOT provided a copy of the display
boards, informational handout, and a narrated informational video about the study on the HRCS website
14 days prior to the Hearings. A handout was provided to each attendee explaining key elements of the
study and alternatives considered. A narrated video describing the project was also played continuously
during the hearings. The hearings were staffed by over 20 personnel from VDOT who were on hand to
answer questions about the study and the materials presented. Stations were set up where the public
could have one-on-one conversations with these personnel and ask questions related to a variety of topics
including Purpose and Need, alternatives, right-of-way issues, environmental consequences, etc.
Handouts included email/phone numbers for VDOT contacts. No requests were made for additional
meetings or materials.
42.

Meeting notification inadequate.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: In accordance with state code, which requires that all property owners within the study area
corridor(s) for a Location Study be notified of a Location Public Hearing at least 30 days prior to the
meeting, postcards were mailed to over 140,000 address 30 days before the hearing. Given the
significance of the HRCS, this mailing exceeded state code requirements to notify all property owners
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within the study area by notifying all properties within each zip code that intersects the study area
corridors. In addition to the mailings, an email blast was sent to the project mailing list; a notification of
the meeting was posted to VDOT’s website and included in other social media outreach; and the meeting
was advertised in local newspapers 30 days and 15 days prior to the hearing, per VDOT public involvement
policies. Further, the overall document release schedule has been publicly available and shared through
email blasts, community meetings, HRTPO briefings, and through the study website since the study began
in June 2015.
43.

Military connections are priority.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: The Preferred Alternative would enhance capacity along the I-64 Study Area Corridor, which is
part of the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET), the network of highways that are important to the
United States' strategic defense policy. I-64 carries a substantial amount of traffic to and from the Naval
Base and provides mobility for Navy personnel. One of the stated needs for the study is to improve
strategic military connectivity. The ability of the retained alternatives to meet this need is provided in
Chapter 2 of the SEIS. The US Navy was a Cooperating Agency for the study allowing them to review and
comment on various components of the study during and after the development of the Draft SEIS. Since
publication of the Draft SEIS, VDOT has coordinated with the USACE and the US Navy specifically to discuss
the updated VDOT right of way files that were used to refine impact calculations; this coordination is
summarized in Chapter 6 of the Final SEIS. HRTPO, HRTAC, and CTB have committed to future study in the
region to further address military connectivity.
44.

Must design improvements to serve future needs.

Number of Comments: 6
Response: Improvements considered in the HRCS SEIS are designed to meet capacity needs along the
study area corridors in 2040. The HRCS Traffic and Transportation Technical Report (2016) summarizes
the traffic information gathered to inform the study. The study data projects traffic conditions to year
2040. The design year was determined in consultation with VDOT and FHWA; the interim year (2028)
represents conditions in the anticipated opening year of the proposed improvements. The design year
represents the year for which the adopted HRTPO land use forecasts (2034 at the time of the study), which
are one of the key inputs to the travel demand model, can be used to produce reasonable forecasts. Since
the identification of the Preferred Alternative, HRTPO has adopted the 2040 land use forecasts, which
have been used to update forecasts and analysis in this Final SEIS.
45.

Need new interstates.

Number of Comments: 5
Response: While the Interstate system is considered complete, the HRCS Draft SEIS considered
alternatives that included improvements to existing interstates and those that also included new
interstate-like facilities. The specific needs for the HRCS were developed based on a comprehensive
review of previous studies along with the analysis of current data compiled for this study, including
information collected through numerous meetings with federal, state and local agencies; cooperating and
participating agencies; project stakeholders and the public. The Purpose of the HRCS is to relieve
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congestion at the I-64 HRBT in a manner that improves accessibility, transit, emergency evacuation, and
military and goods movement along the primary transportation corridors in the Hampton Roads region.
The Preferred Alternative for the HRCS SEIS confines improvements to the I-64 corridor. In endorsing this
alternative, the HRTPO outlined a timeline in which additional regional priority projects could be
implemented outside the scope of the Hampton Roads Crossing Study. This timeline is included in a
presentation available here: http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/102016TPO-Presentation%2017-HRCSSEIS%20Update%20with%20HRTAC.pdf.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA would require additional
federal approval and permits. Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain;
therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, continues to coordinate
with regulatory agencies to identify acceptable transportation improvements that could be made in the
vicinity of the federal properties. Though these improvements are not included in the preferred
alternative for the HRCS SEIS, they remain regional priorities. HRTPO has set aside funding to continue to
study the crossing of the Elizabeth River and improvements to these other study area corridors which
were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
46.

Need other improvements (Fort Eustis Boulevard Interchange; metro system from
Williamsburg to Chesapeake; subway system; change HOV hours; reroute trucks off
Hampton Blvd; leave flyover in Ocean View; cross James River and connect to 460; zip car
and bike share options; construct 100 mph version of hyperloop; cross York River at
Williamsburg; improve 4th View interchange with connection to Tidewater Drive).

Number of Comments: 9
Response: The improvements suggested do not address the Purpose and Need of the HRCS. The specific
needs for the HRCS were developed based on a comprehensive review of previous studies along with
current traffic data compiled for this study, including information collected through numerous meetings
with federal, state and local agencies; cooperating and participating agencies; project stakeholders and
the public. The Purpose of the HRCS is to relieve congestion at the I-64 HRBT in a manner that improves
accessibility, transit, emergency evacuation, and military and goods movement along the primary
transportation corridors in the Hampton Roads region.
In its action to endorse a preferred alternative for the HRCS SEIS, the HRTPO laid out a timeline in which
all of the region’s priority projects could be completed. This timeline is included in a presentation available
here:
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/102016TPO-Presentation%2017-HRCSSEIS%20Update%20with%20HRTAC.pdf
Alternative A (the Preferred Alternative) includes improvements to I-64, including the HRBT, between I664 in Hampton and I-564 in Norfolk. HRTPO has set aside funding to continue to study the crossing of
the Elizabeth River and improvements to these other study area corridors which were considered in the
HRCS Draft SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
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47.

Noise barriers should not impair viewsheds.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: The noise assessment has been performed pursuant to 23 CFR 772: Procedures for Abatement
of Highway Noise and Construction Noise and the VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis Guidance
Manual (Version 7, July 2015). Construction of noise barriers would be considered where noise impacts
are anticipated. Detailed noise barrier analysis was conducted for each alternative in the HRCS Noise
Analysis Technical Report (2016). Proposed noise barriers for the refined Preferred Alternative are shown
in Appendix B of the Final SEIS. The HRCS Noise Analysis Technical Report identified several areas for which
noise abatement is presently considered to be warranted in accordance with VDOT noise abatement
policy. The noise analysis is a planning-level (preliminary) study that represents traffic noise impact
evaluations and noise abatement assessments for preliminary design configurations. Traffic projections
are preliminary and would be reevaluated during the final design noise analysis, accounting for final lane
configuration and managed lanes that may be part of the design. A more detailed review will be
completed during final design of the Preferred Alternative, after issuance of a ROD. If noise barriers are
determined to be feasible and reasonable in final design, those benefitted by the barriers will be given an
opportunity to decide whether they are in favor of construction of the barrier(s).
The Programmatic Agreement (Appendix I) stipulates that, should a sound barrier ultimately be placed
adjacent to Hampton National Cemetery, VDOT will consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) and the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, National Cemetery Administration, on the aesthetic
treatment of the barrier. VDOT also will provide the final design to the Virginia SHPO for concurrence that
the barrier will not result in a diminishment of the integrity of the cemetery’s historic setting or feeling.
48.

Opposes dedicated transit lanes.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: As described in Section 2.7 of the Final SEIS, dedicated transit lanes were considered in the
Draft SEIS because they were included in the ROD issued in 2001. Given the limited capacity improvements
associated with the Preferred Alternative, dedicated transit lanes are not part of that alternative. The
Preferred Alternative would accommodate transit on the HRBT by providing additional capacity with a
new general purpose lane in each direction over the HRBT, or with a new managed lane in each direction
which would allow transit vehicles.
49.

Opposed to Alt C.

Number of Comments: 3
Response: Alternative A has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.
50.

Opposed to tolling.

Number of Comments: 11
Response: The final mechanisms for funding Alternative A, and whether or not the crossings would be
tolled, has not yet been determined. HOT lanes are one of the options being considered. HOT lanes are
HOV lanes that also allow lower occupancy vehicles to gain access to the lanes by paying a toll. HOT lanes
optimize the number of people and vehicles that travel on the lanes, managing demand through a user
fee.
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To date, neither the final funding strategy nor a managed lane strategy for the Preferred Alternative have
been determined. Should a management strategy, such as HOT or HOV lanes be selected, the final design
would accommodate additional roadway elements related to the specific strategy, such as a four-foot
wide buffer between the general purpose and managed lanes and lane entrances and exits. Tolling and
funding will be addressed following issuance of a ROD. Several managed lane options are under
consideration as part of the study, although the final determination has not yet been made by regional
planning agencies (HRTPO and HRTAC).
51.

Opposed to tolling; but if required, provide toll booths.

Number of Comments: 3
Response: The final mechanisms for funding Alternative A, and whether or not the crossings would be
tolled, has not yet been determined. HOT lanes are one of the options being considered. HOT lanes are
HOV lanes that also allow lower occupancy vehicles to gain access to the lanes by paying a toll. HOT lanes
optimize the number of people and vehicles that travel on the lanes, managing demand through a user
fee.
To date, neither the final funding strategy nor a managed lane strategy for the Preferred Alternative have
been determined. Should a management strategy, such as HOT or HOV lanes be selected, the final design
would accommodate additional roadway elements related to the specific strategy, such as a four-foot
wide buffer between the general purpose and managed lanes and lane entrances and exits. Tolling and
funding will be addressed following issuance of a ROD. Several managed lane options are under
consideration as part of the study, although the final determination has not yet been made by regional
planning agencies (HRTPO, HRTAC, and CTB).
For the purposes of impact analyses in the SEIS, it is assumed that tolling would consist of overhead
gantries and open road tolling. The details as to if and how this would be accomplished would be
determined during the final design and permitting process after a ROD is issued. It is anticipated that if
the crossing is tolled, the toll would be applied to the managed lanes only and the general purpose lanes
would remain free to use.
52.

Opposes Public Private Partnership.

Number of Comments: 4
Response: Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative
for the HRCS. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in
the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD
to complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s
LRTP. Because the Preferred Alternative has been fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP, it is
anticipated that a ROD would be issued for the entire Preferred Alternative. While this funding documents
the fiscal constraint requirements of the LRTP and allows FHWA to issue a ROD for the project, final
decisions on how the project would be procured and the source of the HRTAC funding would be made
during the more detailed design phases that would follow the ROD.
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53.

Opposed to segments 13 and 14.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Segments 13 and 14 are not part of the Preferred Alternative; they are included in Alternatives
B, C and D.
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the
HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and
HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA
can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that merged requirements of the
NEPA and the Clean Water Act (CWA). As such, identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative
considered a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental
resources relevant to determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input
from Cooperating Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet all elements of the study Purpose
and Need as well as other alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better than Alternative A and B, the
cost of those two alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other transportation-related
funding priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would
also result in substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide marginal benefit for relieving
congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed
by input from the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal
Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and,
coupled with the relatively limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred
Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA would require additional
federal approval and permits. Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain;
therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set
aside funding to continue to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS.
These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
54.

Opposed to I-664 Connector and / or I-564 Connector.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: The proposed I-664 Connector that would link to the MMMBT and the I-564 Connector are not
part of the Preferred Alternative.
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Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the
HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and
HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA
can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that merged requirements of the
NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad
range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental resources relevant to
determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet all elements of the study Purpose
and Need as well as other alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better than Alternative A and B, the
cost of those two alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other transportation-related
funding priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would
also result in substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide marginal benefit for relieving
congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed
by input from the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal
Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and,
coupled with the relatively limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred
Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA would require additional
federal approval and permits. Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain;
therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set
aside funding to continue to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS.
These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
55.

Opposed to third crossing/patriot’s crossing.

Number of Comments: 4
Response: The I-564 and I-664 Connectors, together would create an additional connection over water
between the MMMBT and the Norfolk area. These new connections are often referred to as the “Third
Crossing” or “Patriot’s Crossing”. I-664 and I-564 and the related proposed connectors are not part of the
Preferred Alternative.
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the
HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and
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HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA
can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that merged requirements of the
NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad
range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental resources relevant to
determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet all elements of the study Purpose
and Need as well as other alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better than Alternative A and B, the
cost of those two alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other transportation-related
funding priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would
also result in substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide marginal benefit for relieving
congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed
by input from the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal
Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and,
coupled with the relatively limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred
Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA would require additional
federal approval and permits. Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain;
therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set
aside funding to continue to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS.
These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
56.

Opposed to Cloverleaf Interchanges.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: No major modifications to existing interchanges are anticipated or proposed as part of the
Preferred Alternative.
57.

Suggest Specific Phased Implementation Strategy.

Number of Comments: 23
Response: Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative
for the HRCS. It is expected that the Preferred Alternative will be advanced as a single project.
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58.

Questions traffic analysis.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: The Draft SEIS relied on traffic data collected in the spring and fall of 2015, as well as the 2034
Hampton Roads Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 2034 Hampton Roads travel demand
model (the approved LRTP and travel demand model at the time the study was initiated). VDOT compared
the traffic model used in the 2001 EIS and the 2015 SEIS, use of the Hampton Roads Regional Travel
Demand Model, and parameters used for the SEIS effort: traffic volumes, speed, travel time, Vehicle Hours
of Travel (VHT), Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and delay.
FHWA does not specify the traffic modeling methodology to be used for NEPA documents, but does
specify traffic evaluation methods for noise and air quality analyses. The traffic modeling methodology
for the HRCS SEIS is consistent with that used for all FHWA EIS’s completed in Virginia over the last 30
years. FHWA does not prescribe performance metrics for determining if elements of Purpose and Need
are satisfied. 23 USC 109 requires FHWA ensure that highway projects “adequately serve the existing and
planned future traffic of the highway in a manner that is conducive to safety, durability, and economy of
maintenance” and that they “be designed and constructed in accordance with criteria best suited to
accomplish [these] objectives…to conform to the particular needs of each locality.” More details on how
traffic elements were assessed by Alternative for their ability to meet the Purpose and Need are provided
in the Response to Comments made by the City of Norfolk, (Page H-54 of this Appendix).
Development of traffic forecasts followed accepted procedures documented in the National Cooperative
Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Publication 765; analyses were conducted using established
procedures and analysis tools. Both the 2034 travel demand model and 2034 LRTP were the latest adopted
regional planning tools and documents at the time of the study initiation. More information on the traffic
analysis can be found in the HRCS Traffic Technical Report. Traffic information has been updated for the
Preferred Alternative with the latest 2040 regional information.
59.

Raise bridge heights.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: The existing HRBT does not meet current AASHTO or VDOT bridge height standards. Sea level
rise has been considered in the Draft SEIS and Final SEIS under Sections 3.6 and 3.8. The 2009 AASHTO
Guide Specifications for Bridges Vulnerable to Coastal Storms and VDOT Structure and Bridge Division
standard practices have been used to inform the SEIS. The design and cost estimates included in the SEIS
meet standards included in AASHTO 2009 Guide Specifications for Bridges Vulnerable to Coastal Storms
and VDOT Structure and Bridge Division standard practice. A determination as to how these standards
would be applied to the Preferred Alternative would be made during the final design phases, following
the issuance of a ROD. Current structural design criteria can be found in Chapter 6 of the HRCS Alternatives
Technical Report.
60.

Recommends a non-local company construct project.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Following the issuance of a ROD by FHWA, VDOT can advance with more detailed design and
procurement activities.
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61.

Recommends studying flood barrier for the HRCS area.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: The improvements suggested are not considered reasonable given the documented Purpose
and Need for the study and are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agencies to implement. The specific
needs for the HRCS were developed based on a comprehensive review of previous studies along with the
analysis of current data compiled for this study, including information collected through numerous
meetings with federal, state and local agencies; cooperating and participating agencies; project
stakeholders and the public. The Purpose of the HRCS is to relieve congestion at the I-64 HRBT in a manner
that improves accessibility, transit, emergency evacuation, and military and goods movement along the
primary transportation corridors in the Hampton Roads region. Constructing a flood barrier would not
address the project’s purpose and need.
62.

Requests link to alternatives mapping / design details.

Number of Comments: 3
Response: The alternatives mapping from the Draft SEIS is located in Appendix B and can be found on the
HRCS website:
http://www.hamptonroadscrossingstudy.org/documents/201608/appendix_b_alternatives_mapping.pdf.
The alternatives mapping from the Final SEIS is located in Appendix B and can be found on the HRCS study
website.
63.

Slowing down in tunnels major issue.

Number of Comments: 9
Response: Congestion on the HRBT and I-64 approaches is caused by several factors. The current tunnel
is geometrically deficient: insufficient tunnel height results in truck turnarounds and lack of shoulders in
the tunnel results in a “perceived bottleneck” causing drivers to lower speeds. The current capacity of I-64
is also insufficient for the number of vehicles that the interstate carries. Increasing the capacity of the
roadway, widening from four to six lanes, as included with the Preferred Alternative, would help to
address these issues. Design level details and other actions outside the scope of this study (TSM/TDM),
would further address these issues after a ROD is issued.
64.

Study does not adequately address impacts to floodplain, specifically at the personal
residence of the commenter (address retracted).

Number of Comments: 1
Response: The Preferred Alternative is not expected to increase flood elevations, the probability of
flooding, or the potential for property loss and hazards. The HRBT pilings act to break and reduce the size
of the waves rather than act as a wall, as noted in your letter. As waves approach your property when
winds from the south push water north the new structure will act to dissipate waves even more, providing
you increased protection from wave action. Any additional structures placed in the water will have no
effect on the overall water elevation of the harbor; therefore, the flooding issues you are experiencing
now will not be increased by the construction of the Preferred Alternative.

APPENDIX H-31

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
65.

Supports high bridge option.

Number of Comments: 4
Response: Due to the high volume of commercial and naval ship traffic in the Study Area, each of the
major water crossings evaluated in the SEIS has been designed with a combination bridge-tunnel. Two
designated shipping lanes pass through the harbor and are federally maintained by the USACE: the
Newport News Channel and the Norfolk Harbor Reach Channel. The bridge-tunnel design in the SEIS
allows each harbor to maintain a channel that can accommodate the large container ships that pass
through the Panama Canal, referred to as “Super Post Panamax” ships. Tunneling the entire length of the
crossings is cost prohibitive; therefore, the combination bridge-tunnel design is used.
33 USC 408 (commonly referred to as “Section 408”) allows for alteration or use of a USACE civil works
project if the activity will not be detrimental to the public interest and will not impair the usefulness of
the project. Section 408 is discussed in detail in Section 3.8.1.2 of the Final SEIS. A high bridge option
would pose greater permanent Section 408 issues than a tunnel and may not be a permittable option due
to greater impacts to hydrodynamic characteristics and visual impact to nearby communities and historic
properties than a tunnel alignment. A high bridge would introduce a height restriction over the shipping
channel that does not exist today. Furthermore, a high bridge would require 500-foot to 800-foot tall
towers that would be potential obstructions to aviation (HRBT High Bridge Technical Memorandum, July
2012, appended to HRBT Alternatives Technical Report, November 2012).
66.

Supports HOT lanes.

Number of Comments: 4
Response: Managed lane options are under consideration as part of the study, although the final
determination has not yet been made by the CTB. HOT lanes are one of the options being considered.
HOT lanes are HOV lanes that also allow lower occupancy vehicles to gain access to the lanes by paying a
toll. HOT lanes optimize the number of people and vehicles that travel on the lanes, managing demand
through a user fee. The Preferred Alternative would not preclude the implementation of HOT lanes. For
the purposes of this Final SEIS, a “worst case scenario” has been identified and discussed in the WorstCase Traffic Analysis and Impact to Air Quality and Noise Analysis Memo (Appendix G of this Final SEIS).
In their comments on the Draft SEIS, the Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) provided
recommendations for how bus rapid transit (BRT) could be accommodated in a Preferred Alternative. In
its resolution of December 7, 2016, CTB indicated that the board would be briefed on and have the
opportunity to endorse a managed lane concept should it be identified by the region (HRTPO and HRTAC)
and the appropriate analysis and financial plans are in place. Such action would most likely occur after a
ROD has been issued and VDOT can advance with more detailed design and procurement activities. As of
the publication of this Final SEIS, a managed lane strategy for the Preferred Alternative, such as HOT or
HOV lanes, has not yet been determined and the HRTPO LRTP does not rely on toll revenues that may be
generated from a managed lane concept to construct the project. Should a management strategy be
selected, it is anticipated that the managed lanes would accommodate transit such as BRT, as
recommended in the DRPT November 16, 2015 letter to VDOT.
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67.

Supports HOV lanes.

Number of Comments: 3
Response: Managed lane options are under consideration as part of the study, although the final
determination has not yet been made by the CTB. HOV lanes are one of the options being considered.
Only vehicles with the required occupancy, typically two or more people in one vehicle carpooling, or
transit vehicles, are allowed to access HOV lanes. HOV lanes optimize the number of people rather than
vehicles that travel on the lane. An HOV lane has the ability to carry more people than general-purpose
lanes. The Preferred Alternative would not preclude the implementation of HOV lanes. For the purposes
of this Final SEIS, a “worst case scenario” has been identified and discussed in the Worst-Case Traffic
Analysis and Impact to Air Quality and Noise Analysis Memo (Appendix G of this Final SEIS).
In their comments on the Draft SEIS, DRPT provided recommendations for how BRT could be
accommodated in a Preferred Alternative. In its resolution of December 7, 2016, CTB indicated that the
board would be briefed on and have the opportunity to endorse a managed lane concept should it be
identified by the region (HRTPO and HRTAC) and the appropriate analysis and financial plans are in place.
Such action would most likely occur after a ROD has been issued and VDOT can advance with more
detailed design and procurement activities. As of the publication of this Final SEIS, a managed lane
strategy for the Preferred Alternative, such as HOT or HOV lanes, has not yet been determined and the
HRTPO LRTP does not rely on toll revenues that may be generated from a managed lane concept to
construct the project. Should a management strategy be selected, it is anticipated that the managed lanes
would accommodate transit such as BRT, as recommended in the DRPT November 16, 2015 letter to
VDOT.
68.

Supports 3-4-3 at HRBT.

Number of Comments: 4
Response: The 3-4-3 option would increase capacity on I-64 by providing three lanes per direction
approaching the tunnel in Hampton, four lanes per direction on the HRBT, and three lanes in both
directions south of the HRBT. This option was reviewed during the development of the Draft SEIS and is
provided in Appendix D of the HRCS Alternatives Technical Report. This option would result in a 15 to 20
percent increase to the tunnel costs and a commensurate increase to the environmental impacts due to
the additional tunnel and bridge widths. The 3-4-3 option also had safety and operational issues
associated with it. For these reasons, the 3-4-3 option has not been included in the Preferred Alternative.
69.

Supports bike/pedestrian facilities.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: Bicycle and pedestrian accommodations were studied in detail during the 2012 HRBT EIS and a

Consideration of Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities Technical Memo was prepared. The following is a summary
of the information prepared for that Technical Memo updated for current standards.
There are currently no pedestrian or bicycle paths across Hampton Roads (VDOT, 2010). However, based
on the CTB’s policy on bicycle and pedestrian accommodation, all projects start with the assumption that
some accommodation would be provided (VDOT, 2006). In order for an exception to be made, the
provision of a potential accommodation must meet one of the following conditions:
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1. Scarcity of population (both existing and future) indicate an absence of need for such
accommodations;
2. Environmental or social impacts outweigh the need for these accommodations;
3. Safety would be compromised;
4. Total cost of bicycle and pedestrian accommodations would be excessively disproportionate to
the need for the facility;
5. Purpose and scope of the specific project do not facilitate the provision of such accommodations
(e.g., projects for the Rural Rustic Road Program); and
6. Bicycle and pedestrian travel is prohibited by state or federal law.
Virginia law allows for pedestrian/bicycle shared-use paths on highways, as long as they are barrierseparated from automobile traffic (VDOT, 2016n). Barrier-separated shared-use paths have been
provided on large bridges, particularly in urban areas. However, there are no examples of shared-use
paths in long tunnels in the United States. AASHTO recommends a width of 10 feet for shared-use paths.
It is recommended that an additional two feet of shy distance be provided on paths adjacent to roadways
to accommodate wind (especially on bridges) and vehicle impacts to the adjacent barrier. Therefore, a
shared-use path should be at least 12 feet wide, the equivalent width of a roadway travel lane, exclusive
of the barrier (AASHTO, 2013).
Because of the cost associated with construction a separated pedestrian/bicycle shared-use path across
Hampton Roads; the environmental and social impacts associated with these accommodations,
particularly at Hampton University, the Phoebus Historic District, and to adjacent residences; and the
concerns associated with including a separated pedestrian/bicycle shared-use path in an approximately
7,400 feet long tunnel with grades that exceed ADA criteria, separated bicycle and pedestrian facilities
were not included as part of the Preferred Alternative; however, this does not preclude pedestrian or
bicycle improvements on other roadways.
70.

Supports I-564C and I-664C.

Number of Comments: 13
Response: Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative
for the HRCS (see response to comment number 76 for detail on the identification of the Preferred
Alternative).
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill (I-664 / I-264 /
I-664 / US 460) Interchange, which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. HRTPO has
set aside funding to continue to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS.
These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
71.

Supports transit.

Number of Comments: 46
Response: With the exception of a few differences, Alternative C is the alternative that was presented in
the 2001 ROD. Since it included transit-only lanes at that time, those transit-only lanes were maintained
for this study. While only Alternative C specifically included transit-only lanes, each of the Build
Alternatives retained in the Draft SEIS had the capacity to include transit (see Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS).
Under Alternative C, transit would be accommodated along I-664 (from I-64 to the I-664 Connector), the
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I-664 Connector, the I-564 Connector, and I-564. Details on the transit options for the Final SEIS Preferred
Alternative are included in Section 2.7.
Given the minimal reduction in vehicle trips that a dedicated transit option would achieve (based on the
December 2015 DRPT study), and therefore the likely minimal impact on regional travel times for single
occupant vehicles, a dedicated transit lane was not a specific element in Alternatives A, B, and D. However,
including it in Alternative C allowed for the determination of additional direct impacts and cost associated
with a transit-only lane so the decision makers could make an informed decision whether to include a
transit-only lane in the other alternatives.
72.

Supports transit (ferry).

Number of Comments: 2
Response: During the development of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, ferry ridership was evaluated for its effects
on I-64 traffic specific to the area of the Hampton Roads Bridge-Tunnel. The results of these studies
indicate that ferry ridership would remove between 600 and 1,100 vehicles per day from I-64. This
reduction would not remove enough general purpose vehicle trips from I-64 to meet either the existing
or design year 2040 capacity needs for traffic on I-64. Ferry service would not increase capacity, improve
accessibility, address geometric deficiencies, enhance emergency evacuation, improve military
connectivity, or increase access to ports. Details on why a ferry was not included for further analysis is
included in Section 2.4 of the Draft SEIS.
73.

Supports transit (rail / light rail).

Number of Comments: 13
Response: Rail (light or heavy) transit was considered but not retained for detailed study in the Draft SEIS
as it would provide inadequate capacity/congestion relief and transportation reliability. Further, it would
not improve access to port facilities or increase military connectivity. DRPT provided VDOT with ridership
projections and a recommendation that light rail transit not be considered further. Details on
accommodating transit in the Preferred Alternative are included in Section 2.4 of the Draft SEIS.
74.

Supports maintenance and repair of existing facilities before constructing new ones.

Number of Comments: 5
Response: Maintenance and repair of existing facilities alone would not address the Purpose and Need of
the study. Regardless, maintenance and repair of existing structures and facilities that are not being
reconstructed as part of the study would be included in Virginia’s Transportation Program. For a full listing
of the projects and initiatives that are planned in the Commonwealth, please see the Six Year
Improvement Program here: http://syip.virginiadot.org/Pages/allProjects.aspx. Maintenance and repair
of existing facilities would be considered as part of a TSM/TDM alternative.
As noted in the response to comment number 25, TSM/TDM elements such as HOV operations would not
address inadequate capacity, congestion, or geometric deficiencies. Notwithstanding, the Retained Build
Alternatives did not preclude TSM/TDM elements from being implemented in conjunction with a Build
Alternative. While not a standalone alternative, TSM/TDM improvements could be implemented
independently or included as part of a Preferred Alternative.
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75.

Supports No-Build Alternative.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: The CEQ and NEPA require the consideration of a No-Build option in an EIS. Since publication
of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS (see response
to comment number 76 for detail on the identification of the Preferred Alternative).
76.

Supports Alternative A (Number of Comments: 53)
Supports Alternative B (Number of Comments: 7)
Supports Alternative C (Number of Comments: 29)
Supports Alternative C w/out Segments 13 and 14 (Number of Comments: 2)
Supports Alternative D (Number of Comments: 88)

Response: Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative
for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the
USACE, the USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous support by
HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars,
for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13).
FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that merged requirements of the
NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad
range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental resources relevant to
determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet all elements of the study Purpose
and Need as well as other alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better than Alternative A and B, the
cost of those two alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other transportation-related
funding priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would
also result in substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide marginal benefit for relieving
congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed
by input from the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal
Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and,
coupled with the relatively limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred
Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA would require additional
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federal approval and permits. Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain;
therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set
aside funding to continue to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS.
These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
77.

Shoulders are unnecessary.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Shoulders are a safety and design requirement by both state and federal agencies and provide
a number of important functions. AASHTO states that well-designed and properly maintained shoulders
are need on highways with an appreciable volume of traffic, such as freeways and urban highways. Their
advantages include:











Space is provided away from the traveled way for vehicle to stop because of mechanical
difficulties, flat tires, or other emergencies.
Space is provided for motorists to stop occasionally for road maps or for other reasons.
The sense of openness created by shoulders of adequate width contributes to driving ease and
reduced stress.
Sight distance is improved in cut sections, thereby potentially improving safety.
Some types of shoulders enhance highway aesthetics.
Highway capacity is improved because uniform speed is encouraged.
Space is provided for maintenance operations such as snow removal and storage.
Lateral clearance is provided for signs and guardrails.
Stormwater can be discharged farther from the traveled way, and seepage adjacent to the
traveled way can be minimized. This may directly reduce pavement breakup.
Structural support is given to the pavement (AASHTO, 2011)

Shoulder width dimensions have been used to inform the development of the LOD. The NEPA study
evaluates all reasonable alternatives and presents the worst-case impact for the area within the
determined LOD. The LOD is designed to take into consideration potential future modifications to the
alignment, including, but not limited to future stormwater management facilities and the potential to
operate managed lanes. The LOD represents a worst-case scenario in terms of potential impacts. The
impacts provided in the SEIS are preliminary estimates based on the current planning-level engineering
which is appropriate for the NEPA analysis. Additional efforts will be made to refine and reduce these
impacts during the final design and permitting process after a ROD is issued.
78.

Suggests Hybrid Alternative.

Number of Comments: 6
Response: The Preferred Alternative could have been a combination of operationally independent
sections from the different alternatives under consideration in order to balance cost, impacts, and the
alternative’s ability to meet the Purpose and Need, resulting in a hybrid alternative not evaluated as a
stand-alone alternative in the Draft SEIS. The SEIS presents information for the build alternatives by
alignment segment in Appendix A.
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the
HRCS. Prior to the identification of Alternative A, suggested hybrid alternatives were reviewed to see if
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they provided any appreciable advantage over the alternatives being considered. In balancing available
funding and impacts, none of the hybrids provided an appreciable improvement over Alternative A.
79.

Suggests straightening road / removing curves to improve sight distances.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Along the portions of I-64 included in the Preferred Alternative, straightening the roadway and
removing curves would result in substantial impacts to right-of-way, residential and commercial
properties, historic properties, community facilities, and wetlands. Specifically, potential impacts to
Hampton University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the high number of displacements were key issues
identified by the public, elected officials, and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given this public
opposition, VDOT and FHWA agreed that improvements considered along the I-64 corridor in the HRCS
SEIS would be confined largely to existing right of way. This has resulted in the Preferred Alternative
consisting of a six-lane facility along I-64 with one bridge-tunnel structure crossing Hampton Roads. The
SEIS provides preliminary impact estimates based on the current planning-level engineering which is
appropriate for the NEPA analysis. The impacts have been calculated using a worst-case scenario, or the
largest potential footprint that may be required to construct the improvements, for the proposed six-lane
facility on I-64. The final impacts would be determined during the final design and permitting process after
a ROD is issued.
80.

Use congestion toll pricing.

Number of Comments: 2
Response: A managed lane option that includes tolls could be implemented under the Preferred
Alternative. Section 1512(a) of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) allows for
the tolling of newly constructed lanes on existing toll-free Interstate highway as long as the facility
maintains the same number of toll-free lanes after construction. Therefore, under a managed lane
scenario the existing facilities would remain toll free and only the new capacity would be tolled. Tolls for
managed lanes could be fixed price or variable based on congestion pricing. The final determination on
toll pricing or any other managed lane option would be made after the NEPA process has been completed.
The NEPA process does not provide the detailed level of information that would be developed as part of
a Traffic and Revenue Study, which would be the basis for regional planning agencies (HRTPO, HRTAC, and
CTB) to approve any managed lane option.
81.

Utilize shoulder as lane on I-64.

Number of Comments: 1
Response: Utilizing an improved shoulder as a lane on I-64 was not analyzed as part of the HRCS SEIS. This
strategy is typically considered during peak travel periods (i.e. rush hour) where the length of its use would
be limited. When periods of congestion extend for longer periods of time throughout the day, as is the
case along I-64 approaching the HRBT, this strategy would not be recommended as it would decrease
safety. See response to comment number 77 for more information on state and federal agencies safety
and design requirements and the number of important functions of shoulders.
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National Cemetery Administration

Response:
For the purpose of determining, pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, whether there would be a change
in traffic noise levels attributable to the project that would result in a
diminishment of the historic setting and feeling of Hampton National
Cemetery, VDOT examined the findings of the HRCS Noise Analysis
Technical Report (2016: Table 4-2, CNE AT; Figure 4-1, Sheet 7) to see
if noise levels after implementation of the project would be
substantially higher than existing noise levels. An increase of 3 dB is
typically the smallest change in noise levels that is perceptible to the
human ear. The traffic noise study indicated that the project would
raise the range of existing noise levels measured within the Common
Noise Environment (CNE) area containing the Phoebus Section of
Hampton National Cemetery by only 1 dB (Existing noise levels are 5975 dBA Leq; predicted 2040 noise levels under Alternative A are 60-76
dBA Leq.). For the purposes of Section 106, VDOT determined this
amount of increase not to be a substantial difference over existing
noise levels. However, under FHWA and VDOT noise regulations,
policy, and guidance, noise abatement is considered if existing noise
levels approach within 1 decibel or exceed FHWA Noise Abatement
Criteria, which in this CNE would be 67 (exterior) Leq(h)1. Thus, the HRCS
Noise Analysis Technical Report suggests a potential sound barrier for
the Phoebus Section of Hampton National Cemetery and nearby singlefamily residences along westbound I-64 extending from the South
Mallory Street/I-64 WB on-ramp to the I-64 WB/Woodland Road offramp.
To determine what effect the proposed noise wall might have on the
historic setting and feeling of the Hampton National Cemetery, VDOT
modeled what a noise wall would look like, in terms of mass and height,
from seven different views from within the historic property using
photographs taken on November 2, 2016. These views are shown in
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Figures 15-22 of a letter dated November 22, 2016, in which VDOT
recommended to the Virginia SHPO that, based on the results of the
noise study and the visualizations, the proposed noise barrier and
other highway improvements associated with Alternative A should
have no adverse effect on the Hampton National Cemetery, provided
the aesthetic features of the barrier (e.g., color, surface treatment) are
designed to be compatible with the historic property.
The Virginia SHPO concurred with VDOT’s conditioned no adverse
effect finding for Hampton National Cemetery on December 29, 2016.
Subsequently, FHWA, the Virginia SHPO, and VDOT executed a Section
106 Programmatic Agreement for the project to resolve any potential
adverse effects on historic properties. The Programmatic Agreement
stipulates that, should a sound barrier ultimately be placed adjacent to
Hampton National Cemetery, VDOT will consult with the SHPO and the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, National Cemetery
Administration, on the aesthetic treatment of the barrier. VDOT also
will provide the final design to the Virginia SHPO for concurrence that
the barrier will not result in a diminishment of the integrity of the
cemetery’s historic setting or feeling. If no noise barrier is installed on
the westbound lane of I-64 in the vicinity of the Hampton National
Cemetery, the Programmatic Agreement requires VDOT to consult
with the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, National Cemetery
Administration, and the Virginia SHPO to examine alternatives for
reducing the view of the interstate from the cemetery and preventing
highway litter from entering the cemetery. If one or more appropriate
alternatives are identified, VDOT will execute a mutually agreeable
memorandum with the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, National
Cemetery Administration, outlining terms for implementation, and
VDOT will provide the memorandum to the Virginia SHPO for
concurrence that the terms will not result in a diminishment of the
historic integrity of the Hampton National Cemetery.
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Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (VDRPT)

Response:
1. With the exception of a few differences, Alternative C is the alternative
that was presented in the 2001 ROD. Since it included transit-only lanes at
that time, those transit-only lanes were maintained for this study. While
only Alternative C specifically included transit-only lanes, each of the Build
Alternatives retained in the Draft SEIS had the capacity to include transit
(see Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS). Under Alternative C, transit would be
accommodated along I-664 (from I-64 to the I-664 Connector), the I-664
Connector, the I-564 Connector, and I-564. The ability to provide transit
only lanes on other corridors, including VA 164 and the VA 164 Connector,
is limited due to right-of-way constraints. Details on the transit options for
the Final SEIS Preferred Alternative are included in Section 2.7.
Given the minimal reduction in vehicle trips that a dedicated transit option
would achieve (based on the December 2015 DRPT study), and therefore
the likely minimal impact on regional travel times for single occupant
vehicles, a dedicated transit lane was not a specific element in Alternatives
A, B, and D. However, including it in Alternative C allowed for the
determination of additional direct impacts and cost associated with a
transit-only lane so the decision makers could make an informed decision
whether to include a transit-only lane in the other alternatives.
2. Alternative A, as presented in the Draft SEIS did not include transit only
lanes. In its resolution of December 7, 2016, CTB indicated that the board
would be briefed on and have the opportunity to endorse a managed lane
concept should it be identified by the region (HRTPO and HRTAC) and the
appropriate analysis and financial plans are in place. As of the publication
of this Final SEIS, a managed lane strategy for the Preferred Alternative,
such as HOT or HOV lanes, has not yet been determined and the HRTPO
LRTP does not rely on toll revenues to construct the project. Should a
management strategy be selected, it is anticipated that the managed lanes
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would accommodate transit such as BRT, as recommended in the DRPT
November 16, 2015 letter to VDOT.
3. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as
unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
VDOT anticipates that improvements from the Preferred Alternative
would be designed, funded, and constructed at the same time. Because
Alternative A was identified as the Preferred Alternative and is fully
funded for construction in the region’s LRTP, it is anticipated that a ROD
would be issued for the entire Preferred Alternative. More detailed
phasing decisions for construction would be determined after the
issuance of a ROD.
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HRTPO- Freight Transportation Advisory Committee (FTAC)

The HRTAC Freight Transportation Advisory Committee’s resolution
supporting either Alternative B or D is noted. Since publication of the Draft
SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the
HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA, and the Study’s Federal
Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the
US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and
HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of
expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO
January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a
ROD to complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded
for construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that
merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of
Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad range of
factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental
resources relevant to determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA
Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating Agencies; and 4)
cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives
in the HRCS SEIS. The CTB, informed by input from the public, HRTAC,
HRTPO, and Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A
would cost significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with
the relatively limited environmental impacts, found it to be the Preferred
Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or
the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were
included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and
D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA
would require additional federal approval and permits. Future plans for
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CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain; therefore,
potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO
and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue to study these other
corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future
decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
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City of Newport News

Response:
1. With the exception of a few differences, Alternative C is the alternative
that was presented in the 2001 ROD. Since it included transit-only lanes at
that time, those transit-only lanes were maintained for this study. While
only Alternative C specifically included transit-only lanes, each of the Build
Alternatives retained in the Draft SEIS had the capacity to include transit
(see Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS). Under Alternative C, transit would be
accommodated along I-664 (from I-64 to the I-664 Connector), the I-664
Connector, the I-564 Connector, and I-564. Details on the transit options
for the Final SEIS Preferred Alternative are included in Section 2.7.
Given the minimal reduction in vehicle trips that a dedicated transit option
would achieve (based on the December 2015 DRPT study), and therefore
the likely minimal impact on regional travel times for single occupant
vehicles, a dedicated transit lane was not a specific element in Alternatives
A, B, and D. However, including it in Alternative C allowed for the
determination of additional direct impacts and cost associated with a
transit-only lane so the decision makers could make an informed decision
whether to include a transit-only lane in the other alternatives.

1

2

Alternative A, as presented in the Draft SEIS did not include transit only
lanes. In its resolution of December 7, 2016, CTB indicated that the board
would be briefed on and have the opportunity to endorse a managed lane
concept should it be identified by the region (HRTPO and HRTAC) and the
appropriate analysis and financial plans are in place. As of the publication
of this Final SEIS, a managed lane strategy for the Preferred Alternative,
such as HOT or HOV lanes, has not yet been determined and the HRTPO
LRTP does not rely on toll revenues to construct the project. Should a
management strategy be selected, it is anticipated that the managed lanes
would accommodate transit such as BRT, as recommended in the DRPT
November 16, 2015 letter to VDOT.
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2. The Preferred Alternative could have been a combination of
operationally independent sections from the different alternatives under
consideration in order to balance cost, impacts, and the alternative’s
ability to meet the Purpose and Need, resulting in a hybrid alternative not
evaluated as a stand-alone alternative in the Draft SEIS. The SEIS presents
information for the build alternatives by alignment segment in Appendix
A.
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the
Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA,
and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the
FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous
support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. The City of
Newport News, as a member of both the HRTPO and HRTAC voted in
support of Alternative A subsequent to their comment letter. HRTAC set
aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred
Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting
Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA
process for improvements that are fully funded for construction in the
region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that
merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of
Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad range of
factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental
resources relevant to determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA
Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating Agencies; and 4)
cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives
in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better
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than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two alternatives exceeds
available funding and would prevent other transportation-related funding
priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed.
Alternatives C and D would also result in substantially greater
environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide
marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative
to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed by input from
the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the
Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost
significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively
limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s
Preferred Alternative.
HRTPO and HRTAC unanimously endorsed Alternative A as their Preferred
Alternative on October 20, 2016. VDOT subsequently updated their
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative to Alternative A on November
14, 2016, and requested USACE’s concurrence that Alternative A can be
considered the preliminary LEDPA. USACE concurred on VDOT’s
recommendation for Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative on
December 2, 2016. USACE based their concurrence on information in the
Draft SEIS which demonstrated that Alternative A sufficiently meets the
HRCS Purpose and Need and would have less environmental impacts than
the other build alternatives in the Draft SEIS, including Alternative
B. USACE also found no reason to disagree that Alternative A may be
considered the preliminarily LEDPA.
3. Segments 1 and 13 are not included in the Preferred Alternative. As
shown in Appendix A of the SEIS, these segments would result in a high
impact to wetlands. This was noted in USACE letter of 9/19 that suggested
C or D could not be it. Alternative A does not propose improvements to I564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 /
US 460), which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft
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SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy
facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA would require additional federal approval
and permits. Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities
are uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not
clear. VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, continues to coordinate with these
agencies to identify acceptable transportation improvements that could
be made in the vicinity of the federal properties. Though these
improvements are not included in the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS
SEIS, they remain regional priorities. HRTPO has set aside funding to
continue to study the crossing of the Elizabeth River and improvements to
these other study area corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and
NEPA studies.
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City of Norfolk, City Planning

Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the
Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA,
and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the
FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous
support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside
$4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in
the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item
#13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for
improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that
merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of
Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad range of
factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental
resources relevant to determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA
Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating Agencies; and 4)
cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives
in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better
than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two alternatives exceeds
available funding and would prevent other transportation-related funding
priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed.
Alternatives C and D would also result in substantially greater
environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide
marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative
to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed by input from
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the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the
Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost
significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively
limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s
Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or
the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were
included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and
D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA
would require additional federal approval and permits. Future plans for
CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain; therefore,
potential impacts to the sites are not clear. VDOT, on behalf of FHWA,
continues to coordinate with these agencies to identify acceptable
transportation improvements that could be made in the vicinity of the
federal properties. Though these improvements are not included in the
Preferred Alternative for the HRCS SEIS, they remain regional priorities.
HRTPO has set aside funding to continue to study the crossing of the
Elizabeth River and improvements to these other study area corridors
which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future decisions will
be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
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Response:
1. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as
unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board
Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the
NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for construction in
the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that
merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of
Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad range of
factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental
resources relevant to determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA
Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating Agencies; and 4)
cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.

1

As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives
in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better
than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two alternatives exceeds
available funding and would prevent other transportation-related funding
priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed.
Alternatives C and D would also result in substantially greater
environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
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2
3

direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide
marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative
to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed by input from
the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the
Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost
significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively
limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s
Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or
the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were
included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and
D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA
would require additional federal approval and permits. Future plans for
CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain; therefore,
potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO
and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue to study these other
corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future
decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
2. Comment noted.
3. FHWA and VDOT do not agree with the City’s assessment regarding how
a particular alternative meets the purpose and need. For example,
whether an alternative improves transit access isn’t a simple yes or no.
Based on the City’s assessment, only Alternative C with a dedicated transit
lane addresses this component of the Purpose and Need. Others have
commented that managed lanes would improve transit access. When the
federal Cooperating Agencies concurred on the alternatives to be retained
for analysis, they included Alternative A. If an alternative is retained for
analysis in a NEPA document, it has to sufficiently meet the primary
components of the Purpose and Need. As each concurring agency
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4

5

presumably had its own reasoning and/or metrics to identify alternatives
that should be retained for analysis, VDOT and FHWA have included a
methodology and discussion in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final SEIS that
discusses how each alternative meets each element of the Purpose and
Need.
4. On September 27, 2016, VDOT recommended Alternative B to the
USACE as the Preferred Alternative. This recommendation was informed
by comments from the USACE on September 19, 2016 which stated “If
Alternatives A and B also meet the project purpose and need, have less
adverse impacts [than Alternative C or D] on the aquatic ecosystem, and
do not significantly impact other natural ecosystems, then USACE may
determine that it can only permit one of these less damaging options as
the LEDPA.” From among Alternative A and Alternative B, VDOT
considered Alternative B the least impactful alternative that fully
addressed the purpose statement in the Draft SEIS.

6
HRTPO and HRTAC, which the City is a voting member of, unanimously
endorsed Alternative A as their Preferred Alternative on October 20, 2016.
VDOT subsequently updated their recommendation of a Preferred
Alternative to Alternative A on November 14, 2016, and requested
USACE’s concurrence that Alternative A can be considered the preliminary
LEDPA. USACE concurred on VDOT’s recommendation for Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative on December 2, 2016. USACE based their
concurrence on information in the Draft SEIS which demonstrated that
Alternative A sufficiently meets the HRCS Purpose and Need and would
have less environmental impacts than the other build alternatives in the
Draft SEIS, including Alternative B. USACE also found no reason to disagree
that Alternative A may be considered the preliminarily LEDPA.
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5. See response to City of Norfolk comment number 1.
6. Any proposed bridges would include a vertical clearance above water
relative to NAVD of 18 feet, which includes 1 foot of clearance above the
100-year design wave crest elevation (elevation 12 feet relative to NAVD
88 plus 1 foot) per AASHTO 2009 Guide Specifications for Bridges
Vulnerable to Coastal Storms, plus an assumed 5 feet for potential sea
level rise over the next century, per VDOT Structure and Bridge Division
standard practice. These clearances have been assumed in the design and
cost estimates included in the SEIS.
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7

7. As this is an SEIS, the Purpose and Need was updated and built upon the
FEIS from 2001. The Purpose and Need was vetted with the public at the
first Citizen Information Meeting (CIM) held in summer 2015. It was
provided to the Cooperating Agencies for review and comment and was
adjusted based on those comments. It was then shared with the
Participating Agencies, revised again, and presented to the Cooperating
Agencies for final review before being incorporated into the Draft SEIS.
Prior to these reviews, the federal Cooperating Agencies had concurred on
the basic tenants of the Purpose and Need. The Purpose and Need exceeds
FHWA requirements and was concurred upon by the Cooperating
Agencies for the purposes of this study.
In developing the Coordination Plan and a path forward through which
USACE could participate in the concurrence process, provide comment
relative to LEDPA, and adopt the FHWA NEPA document for future
permitting actions, it was determined that a purpose statement should be
included in the HRCS SEIS. The statement was jointly crafted by USACE,
FHWA, and VDOT to reflect the original and revised Purpose and Need for
the HRCS.
With regards to the technical meaning of words like “accessibility” and
“connectivity”, it is acknowledged that these terms may have technical
meanings in certain professions. The same may be said for a number of
other terms used in the document. A NEPA document is written to be
understood by the layperson and no technical terms are implied by their
use in the SEIS.
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8

9

8. The 2015 volumes represent the hourly number of vehicles that pass in
each direction at the location shown in the volume figures. The hourly
volumes are the average of multiple days of observations on a typical
Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday, as is customary in traffic and planning
studies. The volumes represent an average annual value for a typical
weekday. The peak hour volumes are the highest observed volumes during
the AM and PM peak periods.
Because traffic count stations can only measure the traffic volume that
actually passes the data collection point, the traffic counts are a measure
of throughput (actual number of observed vehicles) rather than demand
(the total number of vehicles that desire to travel past the count station in
an hour). In free-flowing conditions, throughput may be considered a
measure of demand. In congested conditions, which occur on the HRBT
during peak periods, the measured throughput is indeed likely less than
the hourly demand. It should be noted that over the entire day, the
observed throughput does match the daily traffic demand.
To remedy the difference between measured throughput and hourly
demand, traffic data was collected throughout all Study Area Corridors.
For the HRCS, a total of 182 ramp/mainline counts and 48 intersection
turning movement counts were performed to develop the baseline daily
and peak hour traffic volumes. These baseline data were analyzed to
quantify current operating conditions and develop daily and peak hour
forecasts for more than 40 interchanges and 59 intersections throughout
the study area.
9. INRIX data was included in the HRCS Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report (TTTR) to quantify existing congestion. INRIX data can be
used to compute either at planning time index (PTI) or travel time index
(TTI). The PTI reflects variability in travel time, while the TTI is an actual
measure of the congestion experienced over the year, expressed as the
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10

ratio between the uncongested travel time and average actual travel time.
The HRCS TTTR provided the computed TTI. The high value shown for the
TTI accurately documents the severe congestion experienced on the HRBT.
10. The findings in the SEIS concur with the finding that I-64/HRBT is the
most congested roadway of all Study Area Corridors being studied. The
paragraph discussing reliability and TTI has been revised to discuss each
topic in separate paragraphs.
11. Although Google Traffic maps are useful to the general public, their
raw data are not available to VDOT, and the analyses cannot be replicated
for this study. The INRIX data analyzed for the study area are included in
the HRCS TTTR. The INRIX analyses are consistent with the observations
made by the City of Norfolk regarding queueing and travel time and
reliability, including the Google Maps images.

11
0
12

13

14

12. The HRCS considered accessibility which measures improvements in
access by increases in the distance that can be traveled within a given time
period (i.e., enlarging the travel shed). The Preferred Alternative would
improve accessibility by reducing travel times and increasing speeds on
the Study Area Corridors. The VHT data included in the HRCS TTTR indicate
that VHT decreases under all alternatives, thus increasing accessibility as
it is considered in the Smart Scale process.
13. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not preclude
improvements to other corridors and new crossings. Alternative A does
not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or the Bower’s Hill (I664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460) Interchange, which were included in
Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and D also could
affect the CIDMMA and surrounding Navy and Coast Guard properties.
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Future plans for these locations are uncertain, and therefore potential
impacts are not clear. VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, continues to coordinate
with these agencies to identify acceptable transportation improvements
that could be made in the vicinity of the federal properties. Though these
improvements are not included in the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS
SEIS, they remain regional priorities. HRTPO has set aside funding to
continue to study the crossing of the Elizabeth River and improvements to
these other study area corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and
NEPA studies.
14. The HRCS SEIS is a NEPA study that evaluates the range of
environmental impacts and reasonable alternatives, and is not exclusively
a detailed operational analysis or forecast of all possible traffic scenarios.
The HRCS was scoped and performed in accordance with FHWA guidance,
coordination with Cooperating Agencies, and VDOT direction. The analysis
in the SEIS is sufficient for assessing the benefits of each alternative as well
as adverse impacts and estimated cost. Emergency evacuation and
military connectivity were addressed as part of the Purpose and Need.
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15

15. The procedures used to develop the traffic forecasts and analyses were
documented in Section 2 of the HRCS TTTR All analyses were conducted in
accordance with accepted guidelines, including NCHRP 765. The HRCS
TTTR acknowledges recent FHWA guidance regarding the use of Level of
Service as a metric and use of alternative metrics to measure the
performance of Alternatives compared to the No-Build scenario. The
Purpose and Need Statement did not establish specific traffic objectives
that should be achieved; rather, the impacts are based on the footprint of
different facilities. In addition, VDOT prepared additional hot-spot traffic
analyses which were presented during the May 23, 2016 Cooperating
Agency meeting, which were subsequently incorporated into the SEIS.

16

17

16. As noted in detail in the response to City of Norfolk comment number
9, the hourly volumes at the HRBT are developed from a variety of sources,
including count data at the HRBT and ramp and mainline counts upstream
of the HRBT bottleneck where free-flow conditions generally prevail, even
during most of the peak periods. By “holding” the volumes at locations
with free-flow conditions and adding/subtracting traffic that enters/exits
I-64 at downstream locations (including known bottlenecks), the
calculated volume at the bottleneck is a better indicator of demand, rather
than the observed throughput at the bottleneck. The data reduction
procedures and estimates of the existing capacity of the HRBT (and other
key roadway segments) have been found appropriate and defensible by
FHWA and VDOT to support the SEIS. The development of balanced
existing traffic provides for an accurate representation of existing
conditions that provide the baseline for other study disciplines, in
particular air and noise modeling.
17. The k-factor is defined as the ratio between hourly volume and daily
volume, and usually is computed for the peak hour. A low k-factor
indicates that a relatively low percentage of daily traffic occurs during the
particular hour for which the k-factor is calculated, whereas a high k-factor
indicates that peak hour traffic experiences a more pronounced spike
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18

19

20

21

during the particular hour relative to the daily volume. For urban freeway
facilities, a k-factor of approximately 0.07 (7 percent) is a typical value.
For the HCRS, existing peak hour k-factors were computed by dividing the
peak hour volume for each peak hour by the daily volume. These k-factors
were used as starting point to estimate future peak hour volumes from
projected future daily volumes. Future k-factors were reduced slightly if
daily volumes were projected to increase to account for the effects of peak
hour spreading (i.e., drivers choosing to travel earlier or later than they
currently might to better take advantage of available roadway capacity).
In discussions with FHWA, it was specifically suggested that peak hour
spreading should be considered in the post-processing of the travel
demand model output. All experience in the U.S. suggests that future kfactors should be lower than existing k-factors to account for peak hour
spreading. Furthermore, the future conditions forecasts represent the
constrained demand that is appropriate for air and noise analysis.
18. Comment noted. It is also noted that a 51% increase in traffic is a
planning forecast based on land use and socioeconomic inputs provided
by the localities. Land use decisions made by the localities going forward
will continue to influence the percent increase in traffic.
19. As noted in Chapter 2 of the HRCS TTTR, the procedures were not
developed arbitrarily but using accepted industry practices that FHWA and
VDOT find appropriate and defensible to support the SEIS, including the
procedures outlined in NCHRP publication 765.
20. The HRCS TTTR and Section 2.7 in the Draft SEIS provide full
comparisons of the four alternatives. The intent of a NEPA study is to lead
to informed decision making. An EIS is not written to support one
alternative over another. In heavily developed areas, building what is
needed to best address the identified purpose and need is not usually
practical given the constraints that exist. Therefore, decision makers have
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22

23

to sometimes be willing to accept less than ideal improvements since they
have to balance cost and impacts while meeting the Purpose and Need.
21. Detailed traffic analysis was developed for this study. The Draft SEIS
relied on 182 ramp/mainline counts and 48 intersection turning
movement counts in the spring and fall of 2015, as well as the 2034
Hampton Roads LRTP and the 2034 Hampton Roads travel demand model.
Both 2034 travel demand model and 2034 LRTP were the latest adopted
regional planning tools and documents at the time of the study initiation.
Hot spot analyses were performed to evaluate the relative changes in
travel time and delay of each alternative, in response to stakeholder
concerns. The forecasts were developed using accepted practices
documented in NCHRP publication 765. More information on the traffic
analysis can be found in the HRCS TTTR. Traffic information has been
updated for the Preferred Alternative with the latest 2040 regional Travel
Demand Model.
22. Methods and results are consistent. The 2034 travel demand model
output was specifically analyzed to respond to stakeholder requests (as
discussed in May 2016). With regard to the difference in capacity
estimates in the travel demand model vs. Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
procedures, it is customary to express capacity in vehicles per hour. In
models where daily (weekday) highway assignment is used (and therefore
the volume variable is expressed in vehicles per day), the hourly capacity
estimates must be converted to daily representations. This conversion is
most commonly done using factors that can be applied to convert the
hourly capacity to effective daily capacity (or, conversely, to convert daily
trips to hourly trips, which is equivalent mathematically). These factors
consider that travel is not uniformly distributed throughout the day and
that overnight travel demand is low. The conversion factors are therefore
often in the range of 8 to 12, as opposed to 24, which would be the
theoretical maximum for an hourly-to-daily factor.
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24
25
26

27

These types of conversion factors continue to be needed in models where
time periods for assignment greater than 1 hour in length are used.
23. The HCM analyses in the HRCS SEIS employed the Facilities analysis
module, which does account for oversaturated roadway segments. The
analyses present a relative comparison of the performance of each
alternative.
24. FHWA and VDOT find the forecasting and analysis methodologies
appropriate and defensible to support the SEIS, and they meet the
requirements.
25. The TDM model explicitly lowers capacities on the bridge-tunnel
crossing relative to freeway link capacity elsewhere along I-64 (and I-664).
It is customary to express capacity in vehicles per hour. In models where
daily (weekday) highway assignment is used (and therefore the volume
variable is expressed in vehicles per day), the hourly capacity estimates
must be converted to daily representations. This conversion is most
commonly done using factors that can be applied to convert the hourly
capacity to effective daily capacity (or, conversely, to convert daily trips to
hourly trips, which is equivalent mathematically). These factors consider
that travel is not uniformly distributed throughout the day and that
overnight travel demand is low. The conversion factors are therefore often
in the range of 8 to 12, as opposed to 24, which would be the theoretical
maximum for an hourly-to-daily factor.
The Hampton Roads Travel Demand Model (HRTDM) selects the link
capacity based on facility and area types. It is not common to manually
specify the capacity for individual link. Instead, the travel demand model
typically applies time penalties on sections of the network where a
topographical barrier, such as a river, mountain range, or large open
spaces in the transportation network exists. The need for these penalties
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is due to the lack of current research and precise quantification of the
impact of large spatial separations between zones on travel behavior.
However, bridge crossing penalties need to be within a reasonable limit.
For a heavily congested bridge like the HRBT or MMMBT, which has few
alternative bridges nearby, a higher penalty is more appropriate than
smaller crossings with more alternative route options.
In summary, the river crossing time penalties are used to calibrate trip
distribution models to match the observed travel patterns, because the
gravity model alone does not do a good job of considering physical
barriers.
The 4.2 min/mile time penalty was applied in the HRTDM to the facilities
crossing James River from North to South in all model scenarios, including
the existing conditions scenario, No Build scenario, and all Alternatives.
26. The forecasting methodology computed k-factors for each individual
segment, ramp and turning movement in the roadway network, and did
not apply a region-wide k-factor.
27. The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a
broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to
environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary LEDPA,
per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating Agencies;
and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
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28

29

30

As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives
in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better
than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two alternatives exceeds
available funding and would prevent other transportation-related funding
priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed.
Alternatives C and D would also result in substantially greater
environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide
marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative
to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed by input from
the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the
Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost
significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively
limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s
Preferred Alternative.
28. The comment does not provide any definitive examples to respond to.
The ICE analysis identifies positive and negative impacts related to each
alternative as well as the potential for induced growth and/or infill
development around existing or new interchanges. This analysis was
based on a published and accepted methodologies including the NCDOT
Guidance for Assessing Indirect and Cumulative Impacts of Transportation
Projects in North Carolina, Vol. II: Practitioners Handbook (NCDOT, 2001).
29. The SEIS was prepared with the latest currently available land use
forecasts for the latest horizon year (2034). The intent of the Purpose and
Need statement is not to define the amount by which an Alternative
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31

32

33

34

35

36

should improve any particular condition or set a certain standard to be
met. It identifies the purpose of the overall study, the needs for
improvement, and is used as a mean to compare the alternatives under
consideration. Each retained alternative was assessed for its ability to
provide improvements to important sections of the roadway network that
would accommodate future travel demand.
30. VDOT compared the traffic model used in the 2001 EIS and the 2015
SEIS, use of the Hampton Roads Regional Travel Demand Model, and
parameters used for the SEIS effort: traffic volumes, speed, travel time,
VHT, VMT, and delay.
FHWA does not specify the traffic modeling methodology to be used for
NEPA documents, but does specifically address traffic evaluation methods
for noise and air quality analyses. The traffic modeling methodology for
the HRCS SEIS is consistent with that used for all FHWA EIS’s completed in
Virginia over the last 30 years. FHWA does not typically prescribe
performance metrics for determining if elements of Purpose and Need are
satisfied. Given the environmental constraints that exist in many of the
study corridors, FHWA did not want to unduly limit the number of
alternatives for consideration by eliminating from consideration
alternatives that did not meet arbitrarily established metrics. The means
by which the need elements were met are described in Section 2.6 of the
Final SEIS. This manner of alternatives evaluation has been found
acceptable by FHWA, VDOT, and all of the Federal Cooperating Agencies
that may be in a position to adopt the analyses conducted for future
actions.
The Preferred Alternative has been identified using a broad range of
factors. As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not
meet all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS. The CTB, informed by input from the public,
HRTAC, HRTPO, and Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found
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37

Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and,
coupled with the relatively limited environmental impacts, found it to be
the Preferred Alternative.
31. Each retained alternative was assessed for its ability to improve transit
access across Hampton Roads either by improving transit capacity or
access to transit.
The location and frequency of transit routes are determined by others.
Those with that responsibility may adjust routes based on improvements
that are approved.
32. Each retained alternative was assessed for its ability to increase
capacity to existing facilities or add new access to and from regional
activity centers using roadways on new location. The means by which this
need element was met are described in Section 2.6 of the Final SEIS. This
manner of alternatives evaluation has been found acceptable by FHWA,
VDOT, and all Federal Cooperating Agencies that may be in a position to
adopt the analyses conducted for future actions.
33. It is not clear what the City means by ‘management techniques’. Two
key issues are representative of the geometric deficiencies of existing
facilities in the Study Area Corridors. Each retained alternative was
assessed for its ability to provide shoulder widths that meet current design
standards and for its ability to provide vertical clearance in the tunnels
that meet current design standards. The means by which this need
element was met are described in Section 2.6 of the Final SEIS.
34. Each retained alternative was assessed for its ability to improve
strategic military connectivity by providing adequate capacity, and
increased reliability for the STRAHNET network by improving access to
facilities. The means by which this need element was met are described in
Section 2.6 of the Final SEIS.
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38

Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or
the Bower’s Hill (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460) Interchange, which were
included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and
D also could affect the CIDMMA and surrounding Navy and Coast Guard
properties. Future plans for these locations are uncertain, and therefore
potential impacts are not clear. VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, continues to
coordinate with these agencies to identify acceptable transportation
improvements that could be made in the vicinity of the federal properties.
Though these improvements are not included in the Preferred Alternative
for the HRCS SEIS, they remain regional priorities. HRTPO has set aside
funding to continue to study the crossing of the Elizabeth River and
improvements to these other study area corridors which were considered
in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of
separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
35. Each retained alternative was assessed for its ability to enhance
emergency evacuation capacity along existing evacuation routes or by
adding new routes. During the development of the study, the focus of the
evacuation section was shifted from hurricanes to overall emergency
evacuations which are a great concern in Hampton Roads. Typographical
errors that resulted in references to “hurricane” have been replaced with
with “emergency”in the Final SEIS. The means by which this need element
was met are described in Section 2.6 of the Final SEIS.
36. Each retained alternative was assessed for its ability to accommodate
increased truck traffic from the Port of Virginia expansion while addressing
congestion and the need to improve capacity to and from the ports. The
SEIS does not propose that one port facility is more critical or important
than another. The means by which this need element was met are
described in Section 2.6 of the Final SEIS.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or
the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were
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included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and
D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA
would require additional federal approval and permits. Future plans for
CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain; therefore,
potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO
and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue to study these other
corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future
decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
37. See the response to City of Norfolk comment number 3 regarding
FHWA and VDOT’s position on this matrix. As described in Chapter 2 of
this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet all elements of the study
Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives in the HRCS SEIS. The CTB,
informed by input from the public, HRTAC, HRTPO, and Study’s Federal
Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to
construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited
environmental impacts, found it to be the Preferred Alternative.
FHWA does not prescribe performance metrics for determining if
elements of Purpose and Need are satisfied. This manner of alternatives
evaluation has been found acceptable by FHWA, VDOT, and all of the
Federal Cooperating Agencies that may be in a position to adopt the
analyses conducted for future actions.
38. The endeavor described in Section 4 of the comments would be better
addressed under the purview of the metropolitan transportation planning
process. The current 2040 LRTP was adopted in June 2016 by the HRTPO,
and the Preferred Alternative is consistent with the LRTP and the decisions
made by the localities comprising the HRTPO. The information in this
section is beyond the level needed for performing the analysis in the SEIS.
The alternatives identified in the SEIS provide a sufficient range of
potential solutions for meeting the purpose and need of the study, and for
evaluating the potential impacts associated
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with addressing the needs. The intent of the SEIS is not to perform an
exhaustive review of all the potential arguments for and against various
alternatives. Rather, it is meant to provide a concise review of the key
issues to a sufficient level for making informed decisions, and for clearly
documenting the known environmental impacts of the alternatives.
All substantive public comments have been taken into consideration by
the decision makers in identifying the Preferred Alternative. All of the
localities that comprise the HRTPO and HRTAC (the entity funding the
improvements coming out of the HRCS) unanimously endorsed Alternative
A.
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39

40

39. With the exception of a few differences, Alternative C is the alternative
that was presented in the 2001 ROD. Since it included transit-only lanes at
that time, those transit-only lanes were maintained for this study. While
only Alternative C specifically included transit-only lanes, each of the Build
Alternatives retained in the Draft SEIS had the capacity to include transit
(see Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS). Under Alternative C, transit would be
accommodated along I-664 (from I-64 to the I-664 Connector), the I-664
Connector, the I-564 Connector, and I-564. Details on the transit options
for the Final SEIS Preferred Alternative are included in Section 2.7.
Given the minimal reduction in vehicle trips that a dedicated transit option
would achieve (based on the December 2015 DRPT study), and therefore
the likely minimal impact on regional travel times for single occupant
vehicles, a dedicated transit lane was not a specific element in Alternatives
A, B, and D. However, including it in Alternative C allowed for the
determination of additional direct impacts and cost associated with a
transit-only lane so the decision makers could make an informed decision
whether to include a transit-only lane in the other alternatives.
40. Norfolk communities mentioned in this comment would be expected
to see benefits under all Alternatives. Additional capacity provided on I64, I-664 and/or VA 164 would likely discourage traffic from continuing to
use local roadways as travel time savings for non-local trips can be
achieved by traveling on these major Study Area roadways instead. The
northern end of Hampton Boulevard would be accessible from I-564, while
major accessibility improvements for the southern end of Hampton
Boulevard/Ghent neighborhood can be expected with the investment
exceeding $1 Billion in the Midtown/Downtown tunnel projects and
associated efforts to improve circulation on these streets.
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41

42

41. Sea level rise is the primary potential change discussed in the SEIS.
Chapter 3.6 discusses a 2008 US Department of Transportation Center for
Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting study, The Potential
Impacts of Global Sea Level Rise on Transportation Infrastructure, was
designed to produce high level estimates of the net effect of sea level rise
and storm surge on the transportation network. The study evaluated nine
scenarios of sea level rise between 6 and 59 centimeters. For each
scenario, regularly inundated areas and at-risk areas for the transportation
system were estimated. Based on the analysis, the majority of the HRCS
study area corridors fall outside of the potentially regularly inundated and
at-risk areas due to sea level rise and storm surge for all scenarios.
However, two portions of the corridors fall within regularly inundated
areas under the higher sea level rise scenarios: I-64 (in Hampton) and the
VA 164 Connector (along the eastern edge of CIDMMA).
The design and cost estimates included in the SEIS meet standards
included in AASHTO 2009 Guide Specifications for Bridges Vulnerable to
Coastal Storms and VDOT Structure and Bridge Division standard practice.
A determination as to how these standards would be applied to the
Preferred Alternative would be made during the final design phases,
following the issuance of a ROD. Any proposed bridges would include a
vertical clearance above water relative to NAVD of 18 feet, which includes
1 foot of clearance above the 100-year design wave crest elevation
(elevation 12 feet relative to NAVD 88 plus 1 foot) per, plus an assumed 5
feet for potential sea level rise over the next century.
42. The socioeconomic impacts of the study have been assessed and are
included in Section 3.2 and 3.15 of the Final SEIS.
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43

43. See the response to City of Norfolk comment number 3 regarding
FHWA and VDOT’s position on the matrix. The HRCS involved a process for
identifying the Preferred Alternative that merged requirements of the
NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of Alternative A as the
Preferred Alternative considered a broad range of factors that included: 1)
Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental resources relevant to
determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance;
3) input from Cooperating Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding
priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives
in the HRCS SEIS. The CTB, informed by input from the public, HRTAC,
HRTPO, and Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A
would cost significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with
the relatively limited environmental impacts, found it to be the Preferred
Alternative.

APPENDIX H- 84

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
City of Norfolk, Office of City Manager, cont.

44

44. The scope and methodology of the SEIS was found appropriate by
FHWA and VDOT. The LEDPA determination is made by the USACE based
upon the information provided in the detailed NEPA study.
On September 27, 2016, VDOT recommended Alternative B to the USACE
as the Preferred Alternative. This recommendation was informed by
comments from the USACE on September 19, 2016 which stated “If
Alternatives A and B also meet the project purpose and need, have less
adverse impacts [than Alternative C or D] on the aquatic ecosystem, and
do not significantly impact other natural ecosystems, then USACE may
determine that it can only permit one of these less damaging options as
the LEDPA.” From among Alternative A and Alternative B, VDOT
considered Alternative B the least impactful alternative that fully
addressed the purpose statement in the Draft SEIS.
HRTPO and HRTAC unanimously endorsed Alternative A as their Preferred
Alternative on October 20, 2016. VDOT subsequently updated their
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative to Alternative A on November
14, 2016, and requested USACE’s concurrence that Alternative A can be
considered the preliminary LEDPA. USACE concurred on VDOT’s
recommendation for Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative on
December 2, 2016. USACE based their concurrence on information in the
Draft SEIS which demonstrated that Alternative A sufficiently meets the
HRCS Purpose and Need and would have less environmental impacts than
the other build alternatives in the Draft SEIS, including Alternative B.
USACE also found no reason to disagree that Alternative A may be
considered the preliminarily LEDPA.
There was no attempt to prioritize the needs as suggested because it is
unlikely that agreement could be reached by all of the parties that would
have been involved in that effort.
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45

45. FHWA and VDOT appreciate the efforts that the City of Norfolk have
gone through to demonstrate the effectiveness of Alternatives C and D in
meeting the Purpose and Need of the project and in particular, the
components of the Purpose and Need as they have interpreted them.
However, the effectiveness of Alternatives C and D or the advantage they
provide over Alternatives A and B has not been in question. This is to be
expected given the magnitude and length of the improvements associated
with Alternatives C and D. If the Purpose and Need was the only factor that
decision makers had to consider, then the decision would be straight
forward. Unfortunately, the City’s analysis does not take into
consideration the environmental effects of these alternatives or the
federal laws governing those effects that constrain decision makers.
Likewise, the analysis does not address the cost of these alternatives, the
availability of funding or other regional priorities, which are other factors
that decision makers must consider. When taking into account all of these
factors, the HRTPO and all of its member jurisdictions supported
Alternative A because it allowed them to continue to fund other regional
priority projects. Notwithstanding, selection of Alternative A does not
preclude other needed improvements considered in the HRCS from being
developed and advanced at a later date as evidenced by the HRTPO’s
decision to continue to study the technical and financial feasibility of a new
Elizabeth River Crossing.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the
Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA,
and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the
FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous
support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside
$4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in
the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item
#13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for
improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that
merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of
Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad range of
factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental
resources relevant to determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA
Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating Agencies; and 4)
cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives
in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better
than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two alternatives exceeds
available funding and would prevent other transportation-related funding
priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed.
Alternatives C and D would also result in substantially greater
environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide
marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative
to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed by input from
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the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the
Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost
significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively
limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s
Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or
the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were
included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and
D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA
would require additional federal approval and permits. Future plans for
CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain; therefore,
potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO
and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue to study these other
corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future
decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
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Response:
1. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA,
and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the
FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous
support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside
$4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in
the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13).
FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for
improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that
merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of
Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad range of
factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental
resources relevant to determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA Section
404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating Agencies; and 4) cost in light
of regional funding priorities and funding availability.

1

As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet all
elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives in
the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors. Although
Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better than
Alternative A and B, the cost of those two alternatives exceeds available
funding and would prevent other transportation-related funding priorities
in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and
D would also result in substantially greater environmental impacts and
therefore could not be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally,
Alternative B would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion
on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost.
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The CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or
the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were
included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and
D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA
would require additional federal approval and permits. Future plans for
CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain; therefore,
potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO
and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue to study these other
corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future
decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.

2

3

2. VA 164 is a STRAHNET Connector. Improvements to the VA 164 are not
included in the Preferred Alternative. Had VA 164 been included in the
Preferred Alternative more detailed traffic analysis may have been
performed as part of detailed design. Though these improvements are not
included in the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS SEIS, they will be the
subject of separate studies.
3. No federal properties belonging to any of these agencies would be
impacted by the Preferred Alternative. See response to City of Portsmouth
comment number 1.
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4. See response to City of Portsmouth comment number 1.
5. See response to City of Portsmouth comment number 1.

4

5

6. Several managed lane options are under consideration as part of the
study, although the final determination has not yet been made by the CTB.
HOT lanes are one of the options being considered. HOT lanes are HOV
lanes that also allow lower occupancy vehicles to gain access to the lanes
by paying a toll. HOT lanes optimize the number of people and vehicles that
travel on the lanes, managing demand through a user fee. The Preferred
Alternative would not preclude the implementation of HOT lanes.
Managed lanes provide congestion relief by implementing minimum
vehicle occupancy requirements during peak periods, thus increasing the
people-carrying capacity of the roadway. HOT lanes are typically
implemented to maintain free-flowing traffic through a corridor, which
minimizes delay and improves reliability.

6
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Response:
1. Alternative B impacts to traffic on VA 164 and I-664 are included in the
HRCS TTTR. Had Alternative B been identified as the Preferred Alternative,
additional analysis of traffic analysis may have been completed as part of
the Final SEIS.
2. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA,
and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the
FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous
support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside
$4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in
the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13).
FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for
improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP.
Had Alternative C, D, or a hybrid that incorporated I-664 been identified as
the Preferred Alternative, additional engineering refinements may have
occurred and documented in the Final SEIS.
3. Detailed interchange improvements were not included in the Draft SEIS.
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative A) does not include any proposed
improvements along I-664. Had Alternative C, D, or a hybrid that
incorporated I-664 been identified as the Preferred Alternative, additional
engineering refinements may have occurred and documented in the Final
SEIS.
4. Improvements to the James River crossing and VA 17 corridor were not
studied in detail in the Draft SEIS as they were not included in the Study
Area Corridors. During the development of the Draft SEIS, no comments
were received requesting that these roadways be included in the Study
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Area Corridors. The Preferred Alternative does not include any proposed
improvements in this area.
5. This error is corrected in Appendix B of the Final SEIS.
6. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, Alternative A has been identified as
the Preferred Alternative. Had Alternative C, D, or a hybrid that
incorporated I-664 been identified as the Preferred Alternative, additional
engineering refinements may have occurred and documented in the Final
SEIS.
7. A copy of the presentation made to the City Council, as well as similar
presentations made to other localities, are available on the study web site:
http://www.hamptonroadscrossingstudy.org/meetings/meeting_present
ations.asp.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the
Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA,
and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the
FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous
support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside
$4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in
the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item
#13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for
improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative that
merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such, identification of
Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered a broad range of
factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts to environmental
resources relevant to determining the preliminary LEDPA, per CWA
Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating Agencies; and 4)
cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other alternatives
in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance these factors.
Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose and Need better
than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two alternatives exceeds
available funding and would prevent other transportation-related funding
priorities in the region identified by HRTPO from being addressed.
Alternatives C and D would also result in substantially greater
environmental impacts and therefore could not be the LEDPA, per
direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B would only provide
marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I-64 HRBT corridor relative
to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The CTB, informed by input from
the public, the localities, the regional bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the

APPENDIX H- 96

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
City of Virginia Beach, cont.
Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies, found Alternative A would cost
significantly less to construct ($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively
limited environmental impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s
Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or
the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were
included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and
D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA
would require additional federal approval and permits. Future plans for
CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain; therefore,
potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO
and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue to study these other
corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future
decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
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Response:
The Draft and Final SEISs both carefully consider impacts to cultural
resources, including historic architecture and archaeological sites,
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
as well as Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act.
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the
Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA,
and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the
FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous
support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside
$4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in
the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item
#13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for
improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP.
Alternative A proposes widening I-64 to six lanes; however, the majority
of these improvements will occur within existing VDOT right-of-way and
would not require right-of-way acquisition from the Hampton University
Historic District, Hampton University National Historic Landmark, and Fort
Wool. Fort Monroe National Historic Landmark and Fort Wool are located
on the east side of the HRBT. Any new structure necessary to provide
additional capacity to the HRBT under Alternative A would be constructed
either between the existing east- and westbound HRBT structures or just
west of the existing eastbound structure.
On December 29, 2016, the director of the Department of Historic
Resources, who serves as the Virginia SHPO, concurred with VDOT’s
determinations that the project would have either no effect, no adverse
effect, or a conditioned no adverse effect on each of the 20 above-ground
historic properties located within the area of potential effects (APE) for
Alternative A. Subsequently, FHWA, the Virginia SHPO, and VDOT
executed a Section 106 Programmatic Agreement that stipulates the
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actions VDOT will take to resolve any potential adverse effects of the
project. The PA is included in Appendix I of the Final SEIS. VDOT will
continue to coordinate with the Department of Historic Resources under
the terms of the Programmatic Agreement as the study moves forward as
required by the PA.
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Response:
1. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A
as the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
US EPA, the FTA, the US NOAA the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as
unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts
to environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary
LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding
availability.

1

2

As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by
HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result in
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3

4

substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not
be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
The detailed plans for the Craney Island Eastward Expansion are not
available and have not been used in determining the alternatives for
the HRCS SEIS. The VA 164 Connector alignment was based upon rightof-way included in a Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact
Statement for an eastward expansion of the CIDMMA prepared by
USACE in 2006 (as discussed in Section 8.5.1 in the HRCS Alternatives
Technical Report). The Preferred Alternative does not include the VA
164 Connector.
2. Two designated shipping lanes pass through the harbor and are
federally maintained by the USACE: the Newport News Channel and
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the Norfolk Harbor Reach Channel. The Virginia Maritime Association
provided feedback in July 2015 indicating that the new tunnels should
be designed to be at least 55 feet in depth. The bridge-tunnel design in
the SEIS allows each harbor to maintain a channel that can
accommodate the large container ships that pass through the Panama
Canal, referred to as “Super Post Panamax” ships.
3. During the public review of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, there was a clear
lack of public and political support for the level of impacts associated
with the 8- and 10-lane build alternatives. Specifically, potential
impacts to Hampton University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the
high number of displacements were key issues identified by the public,
elected officials, and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given the
lack of support, VDOT and FHWA agreed that improvements
considered along the I-64 corridor in the HRCS SEIS would be confined
largely to existing right of way. This resulted in the Preferred
Alternative consisting of a six-lane facility along I-64 with one bridgetunnel structure crossing Hampton Roads. The SEIS provides
preliminary impact estimates based on the current planning-level
engineering which is appropriate for the NEPA analysis. The impacts
have been calculated using a worst-case scenario, or the largest
potential footprint that may be required to construct the
improvements, for the proposed six-lane facility on I-64. Additional
efforts will be made to refine and reduce these impacts during the final
design and permitting process after a ROD is issued.
4. The interchange at NIT is not included in the Preferred Alternative.
Improvements to this interchange will be the subject of separate
studies. Though these improvements and the Air Terminal Interchange
are not included in the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS SEIS, they
remain regional priorities and identified in the 2040 LRTP. These future
decisions will be the subject of separate studies.
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Response:
1. On September 27, 2016, VDOT recommended Alternative B to the
USACE as the Preferred Alternative. This recommendation was informed
by comments from the USACE on September 19, 2016 which stated “If
Alternatives A and B also meet the project purpose and need, have less
adverse impacts [than Alternative C or D] on the aquatic ecosystem, and
do not significantly impact other natural ecosystems, then USACE may
determine that it can only permit one of these less damaging options as the
LEDPA.” From among Alternative A and Alternative B, VDOT considered
Alternative B the least impactful alternative that fully addressed the
purpose statement in the Draft SEIS.

1
2

3

HRTPO and HRTAC unanimously endorsed Alternative A as their Preferred
Alternative on October 20, 2016. VDOT subsequently updated their
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative to Alternative A on November
14, 2016, and requested USACE’s concurrence that Alternative A can be
considered the preliminary LEDPA. USACE concurred on VDOT’s
recommendation for Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative on
December 2, 2016. USACE based their concurrence on information in the
Draft SEIS which demonstrated that Alternative A sufficiently meets the
HRCS Purpose and Need and would have less environmental impacts than
the other build alternatives in the Draft SEIS, including Alternative B.
USACE also found no reason to disagree that Alternative A may be
considered the preliminarily LEDPA.
2. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA,
and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the
FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as

APPENDIX H- 106

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Elizabeth River Project, cont.

4

5

6
7

unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC
set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred
Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting
Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA
process for improvements that are fully funded for construction in the
region’s LRTP.
The Preferred Alternative includes improvements to I-64, including the
HRBT, between I-664 in Hampton and I-564 in Norfolk (Segments 8 and 9
from the Draft SEIS). As such, there would be no direct impacts to Craney
Creek.
3. Since the publication of the Draft SEIS Alternative A has been identified
as the Preferred Alternative. The I-564 Connector is not part of the
Preferred Alternative. The level of design detail necessary for a permit
application cannot be developed until after FHWA issues a ROD. At that
time, the permit application requirements would be coordinated with
USACE, VDEQ, the Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC), and
other regulatory agencies. Proposed impact to benthic communities and
resources is provided in detail in the HRCS Natural Resources Technical
Report.
4. Such costs were not identified in a specific line item in the cost estimates
presented in the HRCS Alternatives Technical Report. The cost estimates
provided in the Draft and Final SEIS include a 40% contingency which is
meant to account for some unknown costs. Financial obligations, such as
those referenced in the comment, are not specifically accounted for in the
NEPA process. Such considerations would be addressed during more
detailed design phases and the permitting process. At that time,
appropriate mitigation would be identified and developed in coordination
with the USACE and VDEQ.
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5. At this stage of the project, detailed drainage and hydraulic/hydrological
studies have not been completed. Detailed stormwater management
strategies, including the need for and placement of stormwater facilities,
would be determined during the final design and permitting process after
a ROD is issued. Stormwater runoff would be controlled in accordance with
all applicable state regulations. The Virginia Stormwater Management
Program, implemented by VDEQ, includes regulations (9 VAC 25-870)
requiring water quality treatment, stream channel protection and flood
control standards for all new construction and redevelopment projects.
Each project must address compliance through the use of the Virginia
Runoff Reduction Method, a stormwater compliance framework. The
Virginia Construction General Permit outlines specific measures that
development projects must address, including the development of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. The project would also comply with
Executive Order 13508, the Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load
requirements, and the Commonwealth of Virginia Watershed
Implementation Plan. Additionally, Sections 107 and 303 of VDOT’s
specifications require the use of stormwater management practices to
address issues such as post-development storm flows and downstream
channel capacity. The required permits would be obtained and/or
procedures put into place prior to the initiation of project construction. As
part of the permitting process, the required federal and state agencies
such as USACE, VDEQ, and the EPA would be coordinated with regarding
water quality issues. Part of this coordination would involve instituting
these agencies’ requirements to avoid and minimize impacts to
jurisdictional areas to the greatest extent practicable, which would include
placement of best management practices outside of Waters of the US
(WOUS). Permits are generally conditioned such that the project must not
permanently restrict or impede the passage of normal or expected high
flows, and that the pre-construction course, condition, capacity, and
location of open waters must be maintained to the maximum extent
practicable.
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In its resolution of December 7, 2016, CTB indicated that the board would
be briefed on and have the opportunity to endorse a managed lane
concept should it be identified by the region (HRTPO and HRTAC) and the
appropriate analysis and financial plans are in place. As of the publication
of this Final SEIS, a managed lane strategy for the Preferred Alternative,
such as HOT or HOV lanes, has not yet been determined. It is anticipated
that the managed lanes would accommodate transit such as BRT, as
recommended in the DRPT November 16, 2015 letter to VDOT. The
impacts provided in the SEIS are preliminary estimates based on the
current planning-level engineering which is appropriate for the NEPA
analysis. The final impacts would be determined during the final design and
permitting process after a ROD is issued. Future design modifications will
be accommodated within the LOD that has been used in the Final SEIS.
Details on accommodating transit in the Preferred Alternative are included
in Section 2.7 of this Final SEIS.
6. The HRCS SEIS methodologies for analysis were developed and,
reviewed by the federal Cooperating Agencies during the scoping phase of
the study. Given the amount of available data on water quality within the
region, it was determined that an independent water quality report was
not necessary. The Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) Study
(January 2017) provides planning-level analysis of the potential impact on
surface water elevation, flow, salinity, and bottom shear stress related to
the No-Build and Build Alternatives. The VIMS Study has been made
available to the public of the study website with the publication of the Final
SEIS. A summary of the findings is presented in Section 3.8.1.6 of the Final
SEIS.
7. During the development of the methodologies for the HRCS SEIS, the
FHWA, VDOT, and the Cooperating Agencies agreed that the
hydrodynamic study (VIMS Study) could be published in conjunction with
the Final SEIS. The understanding was that the findings of the study would
most likely not have an influence on the identification of a Preferred
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Alternative but influence the future design and permitting of the Preferred
Alternative. The VIMS report was made available with this Final SEIS. While
this occurred after the CTB identification of a Preferred Alternative, it was
well in advance of the anticipated FHWA action to issue a ROD and formally
identify the federal agency’s Selected Alternative.
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Response:
1. As explained in the Draft SEIS, Alternative C represented the
approved alternative from the 2001 ROD, which included a dedicated
transit lane. As described in Section 2.8 of the Draft SEIS, The OIS
strategy used for the HRCS SEIS not only allows for hybrid alternatives
to be created but allows for different sections from one alternative to
be replaced with another. By analyzing the transit only lanes in
Alternative C, the study did not restrict transit only lanes from being
included in hybrid alternatives. Such hybrids were suggested by the
City of Newport News and other members of the public. By not
including the transit only lanes in Alternative D, the study provided
additional data on the impact and cost of overwater crossings without
the transit only lanes. This also lent itself to the identification of hybrids
that removed the transit only lanes from the water crossings. It would
have been possible for a hybrid alternative to be created that includes
the transit only lanes from Alternative C applied to Alternative D.
However, this hybrid would have been by far the most costly and
impactful alternative that could be identified from the HRCS SEIS.
2. During the public review of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, there was a clear
lack of public or political support for the level of impacts associated
with the 8- and 10-lane build alternatives. Specifically, potential
impacts to Hampton University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the
high number of displacements were key issues identified by the public,
elected officials, and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given the
impacts identified in the previous analysis and opposition, the decision
was made to limit the cross-section of alternatives involving the HRBT.
Accordingly, the Preferred Alternative consists of a six-lane facility
along I-64 with one bridge-tunnel structure crossing Hampton Roads.
Due to the right-of-way restraints in this area, transit only lanes cannot
be accommodated along I-64.
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3

Using the additional capacity in each direction for a dedicated transit
lane would not address most of the components of the Purpose and
Need.
While transit-only lanes could be accommodated along I-664 and I-564
and the VA 164 Connector, along VA 164 the existing median includes
two Commonwealth Railway rail lines which operate on VDOT-owned
property. The lease agreement with the Commonwealth Railway
included the provision for future widening of VA 164 adjacent to the
rail lines. Widening to the outside of VA 164 to accommodate a transitonly lane in addition to a third general purpose lane in each direction
would result in significant property impacts, relocations, and park
impacts.

4
5
6

7

8
9
10

DRPT has served as a Participating Agency in the HRCS SEIS. During the
agency scoping period DRPT provided comments indicating that the
study should evaluate managed lanes that would accommodate BRT.
At this time, the ridership forecasts do not warrant dedicated lanes for
transit. The SEIS analysis includes consideration of high frequency BRT
service in a fixed guideway or in shared HOV or HOT lanes. As of the
publication of this Final SEIS, a managed lane strategy for the Preferred
Alternative, such as HOT or HOV lanes, has not yet been determined.
Such decisions would be made after the conclusion of the NEPA
process, once a ROD has been published by FHWA.
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as
unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to

APPENDIX H- 112

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Hampton Roads Transit, cont.

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts
to environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary
LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding
availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by
HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result in
substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not
be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.

Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA
164, or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US
460), which were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft
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24

25
26
27

SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy
facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA would require additional federal
approval and permits. Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding
military facilities are uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the
sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set
aside funding to continue to study these other corridors which were
considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future decisions will be the
subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.
3. Edit has been made to text under #3, Executive Summary.
4. Edit has been made to text under Section 1.4.3.
5. The discussion under Section 1.4.7 is focused on military needs as
documented in previous reports. Section 2.6 contains detailed
information on how each retained alternative meets elements of the
Purpose and Need.
6. The alternatives considered in the HRCS SEIS could provide increased
capacity in which transit services could operate. None of the
alternatives seek to address transit operations. The operation of
existing bus routes could be changed in the absence of the study and
future routes could be added/modified as the result of a Preferred
Alternative. Introducing operational information into the SEIS would
not provide additional information for the identification of a Preferred
Alternative, as this information could change with or without the
study.
7. During the agency scoping period DRPT provided comments
indicating that the study should evaluate managed lanes that would
accommodate BRT. At this time, the ridership forecasts do not warrant
dedicated lanes for transit. The SEIS analysis includes consideration of
high frequency BRT service in shared HOV or HOT lanes.
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8. As of the publication of this Final SEIS, a managed lane strategy for
the Preferred Alternative, such as HOT or HOV lanes, has not yet been
determined. Such decisions would be made after the conclusion of the
NEPA process, once a ROD has been published by FHWA.
9. The referenced section on page 2-3 of the Draft SEIS falls under
“Methods for Assessing Ability of Each Alternative to Meet Needs”.
This is not the place to discuss service providers but to discuss the
methodology used to describe how the alternatives meet the Purpose
and Need. FHWA does not prescribe performance metrics for
determining if elements of Purpose and Need are satisfied. This
manner of alternatives evaluation has been found acceptable by
FHWA, VDOT, and all of the Federal Cooperating Agencies that will
need to adopt this document for future actions. This section provides
a methodology used to inform discussion later in the document.
Further, this section explains how each alternative meets the transit
access need through increased capacity for transit operations or
increased access to existing transit facilities.
10. The comment is unclear.
11. In the 2001 HRCS FEIS, the term “multimodal lanes” describes lanes
that could support light-rail or BRT. As described above, for the SEIS
DRPT has recommended this term focus on BRT.
12. In their comments on the Draft SEIS, DRPT provided
recommendations for how BRT could be accommodated in a Preferred
Alternative. In its resolution of December 7, 2016, CTB indicated that
the board would be briefed on and have the opportunity to endorse a
managed lane concept should it be identified by the region (HRTPO and
HRTAC) and the appropriate analysis and financial plans are in place.
Such action would most likely occur after a ROD has been issued and
VDOT can advance with more detailed design and procurement
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activities. As of the publication of this Final SEIS, a managed lane
strategy for the Preferred Alternative, such as HOT or HOV lanes, has
not yet been determined and the HRTPO LRTP does not rely on toll
revenues that may be generated from a managed lane concept to
construct the project. Should a management strategy be selected, it is
anticipated that the managed lanes would accommodate transit such
as BRT, as recommended in the DRPT November 16, 2015 letter to
VDOT.
13. A preliminary ridership forecast provided by DRPT in December
2015 which modeled the Candidate Build Alternatives of the 2001 EIS
indicated that ridership impacts from the proposed transit
improvements on vehicular traffic volumes on the HRBT and MMMBT
(BRT, LRT and regular bus) are minimal. Under No-Build conditions,
region-wide transit trips constitute 0.67% of daily person trips; under
CBA-9, transit trips increase to 0.72% of daily person trips. Although
those percentages are region-wide (not specific to the crossings or the
Study Area Corridors), they were deemed insufficiently high to affect
peak hour traffic volumes in study area and reduce the need for
capacity expansion on the crossing. The reduction in Year 2034 daily
auto trips between the north and south sides is 638 under CBA 1 and
622 under CBA 9. Given a combined daily vehicle traffic volume of
approximately 220,000+ on both crossings, the impact appears to be
minimal.
14. See response to HRT comment number 13. This discussion has been
updated in Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS.
15. As described earlier, the methodology presented in Chapter 2 of
the Draft SEIS that defines how each alternative meets the needs
points to capacity improvements as a means of meeting the needs
referenced in the comment. While incorporating BRT into other
improvements may enhance the means these needs are met, BRT
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cannot meet these needs within existing capacity. The Cooperating
Agencies concurred on January 12, 2016, that all retained alternatives
would include and address how transit could function in the proposed
alignment. For the purposes of the SEIS, BRT is assumed to be the
appropriate form of transit (based on the recommendation from
DRPT/HRT). These discussions are provided under a “transit”
subheading in Section 2.6 in the Draft and Final SEIS.
16. Edit has been made to text under Section 2.6.1 of the Final SEIS.
17. This section refers to the November 13, 2015 Transit Patronage
Forecasting for Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS report (DRPT,
2015). In September 2015, DRPT was asked by VDOT to provide
estimated ridership data for potential future BRT access across
Hampton Roads. The evaluated alternatives included the Candidate
Build Alternatives advanced in the 2001 study, discussed in Section
2.3.1.
18. The full text of the statement referenced in the comment states,
“In the absence of managed lanes, transit would not offer a travel time
advantage over personal vehicles within the Study Area Corridors.” In
other words, without dedicated transit lanes or lanes with a specific
management option/vehicle occupancy restriction that could
accommodate transit, a Preferred Alternative would not provide a
travel time advantage for BRT. As indicated above in response to HRT
comment number 12, a managed lane strategy for the Preferred
Alternative has not been determined. Such decisions would be made
during the detailed design phase after a ROD is issued.
19. See response to HRT comment number 1.
20. The “transit” subheading for Alternative D is located at the bottom
of page 2-40 of the Draft SEIS.
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21. Text has NOT been updated to reflect the mobility advantage to
transit users under Alternative C for the Final SEIS, since the Preferred
Alternative could accommodate transit.
22. Figure 3-5 had been updated- the former Norfolk Southern freight
route has been removed.
23. Figure 3-4 has been updated. Routes were made more visible and
were slightly offset. MAX routes 968 and 969 were not added to Table
3-8. Due to low ridership, these routes were discontinued (effective
January 15, 2017).
24. The HHS poverty level for a family of four ($23,550) was used to
identify the presence of low-income populations based on study
census block group median household income. The family of four
measure was a conservative estimate. The methodology used to
identify low-income populations was reviewed by the Federal
Cooperating Agencies at the beginning of the study. No comments
were received that resulted in a change to this standard practice.
25. The Draft SEIS is reporting the findings of another study. The
referenced study reported its findings in the Metric system. In order to
accurately reflect the work of that study, the information is presented
in the same format.
26. The value is correct but the shading should be green. This edit has
been made in the HRCS TTTR.
27. A typographic error in the Coordination Plan for the study that was
reproduced as part of the Draft SEIS has been corrected. Text now
reads Hampton Roads Transportation Accountability Commission.
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Response:
Response begins on the next page.
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1

2

3
4

1. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as
unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board
Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the
NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for construction in
the region’s LRTP.
The Preferred Alternative includes improvements to I-64, including the
HRBT, between I-664 in Hampton and I-564 in Norfolk (Segments 8 and 9
from the Draft SEIS). Details on the Preferred Alternative are provided in
Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS. Had a Preferred Alternative included this
segment, additional analysis suggested in the comment may have been
completed as part of the Final SEIS. Following the NEPA process, additional
studies including an Interchange Modification Report would be required
to determine the optimal interchange configuration and ensure that the
design meets VDOT, FHWA, and all other applicable design standards.
2. Segment 3 has been removed from Alternative B in Appendix A of the
Final SEIS.
3. Text has been modified accordingly and, as noted in the SEIS, the
Preferred Alternative has been modeled in the 2040 LRTP model (see
Memo in Appendix G).
4. An Environmental Justice (EJ) Methodology Memorandum was
prepared in support of the SEIS. The memo outlines the approaches used
to identify EJ populations, the EJ public outreach strategy, and impact
evaluation methods. FHWA and the federal Cooperating Agencies agreed
with the scope of the study and the methodology memo. This
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methodology found that nearly all of the Census blocks adjacent to and
intersecting the study area corridors met the definition of an EJ
population.
Outreach to EJ populations began by sending scoping letters to the cities
that comprise the Study Area Corridors, as well as known community
groups, community leaders, and elected officials in the study area with
knowledge of minority and low-income areas and concerns in their
communities. The HRTPO provided comment on the EJ analysis
methodology advising that the geographic level of analysis be census
blocks rather than census tracts, which would be more representative of
the population possibly impacted by the build alternatives. Given the
length of the study corridors, using the census block group level would
encompass more area than the census blocks but would still encompass
the geographic area potentially impacted by the build alternatives. Also,
some census information such as median household income is not
available at the block level.
During the development of the Draft SEIS, the draft Socioeconomics and
Land Use Technical Report was circulated to participating and cooperating
agencies, as well as localities within the Study Area. The City of Newport
News commented on the breakdown of Hispanics in census blocks was
double counted in the total population field. Their suggested correction
was incorporated into the final Socioeconomics and Land Use Technical
Report. No other comments or direction regarding EJ populations was
received as a result of this review from the localities.
In addition to fulfilling NEPA public outreach requirements, public
meetings, including CIMs organized by the study were advertised in
minority, low-income and limited English proficient media outlets in
addition to other widely disseminated sources of news in the Hampton
Roads area, including The New Journal and Guide, Tidewater Hispanic
News, Virginian Pilot and The Daily Press. Public meetings were held at
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5

6

7

8
9

locations close to publicly accessible bus routes, as well as in facilities
compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).
In accordance with state code, which requires that all property owners
within the study area corridor(s) for a Location Study be notified of a
Location Public Hearing at least 30 days prior to the meeting, postcards
were mailed to over 140,000 address 30 days before the hearing. Given
the significance of the HRCS, this mailing exceeded state code
requirements by notifying all properties within each zip code that
intersects the study area corridors. In addition to the mailings, an email
blast was sent to the project mailing list; a notification of the meeting was
posted to VDOT’s website and included in other social media outreach;
and the meeting was advertised in local newspapers 30 days and 15 days
prior to the hearing, per VDOT public involvement policies. Further, the
overall document release schedule has been publicly available and shared
through email blasts, community meetings, HRTPO briefings, and through
the study website since the study began in 2015.
Following issuance of ROD, VDOT will host design public hearings and
continue to keep the localities informed via HRTPO briefings and other
outreach.
5. Hampton Boulevard (Route 337 Norfolk) and Portsmouth Boulevard
(Route 337 Chesapeake) are now indicated as major roads on Study Area
Corridor maps in the Final SEIS.
6. The Draft SEIS volumes were determined from permanent count
stations maintained by VDOT at the HRBT and MMMBT. The traffic data
for VA 164 and I-564 have been updated using 2015 data (Table 1-1 of the
Final SEIS).
7. Williamsburg has been added to list of stations in Section 1.4.3 of the
Final SEIS.
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8. Route lines on Figure 3-4 were made thicker in the Final SEIS.
9. Table has been modified in the Final SEIS (see page 1-34).

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

10. Sentence has been changed to “Admiral Taussig Boulevard is also
congested at peak morning travel hours due to Naval gate constrictions,
causing traffic to back up on northbound I-564”.
11. MOT Plans would be developed during the detailed design phases
following the issuance of a ROD from FHWA. Those plans would be
influenced by construction methodology, sequencing decisions, schedule,
and other factors.
12. PTI compares travel times at the most congested periods with free flow
travel time. The PTI represents how much total time a traveler should
allow to ensure on-time arrival. It is one of several measures of travel
reliability. The PTI is the ratio of the 95th percentile travel time versus freeflow travel time. The HRCS SEIS uses the 2012 Travel Time Index at the
HRBT reported by the HRTPO (2013a) that measures average conditions,
calculating how much longer, on average, travel times are during
congestion compared to free-flowing traffic. While various tools and
methods provide different metrics, it is unlikely that any would have
produced data that would have changed the overall findings of the HRCS
SEIS or decisions made by HRTPO, HRTAC, the Cooperating Agencies, or
the CTB to identify a Preferred Alternative.
13. Sentence has been modified to “An average of 135 westbound overheight trucks per month must be stopped and inspected on the HRBT on
the south portal island, causing disruption to traffic flow.”

17
14. These subsections of the document represent the need elements that
the federal Cooperating Agencies concurred should be included in the
document. Safety was not identified as a specific need element but as a
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18

19

component of geometric deficiencies. As the Coordination Plan laid out a
series of concurrence points through which the study could advance,
making the suggested edit would require returning to the original
concurrence point.
15. At the time of publication of the Draft SEIS, Statewide and District
interstate crash data were available for 2013 only.
16. Text in Section 1.4.6 has been added to reflect this.
17. No change required. In Table 1-4 the Eastbound and Westbound
columns both indicate in parentheses that the data is per peak hour.

20

21

22

18. Text has been added to more clearly describe operations between
Settlers Landing Road and the HRBT, along the approach bridges, and in
the tunnel itself. A diagram has been added to show the lane configuration
in the tunnel.
19. The thick black line shown on the overview map represents the Study
Area Corridor, not necessarily the area where proposed roadway
improvements would occur.
20. Text has been revised to state that the new bridge would be
constructed to meet design standards.
21. The volumes for the James River Bridge were not evaluated for the
HRCS SEIS because it is not located within the study area corridors.

23

22. & 23. Comment noted. Alternative A would increase capacity and
improve military connectivity.
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24

25

24. Alternative A would not directly increase access to port facilities
because it would not improve the roads that directly connect into the
ports; however, it would indirectly increase access to port facilities by
improving capacity on I-64. Section 2.6 of the SEIS describes the
methodology used to describe how the alternatives meet the Purpose and
Need. As indicated in this comment, it is acknowledged that other readers
would have different interpretations of how the different alternatives
meet the Purpose and Need. The interpretations documented in the Draft
SEIS as well as those expressed in the comments on the Draft SEIS illustrate
the decision-making processes conducted by members of HRTPO, HRTAC,
CTB, and other boards and agencies.
25. The Intermodal Connector (IC) is under construction. Ongoing work
includes drainage, grading, utility relocation, construction of mechanically
stabilized earth walls and placement of backfill. While the IC overlaps a
portion of the I-564 study corridor, it is not part of HRCS and is not included
in the costs.

26
26. Text under Section 2.6 has been updated to reference the specific
STRAHNET corridors (I-64, I-664, and I-564).
27
27. See response to HRTPO comment number 23.
28

29

28. Text has been revised to say “hot spot corridors.”
29. The title of Table 2-7 has been revised to “I-64 HRBT PM Peak Travel
Time Comparison – between I-664 and I-564”; likewise, limits were added
to all travel time comparison tables. The terms “speed” and “delay” were
added to the descriptions for all travel time comparison tables. An
additional column for “Total Delay” was added to all travel time
comparison tables.
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30

31

32

33

34

35

30. This naming convention is consistent with the materials presented to
the Cooperating and Participating Agencies during the development of the
study, and changing it at this stage of the study would confuse matters.
31. The limits of the Study Area Corridors are described in Section 1.3 of
the Final SEIS. However, this directional change for I-664 has been made
in the text.
32. & 33. This directional change for I-664 has been made in the text.
34. As noted in Section 2.11 of the Draft SEIS, the order of implementation
was presented as an example of how a Preferred Alternative could be
presented in a Final SEIS and was not meant to represent a recommended
order. This approach was designed to solicit comments like this to inform
the proposed order of implementation for a Preferred Alternative.
On October 20, 2016, the HRTPO and HRTAC boards voted unanimously to
endorse Alternative A as their Preferred Alternative. The HRTPO’s decision
was supported by a similar decision by the HRTAC which set aside $4.031
billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in the
HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). It
is likely that VDOT will request a single ROD from the FHWA for the
Preferred Alternative, as a whole, and advance the alternative in its
entirety through the design and construction process. It is anticipated that
construction sequencing would be determined during more detailed
phases of design following the issuance of a ROD from FHWA.
35. Edits to the No-Build Alternative’s energy consumption
(Environmental Consequences) have been made in Section 3.3 of the Final
SEIS.
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36. Edits to the Alternative A energy consumption (Environmental
Consequences) have been made in Section 3.3 of the Final SEIS.
37. Edit not made. Text on energy consumption under Alternative B
remains the same in the Final SEIS.

36

38. Exit numbers have been added to bullets in Section 3.6 of the Final
SEIS.
39. ASHRAE has been spelled out in Section 3.6 of the Final SEIS.

37

38

39

40. The sentence has been changed per the suggested edits. Edits have
been made in Section 3.8 of the Final SEIS.
41. The air toxic is 1,3-butadiene. Semi-colons have been added to
separate the toxics. Edits have been made in Section 3.6 of the Final SEIS.
42. Sentence has been broken up into two sentences for clarification. Edits
have been made in Section 3.6 of the Final SEIS.

40

41

42

APPENDIX H- 127

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Org., cont.

43. The water impairments are listed by waterbody and impairment type
in Table 3-39 of the Final SEIS.

43

44. Indirect and cumulative effects related to the proposed alternatives
are provided in Section 3.15.3 of the Final SEIS.

44

45. The Draft SEIS defined the floodplain regulations that were in place at
the time of the development of the document.

45

46

47

46. The methodologies used to assess natural resources were reviewed
and adjusted by FHWA, VDOT, and the Federal Cooperating Agencies
(including USACE, EPA, and NOAA). It is acknowledged that there are
numerous tools and methods that are available to assess resource
conditions. While these tools and methods provide different metrics, it is
unlikely that any would have produced data that would have changed the
overall findings of the HRCS SEIS or decisions made by HRTPO, HRTAC, the
Cooperating Agencies, or the CTB to identify a Preferred Alternative.
47. & 48. The Draft and Final SEISs both carefully consider impacts to
cultural resources, including historic architecture and archaeological sites,
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
as well as Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. Through
the Section 106 process, VDOT/FHWA delineated an APE; coordinated
with numerous consulting parties, including the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources (VDHR); identified and evaluated all resources over 40
years of age according to National Register of Historic Places criteria; and
assessed project effects on historic properties listed in or eligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places. This included an evaluation of
several potential residential historic districts, one battlefield, and two
historic trails. In correspondence dated April 1, 2016, July 8, 2016, and
November 9, 2016, VDOT/FHWA coordinated with VDHR and other
consulting parties regarding
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48

49

50

51

its findings and recommendations for the identification of architectural
and archaeological historic properties. VDHR concurred with these
findings by correspondence dated April 28, 2016, July 20, 2016, and
December 5, 2016. By additional correspondence dated November 22,
2016, VDOT/FHWA coordinated with VDHR and other consulting parties
on its assessment of no effect, no adverse effect, or conditioned no
adverse effect for each of the 20 above-ground architectural, battlefield,
and historic trail resources recognized as historic properties and located
within the APE for the Preferred Alternative. VDHR concurred with the
assessment of project effects on December 29, 2016.
As indicated in the Programmatic Agreement (Appendix I of this Final SEIS)
there will be no encroachment into the Tree Limit of Disturbance for the
Emancipation Oak during construction. The condition of the Emancipation
Oak and loblolly pines will be monitoring during construction and for one
year following construction.
49. Edits have been made in Section 3.15 of the Final SEIS.

52
53

50. Edits have been made in Section 3.15 of the Final SEIS.
51. Edits have been made in Section 3.15 of the Final SEIS.
52. Edits have been made in Section 3.15 of the Final SEIS.
53. See response to HRTPO comment number 2.

54

54. Figure 1-2A on page 1-5 now correctly labeled as “US 258”.

55

55. Page 1-7, Figure 1-2C changed Exit 274 Westbound label to Naval
Station Bay Ave. “VA 460” is changed to “US 460”.
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56. Figure 1-3b Norfolk International Terminal label relocated more within
the facility.
56
57

57. Figure 1-4 Virginia International Gateway label added. US 17 label
corrected on High Street.
58. Figure 1-5A Newport News Marine Terminal label moved to correct
location.

58
59. Edit has been made to Section 1.4.1.
59
60

60. Bullet 1: The source document Port of Virginia Annual Report 2015 on
page 7 does not qualify the total 19.7 million tons of cargo processed by
the ports as being only “containerized”.
Bullet 2: NIT has already been spelled out on p.1-3.
Bullets 3-5: Edits made.
61. Major ports are shown and discussed in this section. The owner /
operators are not shown on the figure or discussed in the SEIS.

61
62

62. Bullet 1: Bank of America removed.
Bullet 2: Edit made.
Bullet 3: Edit made.
Bullet 4: “Chesapeake Mall” corrected to “Chesapeake Square”.
Bullet 5: Sentence revised to “Regional shopping destinations near the
Study Area Corridors include: MacArthur Center in downtown Norfolk;
Peninsula Town Center in the City of Hampton; City Center at Oyster Point
and Patrick Henry Mall in the City of Newport News; High Street in the City
of Portsmouth; Greenbrier and Chesapeake Square malls in the City of
Chesapeake; and Town Center, Pembroke Mall and Lynnhaven Mall in the
City of Virginia Beach.”
Bullet 6: Edit made.
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Bullet 7: Edit made.
Bullet 8: More recent data does not separate out Hampton Roads from the
rest of the Port facilities in Virginia.
63. Edits have been made in Section 1.4.3.

63

64

65

66

64. Table 1-1 is referred to in the first paragraph second sentence to refer
the reader to truck volumes on the Study Corridors. In the first paragraph,
fourth sentence updated to read “HRTPO estimated the volume of
vehicles crossing Hampton Roads via the HRBT, MMMBT, and James River
Bridge increased 73 percent from 1990 to 2015 (HRTPO, 2016).” In the
second paragraph, sentence modified to read “Admiral Taussig Boulevard
is also congested at peak morning travel hours due to Navy gate
constrictions, causing traffic to back up on northbound I-564”.
65. Bullet 1: Sentence added about Midtown tunnel backups.
Bullet 2: Edit made.
Bullet 3: Edit made.
Bullet 4: Sentence modified to “According to VDOT, traffic must be
stopped in both directions at the HRBT to allow westbound over-height
trucks to turn around on the south portal island.” The last paragraph
identification of the West Ocean View ramp as a primary westbound
bottleneck on I-64 just south of the HRBT is correct per the cited
Investigation of Sources of Congestion at the Hampton Roads Bridge
Tunnel (Cetin et al., In Draft).
66. Sentence revised to “At the MMMBT, queue lengths typically extend
from 2 to 3 miles southbound at peak afternoon travel times.”
67. Edit made.

67
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Response:
1. Since the issuance of the June 29, 2016 USACE letter, the CTB identified
Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration
among VDOT, FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the
USACE, the USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as
well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
On September 27, 2016, VDOT recommended Alternative B to the USACE
as the Preferred Alternative. This recommendation was informed by
comments from the USACE on September 19, 2016 which stated “If
Alternatives A and B also meet the project purpose and need, have less
adverse impacts [than Alternative C or D] on the aquatic ecosystem, and do
not significantly impact other natural ecosystems, then USACE may
determine that it can only permit one of these less damaging options as the
LEDPA.” From among Alternative A and Alternative B, VDOT considered
Alternative B the least impactful alternative that fully addressed the
purpose statement in the Draft SEIS.
HRTPO and HRTAC unanimously endorsed Alternative A as their Preferred
Alternative on October 20, 2016. VDOT subsequently updated their
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative to Alternative A on November
14, 2016, and requested USACE’s concurrence that Alternative A can be
considered the preliminary LEDPA. USACE concurred on VDOT’s
recommendation for Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative on
December 2, 2016. USACE based their concurrence on information in the
Draft SEIS which demonstrated that Alternative A sufficiently meets the
HRCS Purpose and Need and would have less environmental impacts than
the other build alternatives in the Draft SEIS, including Alternative B. USACE
also found no reason to disagree that Alternative A may be considered the
preliminarily LEDPA.
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1

Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164, or
the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which were
included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C, and
D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to CIDMMA
would require additional federal approval and permits. Future plans for
CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are uncertain; therefore,
potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given this uncertainty, HRTPO
and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue to study these other
corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS. These future
decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility and NEPA studies.

2

While previous communication between VDOT and USACE indicated that
Alternatives B, C, and D had the potential for the greatest issues related to
a Section 408 decision, it is acknowledged that Alternative A also would
require coordination to resolve Section 408 issues. Section 3.8.1.2 of this
Final SEIS identifies these issues, discusses how they have been addressed
in the NEPA phase, and how they would be advanced following the
issuance of a ROD from FHWA.

3

2. The Preferred Alternative includes improvements to I-64 only and would
not impact CIDMMA. Any impacts to other nesting areas for avian species
will be addressed during the final design and construction phases of the
Preferred Alternative.
3. Based on this comment, and input from other agencies and
stakeholders, VDOT formally recommended Alternative B be considered as
the Preferred Alternative to USACE on September 27, 2016 (See Appendix
D).
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4

5

This recommendation was made in accordance with the Coordination Plan
for the study. The USACE response to this recommendation, dated October
13, 2016 requested clarification as to the impacts of Alternative B were
justified to meet the study needs compared to the lesser impacts of
Alternative A. Prior to VDOT providing a response, HRTPO and HRTAC
endorsed Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative. As FHWA will only
issue a ROD for what is included in the HRTPO LRTP, this led VDOT to make
a similar change in its recommendation to USACE. The HRTPO and HRTAC
actions were based on fiscal constraint and they also acknowledged the
need for other improvements considered in the HRCS by committing
funding to future study of the I-564, I-664, and VA 164 Connectors, as well
as future improvements to I-664. USACE and the other federal Cooperating
Agencies were made aware of this commitment prior to concurrence on
the recommended Preferred Alternative. Based on these actions and the
items discussed above in response to USACE comment number 1, CTB has
identified Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative.
During the public review of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, there was a clear lack
of public and political support for the level of impacts associated with the
8- and 10-lane build alternatives. Specifically, potential impacts to
Hampton University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the high number of
displacements were key issues identified by the public, elected officials,
and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given the lack of support,
VDOT and FHWA agreed that improvements considered along the I-64
corridor in the HRCS SEIS would be confined largely to existing right of way.
This resulted in the Preferred Alternative consisting of a six-lane facility
along I-64 with one bridge-tunnel structure crossing Hampton Roads. The
SEIS provides preliminary impact estimates based on the current planninglevel engineering which is appropriate for the NEPA analysis. The impacts
have been calculated using a worst-case scenario, or the largest potential
footprint that may be required to construct the improvements, for the
proposed six-lane facility on I-64. Additional efforts will be made to refine
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6

7

and reduce these impacts during the final design and permitting process
after a ROD is issued.
As depicted in the Draft SEIS, the six lane facility would still fall outside of
existing right of way resulting in impacts to Hampton University property
and the associated historic district, as well as non-contributing features to
the Phoebus Historic District. On December 29, 2016, DHR concurred with
VDOT that impacts to the Phoebus Historic District features would have no
adverse effect on this historic property. As documented in Appendix D of
this Final SEIS, Hampton University indicated that the proposed impacts
would be unacceptable. The revisions made to Alternative A and presented
in Section 2.7 of this Final SEIS avoid these impacts but illustrate that any
lane configuration greater than six-lanes would result in unacceptable
property impacts and greater impacts to wetlands and water resources
than the Preferred Alternative.
In addition to the increase in physical impacts, a 7-lane scenario would
have limited benefit compared to the operational issues they would create.
While data on vehicle diversions have been documented in the past by
VDOT and the Virginia DRPT, the most recent data available for the corridor
comes from the Patronage Forecasting analysis DRPT and Hampton Roads
Transit (HRT) completed to inform the Draft SEIS (see Appendix D). The
DRPT/HRT report indicated that BRT was the appropriate form of transit to
be considered and examined the potential BRT ridership and the related
reduction in personal vehicle trips/mileage along the I-64/HRBT corridor.
The DRPT/HRT analysis indicates that a BRT transit service provided in
dedicated lanes would reduce less than 1% of person trips and less than
1,000 of 200,000 vehicle trips of average weekday daily traffic volumes on
the existing general purpose lanes. This reduction also assumed transit
lanes operating in each direction. Including a single transit lane would
presumably offer less reduction and would pose logistic issues as the
timing of bus trips and which direction the bus service may run.
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8

9

The proposed 9-lane facility would have similar operational issues and also
would result in property impacts to the adjacent Veterans Cemetery that
were avoided in the HRCS Draft SEIS. In response to the Draft HRBT EIS, the
Department of Veterans Affairs “urged” VDOT and FHWA not to select an
alternative that would impact its property. The Department of Veterans
Affairs went on to question if sufficient or suitable replacement acreage
could be identified for burial site relocations. Noting the potential for
public controversy associated with burial site relocations or impacting
parking/access to the Veterans Affairs Cemetery, the Department of
Veterans Affairs stated it would be difficult to execute a Section 106
Programmatic Agreement or MOA to address any impacts to the cemetery.
For reference, the impacts from the 8- and 10-lane facilities considered in
the HRBT DEIS were provided to USACE in VDOT’s recommendation of a
Preferred Alternative on September 27, 2016 and are included in Section
2.2 of this Final SEIS. Engineering of the 7- and 9- lane options were not
advanced to great enough detail to provide similar impact estimates. Given
the information above, it is assumed these alternatives would be more
impactful than the Preferred Alternative and present additional
operational challenges.
4. In its resolution identifying the Preferred Alternative, the CTB did not
identify a specific management option (HOT, HOV, etc) but reserved the
right to review and approve such a management option should one be
identified as part of the project. For the purposes of this Final SEIS, a “worst
case scenario” has been identified and discussed in Appendix G.
In cooperation with VDOT, regional agencies including the HRTAC and the
HRTPO would determine whether an HOV or HOT option would be
implemented as part of Alternative A (all toll scenarios are prohibited on
existing interstates without specific action from the Virginia General
Assembly). Therefore, it is expected that the same number of free lanes
currently available to the public will still be available after the Preferred
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Alternative is implemented. A final decision on managed lanes would be
made following issuance of a ROD.
If HOT lanes were to be implemented, the decision on how tolls would be
collected would be determined after the NEPA study is complete. The HRCS
SEIS has assumed that if tolling was to be implemented, it would be done
with overhead electronic toll gantries designed to avoid the larger
footprint associated with toll booths. Effects of tolling is analyzed in the
Final SEIS in Sections 3.2 and 3.15.
5. With the exception of a few differences, Alternative C was the
alternative from the 2001 ROD. Since it had transit-only lanes at that time,
those transit-only lanes were maintained for this study. While only
Alternative C specifically included transit-only lanes, each of the Build
Alternatives retained in the Draft SEIS had the capacity to include transit
(see Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS). The Preferred Alternative would widen I64 from four to six lanes. Buses that use this route would benefit from the
decrease in congestion and increased mobility. Transit would be
considered and further accommodated in the managed lane option. Details
on the transit options for the Final SEIS Preferred Alternative are included
in Section 2.7.
In their comments on the Draft SEIS, DRPT provided recommendations for
how BRT could be accommodated in a Preferred Alternative. In identifying
the Preferred Alternative, the CTB did not apply a specific management
option/vehicle occupancy restriction but did retain the authority to be
briefed on and approve and future decisions. A decision on a specific
management option/vehicle occupancy restriction would most likely be
made after the issuance of a ROD during more detailed design. A
description of the Preferred Alternative, including how transit could
operate is included in Section 2.7.
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6. Discrepancies in Tables 3-35 through 3-37 in the Draft SEIS are a result
of rounding to different decimal places. Revised wetland numbers for the
Preferred Alternative are provided in the Final SEIS under Section 3.8.1.3.
These values have been rounded to the tenth decimal place and are
consistent among tables in the Final SEIS.
As part of the HRCS SEIS, the federal Cooperating Agencies concurred that
a proven photointerpretation method for identifying wetlands would be
appropriate for the study. While reliable and appropriate for NEPA
analysis, photointerpretation is not meant to provide the level of detail
necessary for permit actions. Following the issuance of a ROD from FHWA,
VDOT could advance with more detailed designs that would inform future
coordination with USACE and other permitting agencies. This coordination
would include identifying appropriate mitigation options and ensuring
stormwater management facilities are not located in wetlands or streams.
7. The VIMS Study (January 2017) provides planning-level analysis of the
potential impact on surface water elevation, flow, salinity, and bottom
shear stress related to the No-Build and Build Alternatives. The VIMS Study
has been made available to the public of the study website with the
publication of the Final SEIS. A summary of the findings is presented in
Section 3.8.1.6 of the Final SEIS.
8. Refer to Comment #1 and #3.
9. Following the issuance of a ROD by FHWA, VDOT could advance to more
detailed design and procurement activities. At that time, a timeline for
future design refinements and permitting actions could be established. As
this process progresses, there would be continued coordination with the
USACE and other regulatory agencies. See response to NMFS comment
number 1 regarding Section 408.
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Response begins on next page.
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1

2

1. Best Management Practices will be determined during the final
design and permitting phases, after the issuance of a ROD.
2. As acknowledged in your letter, the information and level of detail
needed to enter into Section 7 consultation is not normally available
during the NEPA process. This includes information on the means,
methods, materials, timing and duration of various construction
elements. It also includes information on the limits of construction, the
quantity and quality of dredged material, and the availability of
suitable disposal sites. This information is not typically developed until
the design phase of the project, after a ROD is issued. Given the nature
of the marine species and the extent of their habitat, the Preferred
Alternative is not likely to adversely affect endangered and threatened
species.
Experience from other projects in the region has shown that any
concerns over effects on the marine species identified can be
adequately addressed with conservation measures and time-of-year
restrictions employed during construction. A couple of recent projects
addressed Endangered Species Act (ESA) requirements well after the
NEPA process was completed. On the Gilmerton Bridge project, ESA
requirements were addressed after the sturgeon was listed late in the
construction of the project. On the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel
project, coordination with the NOAA was initiated after the
construction contract was awarded when the means, methods, and
materials of construction were known. Further, there would not be
any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources with respect
to the agency action that has the effect of foreclosing the formulation
or implementation of any reasonable alternative measures that would
avoid adverse effects to endangered and threatened species.
The Draft SEIS included commitments to ensure that the consultation
process concludes prior to construction. Additionally, VDOT has
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numerous controls in place to ensure threatened and endangered
species requirements are addressed prior to construction including
environmental certification and the permitting process. Accordingly,
FHWA is confident that an informed decision can be made regarding
the Preferred Alternative and that sufficient controls are in place to
ensure adverse effects to endangered and threatened species do not
occur.
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Response:
1. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A
as the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as
unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2)
impacts to environmental resources relevant to determining the
preliminary LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from
Cooperating Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities
and funding availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not
meet all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by
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HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result
in substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could
not be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.

1

Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS
Draft SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate
feasibility and NEPA studies.

2

Dredging and dredge material disposal will be evaluated in more detail
during the final design and permitting phases, after the issuance of a
ROD.
2. Detailed responses to these concerns are provided in detail on the
following pages.
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3. A high bridge option would pose greater permanent Section 408
issues than a tunnel and may not be a permittable option due to
greater impacts to hydrodynamic characteristics and visual impact to
nearby communities and historic properties than a tunnel alignment
(see Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of the HRCS Alternatives Technical Report for
more detail). A high bridge would introduce a height restriction over
the shipping channel that does not exist today. Section 408 review will
require continued unconstrained access through the unconstrained
passages over the existing tunnels. The required height of the bridge
structures could result in impacts outside of existing right-of-way.
VDOT and the FHWA have committed that improvements proposed in
the HRCS SEIS to the I-64 corridor would be largely confined to existing
right-of-way. To meet this commitment, the Build Alternatives in the
HRCS SEIS consist of a six-lane facility along I-64. Furthermore, a high
bridge would require 500-foot to 800-foot tall towers that would be
potential obstructions to aviation (HRBT High Bridge Technical
Memorandum, July 2012, appended to HRBT Alternatives Technical
Report, November 2012).
4. The cost estimates provided in the Draft and Final SEIS include a 40%
contingency which is meant to account for some unknown costs,
which could include stormwater management. At this stage of the
project, detailed drainage and hydraulic/hydrological studies have not
been completed. Detailed stormwater management strategies,
including the need for and placement of stormwater facilities, would
be determined during the final design and permitting process after a
ROD is issued. Stormwater runoff would be controlled in accordance
with all applicable state regulations. As part of the permitting process,
the required federal and state agencies such as USACE, VDEQ, and EPA
would be coordinated with regarding water quality issues. Part of this
coordination would involve instituting these agencies’ requirements
to avoid and minimize impacts to jurisdictional areas to the greatest
extent practicable, which would include placement of Best
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3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Management Practices in WOUS. Permits are generally conditioned
such that the project must not permanently restrict or impede the
passage of normal or expected high flows, and that the preconstruction course, condition, capacity, and location of open waters
must be maintained to the maximum extent practicable.
5. As indicated in the 3-4-3 Technical Memorandum, which is
appended to the HRCS Alternatives Technical Report, the 3-4-3 Option
could be included with any Build Alternative that includes
improvements to the HRBT. This includes Alternatives A, B, and D.
Since Alternative C does not include any improvements to the HRBT,
the 3-4-3 option could not be considered as part of that Alternative.
Appendix D of the HRCS Alternatives Technical Report includes a 3-4-3
Technical Analysis Memorandum that includes more detailed
information on the traffic operations of a four-lane tunnel. The traffic
analysis showed that the 3-4-3 concept would result in severely
degraded congestion levels due to extensive merging and lane
changing maneuvers at the downstream end of the tunnels.
Additionally, higher crash rates along freeway facilities typically occur
at locations where drivers must make a choice and/or perform a
driving maneuver. Therefore, it can be presumed that the 3-4-3
concept could potentially result in more crashes than a design with a
continuous cross section without merge and diverge points.
Consequently, Build Alternatives that included that the 3-4-3 concept
at the HRBT were not included in the Draft SEIS and detailed
environmental impacts were not quantified.

10
11

6. With the exception of a few differences, Alternative C was the
alternative from the 2001 ROD. Since it had transit-only lanes at that
time, those transit-only lanes were maintained for this study. While
only Alternative C specifically included transit-only lanes, each of the
Build Alternatives retained in the Draft SEIS had the capacity to include

APPENDIX H- 145

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
USEPA, cont.

transit (see Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS). Under Alternative C, transit
would be accommodated along I-664 from I-64 to the I-664 Connector,
the I-664 Connector, the I-564 Connector, and I-564. Details on the
transit options for the Final SEIS Preferred Alternative are included in
Section 2.7. Given the minimal reduction in vehicle trips that a
dedicated transit option would achieve (based on the December 2015
DRPT study), and therefore the likely minimal impact of regional travel
times for single occupant vehicles, a dedicated transit lane was not a
specific element in Alternatives A, B, and D. However, including it in
Alternative C allowed for the determination of the additional direct
impacts and cost associated with a transit-only lane so the decision
makers could make an informed decision whether to include a transitonly lane in the other alternatives.
7. The detailed plans for the Craney Island Eastward Expansion are not
available and have not been used in determining the alternatives for
the HRCS SEIS. The VA 164 Connector alignment was based upon rightof-way included in a Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact
Statement for an eastward expansion of the CIDMMA prepared by
USACE in 2006 (as discussed in Section 8.5.1 in the HRCS Alternatives
Technical Report). The Preferred Alternative does not include the VA
164 Connector.
Since the publication of the Draft SEIS, VDOT has met with
USACE/Navy/Port/Coast Guard on several occasions to discuss how
the alignment could be accommodated within the agencies’
existing/planned activities in the region.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460) Interchange, which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also could affect the CIDMMA and surrounding Navy and
Coast Guard properties. Future plans for these locations are uncertain,
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and therefore potential impacts are not clear. VDOT, on behalf of
FHWA, continues to coordinate with these agencies to identify
acceptable transportation improvements that could be made in the
vicinity of the federal properties. Though these improvements are not
included in the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS SEIS, they remain
regional priorities. HRTPO has set aside funding to continue to study
the crossing of the Elizabeth River and improvements to these other
study area corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft SEIS.
These future decisions will be the subject of separate studies.
8. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A
as the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. The Preferred Alternative
does not include construction adjacent to Craney Island and would not
affect navigation around Craney Island or cause erosion. This level of
detail is dependent on construction techniques that would be
determined during final design and permitting phases of the study,
after the issuance of a ROD. The VIMS Study (January 2017) provides
planning-level analysis of the potential impact on surface water
elevation, flow, salinity, and bottom shear stress related to the NoBuild and Build Alternatives. The VIMS Study has been made available
to the public of the study website with the publication of the Final SEIS.
A summary of the findings is presented in Section 3.8.1.6 of the Final
SEIS.
Since the publication of the Draft SEIS, VDOT has met with
USACE/Navy/Port/Coast Guard on several occasions to discuss how
the alignment could be accommodated within the agencies’
existing/planned activities in the region. Copies of Agency
correspondence is included in Appendix D of this Final SEIS.
9. See response to USEPA comment number 8.
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10. As indicated in Section 3.2.5 of the Draft and Final SEIS, for this
study a Census Block Group is identified as a minority population when
a) the percentage of minority residents exceeds 50 percent of total
population of the Block Group or (b) the minority population
percentage of a Census Block Group is greater than 11 percent. This
method has resulted in almost every block group in the study area
being identified as containing a minority population.
11. Figure 3-7 shows the individual Census Block Groups that contain
EJ populations in relation to the Study Area Corridors. Appendix B of
the Final SEIS presents the detailed plan maps of the Build Alternatives
showing the extent of the LOD. At this point in project development,
the location of construction activities is not known. The location of
activites will be governed, in part, by the means and methods of
construction which will be determined during the final design and
permitting phases.
12. Readily available information was used to determine EJ
populations for the purpose of this SEIS. Therefore, potential
disproportionate high and adverse impacts to minority and lowincome populations is assessed at the Census Block Group level.
Determining localized impacts beyond the Block Group level is outside
the methodology for this evaluation, which has been coordination and
agreed upon by the Cooperating Agencies.
13. To date, it has not been determined as to whether the crossings
would be tolled. HOT lanes are one of the options being considered.
HOT lanes are HOV)lanes that also allow lower occupancy vehicles to
gain access to the lanes by paying a toll. HOT lanes optimize the
number of people and vehicles that travel on the lanes, managing
demand through a user fee. If HOT lanes are implemented, the general
purpose lanes would remain free for travelers using the facility; thus,
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12
13
14

15

16
17
18
19

there would be no disproportionate impact to EJ populations. The
direct impact of tolling on low-income populations is addressed in
Section 3.2 of the Final SEIS. The indirect and cumulative impacts of
tolling are considered in Sections 3.15.2 and Section 3.15.3.3 of the
Final SEIS.
14. Coordination to assist EJ populations with concerns about projects
advanced for construction will be undertaken during final design and
permitting phases, after the issuance of a ROD. VDOT and the project
contractor(s) will continue to conduct outreach to address concerns
from the public.
15. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A
as the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. The Preferred Alternative
has been modified so that all of the work in the vicinity of Hampton
University and the Willoughby Boat Ramp will occur within the existing
right-of-way. A MOA will be prepared to specify how temporary access
can be achieved along the Hampton University property during
construction.
As documented in Appendix D of this Final SEIS, Hampton University
indicated that the impacts to their property proposed under
Alternative A would be unacceptable. The revisions made to
Alternative A and presented in Section 2.7 of this Final SEIS avoid these
impacts. No schools or universities would be directly impacted as a
result of the implementation of the project. Willoughby Elementary
School is located approximately 120 feet east of I-64 in Norfolk.
However, the proposed widening along I-64 at this location would be
to the west; therefore, no changes would occur adjacent to the school
property. There would be no noise impacts at this location based on
the preliminary noise analysis. Two other school facilities are proximal
to I-64: Ocean View Elementary School is approximately 300 feet from
I-64 and Northside Middle School is approximately 530 feet from I-64.
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There are no noise impacts at either location. The I-64 corridor exists
today and improvements would not cause additional impact to these
facilities.
The air quality analysis provided in Section 3.6 of the Final SEIS indicate
that the project would not cause any violations of National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established to protect human health
and welfare, including children. The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires EPA
to set NAAQS (40 CFR part 50) for pollutants considered harmful to
public health and the environment. The CAA identifies Primary
Standards to provide public health protection, including protecting the
health of “sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children, and the
elderly. Air quality is important to children’s health as pollution can
retard lung growth and exacerbate respiratory diseases. The most
likely locations of potential effects on children, other than in
residential areas, would be at schools where there are outdoor
activities for children.
There are 179 identified hazardous materials sites within ¼ of a mile
of the Preferred Alternative. Prior to acquisition of right-of-way and
construction, thorough site investigations would be conducted to
determine whether any of the sites are actually contaminated, and, if
so, the nature and extent of that contamination would be assessed.
Phase I Environmental Site Assessments and, if necessary, Phase II
Environmental Site Assessments could be performed to determine the
presence of and/or the extent of contamination. Undocumented
hazardous materials that are encountered during construction efforts
will be managed, handled and disposed of in accordance with federal,
state and local regulations.
VDOT would identify any hazardous materials sites of concern located
near school facilities and appropriately remediate said sites during the
final design and permitting phases, after issuance of the ROD.
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Construction of the Preferred Alternative would include transporting
and using construction-related hazardous materials and wastes, and
could potentially result in accidental releases of hazardous material.
Additionally, construction of the Preferred Alternative has the
potential of mobilizing contaminants already present in the soil or
groundwater. Construction areas for the Project would have restricted
access (fencing, gates, barriers, security guards, etc.) to help prevent
accidental exposure.
16. The noise analysis conducted for the SEIS was preliminary and
based on planning-level data and information. A more detailed review
will be completed during final design after the issuance of a ROD. As
such, noise barriers that are found to be feasible and reasonable
during the preliminary noise analysis may also not be found to be
feasible and reasonable during the final design noise analysis. Public
outreach regarding noise barrier placement would be conducted. If a
majority of those impacted by noise decide that they do not want a
feasible and reasonable noise barrier constructed, then VDOT will
honor their request and not construct a barrier. There are times when
those that do not want a noise barrier are concentrated or located in
a specific area; in these instances, VDOT will look to see if they can still
provide a feasible and reasonable noise barrier to those that desire
one while honoring the desires of those that do not. It is not
uncommon for commercial establishments, churches, and apartment
buildings to vote against noise barriers because they prefer the
visibility from the road.
17. Outreach to invite potentially impacted minority and low-income
populations along the Study Corridors to the Location Hearing in
September 2016 was achieved in several ways. First, postcards
announcing the meeting date and time were sent to all addresses in
the zip codes encompassing the Study Corridors, including areas
identified as minority and low-income census block groups. The public
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meeting was advertised in several local newspapers and online
publications such as the Virginian-Pilot and Daily Press, including
minority oriented publications such as the New Journal and Guide.
Press releases to television and radio media resulted in widespread
coverage of the upcoming meeting in the area. Finally, notification
emails were sent to stakeholders who identified their interest in
minority and low-income issues of the project during the scoping
period for the SEIS and those who requested such notice via the
project website and earlier public meetings. Coordination with the
HRTPO has been ongoing throughout the development of the SEIS and
will continue through final design. The public will continue to receive
updates via the study website and public briefings.
18. Data to identify children that reside within the proposed noise
barrier locations is not available. See response to USEPA comment
numbers 15 and 16.
19. The table provided by EPA on page 3 of their comment includes a
typo (the number of noise impacts under Alternative A is 953, not
6,953).
The noise impacts under the No-Build scenario are greater than those
anticipated under the build scenario for Alternative A (1,002 and 953,
respectively).
20. It is not possible to determine the limits of construction during the
NEPA process. This information is needed to inform construction
activities including truck haul routes, borrow disposal, and
construction staging areas which would not be identified until final
design and permitting phases of the project, which would only occur
after issuance of a ROD. Federal Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure (SPCC) requirements in Virginia are handled under
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20

21

22

23

the VDEQ, which requires review and approval of plans to impact
aboveground storage tanks. SPCCs are also required in Virginia for
General Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination Sysytem permits
through the State Water Control Board, as administered under the
Virginia Stormwater Management Act.
Proximity to schools, parks, and other activity centers would be
considered during the development of truck haul routes, borrow
disposal, and construction staging areas after the issuance of a ROD.
Construction areas would have restricted access (fencing, gates,
barriers, etc.) to help prevent accidental exposure. Exposure risks
would be minimized through the development and implementation of
best management practices during construction.
21. Property impacts provided in the SEIS are preliminary estimates
based on planning-level data and engineering and would be refined
during final design phases after the issuance of a ROD. Specific
outreach to impacted property owners will be conducted by VDOT
during final design after a ROD has been issued. In accordance with the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 (as amended, 1987), displaced property owners would be
provided relocation assistance advisory services together with the
assurance of the availability of decent, safe, and sanitary housing.
Relocation resources would be made available to all displacees
without discrimination.
VDOT would require that all construction contractors prepare and
implement a health and safety contingency plan that includes
emergency release countermeasures appropriate for the hazardous
materials are being used or stored at the construction site.
22. During the development of the Draft SEIS, VDOT met with the
Virginia Department of Health and other agencies and groups that
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have interest, purview, and expertise in preparing a Health Impact
Assessment (HIA). None of these agencies were in a position to take
the lead in developing an HIA, but they provided information on the
type of information that is included in an HIA. The type of information
that would be included in an HIA, including health and safety risks
associated with air quality and noise impacts, has been included in the
SEIS to inform decision makers about the potential impacts.
23. Historic resources are evaluated in the Final SEIS under Section 3.9.

24

25

26

Design commitments and a Programmatic Agreement (PA) have been
prepared in consultation with VDHR to address project conditions and
stipulate the process VDOT/FHWA would follow to complete efforts to
identify archaeological historic properties, assess project effects, and
develop measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to
resolve the Section 106 process. The Secretary of the Interior and the
ACHP have been notified of the project. The signatories of the PA
include FHWA, VDOT, City of Hampton, City of Suffolk, City of Newport
News, Hampton University, African America Historical Society of
Portsmouth, USACE, Buckroe Historical Society, J. Brewer Moore, NPS,
USCG, National Cemetery Administration, American Battlefield
Protection Program, Partnership for a New Phoebus, Norfolk Historical
Society, Norfolk Preservation Alliance, and Citizens for a Fort Monroe
National Park. The PA is included in Appendix I of the Final SEIS. Per
the PA, VDOT will continue to coordinate with the Department of
Historic Resources as the study moves forward.
24. In addition, HRTPO and HRTAC unanimously endorsed Alternative
A as their Preferred Alternative on October 20, 2016. VDOT
subsequently updated their recommendation of a Preferred
Alternative to Alternative A on November 14, 2016, and requested
USACE’s concurrence that Alternative A can be considered the
preliminary LEDPA. USACE concurred on VDOT’s recommendation for
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28

Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative on December 2, 2016.
USACE based their concurrence on information in the Draft SEIS which
demonstrated that Alternative A sufficiently meets the HRCS Purpose
and Need and would have less environmental impacts than the other
build alternatives in the Draft SEIS, including Alternative B. USACE also
found no reason to disagree that Alternative A may be considered the
preliminarily LEDPA. For mitigation required by an agency, mitigation
measures would be determined during the design and permitting
stage.

29

25. See response to USEPA comment number 24.

30

26. Additional functional assessments of wetlands would be
performed once an alternative is selected, after issuance of the ROD.
The VDEQ’s Virginia Water Protection regulation requires that
functional assessments be performed on wetlands when the impacts
per each single and complete project exceed 1 acre and the mitigation
will either be permitte-responsible or from a Bank or In-lieu Fee Fund
at less than the standard mitigation ratios (9VAC25-210-80C). VDOT
will continue to coordinate with the agencies on these issues following
the issuance of a ROD when detailed design and permitting efforts are
underway.

27

31
32
33
34
35
36

27. Efforts will be made to avoid and minimize impacts to these
resources, particularly high-functioning resources. While additional
functional assessments would be performed on the selected
alternative, the USACE finds no reason to object that the Preferred
Alternative could be the LEDPA. Both the USACE and EPA concurred
with the recommendation of the Preferred Alternative for the Final
SEIS given in part that it has the least amount of wetland impacts.
Wetland H92 is not located along the Preferred Alternative.
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28. The presence of WOUS was determined through
photointerpretation, which did not identify any ephemeral streams.
This methodology was reviewed by USACE, EPA and the other federal
Cooperating Agencies before these respective analyses were initiated.
It was agreed that this methodology would provide enough
information to identify a Preferred Alternative and possibly a
preliminary LEDPA. The selected alternative would have a formal
delineation completed in which all jurisdictional streams, including
ephemeral streams, will be delineated.
29. That is correct. The photointerpretation process used to determine
the presence of WOUS did not confirm the presence of any perennial,
intermittent, or ephemeral streams within Alternatives A and B. The
selected alternative will have a formal delineation completed in which
all jurisdictional streams will be delineated.
30. Per Section 404 of the CWA to minimize delays in the issuance of
permits, the USACE and the EPA have entered into a MOA stating that
the “Corps will…fully consider the EPA's views when determining
whether to issue the [404b] permit, to issue the permit with conditions
and/or mitigation, or to deny the permit.” As such, EPA would be
provided the opportunity to further consult on mitigation through the
404 permitting process.
31. The wetland numbers presented in the Draft SEIS in Tables 3-35, 336, and 3-37 varied slightly due to inconsistencies in rounding the
numbers. This has been resolved in the Final SEIS.
32. Representative wetlands were assessed using either the tidal or
non-tidal functional assessment method. These methods were
prescribed and reviewed by the federal Cooperating Agencies.
Wetlands that have previously been fragmented, as well as those that
would be fragmented by the different alternatives were assessed. The
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Environmental Consequences portion of the Section 3.8.1 (Wetlands)
describes the potential impacts that fragmenting or impacting
portions of wetlands (thus leaving remnant wetlands) may have on the
wetlands within each alternative. Some wetlands would have
negligible impacts to function while others would be more substantial.
33. The relative impacts to salinity from all alternatives would be less
than 2% total deviation. In addition, the maximum predicted change
from any of the alternatives of up to 1.5 PSU is small compared to the
10 PSU variability over the course of a year shown at the monitoring
stations in the lower James River that were used for model calibration
in the VIMS Study. These small changes in salinity should have little to
no effect on the species using the area since it’s smaller than the
natural variability. Additional information pertaining to salinity
changes is provided in the VIMS Study (January 2017) which has been
made available to the public of the study website with the publication
of the Final SEIS. A summary of the findings is presented in Section
3.8.1.6 of the Final SEIS.
34. Coordination with NOAA Fisheries will continue through the
design, permitting, and construction phases of the project. This was
added to the Mitigation portion of the Essential Fish Habitat section
of the Final SEIS.
35. Coordination with the NOAA under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act to protect essential fish habitat
and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act to protect anadromous
species will continue as the project is developed. As mentioned in both
the Essential Fish Habitat and Anadromous Fish sections of the Final
SEIS, coordination will include time of year restrictions (TOYR)
discussions.
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37
36
39
40

36. Potential disposal options are addressed in the Dredging and
Disposal of Dredged Material section of the Final SEIS. These options
would be re-evaluated, selected, and permitted for the selected
alternative following completion of the design phase. The actual
dredge quantities cannot be determined until more detailed design
phases are completed that occur post-ROD. At that time, the
quantities and characteristics of the dredge material would be used to
coordinate/identify appropriate disposal options. Impacts of the
disposal of dredged material have been evaluated in each of the
commercial sites’ permitting documentation, and would be reviewed
further in the permit support documents required during the
permitting of the selected alternative.

41
42

43

44

37. Requests for monitoring, including the method, timing, material
composition, and disposal option would be made and considered
during the CWA Section 404 and Virginia Wetland Protection
permitting processes. Specifics of a water quality and contaminant
monitoring plan would be coordinated then. As already stated in the
Water Quality and the Dredging and Disposal of Dredged Material
sections, pre-construction sediment quality assessments and water
quality monitoring during dredging may be conducted. The potential
for post-dredging monitoring has been added.
38. As summary of the VIMS Study is presented in Section 3.8.1.6 of
the Final SEIS.

45
39. Comment acknowledged.
40. At the present, there are no laws/policies/regulations advising that
highway projects include wildlife passages. Wildlife passages are
mentioned in the Mitigation portion of the Terrestrial Wildlife/Habitat
section and the Threatened and Endangered Species section in order
to minimize corridor disruption and effects of fragmentation to more
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intact habitat blocks. Their inclusion will be considered during the
design phase.
41. Coordination with those agencies having jurisdiction over
terrestrial wildlife and habitat may identify conservation measures to
minimize impacts to protected species. Species dependent upon
aquatic resources will benefit by efforts under the CWA to avoid and
minimize impacts to floodplains, streams, and wetlands. This
coordination, along with the necessary permitting, would help to avoid
and minimize potential impacts to these resources through a
collaborative process of identifying applicable design changes and
techniques and construction methods to be used during
implementation.
42. This is discussed in the Mitigation portion of the Terrestrial
Wildlife/Habitat section and in the discussion of the build alternatives.
Efforts to maintain corridors for wildlife travel and to act as upland
buffers for aquatic habitat would be further evaluated during the
design process and mitigated for as necessary during the permitting
process.
43. As indicated in Section 3.14 of the Final SEIS, the LOD takes into
account potential construction limits. The LOD includes grading to
accommodate proposed improvements and a 30-foot offset to
accommodate drainage, utilities, potential stormwater management,
and construction easements.
Specific construction limits can’t be established until the means and
methods of construction are established. These means and methods
will not come into focus until final design and the contracting and
bidding process. At this time, information on construction activities
including truck haul routes, borrow disposal, and construction staging
areas will be developed, after issuance of a ROD.
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46

47

48

49

Short-term construction impacts are provided in Section 3.14 for each
resource that would be affected. Tunnel dredge quantities and
potential disposal locations were discussed in Section 3.8.1.7 of the
Final SEIS to be used in the alternative’s comparison of impacts and
cost. Based on VDOT’s Project Cost Estimating System, earthwork
quantities were not developed for the proposed widening activities of
the Preferred Alternative.
44. Specific construction limits and associated impacts are not
prescribed in this SEIS. Level of design that occurs during the NEPA
evaluation process preliminary and is not detailed enough to provide
this level of information. As this information is developed after the
issuance of a ROD, it would be coordinated accordingly.
For the purpose of the SEIS, the worst-case impact area was used. It is
expected that this area can be minimized during final design. Shortterm construction effects that could occur to water quality, soils and
erosion, noise, wildlife and habitat, and other resources are provided
in Section 3.14 of the Final SEIS.
45. Comments made by the USEPA and other regulatory agencies
regarding the design and location of stormwater management
facilities have been noted. Following the issuance of a ROD when more
detailed design is developed, this information will be incorporated and
coordination with the agencies will be carried out during the
construction process.
46. The approach described by EPA in their comment is the same
approach prescribed by CEQ in their recently released guidance for
addressing GHG emissions. Per Section V of CEQ Guidance on
Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of Climate
Change in NEPA (August, 2016), the CEQ Guidance should be applied
to all newly initiated NEPA studies. The Guidance does not apply
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retroactively to completed EAs and EISs while ongoing EAs and EISs
can be subjected to the guidance at the lead federal agency’s
discretion. Since the Draft SEIS was signed before CEQ’s guidance was
issued, the EIS did not address the guidance. On April 5, 2017, CEQ
rescinded its newly issued guidance. Regardless, EPA’s comments
regarding GHG emissions are addressed herein.
The SEIS includes a qualitative analysis of climate change impacts from
construction and operation from the Build Alternatives including a
qualitative discussion on climate change impacts and mitigation
measures to adapt to climate change and reduce Project related GHG
emissions. Please refer to Section 3.6 of the SEIS. Specific design
details regarding GHG mitigation and climate change resiliency and
adaptation measures could not be adequately assessed at the level of
design used to compare alternatives. However, following a ROD, and
during detailed design, specific design details to reduce GHG emissions
and climate change impacts would be evaluated further.
Furthermore, as shown in Section 3.6, VMT was used as a surrogate
for GHG emissions to draw conclusions about the Build Alternatives. A
review of the VMT for the Build Alternatives shows there was not a
significant difference to confidently discern or identify the alternative
with the greatest increase in GHG emissions. What can be discerned is
the VMT associated with the Preferred Alternative is expected
increase the least among the Build Alternatives when compared to the
No-Build Alternative. In addition, the average vehicle speed is
expected to increase and travel times are expected to decrease for the
Preferred Alternative compared to the No-Build Alternative which will
help to mitigate any expected increases in GHG emissions along with
EPA vehicle fuel efficiency standards which are expected to result in
lower GHG emissions due to cleaner engine standards and fleet
turnover.
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47. Sea level rise is the primary potential change discussed in the SEIS.
Chapter 3.6 discusses a 2008 USDOT Center for Climate Change and
Environmental Forecasting study, The Potential Impacts of Global Sea
Level Rise on Transportation Infrastructure, was designed to produce
high level estimates of the net effect of sea level rise and storm surge
on the transportation network. The study evaluated nine scenarios of
sea level rise between 6 and 59 centimeters. For each scenario,
regularly inundated areas and at-risk areas for the transportation
system were estimated. Based on the analysis, the majority of the
HRCS study area corridors fall outside of the potentially regularly
inundated and at-risk areas due to sea level rise and storm surge for
all scenarios. However, two portions of the corridors fall within
regularly inundated areas under the higher sea level rise scenarios: I64 (in Hampton) and the VA 164 Connector (along the eastern edge of
CIDMMA).
Any proposed bridges would include a vertical clearance above water
relative to NAVD of 18 feet, which includes 1 foot of clearance above
the 100-year design wave crest elevation (elevation 12 feet relative to
NAVD 88 plus 1 foot) per, plus an assumed 5 feet for potential sea level
rise over the next century. Design Criteria from Section 6 of the HRCS
Alternatives Technical Report as referenced from the 2009 AASHTO
Guidelines have been referenced in the Climate Change discussion as
an adaptation measure.
Furthermore, specific design details regarding GHG mitigation and
climate change resiliency and adaptation measures could not be
adequately assessed at the level of design used to compare
alternatives. However, following a ROD, and during detailed design,
measures to reduce GHG emissions and climate change impacts would
be evaluated further.
48. See response to USEPA comment number 46.
49. See response to USEPA comment number 46.
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50. Such decisions would be made during the development of detailed
design, MOT plans, and construction practices. These activities would
occur following the issuance of a ROD. The Preferred Alternative has
the least amount of new infrastructure of the alternatives considered
and therefore would be require the least amount of energy to
construct, maintain and operate.
51. Final SEIS has been updated to include a discussion on "Land
Subsidence" in Section 3.6, per the reference provided by EPA.

51

52

53

52. The North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study and other similar
reports were identified during the development of the Draft SEIS.
These guidance documents provide insight and direction into issues
that would not necessarily differentiate between alternatives in a
NEPA document but could be use following the issuance of a ROD
when more detailed cost estimates and designs are advanced. VDOT
would continue to coordinate with USACE, localities, and the public on
this issue and the overall project throughout the final design and
permitting phases of the study after the issuance of a ROD.
53. The SEIS indicates that tidal wetlands, beaches, and coastal
primary sand dunes under the VMRC jurisdiction may be present
within the Study Area Corridors. During the permitting phase that
would follow a ROD and more detailed design, impacts to these
resources would be assessed and, if necessary, mitigated as these
resources may contribute to coastal resiliency.
VMRC’s jurisdiction for these resources is defined in Chapters 12-14 of
Title 28.2 of the Code of Virginia. The enactment of the Tidal Wetlands
Act of 1972 gave the VMRC the responsibility for issuing tidal wetlands
permits. In addition, the VDEQ under Chapter 13 - Wetlands (28.21300 thru 28.2-1320) activities only require a separate Virginia Water
Protection permit if §401 Certification is required. VDEQ provides the
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55

56

§401 Certification through issuing a Virginia Water Protection permit.
During the project’s water quality permitting process, the tidal
wetlands both "Nonvegetated wetlands" and "Vegetated wetlands"
along with beaches, and coastal primary sand dunes under the VMRC
jurisdiction will be delineated and an impact assessment to these
resources would be performed. At that time, the VMRC and VDEQ, if a
Section 401 Certification is required, would apply their regulations of
each agency during the permit authorization decisions.
54. The Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Report discussed
avoidance, minimization, and offsetting measures for indirect impacts
in Section 2.7 STEP 7: Assess Consequences and Develop Mitigation
and cumulative effects in Section 3.5. The Final SEIS discusses these
types of measures in Section 3.15.2 Indirect Effects and Section
3.15.3.3 Cumulative Impacts. The measures considered, including
those referenced in the comment, cannot be fully evaluated or applied
with the limited level of engineering that is developed to compare
alternatives in the NEPA document. Following the issuance of a ROD
from FHWA, VDOT could advance with more detailed engineering and
analysis of the Preferred Alternative to determine the best means of
avoiding and minimizing impacts. This would include coordination with
regulatory agencies during the permitting process.
55. See response to USEPA comment number 54.
56. The importance of the diversity and functions of wildlife habitat in
the highly developed Study Corridors is addressed in the Final SEIS in
Sections 3.8.3, 3.8.4, 3.15.2 and 3.15.3.3. Impacts to natural resources
associated with the Preferred Alternative are included in Section 3.8
of the Final SEIS. Every reasonable and feasible opportunity to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate impacts to natural resources will be taken prior
to construction of the Preferred Alternative.
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Response:
1. During the development of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, ferry ridership
was evaluated for its effects on I-64 traffic specific to the area of the
HRBT. The results of these studies indicate that ferry ridership would
remove between 600 and 1,100 vehicles per day from I-64. This
reduction would not remove enough general purpose vehicle trips
from I-64 to meet either the existing or design year 2040 capacity
needs for traffic on I-64. Ferry service would not increase capacity,
improve accessibility, address geometric deficiencies, enhance
emergency evacuation, improve military connectivity, or increase
access to ports.

1

2

The Preferred Alternative would accommodate transit through
expanded mainline capacity and the potential for managed lanes such
as HOV or HOT lanes that could provide transit with a travel time
advantage over personal vehicles in the general purpose lanes. The
CTB did not recommend a management strategy as part of its
identification of a Preferred Alternative, but reserved the opportunity
to be briefed on and approve such a concept should it be identified
during more detailed design and funding reviews following the
issuance of a ROD.
Because of the cost associated with construction a separated
pedestrian/bicycle shared-use path across Hampton Roads; the
environmental and social impacts associated with these
accommodations, particularly at Hampton University, the Phoebus
Historic District, and to adjacent residences; and the concerns
associated with including a separated pedestrian/bicycle shared-use
path in an approximately 7,400 feet long tunnel with grades that
exceed ADA criteria, separated bicycle and pedestrian facilities were
not included as part of the Preferred Alternative; however, this does
not preclude pedestrian or bicycle improvements on other roadways.
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2. As indicated in Section 3.8.4 of the Final SEIS, the Atlantic sturgeon
does not reside in the Study Area Corridors, but rather uses it as a
migration corridor during spawn migrations primarily in the deep
water habitats such as the federally maintained channels, though
foraging habitat is present throughout Hampton Roads. No individuals
in early life stages are expected to be present in the vicinity of the
Study Area Corridors since they cannot withstand exposure to salinity.
The physical disturbance of sediments and entrainment of associated
benthic resources could reduce the availability of Atlantic sturgeon
prey, but the impacted benthic habitat represents an insignificant
amount of the available habitat in the region, and recolonization of the
opportunistic benthic species would occur quickly making impacts to
Atlantic sturgeon habitat and prey negligible. The mobility and ability
of adult and sub-adult sturgeon to avoid the low intake velocities of
dredge equipment makes impingement unlikely. The majority of the
waterway would be unaffected by the sound of driving bridge piles and
Atlantic sturgeon would be able to avoid the affected area since
Hampton Roads is approximately 3.5 miles wide at this point.
Coordination with the NOAA Fisheries has been ongoing and they are
in agreement with the methodologies used to assess the sturgeon in
the SEIS. Further coordination will be required with NOAA Fisheries to
avoid impact to either the species or the proposed critical habitat.
3. Both of these Conservation Sites are addressed in the Terrestrial
Wildlife/Habitat section and the Waterbird Nesting section of Section
3.8 in the Final SEIS.
All of the build alternatives have the potential to impact one or both
of the Conservation Sites. At the HRBT Conservation Site (Alternatives
A, B, D, and Preferred), which includes the Gull-billed tern, proposed
construction would occur within current breeding habitat for
expansion of the island. Any construction activity on the island that
generates noise or sediment may reduce the quality of the breeding
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habitat and possibly render portions of it unsuitable for future use due
to fragmentation and impacts to the habitat. However, the colonies
have demonstrated the ability to persist at this location amid regular
disturbances from cars, boats, airplanes, constant shipping traffic, as
well as coastal storms. The expansion of the island would also likely
increase the potential suitable nesting habitat for these waterbirds.
Habitat is present for the Gull-billed tern and other waterbirds within
the Study Area Corridors of all 5 build alternatives. All estuarine
intertidal emergent wetlands (E2EM) and estuarine, intertidal,
unconsolidated shore (E2US) were identified as having foraging
potential. A large portion of this wetland type is heavily vegetated with
dense coverage of phragmites, saltmeadow cordgrass (Spartina
patens) or smooth cordgrass (Spartina alternifolia). The wetlands
dominated by phragmites unsuitable for foraging in its current
vegetative state. In addition, the majority of the intertidal foraging
areas have been fragmented or altered by the presence of the current
roadways and development. Mudflats are generally limited to a few
fragmented areas. It is anticipated that the majority of these estuarine
areas would be bridged; therefore, the proposed activities would have
minimal impact on the foraging habitat that is present.
The VA 164 Connector could potentially disrupt the nesting waterbirds
associated with the Craney Island Conservation Site, and other nesting
bird species and foraging behaviors, but would not increase
fragmentation as the VA 164 Connector traverses the eastern edge of
the island. The alternatives that will pass over/adjacent to the island
will introduce greater noise and general disturbance than is currently
experienced. The birds would be expected to avoid areas of active
construction, but this would most certainly affect foraging behavior at
least temporarily. Colony locations can vary from year to year,
particularly depending on where active dredge disposal is occurring;
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however, the primary threat to the bird colonies is red foxes, though
predator control programs have proven effective. The dredging
operations provide a variety of habitats attractive to a widely diverse
group of birds by managing cells for nesting, migrating, and wintering
species through habitat creation, managing water depths, and
vegetation and predator control.
Close coordination with the VDCR, Virginia Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries (VDGIF), and USACE will be required to minimize
impacts to the species associated with the Conservation Sites. Srict
adherence to time-of-year restrictions and erosion and sediment
control measures, as well as surveys to locate existing waterbird
colonies will also be required. While beach disturbance during
construction may temporarily or permanently make areas
unacceptable for nesting waterbirds, all five Build Alternatives could
ultimately augment the existing beach habitat, providing an
opportunity for increased suitable nesting habitat.
As noted in Threatened and Endangered Species section of Section
3.8.4 in the Final SEIS, no habitat assessments were performed for the
Loggerhead sea turtle and Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle. Their natural
history and a discussion of construction concerns are presented in the
Threatened and Endangered Species section of the Natural Resources
Technical Report.
Both Loggerhead sea turtles and Kemp’s Ridley sea turtles do visit the
Hampton Roads area, primarily in the warmer months, though neither
one nests in the vicinity of the Study Area Corridors. The physical
disturbance of sediments and entrainment of associated benthic
resources could reduce the availability of sea turtle prey, but the
impacted benthic habitat represents an insignificant amount of the
available habitat in the region, and recolonization of the opportunistic
benthic species would occur quickly, making impacts to sea turtle
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habitat and prey negligible. Turbidity effects to sea turtles from
dredging at the HRBT expansion should be insignificant. Sea turtles
breathe air and increased suspended sediments are not likely to have
an effect on turtle respiration. The most likely effect is if a sediment
plume causes a barrier to normal behaviors. As sea turtles are highly
mobile, they are likely to be able to avoid any sediment plume, and
they typically only last for a short duration near the bottom after the
dredge passes. Depending upon the type of dredging equipment
employed to dredge the tunnel for the HRBT expansion, direct impacts
to sea turtles by entrainment or impingement are possible, though sea
turtles are strong enough swimmers to avoid most dredge equipment.
Sea turtles are susceptible to vessel strikes, however dredges, barges,
and support vessels that would be used for the project move at slow
speeds (i.e., on average 8-10 knots) and have shallow drafts (NMFS,
2014a). Thus, it is extremely unlikely for sea turtles to be struck by
vessels during construction. Like Atlantic sturgeon, sea turtles can be
adversely affected by noise; however, sea turtles have a higher
threshold for behavior disturbance and would be able to avoid the
affected area since Hampton Roads is approximately 3.5 miles wide at
this point. Further coordination will be required with NOAA Fisheries
and USFWS to avoid impact to sea turtles through potential time-ofyear-restrictions, using certain dredging methods, restricting the
speed of construction vesssels, staging pile driving activities, and using
bubble curtains to reduce underwater noise.
4. The Great Dismal Swamp: Northwest Section Conservation Site is
addressed in the Terrestrial Wildlife/Habitat section while Canebrake
rattlesnake is addressed in the Threatened and Endangered Species
section of Section 3.8.4 in the Final SEIS.
Two general locations within the Study Area Corridors contain suitable
Canebrake rattlesnake habitat and are shown on maps in Appendix G
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of the Natural Resources Technical Report. One area is located south
of Craney Island and north of Route 164, within Alternatives B, C and
D. The majority of the habitat is located along I-664 south of the
MMMBT and extends south to the interchange with Military Highway,
within Alternatives C and D. A portion of this habitat area is located
within the Conservation Site. Proposed construction activities would
reduce the large forested track south of Craney Island to < 100 acres,
which is the minimal threshold for suitable Canebrake rattlesnake
habitat. It would also serve as a barrier for them to access forested
habitat on either side of the highway. This habitat area is currently
isolated from adjacent forested land by heavy development, and in its
current condition could not support a viable population long term. In
addition, the current habitat area was completely clear cut in 1990,
which left no suitable habitat within the Study Area Corridor or vicinity
at the time. It is highly unlikely that any Canebrake rattlesnakes, if
present at the time of the clearing, would have remained or survived
at this location. Therefore, it is unlikely that construction activities here
would adversely affect the species.
Impacts to the margins of Canebrake rattlesnake habitat on the east
and west side of I-664 could occur. The existing roadway corridors have
caused fragmentation of the habitat and act as a barrier to migration
between the habitat areas. It does not appear that construction would
increase fragmentation of the habitat, or that any corridors connecting
the forested habitat on each side of I-664 currently exist. The I-664 and
U.S. 58 interchange at the southern terminus of the alternative is
within the Conservation Site, though the forested areas are already
fragmented by the roadways in the interchange. Construction
activities here should not reduce the overall quality of Canebrake
rattlesnake habitat within the vicinity.
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Continued coordination with VDGIF regarding potential construction
restrictions and awareness campaigns will occur throughout the design
and permitting phases after a ROD is issued. The extant and historic
occurrences of Elliott’s Aster is noted. Having no legal status, an
inventory is not planned. Continued coordination would continue
throughout detailed design and permitting phases after a ROD is
issued.
Habitat is present for the Gull-billed tern and other waterbirds within
the Study Area Corridors of all build alternatives. All estuarine
intertidal emergent wetlands (E2EM) and estuarine, intertidal,
unconsolidated shore (E2US) were identified as having foraging
potential. A large portion of this wetland type is heavily vegetated with
dense coverage of phragmites, saltmeadow cordgrass (Spartina
patens) or smooth cordgrass (Spartina alternifolia). The wetlands
dominated by phragmites unsuitable for foraging in its current
vegetative state. In addition, the majority of the intertidal foraging
areas have been fragmented or altered by the presence of the current
roadways and development. Mudflats are generally limited to a few
fragmented areas. It is anticipated that the majority of these estuarine
areas would be bridged; therefore, the proposed activities would have
minimal impact on the foraging habitat that is present.
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Response:
On September 27, 2016, VDOT recommended Alternative B to the
USACE as the Preferred Alternative. This recommendation was
informed by comments from the USACE on September 19, 2016 which
stated “If Alternatives A and B also meet the project purpose and need,
have less adverse impacts [than Alternative C or D] on the aquatic
ecosystem, and do not significantly impact other natural ecosystems,
then USACE may determine that it can only permit one of these less
damaging options as the LEDPA.” From among Alternative A and
Alternative B, VDOT considered Alternative B the least impactful
alternative that fully addressed the purpose statement in the Draft
SEIS.
HRTPO and HRTAC unanimously endorsed Alternative A as their
Preferred Alternative on October 20, 2016. VDOT subsequently
updated their recommendation of a Preferred Alternative to
Alternative A on November 14, 2016, and requested USACE’s
concurrence that Alternative A can be considered the preliminary
LEDPA. USACE concurred on VDOT’s recommendation for Alternative
A as the Preferred Alternative on December 2, 2016. USACE based
their concurrence on information in the Draft SEIS which
demonstrated that Alternative A sufficiently meets the HRCS Purpose
and Need and would have less environmental impacts than the other
build alternatives in the Draft SEIS, including Alternative B. USACE also
found no reason to disagree that Alternative A may be considered the
preliminarily LEDPA.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as the
Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT, FHWA,
and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the USEPA, the
FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as unanimous
support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside
$4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in
the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item
#13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for
improvements that are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP.
Modifications to the Preferred Alternative have resulted in avoidance of
all properties protected under Section 4(f), with the exception of two de
minimis Section 4(f) impacts. Therefore, no further Section 4(f) analysis or
coordination is required. More detail on the design modifications since the
Draft SEIS are provided in Section 3.12. Updates to the Section 4(f) Report
are included in Appendix E.
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Response:
During the development of the methodologies for the HRCS SEIS, the
FHWA, VDOT, and the Cooperating Agencies agreed that the
hydrodynamic study (VIMS Study) could be published after the Draft
SEIS and before the Final SEIS. The understanding was that the findings
of the study would most likely not have an influence on the
identification of a Preferred Alternative but influence the future design
and permitting of the Preferred Alternative. The VIMS Study (January
2017) provides planning-level analysis of the potential impact on
surface water elevation, flow, salinity, and bottom shear stress related
to the No-Build and Build Alternatives. The VIMS Study has been made
available to the public of the study website with the publication of the
Final SEIS. A summary of the findings is presented in Section 3.8.1.6 of
the Final SEIS.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the USCG), as well as
unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts
to environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary
LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding
availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by

APPENDIX H- 179

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Port of Virginia, cont.

HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result in
substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not
be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard),
as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's
decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars,
for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
On December 29, 2016 the Virginia SHPO concurred with VDOT’s
determinations that the project would have either no effect, no
adverse effect, or a conditioned no adverse effect on each of the 20
above-ground historic properties located within the area of potential
effects for the Preferred Alternative. The property comprising the
Battle of Craney Island is not located within this area of potential
effects.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard),
as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's
decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars,
for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
On December 29, 2016 the Virginia SHPO concurred with VDOT’s
determinations that the project would have either no effect, no
adverse effect, or a conditioned no adverse effect on each of the 20
above-ground historic properties located within the area of potential
effects for the Preferred Alternative. The property comprising the
Battle of Craney Island is not located within this area of potential
effects.
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Response:
[August 29 letter superseded by September 21 letter, see response on
Page H-212.]
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5

Response:
1. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A
as the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard),
as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's
decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars,
for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
When the HRTPO endorsed Alternative A, they also identified a
number of additional regional projects to be funded and developed
between now and 2035.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts
to environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary
LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding
availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by
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HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result in
substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not
be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
2. Improvements considered in the HRCS SEIS are designed to meet
capacity needs along the study area corridors in 2040. The HRCS Traffic
and Transportation Technical Report (2016) summarizes the traffic
information gathered to inform the study. The study data projects
traffic conditions to year 2040. The design year was determined in
consultation with VDOT and FHWA; the interim year (2028) represents
conditions in the anticipated opening year of the proposed
improvements. The design year represents the year for which the
adopted HRTPO land use forecasts (2034 at the time of the study),
which are one of the key inputs to the travel demand model, can be
used to produce reasonable forecasts. Since the identification of the
Preferred Alternative, HRTPO has adopted the 2040 land use forecasts,
which have been used to update forecasts and analysis in this Final
SEIS.
3. The improvements suggested do not address the Purpose and Need
of the HRCS. The specific needs for the HRCS were developed based on
a comprehensive review of previous studies along with current traffic
data compiled for this study, including information collected through
numerous meetings with federal, state and local agencies; cooperating
and participating agencies; project stakeholders and the public. The
Purpose of the HRCS is to relieve congestion at the I-64 HRBT in a
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manner that improves accessibility, transit, emergency evacuation,
and military and goods movement along the primary transportation
corridors in the Hampton Roads region.
In its action to endorse a preferred alternative for the HRCS SEIS, the
HRTPO laid out a timeline in which all of the region’s priority projects
could be completed. This timeline is included in a presentation
available here: http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/102016TPOPresentation%2017-HRCS-SEIS%20Update%20with%20HRTAC.pdf
4. The NEPA study evaluates all reasonable alternatives and presents
the worst-case impact for the area within the determined “Limit of
Disturbance” or LOD. The LOD is designed to take into consideration
potential future modifications to the alignment, including, but not
limited to future stormwater management facilities and the potential
to operate managed lanes. The LOD represents a worst-case scenario
in terms of potential impacts. The impacts provided in the SEIS are
preliminary estimates based on the current planning-level engineering
which is appropriate for the NEPA analysis. Additional efforts will be
made to refine and reduce these impacts during the final design and
permitting process after a ROD is issued. Design-level considerations
would be made within the budget constraints.
5. Adding more than one additional bridge-tunnel crossing at the HRBT
to increase the number of lanes along I-64 would result in higher
environmental impacts, right-of-way impacts, and costs. During the
public review of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, there was a clear lack of public
and political support for the level of impacts associated with the 8- and
10-lane build alternatives. Specifically, potential impacts to Hampton
University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the high number of
displacements were key issues identified by the public, elected
officials, and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given the lack of
support, VDOT and FHWA agreed that improvements considered along
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the I-64 corridor in the HRCS SEIS would be confined largely to existing
right of way. This has resulted in the Preferred Alternative consisting
of a six-lane facility along I-64 with one bridge-tunnel structure
crossing Hampton Roads. The SEIS provides preliminary impact
estimates based on the current planning-level engineering which is
appropriate for the NEPA analysis. The impacts have been calculated
using a worst-case scenario, or the largest potential footprint that may
be required to construct the improvements, for the proposed six-lane
facility on I-64. The final impacts would be determined during the final
design and permitting process after a ROD is issued.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
US EPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard),
as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's
decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars,
for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts
to environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary
LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding
availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by
HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result in
substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not
be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the
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I-64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
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Response:
1. The CTB resolution identifying Alternative A as the Preferred
Alternative includes commitments to avoid all permanent impacts to
Hampton University properties and to develop an agreement between
VDOT and the University that addresses how temporary access can be
achieved during construction. Following the publication of this Final
SEIS, VDOT will request a ROD from FHWA for the Preferred Alternative
and specifically ask that the ROD include the same commitments. To
meet these commitments, Alternative A has been modified so that all
work in the vicinity of Hampton University will occur within the existing
right-of-way. These modifications include increasing the side slopes to
a ratio of 2:1 and the addition of guardrail along eastbound I-64 just
north of the Mallory Street interchange; reduction of the shoulder
width and a retaining wall along eastbound I-64 between the Settlers
Landing Road interchange and the Mallory Street interchange; and
locating the proposed eastbound HRBT approach bridge in the location
of existing HRBT eastbound approach bridge and shifting the existing
bridge to the east (the location of the westbound bridge will not
change). A Programmatic Agreement executed by FHWA, the Virginia
SHPO, and VDOT pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. 306108) contains additional commitments
to ensure that the Preferred Alternative will have no adverse effect on
Hampton Institute Historic District and Hampton Institute National
Historic Landmark. This Programmatic Agreement will be referenced in
the ROD. A MOA will be prepared to specify how temporary access can
be achieved along the Hampton University property during
construction.
Additional details regarding the Preferred Alternative are provided in
Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS.
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2. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A
as the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard),
as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's
decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars,
for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts
to environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary
LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding
availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by
HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result in
substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not
be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
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bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
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Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
US EPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard),
as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's
decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars,
for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
On December 29, 2016 the Virginia SHPO concurred with VDOT’s
determinations that the project would have either no effect, no
adverse effect, or a conditioned no adverse effect on each of the 20
above-ground historic properties located within the area of potential
effects for the Preferred Alternative. The property comprising the
Battle of Craney Island is not located within this area of potential
effects.
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Response:
1. Environmental impacts were considered in accordance with all
Federal laws and regulations governing the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement.

1

2

The HRBT DEIS (2012) evaluated a range of alternatives within the I-64
HRBT Study Area Corridor. The build alternatives in the HRBT DEIS
included an 8-lane and a 10-lane facility along I-64. During the public
review of the HRBT DEIS, there was a clear lack of public or political
support for the level of impacts associated with the 8- and 10-lane
build alternatives. Specifically, potential impacts to the historic district
at Hampton University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the high
number of displacements were key issues identified by the public,
elected officials, and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given
this public opposition, a Preferred Alternative was not identified and
the study did not advance. Consequently, VDOT and the FHWA have
committed that improvements proposed in the HRCS SEIS to the I-64
corridor would be largely confined to existing right-of-way. To meet
this commitment, the Build Alternatives in the HRCS SEIS consist of a
six-lane facility along I-64.
The Draft SEIS provides existing conditions and environmental
consequences for each resource in the Study Area Corridors. This
document was approved and signed by the FHWA and VDOT on July
25, 2016, indicating that the Draft SEIS meets all Federal requirements
for an Environmental Impact Statement. Further, the study was
prepared with support and review from 11 federal and local
Cooperating Agencies, including the USACE and the USEPA. The
Cooperating Agencies were provided the opportunity to comment on
the Draft SEIS, all comments have been responded to in the Final SEIS.
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The Preferred Alternative would result in the least overall impacts to all
natural and historic resources when compared to the retained build
alternatives analyzed in the Draft SEIS. Impacts would be minimized to the
extent possible by following best management practices and
commitments outlined in the Natural Resources Technical Report, the
Programmatic Agreement, and Final SEIS, as well as through more detailed
designs done after the NEPA process is complete to inform the permitting
process.
2. With the exception of a few differences, Alternative C was the
alternative from the 2001 ROD. Since it had transit-only lanes at that time,
those transit-only lanes were maintained for this study. While only
Alternative C specifically included transit-only lanes, each of the Build
Alternatives retained in the Draft SEIS had the capacity to include transit
(see Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS). The Preferred Alternative would widen I64 from four to six lanes. Buses that use this route would benefit from the
decrease in congestion and increased mobility. Transit would be
considered and further accommodated in the managed lane option.
Details on the transit options for the Final SEIS Preferred Alternative are
included in Section 2.7.
In their comments on the Draft SEIS, DRPT provided recommendations for
how BRT could be accommodated in a Preferred Alternative. In its
resolution of December 7, 2016, CTB indicated that the board would be
briefed on and have the opportunity to endorse a managed lane concept
should it be identified by the region (HRTPO and HRTAC) and the
appropriate analysis and financial plans are in place. As of the publication
of this Final SEIS, a managed lane strategy for the Preferred Alternative,
such as HOT or HOV lanes, has not yet been determined and the HRTPO
LRTP does not rely on toll revenues to construct the project. Should a
management strategy be selected, it is anticipated that the managed lanes
would accommodate transit such as BRT, as recommended in the DRPT
November 16, 2015 letter to VDOT.
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3. Because 15 years had passed between the 2001 FEIS and the 2016 Draft
SEIS, the needs for the study were updated and modified as necessary;
however, the key need elements and purpose of the project remain the
same: to improve accessibility, mobility, and goods movement in the
Hampton Roads area. As indicated in the Draft SEIS, VDOT, FHWA, and
federal agencies that have jurisdiction by law on FHWA/VDOT projects are
developing an agreement to merge the NEPA/Section 404 process. While
this agreement is still being developed, FHWA and VDOT agreed to use the
basic framework of that agreement for the HRCS. As such, the Purpose and
Need elements were reviewed and concurred upon by the Cooperating
Agencies before the study advanced to the refinement of alternatives.
During this review, some Cooperating Agencies indicated that including a
need element related to environmental protection and enhancement
could arbitrarily limit the range of alternatives considered in the study. It
was also recognized that environmental protection and enhancement isn’t
a transportation need; it doesn’t represent a transportation-related
problem or deficiency that requires a transportation solution. Instead,
environmental protection and enhancement is a goal to be achieved
regardless of the alternatives considered. Therefore, the goal of reducing
environmental impacts was a focus of the study.
Although a need element specific to environmental protection is not
presented in the SEIS Purpose and Need statement, the SEIS has included
an assessment of environmental impacts as a critical component of the
alternatives evaluation. As documented in the Draft SEIS and the Final
SEIS, the Preferred Alternative (Alternative A) would have the least
environmental impact of any of the build alternatives. Moreover, VDOT
and FHWA, in coordination with USACE, the VDHR and other
environmental regulatory agencies, have proposed mitigation measures in
Chapter 3 of this Final SEIS that would address environmental impacts of
the Preferred Alternative.
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During the public review of the HRBT DEIS in 2012, there was a clear lack
of public or political support for the level of impacts associated with the 8and 10-lane build alternatives. Specifically, potential impacts to Hampton
University, Hampton National Cemetery, and the high number of
displacements were key issues identified by the public, elected officials,
and University and Veterans Affairs officials. Given this public opposition,
VDOT and FHWA agreed that improvements considered along the I-64
corridor in the HRCS SEIS would be confined largely to existing right of way.
This has resulted in the Preferred Alternative consisting of a six-lane
facility along I-64 with one bridge-tunnel structure crossing Hampton
Roads. The SEIS provides preliminary impact estimates based on the
current planning-level engineering which is appropriate for the NEPA
analysis. The impacts have been calculated using a worst-case scenario, or
the largest potential footprint that may be required to construct the
improvements, for the proposed six-lane facility on I-64. The final impacts
would be determined during the final design and permitting process after
a ROD is issued. An MOA will be prepared to specify how temporary access
along the Hampton University property would be provided during
construction.
4. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard), as
well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
The identification of the Preferred Alternative was based, in part, on
comments received from USACE suggesting that, “If Alternatives A and B
also meet the project purpose and need, have less adverse impacts on the
aquatic ecosystem [than Alternative C or D], and do not significantly
impact other natural ecosystems, then USACE may determine that it can
only permit one of these less damaging options as the LEDPA. This
direction, provided in Alternative D of the Final SEIS, and the identification
of the Preferred Alternative, have avoided the segments with the highest
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impacts to wetlands and other aquatic resources. More detailed
information on impacts to aquatic resources are provided in the VIMS
Study (January 2017) which provides planning-level analysis of the
potential impact on surface water elevation, flow, salinity, and bottom
shear stress related to the No-Build and Build Alternatives. The VIMS Study
has been made available to the public of the study website with the
publication of the Final SEIS. A summary of the findings is presented in
Chapter 3.8.1.6 of the Final SEIS.
5. As shown in the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS, the Preferred Alternative
would have the least amount of impact to wildlife habitat and endangered
species when compared to the other build alternatives retained in the
Draft SEIS.
6. Alternative A, the Preferred Alternative, would result in the least
amount of induced growth when compared to the other build alternatives
retained in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives B, C and D, which pass through
relatively undeveloped areas is where induced growth would be more
likely to occur. The improvements under the Preferred Alternative are
confined to I-64 between I-664 and I-564; this area is heavily built out with
little room for induced growth.
The potential for induced growth along major feeder roads was evaluated
within 2 miles of interchanges. The decision to evaluate the potential for
induced growth along major feeder roads to existing interchanges along I664 and VA 164 was based on land use progression in those areas being
less advanced than in Hampton, Newport News, and Norfolk. The HRCS
Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) Technical Report acknowledges that
although this 2-mile distance is less than the maximum recommended by
the North Carolina Department of Transportation guidance that informed
this analysis, it is within the range recommended by that guidance, and is
appropriate because of the maturity of the existing transportation
infrastructure in the area (see Figure 2-11 in the ICE Technical Report).
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7. The SEIS includes a qualitative analysis of climate change impacts from
construction and operation from the Build Alternatives including a
qualitative discussion on climate change impacts and mitigation measures
to adapt to climate change and reduce Project related GHG emissions.
Please refer to Section 3.6 of the SEIS. Specific design details regarding
GHG mitigation and climate change resiliency and adaptation measures
could not be adequately assessed at the level of design used to compare
alternatives. However, following a ROD, and during detailed design,
specific design details to reduce GHG emissions and climate change
impacts would be evaluated further.
Furthermore, as shown in Section 3.6, VMT was used as a surrogate for
GHG emissions to draw conclusions about the Build Alternatives. A review
of the VMT for the Build Alternatives shows there was not a significant
difference to confidently discern or identify the alternative with the
greatest increase in GHG emissions. What can be discerned is the VMT
associated with the Preferred Alternative is expected increase the least
among the Build Alternatives when compared to the No-Build Alternative.
In addition, the average vehicle speed is expected to increase and travel
times are expected to decrease for the Preferred Alternative compared to
the No-Build Alternative which will help to mitigate any expected
increases in GHG emissions along with EPA vehicle fuel efficiency
standards which are expected to result in lower GHG emissions due to
cleaner engine standards and fleet turnover.
8. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. The Preferred Alternative has been
modified so that all improvements in the vicinity of Hampton Institute
Historic District and Hampton Institute National Historic Landmark will
occur within the existing right-of-way.
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On December 29, 2016 the Virginia SHPO concurred with VDOT’s
determinations that the project would have either no effect, no adverse
effect, or a conditioned no adverse effect on each of the 20 above-ground
historic properties located within the area of potential effects for the
Preferred Alternative. The property comprising the Battle of Craney Island
is not located within this area of potential effects.
A Programmatic Agreement executed by FHWA, the Virginia SHPO, and
VDOT for the Preferred Alternative pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. 306108) contains commitments
supporting these effects determinations and is included in Appendix I.
The Preferred Alternative could have been a combination of operationally
independent sections from the different alternatives under consideration
in order to balance cost, impacts, and the alternative’s ability to meet the
Purpose and Need, resulting in a hybrid alternative not evaluated as a
stand-alone alternative in the Draft SEIS. The SEIS presents information for
the build alternatives by alignment segment in Appendix A.

11

During the initiation of the HRCS SEIS, the Virginia DRPT and HRT Agency
provided preliminary ridership projections for rail and bus transit along the
Study Area Corridors. As a result of this preliminary analysis, DRPT
recommended that dedicated light rail transit should not continue to be
studied. DRPT also noted that the results of the preliminary analysis
supported continued study of high frequency BRT service in a fixed
guideway or in shared HOV or HOT lanes. This report is included in
Appendix D of the Final SEIS.
Additionally, DRPT provided comments on the Draft SEIS, which are
included in this Appendix under Response to Agency Comments,
expressing support for the study’s purpose and need and preferential
treatment of transit services.
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Managed lane options are under consideration as part of the study,
although the final determination has not yet been made by the CTB. HOT
lanes are one of the options being considered. HOT lanes are HOV lanes
that also allow lower occupancy vehicles to gain access to the lanes by
paying a toll. HOT lanes optimize the number of people and vehicles that
travel on the lanes, managing demand through a user fee. The Preferred
Alternative would not preclude the implementation of HOT lanes. For the
purposes of this Final SEIS, a “worst case scenario” has been identified and
discussed in the Worst-Case Traffic Analysis and Impact to Air Quality and
Noise Analysis Memo (Appendix G of this Final SEIS).
In their comments on the Draft SEIS, the Department of Rail and Public
Transportation (DRPT) provided recommendations for how bus rapid
transit (BRT) could be accommodated in a Preferred Alternative. In its
resolution of December 7, 2016, CTB indicated that the board would be
briefed on and have the opportunity to endorse a managed lane concept
should it be identified by the region (HRTPO and HRTAC) and the
appropriate analysis and financial plans are in place. Such action would
most likely occur after a ROD has been issued and VDOT can advance with
more detailed design and procurement activities. As of the publication of
this Final SEIS, a managed lane strategy for the Preferred Alternative, such
as HOT or HOV lanes, has not yet been determined and the HRTPO LRTP
does not rely on toll revenues that may be generated from a managed lane
concept to construct the project. Should a management strategy be
selected, it is anticipated that the managed lanes would accommodate
transit such as BRT, as recommended in the DRPT November 16, 2015
letter to VDOT.
10. A managed lane option that includes tolls could be implemented under
the Preferred Alternative. Section 1512(a) of the Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) allows for the tolling of newly
constructed lanes on existing toll-free Interstate highway as long as the
facility maintains the same number of toll-free lanes after construction.
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Therefore, under a managed lane scenario the existing facilities would
remain toll free and only the new capacity would be tolled. Tolls for
managed lanes could be fixed price or variable based on congestion
pricing. The final determination on toll pricing or any other managed lane
option would be made after the NEPA process has been completed. The
NEPA process does not provide the detailed level of information that
would be developed as part of a Traffic and Revenue Study, which would
be the basis for regional planning agencies (HRTPO, HRTAC, and CTB) to
approve any managed lane option.
11. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the US
EPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard), as well
as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's decision.
HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars, for a
Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board
Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to complete the
NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for construction in
the region’s LRTP. The Preferred Alternative would result in the least
overall impacts to all natural resources when compared to the retained
build alternatives analyzed in the Draft SEIS.
12. The information and level of detail needed to enter into Section 7
consultation, if warranted, isn’t normally available during the NEPA
process. This includes information on construction methodology and limits
of disturbance that the FWS and NOAA need to participate in consultation.
In their January 23, 2017, letter, NOAA stated that they were “unable to
provide substantive recommendations until the means, methods and
materials of construction of various project elements have been
determined.” NOAA adds that as “project planning and design advance”,
they “reserve the right to provide conservation recommendations in the
future.” The FWS has taken a similar approach recommending
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consultation be deferred until after NEPA. Experience from other projects
in the region has showed that any concerns over effects on endangered
and threatened species can be adequately addressed with conservation
measures and restrictions employed during construction. A couple of
recent projects addressed ESA requirements well after the NEPA process
was completed. On the Gilmerton Bridge project, ESA requirements were
addressed after the sturgeon was listed late in the construction of the
project. On the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel project, coordination with
the NOAA was initiated after the construction contract was awarded when
the means, methods, and materials of construction were known. Given the
nature of the marine species and the extent of their habitat, the Preferred
Alternative is not likely to adversely affect endangered and threatened
species. Further, there will not be any irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources with respect to the agency action that has the
effect of foreclosing the formulation or implementation of any reasonable
alternative measures that would avoid adverse effects to endangered and
threatened species.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA Administration, the US Navy, and the US
Coast Guard), as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC,
informed CTB's decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of
expenditure dollars, for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP
(HRTPO January 19, 2017 Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can
only issue a ROD to complete the NEPA process for improvements that
are fully funded for construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts
to environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary
LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding
availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by
HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result in
substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not
be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
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would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard),
as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's
decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars,
for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts
to environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary
LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding
availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by
HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result in
substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not
be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I-

APPENDIX H-210

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
APPENDIX H: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Virginia Maritime Association, cont.

64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
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Response:
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the CTB identified Alternative A as
the Preferred Alternative for the HRCS. Collaboration among VDOT,
FHWA, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating Agencies (the USACE, the
USEPA, the FTA, the US NOAA, the US Navy, and the US Coast Guard),
as well as unanimous support by HRTPO and HRTAC, informed CTB's
decision. HRTAC set aside $4.031 Billion, in year of expenditure dollars,
for a Preferred Alternative in the HRTPO LRTP (HRTPO January 19, 2017
Board Meeting Notes, Item #13). FHWA can only issue a ROD to
complete the NEPA process for improvements that are fully funded for
construction in the region’s LRTP.
The HRCS involved a process for identifying the Preferred Alternative
that merged requirements of the NEPA and the CWA. As such,
identification of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative considered
a broad range of factors that included: 1) Purpose and Need; 2) impacts
to environmental resources relevant to determining the preliminary
LEDPA, per CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidance; 3) input from Cooperating
Agencies; and 4) cost in light of regional funding priorities and funding
availability.
As described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, Alternative A does not meet
all elements of the study Purpose and Need as well as other
alternatives in the HRCS SEIS; however, it does acceptably balance
these factors. Although Alternatives C and D would meet the Purpose
and Need better than Alternative A and B, the cost of those two
alternatives exceeds available funding and would prevent other
transportation-related funding priorities in the region identified by
HRTPO from being addressed. Alternatives C and D would also result in
substantially greater environmental impacts and therefore could not
be the LEDPA, per direction from the USACE. Finally, Alternative B
would only provide marginal benefit for relieving congestion on the I-
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64 HRBT corridor relative to Alternative A despite its higher cost. The
CTB, informed by input from the public, the localities, the regional
bodies of HRTAC and HRTPO, and the Study’s Federal Cooperating
Agencies, found Alternative A would cost significantly less to construct
($3.3 billion) and, coupled with the relatively limited environmental
impacts, formally adopted it as the Study’s Preferred Alternative.
Alternative A does not propose improvements to I-564, I-664, VA 164,
or the Bower’s Hill Interchange (I-664 / I-264 / I-664 / US 460), which
were included in Alternatives B, C, and D in the Draft SEIS. Alternatives
B, C, and D also affect the CIDMMA and US Navy facilities. Impacts to
CIDMMA would require additional federal approval and permits.
Future plans for CIDMMA and surrounding military facilities are
uncertain; therefore, potential impacts to the sites are not clear. Given
this uncertainty, HRTPO and HRTAC have set aside funding to continue
to study these other corridors which were considered in the HRCS Draft
SEIS. These future decisions will be the subject of separate feasibility
and NEPA studies.
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